
LAND-TO-Tl-IB-TILLER IN THE MEKONG DELTA: 
ECONOMIC, SOCI.AL AND POLITICAL EFFECTS OF LAND REFORM 

IN FOUR VILLAGES OF SOUTH vmTNAM 

A Thesis 

Presented to the Faculty of the Graduate School 

of Cornell University 

in Partial Fulfillment for the Degree of 

Doctor of Philosophy 

by 

Charles Stuart Callison 

September 1976 · 

jharold
Rectangle



Charles Stuart Callison 1976 

ALL nrcmT3 R.F;SERVED 



Bioeraphical Sketch 

c. Stuart Callison was born on July 11, 1939, in Boonville, Missouri, 

where he completed high school. He was married in Saigon in 1965 to Pham 

My-Dung, now Michelle My-Dung, and has one daughter, Cynthia Thuy-Tien, 

born in 1973. He received a B.S. degree in Foreign Service from the 

University of Maryland in 1961, graduating with First Honors, second in 

his colle~e class, and is a member of the Phi Kappa.Phi, Omicron Delta 

Kappa, Phi Eta Sip;ma, Scabbard & Blade, and Who's 'Who Amonf: Students 

honor societies. He served in the U.S. Air Force for six years, complet

in~ a one-year course in Vietnamese at the Defense Language Institution 

in Monterey, Calif., and SJ:ending three years in South Vietnam as a 

liaison and training officer and advisor to the Vietnam Air Force, 

attaining the grade of captain. He received an M.A. degree in Southeast 

Asia Studies from Yale University in 1969, majoring in Economics, and 

matriculated in the Cornell Ph.D. program in economics the same year, 

majorin~ in economic developnent. His graduate study was supported by a 

National Defense Education Act Title VI Foreign Language Fellowship, a 

Foreign Area Fellowship Program (Ford Foundation) grant for overseas 

research, and a Cornell University Southeast Asia Program Fellowship. 

He taught economics for a year as an assistant professor at Ohio Univer

sity, and in 1974 he accepted an appointment in the U.S. Foreign Service 

Reserve as an Economic Advisor in the Office of Vietnam Affairs. Bureau 

for East Asia, Agency for International Development... He later served as 

economic analyst on the Development Coordination Staff, Bureau for Asia, 

until receiving his current assignment as an Economic Advisor with the 

Office of Regional Developnent, USAID, in Naga City, Camarines Sur 

ii 



Province, The Philippines. He is a member of the American Economic 

Association. His previous publications include "The Economic, Social and 

Political ~~ffects of the Land-to-the-Tiller Pror~ram: A Progress H.eport." 

Tap san Kinh Te. Journal of the Vietnam Economic Association. Can Tho 

University, March 1972, pp. 73-106, and "The Land-to-the-Tiller Prop;ram 

and Rural Resource Mobilization in the Mekong Delta of South Vietnam," 

Papers in International Studies, Southeast Asia Series No. 34, Ohio 

University Center for International Studies, Athens, Ohio, 1974. 

iii 



Dedication 

To my wife. Michelle My-Dung, who helped conduct this study even 

more than she knows, and to her people who love their children and want 

them to have a better life. 

iv 



Acknowletjgements 

Financial support during the preparation and drafting of this thesis 

came from three different sources. Preliminary background research and 

research design was completed in residence at Cornell University while 

supported by a Forei~n Languap,e Fellowship under Title VI of the National 

Defense Education Act. Thirteen months of field research in the Mekong 

Delta of South Vietnam (August 1971-September 1972) was funded by the 

Foreirn Area Fellowship Program of the Social Science Research CQJ.ncil 

and the American Council of Learned Societies, administered under a grant 

from the Ford ¥bundation, which also financed the first six months of the 

write-up phase. The final four and one-half months of the in-residence 

write-up effort, throu~h the summer of 1973, was supported by a Southeast 

Asia Pro~ram Fellowship of Cornell University. 

My wife and I are indebted to the Can Tho University in Can Tho and 

the Hoa Hao University in Long Xuyen for providing us pleasant quarters 

in an academic environment durinr our four-month research effort in Phong 

Dinh and An Giang Provinces. Dr. Nguyen Duy Xuan, Rector, Can Tho 

University, granted us affiliate status as research associate (tha.m-van), 

for myself, and research assistant (phu-khao), for my wife, that ereatly 

facilitated our efforts to identify ourselves and conduct our interviews 

and other research. :de are ~rateful to Dr. Xuan for his friendly advice 

and moral support throu~hout our stay in Vietnam, stemming in part from 

his own professional and personal interest in the effects of the Land-to

the-Tiller (LTTT) Pro.r:ram and in the course of rural development in 

Vietnam. 

The Land Reform division of the U.S. Agency for International Devel

opment (USA ID) in Saiv,on and in Can Tho provided much relevant information 

v 



verbally, from their files and in personal correspondence before and 

after our stay in Vietnam; and they introduced us to appropriate national 

and local officials of the Vietnamese P,overnment. The entire list of 

USAID officials who assisted us is too long, but special thanks must go 

to Mr. Keith 1hl. Sherper, who sent me sufficient preliminary material to 

enable the research proposal to be designed and justified and whose 

knowled~e of the origins of the LTTT Program runs far deeper than we 

could present in this thesis, and to Mr. Stephen Klaus, who was very 

helpful during the pre-testing phase of our field research in Bien Hoa 

Province and who also spent some time commenting on an early draft of 

0 The Landlord Side , 11 Chapter VII. 

Dr. Henry c. Bush, his two research assistants. Mr. Gordon H. 

Messep,ee and Mr. Roger v. Russell, and the staff of the Control Data 

Corporation, under contract to USAID to study the political effects of the 

LTTT Prop:ram, were very generous of their time and research materials. 

our separate research efforts were compliroontary in nature, and we spent 

many fruitful hours comparing notes and discussing research desien, 

methodolop,y, and field experiences. Frequent references are made to 

their publications in this thesis and portions of their major research 

effort, The Impact of the Land-to-the-Tiller Program in the Mekong Delta, 

are summarized in Chapter IX. 

On the government side, Mr. Bui Huu Tien, Director General of Land 

Affairs, introduced us to his Province Land Affairs Service (PLAS) chiefs 

and requested their cooperation in our research efforts, expressing a 

keen interest in the results of our research. Invaluable assistance was 

provided by the PLAS chiefs and their personnel in the provinces. of Long 

An, Dinh Tuong. Phong Dinh and An Giang. National Assembly records were 

vi 



of very limited availability and were obtained only through the ~ood 

offices of Senator Tran Van Qua, Chairman of the Senate Committee on 

A~riculture, and Mr. Nguyen Haan~ Linh, Si:ecial Assistant to the Secretary 

General, House of Representatives. 

Back at Cornell University, a word of special thanks is due the 

chairman of m:y Special Committee, Prof. Frank H. Golay, the other two 

committee members, Prof. Henry Y. wan, Jr., and Prof. Franklin E. Huffman, 

and Visitin~ Professor David G. Marr, for their advice, assistance and 

moral support during this long and sometimes tedious ·project. 

Several typists, including, my wife, ty})3d portions of the draft, but 

the only one who suffered through the whole thing, from beginning to end. 

including all the tables of statistics, was Miss Vicky Palmiano of Naga 

C1ty, Camarines Sur Province, The Philippines, who patiently and 

painstakin~ly retyped. it in final form. 

SomA of the statistical tables, maps, graphs and other material 

included herein were published in 19?4 in a short monograph by the author, 

"The Land-to-the-Tiller Program and Rural Resource Mobilization in the 

Mekong Delta of South Vietnam," Papers in International Studies, Southeast 

Asia Series No. 34, printed by the Ohio University Center for Internatioal 

Studies, Athens, Ohio, who have kindly granted permission to republish 

this copyrighted material again here. 

Saving the most important acknowledgements until last, I shall never 

miss an opportunity to express rrry deep indebtedness and gratitude to my 

wife, Michelle My-Dung Callison, for not only survivin~ the whole six

year operation, from its conceptualization in 19?0 to its completion in 

19?6, but also for herself interviewing more than half of the farmers in 

our sample and ~eneratinP- most of the warm and friendly rapport we had 

vii 



among the farmers and their communities. And finally, neither my wife 

nor I shall every forget the warm and generous reception we met wherever 

we went, but especially among the farmers themselves and their families, 

who seldom hesitated to spend a half-day of their time answerinr, our 

endless questions and explaining to us the details of their lives, their 

problems and their hopes for a 'better future, in the midst of a bitter 

war that had affected them all. May their desire for peace and their 

dreams of a better life for their children be soon fulfilled. 

viii 



TABLE OF CONT!ENTS 

Introduction 

1. The Role of Land Reform in the Modernization Process 

L The Modernization Process 1 

2. 1tequiremen ts 2 

3. The Role of A~ricultural Development 6 

4. The Role of Land Reform 8 

IL Land Reform in Japan and Taiwan: A Comparative Study 

1. Background: Prior Conditions of Land Tenure 26 
In Japan 
In Taiwan 

2. Comparison of Land Reform 28 
Objectives 
Programs 
Implementation 

J. Economic Effects 33 
Farmer Income 
Occupation and Income of Former Landlords 
Investment 
Ar:,ricu1 tural Productivity 

4. ~)ocial Effects 39 

5. Political Effects 41 

6. Conclusion: The Contribution of Land Reform to the 
Modernization Process 42 

III. History of Land Tenure in .south Vietnam 

1. Pre-French History 44 
2. The French Period 46 

J. Viet Minh Reforms 50 
4. Land Reform under Ngo Dinh Diem 53 
5. Viet Cong Reforms 63 
6. Land Tenure in the 1960 1s 67 

Extent of Tenancy 
Gini Indices of Inequality 
Conditions of Tenancy 
The Role and Contribution of the Landlord 
Pressures for More Land Reform 

ix 

1 



IV. Land-to-the-Tiller 

1. The Law 94 
2. Le~islative History 96 
). Objectives and Expectations 101 

V. Villar:e Case Studies 
1. Khanh Hau, LonP, An Province 109 

Demo,ci;raphic Data 
Sample Selection 
Land Tenure 
Livin~ Standards 
Indebtedness 
Af~ricul tural Production 

2. Long Binh Dien, Dinh Tuan~ Province 134 
DemoF;raphic D~,ta 
Sample Selection 
Land Tenure 
Living Standards 
Indebtedness 
Agricultural Production 

3. Phu Thu, Phong Dinh Province 152 
Demo:.~~ra phic Data 
Sample Selection 
Land Tenure 
Li vim~ 3 tandards 
Indebtedness 
A~ricultural Production 

4. Hoa Binh Thanh,An Giang Province 175 
DemoFr,raphic Data 
Sample Selection 
Land Tenure 
Li vim~ Standards 
Indebtedness 
A~ricultural Production 

VI. On the Farm 

1. Introduction 194 
2. A~ricultural Investment and Production: 

First Three Villages 201 
Investment 
Production 
Marketable Surplus 

The 

3. Ap;ricul tural Investment and Production: Hoa Binh 
Thanh Village 212 

4. Service Institutions 215 
Rural Indebtedness and Agricultural Credit 
Agricultural Research and Extension 
Farmers• Cooperatives 
Marketing and Transport Services 

x 

108 



5. Housin"t and Consumer Durable Expenditure 223 

6. P,ducation 226 

7. ')ocial and Poli ti cal Chan:-re 228 
[1elationships between Landlord and Tenant 
Villarrers 1 Attitudes toward Title-Hecipients 
Farmer Participation in Villarr,e Meetinvs 
Leadership Positions, Political Power and Influence 

of the Different Land Tenure Groups 
1Tillaf~e and National Elections 
Opinions about the LTTT Program 
Current Villao:e Problems 

VII. The Landlord <3ide 

1. The Landlord 3ample 253 
Sample .)election 
Basic Interviewee Data 

2. Rental Income 259 
Rental Income and Its Use 
Fcrmer Dependence on Rental Income 
Landlord Contribution to Agricultural Production 

). LTTT Compensation 265 
LTTT Compensation and Its Uses 
Complaints and Criticisms 

4. ·3ocio-Poli ti cal Effects of LTTT: Landlord 'Jiews 
Land Tenure Security 
Landlord-Tenant Relations 
H.ela tions with Villa;i;e Leaders 
National Issues related to LTTT 

VIII. Local Leadership Opinion 

1. V illaF.~e Leaders 28 3 
Jample Selection 
Pro·=Tess and Problems of the LT'rT Prop-ram 
Economic Effects 
;Jocial Effects 
Political Effects 

2. Province Officials 300 

IX.. Evidence from Other R.ese~c~-

1. In. Rural Villarr,es .303 
'\ 

2. Land~ords Jl2 

3. Grievances 314 

4. Corruption 324 

5. Lee:islation by Executive Decree--forship Land 
Retention 326 

xi 

273 

.!i 



x. Conclusions and Speculations 

1. Economic Effects 3JO 
Agricultural Production 
Marketable Surplus 
Distribution of Income 
Employment 
Industrial Development 
Infrastructure Development 
Inflation 

2. Socio-Political Effects J41 
Political Stability 
Distribution of Social Status and Political Power 
Institutional Flexibility 
National Talent Search 
Social Attitudes toward Change and Innovation 

J. The LTTT Pror,ram in Perspective J49 

Bibliography 

Appendix 

1. Land-to-the-Tiller Policy in the Republic of 
Vietnam 3.57 

2. Sample Selection and Interview Methodology 362 

Statistical Appendix 

xii 



1-1. 

)-1. 

3-2. 

3-1 .. 

'3-4. 

~3-5. 

J-6. 

'3-7. 

5-1. 

5-2. 

5-J. 

5-4. 

5-5· 

5-6. 

LK>T OF TABLES 

Theoretical Effects of Land Redistribution in an Asian 
Tenancy System 

Status of gxpropriated and Former French L;:i..nds As of 
July 15, 1968 ( 

A. Percenta'.~e of Total Area of Holdin:;s by Tenure in 
1960-61 

B. Percenta,~~e of Number of Holdinvs by Tepure in 
1960-61 I 

Land Ownership Distribution in the Southern Re,:~ion, 1955, 
Includirn.i: Owners Only• Republic of Vietnam 

Land Or1mership Distribution in the :3outhern Rer~ion, 1966 • 
Includin·-: Owners Only, Hepublic of Vietnam 

Land Ownership Distribution in the Southern Re.c:ion, 1955, 
Includin:r Landless Tenants and Owners, a.epublic of Vietnam 

Land Ownership Distribution in the Southern Re.\"\ion, 1966, 
Includirn: Landless Tenants and Owners, llepublic of Vietnam 

:3ize Distribution of Operatirn1~ Fa.rms in the Southern H.ei:i:ion, 
1968, H.epublic of Vietnam 

Villave Statistics 

Pro;"eress of LTTT Pro.9'.ram at Time of Visit 

Population Data - Khanh Hau Villar~e 

Khanh Hau Interviewee Data 

a. Ownership of H.ice Land in Khanh Hau Villaa:e, 1958, 
Before Ordinance 57 

b. Distribution of Riceland Ownership After Ordinance 57, 

24 

368 

368 

370 

371 

372 

373 

374 

375 

376 

376 

377 

Khanh Hau Villa1.~e, 1958 3?8 

a. Distribution of Privately owned Riceland in Khanh Hau 
Before the LTTT Prorrram, 1970 

b. Distribution of Privately Owned Riceland in Khanh Hau 

379 

After the LTTT Program, 1972 J80 

Distribution of Riceland Ownership in Khanh Hau Amorn; 
Owners and Tenants, Before and After Ordinance 57, 1958 

xiii 

J81 



5-B. a. Distribution of Privately Owned Riceland in Khanh Hau 
Villa;~e Amonr~ Owners and Tenants, Before LTTT 
Pror\ram, 1970 

b. Distribution of Privately Owned Riceland in Khanh Hau 
Village Amonf~ Owners and Tenants , After LTTT 
Pro;-~ram, 1972 

5-9· Type of House Roofing in Khanh Hau, 1958-1971 

5-10. Ty~ of Housing of Khanh Hau Farmer Sample. 1971-2 

5-11. Ownership of Selected Consumer Durables and Vehicles in 
Khanh Hau,1971 Sample Compared with 19.58 

5-12. Debt Incidence by Land Tenure Status, Khanh Hau 

5-lJ. Major Sources of Credit, Khanh Hau 

5-14. Charnt.e of Debt Status of Debtors in Khanh Hau 

5-15. Otlnership of Farm Implements, Khanh Hau, 1958 and 71, 
and Proportion 1/Jho Hire Labor 

5-16. Rice Production and Disposition in Khanh Hau Villap:e 

5-17. A. Population Data--Long Binh Dien Villa;:te 

B. Lonv Binh·Dien Interviewee Data 

5-18. a. Oltlrlership Distribution of Privately Owned Riceland 
LonP: Binh Dien Village, Before the LTTT Program, 
Includinf!. O~mers Only 

b. Ownership Distribution of Privately Owned Riceland 
Lon;:r Binh Dien Village, After the LTTT Program, 
Includinp; Owners Only 

in 

in 

5-19. Ownership Distribution of Privately Owned Riceland in Long. 
Binh Dien amon,r:r, Owners and Tenants, Before and After LTTT 
Pror:ram, 1970-1972 (With H.emainim-i: Tenants Estimated as 136) 

5-20. 

5-21. 

5-22. 

5-2). 

5-24. 

5-25. 

Historical Trends in Ownership Distribution of Land, Lonr~ 
Binh Dien Villa.r;e, 1931-1972 

Rice Production and Disposition in Lorn~ Binh Dien Villaft,e 

Ty~ of Housing in Lom): Binh Dien Villap:e, 1971-2 

Ownership of ~-)elected Vehicles and Consumer Durables in 
Lon~ Binh Dien Villa~e, 1971-2 

Chane:e in Debt Status of Debtors in Long Binh Dien Village, 
1970-72 
Ownership of Farm Implements in Long Binh Dien Village, 
1972, and Percentage o.f Farmer Sample VJho Hired Labor 

xiv 

382 

383 

384 

384 

385 

386 

386 

387 

388 

389 

390 

390 

391 

392 

393 

394 

395 

396 

397 

398 

399 



5-26. Production and Disposition of Hice Paddy, 1969-70 and 1971-
72 Crops 400 

5-27. Production and Disposition of Hice Paddy, 1968-9 Crop 
{From u:JDA-AID :-3tudy by f{ay :3. Fox) 402 

5-28. Porolation Data -- Phu Thu Villave 40J 

5-29. Phu Thu Villan:e Interviewee Data 40J 

5-10. RA11-:1our.: Preferences Arnone: Farmer Sample and All Villa;:~e 
.'.i.esidents, by 'lillage, 1971-2 404 

5-JL a. Ownership Distribution of Privately Owned Land in 
Phu Thu Village, Pefore the LTTT Pro:::ram, 1970, 
Includin:.r Owners Only 

b. Ownership Distribution of Privately Owned Land in 
Phu Thu Village, After the LTTT Pro~ram, 1972, 
Includinr Owners Only 

5-32.. Ownership Distribution of Privately 0-wned Land in Phu Thu 
Villa:re Amon--~ Owners and Tenants, Before and After LTTT 

405 

406 

Pro{'ram, 1970-72 (1-Jith i~emaininr: Tenants Estimated as 128) 407 

5-JJ. 3.ice Production and Disposition in Phu Thu Villai::;e 408 

5-14. Tyi:e of Housin~ in Phu Thu Villa~:e, 1972 409 

5-)5.. Ownership of ::)elected Consumer Durables and Vehicles AmoniT, 
Phu Thu ')ample, 1972 409 

5-16. Chan!':e in Debt ~)tatus of Debtors in Phu Thu Villa;•~e, 1970-72 410 

5-37.. Olmership of Farm Implements in Phu Thu ·;rilla~·e, 1972 and 
Percenta(•e Who Hire Labor 410 

5-J8. Population Data Hoa Binh Thanh 'Jillave, 1972 411 

5-)9. Tyr:e of IIousin-r in Hoa Binh Thanh \'illac·:e, 1972 411 

5-40.. Ownership of :.)elected Consumer Durables and 1:·ehicles Amon,'. 
Hoa Binh Thanh :)ample Farmers, 1972 41~~ 

5-41. Chan 1 e in Debt Status of Debtors in Hoa Binh 'Thanh Villa~':e, 
1970-72 413 

5-42. Ovmership of Farm Implements in Hoa Binh Thanh Villat~e, 1972 
and Percentar:-e 'Ylho Hire Labor 413 

6-1. Interviet'ITee Data from First Three Villa,-;es (Khanh Hau, Lonir 
Binh Dien, and Phu Thu) 414 

xv 



6-2. Interviewee Data From Hoa Binh Thanh Villa?e, An Giang 
Province 414 

6-1. Proportion of Annual Paddy Harvest Paid in ftents in 1969 and 

6-4 .. 

1971, By Village and Land Tenure Status 415 

a.. Agricultural Investment by Land Tenure Status Khanh Hau, 
Long Binh Dien, Phu Thu 

b. Agricultural Investment by Land Tenure Status Hoa Binh 

416 

Thanh 417 
c. Proper ti on Owninr{ Farm Implements by Land Tenure Status , 

First Three Villages 418 

a. A~ricultural Investment Averages by Tenure Status and 
Village, Basic Tenure Categories 

b. A<:i:ricultural Investment Averages by Tenure Status and 
Village, "Purified" Tenure Categories 

419 

419 

6-6. Rice Production and Disposition in the First Three Villages 

6-7. 

(Khanh Hau, Long Binh Dien, and Phu Thu) 420 

a. Percentage Growth in Paddy Production by Tenure Status 
and Villatt,e, 1969-70 to 1971-2 

b. Proportion of F'armers Double-Croppin,:~ at Least Part of 

421 

their Riceland or Plannin1:~ to in the Coming Year 421 

6-8.. Hice Production and Disposition in Hoa Binh Thanh Village 422 

6-9. Debt Incidence and Change by Land Tenure Status--First 
Three Villar.i;es 423 

6 ... 10. Debt Incidence and Change by Village 424 

6-11. Sources of Cash Credit, First Three Villages, 1971-2 425 

6-12. Sources of Cash Credit by Land Tenure Status, 1971-2 
First Three Villages 425 

6-lJ. Sources of Ca.sh Credit by Village, 1971-2. 426 

6-14.. Farmers View of Agricultural Extension Reports 427 

6-15. Farmers View of Farmers• Associations or Cooperatives 428 

6-16. Type of Housing by Land Tenure Status, First Three Villa§T,es 429 

6-17. Ownership of Selected Consumer Durables by Land Tenure 
Status, First Three Villages, 1971-2 430 

6-18. Farmers• Goals for their Children's Education 431 

6-19. Qualities Most Desired in a Villa~e or Hamlet Chief by Farmers 432 

xvi 



6-20.. Farmer Opinions about :hy the Government Implemented the 
LTTT Pror 0ram 4J2 

6-21.. Priority i/ illa:~e Needs 1:<;xpressed by Farmer .:)ample, by 
Villar~e and Compared w-i th 1967 Hamlet fl.esident .::lurvey 
of ;_m.I 

7-1. C'lw"nership Distribution of Land Expropriated from LBD 
Landlords, and Number of Interviewees Chosen 434 

7-2. Hectara;-t.e and Number of Landlords by Amount Expropriated, 
All Four \rillar.~es 4'35 

7-'3. Avera:-.~e Hectares Expropriated Per Landlord· 436 

7-4. Location of Landlord 3ample 436 

7-_5.. Reli,~ious Orientation of Landlords 437 

7-6. Hents Collected by Sample Landlords, 1968-71 438 

7-7.. Percenta.o:e of Landlords .[ho Receive Rents in Kind and in 
Cash 439 

7-8. Use of Rental Income by Landlords 440 

7 .... 9,, Type of House--Landlord Sample 441 

7-10. Use of LTTT Compensation Funds 442 

8-1. Qualities M.ost Desired in Village Leaders by Villar;e Leaders 443 

8-2" Villap'.e Leader Opinion about ·fay the Government Launched the 
LTTT Pro~':ram 44 3 

8-J. Other Determinants (Besides LTTT) of Government Popularity 
of Lack Thereof, As Seen by 1'illar;e Leaders 444 

8-4. Priority Needs Expressed by Villa1:i:e Leader Sample 444 

9-L Major Causes of Chan?"es: "lhat New Owners and Tenants say 
Did It 

9-2. Awareness of A"·ricul tural Techniques: New Owners and 
·Tenants Compared 

9-J. 

9-4. 

Land Ownership and Tenancy Amon::~ VillaP'.e and Hamlet 
Officials and their Constituents, in the Del ta, 'Before and 
After LTTT. 

Anticipated Use of Landlord Compensation Payments, MR. 4 
(From the Eney Memorandum) 

Complaints or Inquiries 

xvii 

446 

447 

448 

449 



9-6. Actionable Grievances 

9-7· Grievances and Disputes from DGLA Records 

9-8. r'rrievance and Disputes in MR. 4 

9-9. Grievance and Disputes in MR 3 

9-10. Complaints and Grievances from Vietnamese Newspapers 

9-11. · Categories of Cases Reviewed by the National Land Reform 

450 

451 

453 

456 

457 

Council (NLRC) 458 

9-12.. Landlord-Tenant Disputes Reviewed by the NlRC in June 
and October. 1972,Sessions 

9-lJ. Nature of Disputes in 72 Village Survey 

9-14. Requests/Complaints in 72 Village Survey 

9-15. Complaints, Needs• Problems, Grievances 

xviii 

458 

459 

459 

460 



1-1. 

1-5· 

)-1. 

5-1.. 

LIST UF ILLU:.Yll\.ATIUN:J 

Prodµc tion Possibili t:t Curve 

Lorenz Curve of Income Distribution 

Labor ::)u pply Curve 

Pareto-Optimum Division of Labor between Ar~riculture 
and Manuf actur inc~ 

Snob Behavior in Asian Land Markets 

Lorenz Curves of Land Ownership Distribution Amon-: Owners 
in the .Southern H.e :::ion, .:Jouth Vietnam, 1955 and 1966 

Lorenz Curves of Land Ownership Distribution Amoni:~ Owners 
and Tenants in the ::;outhern lle.don, 3outh ietnam, 1955 
and 1966, and Compared Jith Operatin-~ Farm (3ize in 1968 

Lorenz Curves of Land (};,.mership Distribution Amon:~ Owners 
in Khanh Hau Villa·~e, Before and After Diem's 1958 Land 
H.ef orm and Before and After the 1970 LTrrT Pro' Tam 

Lorenz Curves of Land Ownership Distribution Amon~; Owners 
and Tenants in Khanh Hau 'filla:.fe, Pe fore and After Diem 1 s 

4 

5 

12 

17 

21 

74 

79 

119 

1958 Land Reform 120 

5-J. Lorenz Curves of Land Ownership Distribution Amonr~ Owners 
and Tenants in Khanh ·Hau Villa:~e, Before and After 1970 
LTTT Pro:,.ram 121 

5-4. Lorenz Curves of La.nd Ownership Distribution Amons~ Owners 
and Tenants in Khanh Hau "illave, Before a.nd After Diem's 
1958 Ord. 57 Reform and Defore and After 1970 LTTT Pro;ram 122 

5-5· Lorenz Curves of Land Ownership Distribution Amon~i: Owners 
in Loff~ Binh Dien itilla::e, l3efore and After. 1970 LTTT Pro.c~ram 142 

5-6 w Lorenz Curves of Land Ownership Distribution Amon~,: Owners 
and Tenants in Lonri; .Dinh Dien Villa ~e, Eef ore and After 
1970 LTTT Pro tram 14 3 

5-7.. Lorenz Curves of Land Gvmership Distribution Amon,::\ Owners 
in Phu Thu ','illa,~e, Eefore and After 1970 LTTT Pro,~ram 160 

Lorenz Curves of Land Ownership Distribution Amon·~ Owners 
and Tenants i.n Phu Thu Villa,•""e, Before and After 1970 
LTTT Pro'·~ram 161 

xix 



6-1. 

6-2. 

Number of New Investments Amon;?; "Purified" Tenants and 
LTTT Title-Recipients (First Three Villa~r,es) 

Correlation of Mar·;inal Prop:msi ty to Conswne (MPG) 
Disposable Rice Paddy to Increase in Disposable Paddy of 
LTTT Title-Recipients 

xx 

204 

210 



LIST OF MAPJ 

:uceland A.re as f(epublic of· Vietnam 

The Mekonr: Del ta of South ;rietnam 

Khanh Hau Village, Thu Thua District, Long An Province 

Lorn' Binh Dien Villa:~e, Cho Gao District, Dinh Tuong Province 

Phu Thu Vil1<H:,e, Chau Thanh District, Phon(: Dinh Province 

Hoa Binh Thanh Village, Chau Thanh District, An Giang Province 

xxi 

110 

111 

113 

136 

154 

176 



Introduction 

The institutional requirements for successful modernization and 

economic development have often l::een assumed met as "essential precondi

tions 11 in academic wri tinp:s on the subject. Many students of the 

development process are ber:inninr~ to believe, however• that obtaining 

the institutional chanci:es required for successful, broadly-based 

d~welopment is the most difficult, and vulnerable part of the task, 

especially when economic development is itself defined, as it increasingly 

is these days, to include not only risimt per capita (averaf;e) real 

incomes but employment, income distribution and other equity r,oals as #ell. 

Despite cries that ~'social enp-ineering 11 is somehow a bad thim~ for 

development advisors to envage in, field r~searchers and practicioners 

are becominP: increasin1dy aware that to achieve the P-:oals of modernization 

in any less-developed country the behavior patterns of large numbers of 

people must chanr:e, that this often requires social, cultural and political 

changes of si;~nificant ma~nitude, and that such chanr.es must be reflected 

in appropriate institutional chan,rres and re themselves "institutionalized" 

and not temporary experiments. 

This study focuses on the need for major surgery in the institution 

of land tenure in the Mekon.g Delta of South 1rietnam: the ways in which 

the cultural, social, political and lep:al aspects of the pre-reform 

landlord-tenant relationship to;(ether inhi.bi ted rural development and 

created unacceptable inequalities between two classes of people, and on 

the ways in which the implicit "assumption" of modern economic attitudes 

toward land prevented many Western analysts from understandinP'. the 

perverse economic consequences of the existinp: situation. 
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Ii th a brief summary of two earlier land reform prof~rams in Taiwan 

and ,Japan for comparison and an historical sketch of land tenure in 

'.)outh ''ietnam, the 1970 L~nd-to-the-Tiller (LTTT) Pror~ram in South 

Vietnam is descrihed a.s an attempt to complete a major institutional 

reform with far-reachinr: economic, social and political implica.tions. 

The major portion of this study reports research and analytical 

efforts to obtain a preliminary assessment of the probable lon~-run 

effects of the LTTT Pro,1~ram and to determine whether those apparent 

effects tend to confirm or deny theoretical expectations. The analysis 

relies on an extensive field su~vey comprised of 1) a comparative sample 

of mo rice farmers divided equally amonp three land-tenure categories, 

on the one hand, and amom:r four different villap.es in four different 

1 provinces of the MekonP' Delta, on the other hand, 2) a stratified sample 

of 40 expropriated landlords, and 3) an opinion poll of 35 villaR:e 

leaders and a few provincial officials. Helated evidence .from other 

research is summarized in Chapter IX. The final chapter summarizes the 

major conclusions to be drawn from the evidence reported here under the 

two main headinr(s 11 "Economic P~ffects 11 and "Socio-Poli ti cal Effects. 11 

The purpose of this research endeavor was two-fold. It was desi~ned 

as primarily an academic exercise to test certain theoretical expectations 

about the effects of a land reform such as the LTTT Pror~ram in the 

11 traditionall' Vietnamese cultural and institutional context. In keepin~ 

with this objective the farmer sample surveyed was limited to those 

1Plans to include two additional villap;es along the G~ntral Coast 
Lowlands, one near Hue and one near Qui Nhon, had to be cancelled due to 
the Sprinr: Offensive of 1972. 
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residin~ in relatively 11 secure 11 and pro-p:overnment areas where effective 

landlord-tenant relationships remained intact for the LTTT Prop:ram to 

sever and where rents were still collected for the Prot~ram to remit. 

These restrictions, required to achieve the primary ~r,oal, obviously limit 

the extent to which the study can achieve its secondary purpose of 

portrayin~; pre-LTTT land tenure conditions, their change and the effects 

of that cham~e as representative of the whole Mekonr~ Delta. since the 

old landlord-tenant relationship had already been severed and rents had 

not been collected for several years over much of it. 

Viewed more broadly, however, even the secondary ,ri;oal has been 

achieved in the sense that the landlord-tenant relationships and rent 

collections still effective in the four relatively more"secure" villages 

surveyed are themselves watered-down versions of the tenure conditions 

prevalent over the whole Delta not too many years ago., To the extent 

that the more recent tenure reforms in the four villar,es studied 

repr~sent a telescoped version of what has happened over a lonp;er period 

o.f time elsewher~, the legal reforms of the LTTT Pror;ram f:or.mally 

institut:l.onalizinr the prior extra-legal chain of events, the study can 

'be viewed as representing some of the probable effects of that whole 

chain of events. 

Obviously, now that the new communist government is in charge and 

can be expected to place i.ts own stamp on land tenure arrangements in the 

Delta, t.he ttrepresentativeness" of this research becomes a moot point, 

except for a very brief ,historical period. Future historians and analysts 

will no doubt attempt to measure the relative success or failure of the 

communist approach to ap:ricultural and economic development and to the 

o~erall f!.Oals of modernization, however, and this study should 
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help form a benchmark for such analysis and help indicate what probable 

course such development mi'"".ht have taken under an alternative approach. 

The question of representativeness does not detract from the 

primary purpose, thou.n·h • of ~rforminr' some empirical• :if preliminary, 

tests of theoretical expectations about one kind of land reform in one 

kind of Asian landlord-tenancy context, and it is hoped the merits of 

this study can be evaluated in that lii:rht. 
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'if'WOlf'~"••, given the cunent rate of popllation growth and land area 

limitations. Poverty •ans watching ;roar children and other loved one1 

sutler and die of di1eues which could be prevented or cured. It •ans 

struggling to pat in a hard ctq•e work when TGU:r body' is racked with d1'Mntry 

rest lest :fCJU lose your job and your children go 

hung!7. It •ans keeping 7GUr older children hem trcm sohool to take oare 

Yml~~r ones because both parents mat work. It •au we>rking tar 

autticient to cover dail1' toed coats tor yaerr family, living in 

duky' built with scrap ute:rial.8 or crawling thatch, 

a do not understand and over which you have no control, 

a political system in which J'OU have nel> voice and cannot pariici

cec1au~;e of your luk of education, and, perhaps worst ot all, having 

or no hope ot a mch better lite tor your children. TM peumt 

f"•'fl"l~'!l'"JI I Ml' 'b7 to aintain certain religious and cultural 

2 

traditional to their wq ot lite, htt the7 are a.J.aost ~ in 

tor iaprove•nt, a higher standard ot living and better 

or substantial eoonOld.c ilq:rove•nt, the process ot 

be wstained cner a long period ot tim. This is an 

ocaplex process, different in ewey country and in every.historical 

, it is onlJr partially understood by the best ot our social 

• see• to be general &gree•nt, howeftr, that it both 

induces a considerable a!IOWlt ot elumge troa the old ~ ot 

..... v.i~ things@ The study or econmic developmnt met be concerned vi th the 

econmio and political changes required in each country and with the 

w11q such changes can be sustained. 
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now bel~ve that a llO.r'e equl distribu.tion ot wealth and. 
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ot 

ava+a• to be ~..llo'liiJ"'I> "teud.alistic• in nature, although the de 
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and invest sore in production, or do they evince a "backward-bending supply 

curve of labor, 113 choosing to epend their higher inooaes on more leisure, 

working less than before? Do the new owners have access to sufficient credit 

for investment, or have their inoomes been raised sutticien~ to prodde 

inwstMnt funds? How hu the J,rovi.aion of other services--nch u aarketing, 

been affected by removing the landlords 'I 

In theory, converting a teudalistio Asian tenancy system to a fuiq-tarm 

system should result in higher production, since the landlords ore providing 

no 

in such societies are reportedly very high, though the latter point is ques ..... 

tioned by those who still believe tenant f'aners are lazy. 

Thie is in contrast to results obtained with program redistributing 

commercial plantation lUld to tenant-workers, where the lose ot ef'ficient 

technical know-how and other services providsd 'by the f'ormr 

plantation owners has usu.ally resulted in a significant drop in production. 

Diagram 1-3: Lab@r SumlY Curve 
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it directly .. -.,, .... .-w,u. 

wage rate within the relevant rUJge, so that the aount of ottered 

increases, u re1r.re1sei~te1d in on ti. market increues u the .wage 

Diagru 1-3 by the La(w) OUM'Eh TM •mokward-bending" .................. ~ curve ot 

labor argumnt is that at higher levels incom the uaomt of 

Offered (and therefor total produotion) actualJ.7 aecreases 

Ls ( v) • curve• u -.n;r workers 

higher inooms. While this IU,Y' be tor very high 

inco., euoh u in the United States (witness drop 

wek over the lut century). never for 

very low levels of income where desirable goods and 

in local urkete. 

While this "preference far leisure• line of reasoning is often u 

an argumnt against land redistribution to peasant taraers, it is really not 

very relevant to the conversion of !eian tenancy to a tamly tana land tenure 

aystea, since there is no reason to suppoa• the agricmlt'O.r'al would 

rise aiapl.y because rents were remitted (although it uy ultimately riae 

with an inoreued mrginal productivity of labor due rva llUllWV!t-

. •nt and a higher level of agricultural. invest.at, u discussed below). 

Formr tenants do not reoeiw an increase in rents are remitted, 

rather they reoei ve blplioi t rent on land they now mm with ftUl~••n, 

rights to the entire netvn on their production still 

11&Xim.ze their net farm inoom by pertormng labor or·b3' labor inpits 

up to the point where the u:rginal productivity ot on their ta.rm 

equalled the arket wage re.te tor that 

wise is uamd.ng they are not good 

leisure to higher ·1ncoms--and there 

eapeoi&ll1 in ooaparison with the record of 



inoentives to , effort and money into 

operations might differ between absentee landlords and owner-cu.ltivators 

oontliots with a superficial reading ot •conventional• economic theory and 

...., ......... · · ......... som explanation. The argument is heard that it an investment is 

an owner-mU.tivator, it should be equal.'.cy profitable to a land-

if can collect the resulting inore•ntal output, or to the landlord 

jointly, they would normally share the incremental out-

............... .A. .... """""""' M&LJ.mrt this, however, in the typical .n.a.11.-.1 

in the variant found in the Mekong Delta 

1970. 

....,.~·u.r.·"'w eypioal of moat of the Mekong Delta did 

as mch productive investaent in their riceland as their 

"""11 ...... ..t~rflri+°hA••Cll did, there were several reasons this. First of all, they 

were highly educated urban-dwellers with very little knowledge or understand .. 

ing operations, and with even less interest in bothering 

them. Secondly, they often wished retain. the option ot evicting 

their. it should become troublesome or refuse to~ rents, it 

some :relative the wanted to return to farming, or shply u a 

ot rents in the future; and eviction more diff.icul t if tba 

invested heavi~ in the land. Thi~, the onl1' mone -

such investaente would be higher rents, and ""!PU!"•- had been 

noi:~or:Lou:au diffioul t collect since World. War II the rise the Viet 

Minh 

to Four~, intimidation ot landlords by the Viet 

""•11,.1.w~~ ...... Liberation Front of South Viet.nu (MLF) tended to 

landlord.8s active involvemnt in or supervision 

-•N•flill ... _.,, ..... activity even when he otherwise have been 
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Tenants, on the other hand, typically lacked access to invest.nt funds 

except at exorbitant rates ot interest, since they had no collateral to otter, 

and their post-rent income are barely more than the subsistence lrnel. 

Even those tenants with access to inwstmnt tuoi8 had to receive pend.ssion 

tor new Tentures troa often reluctant landlords; and they hesitated to invest 

too nch in the land tor tear ot eviction and the loss of their capital. And 

even where fixed-rent controls were entorced, rents could eventually 

raised legally it the productivity ot the land were inoreued, since 

legal rent ceiling wu stated u a percentage ot the average annual 

It is an accepted economic principle that where a tenant met bear the whole 

cost and risk ot a new investmnt while receiving only part of its expected 

tutu.re return, total imestmnt will be depressed below the Pareto-optima 

level. 

Two other factors served to inhibit.productive investment en the part ot 

tenants. One was the psychological effect of the tenant• s interior social 

position with respect tabia landlord9 looa4. gaverm1ent officials and his 

owner-cultivator neighbors, which inhibited the tenant from active participa

tion in com111nity activities, from 00111Unioating with those in-the-know, 

from learning and from even seeking to learn about new techniques pro-

duction possibilities. A tenant was not expected to be a progressive and 

innovative farmer by those around him, his landlord, nor even by hiuelf. 

Seaondly, there was in South Vietnam a strong cultural tradition ot SWIP

tuary restrictions on the standard or living a tenant should enjoy, the 

violation ot which could be counted cm to alienate one•s landlord·and :result 

in increasing deu.nds tor higher rent, no tolerance tor crop failures 

possible eviction, for by trying to raise his standard of living the 11".anAnt'~ 

wu considered stepping wt ot place, presmdng to be the landlord's equal 



~d Thie SU11ptuar;y tradition had a profound effect 

on tenant's incentive to invest and increase production, siap}3 qy 

denying the right to enjoy the fruits ot any signi.tioant, long-run 

" .. ,~1'11VA1!111Y11!,,,1+_ in productivity. 

A "'°"""·"'Ll'I~ economist might argue that, it there are competitive forces 

reJcit.11.1 market, pushing rents up as population pressure on the 

, it utters who the "Ricardian rent,• landlord 

labor uong various economic actirlties such u 

labor everywhere equal. 

ex1mn>.J1..e, it total labor force were divided up ooapletely between 

~11:11111?l'\'ll'l<>l:l, agricu.l tu:re u.nuf'aoturing, u in Diagram 1-4, uswd.ng 

fi<llll"~"'-"'4l!JI are to declining average and u.rginal productivities 

of , then eoonoaic production would be achieved at point P, 

worked in ag~iculture and O.P labor worked in manufacturing, 

marginal produotivi ty labor in agrioult1:1re· . (MPt,a) equalled 

OfPLm). Total production at point P is indicated by 

area under the two curves, which is equal to the average productivity 

and in anufaaturing above point P tiaes respec-

amcmn1~ of in sector, sumed ( OaABP + OaJ)CP). Any deviation 

div:ision ot labor will result in a mt. loss of output, such as at 

MPLa MPI.a and "a w8 , the loss ot output is represented by 

..LC&U'1'.d,lC'J EFG. 

ec~oncnv is operating n'l!"M'ta..- competitive equilibriua conditions at 

so argumnt goes, Pareto etfioieney of production obtains in 

sense cannot be in.creased. regardless of who receives 

Ricardian.-rent portion of agricultural production rep.resented by the rectan-

gular area labor receives the wage rate wa this example, 
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equal to its marginal prod.aotirity at P, and the total wage bill 

aented b.Y' the reotangle Oa1faFP.) 

'nlis argaant is based on a statio·anal.78ia of point eftioienq is 

irrelevant to the •jor task ot eoonmic mvelo)Bent, which 

mrginal and anrage produot1rlt7 of labor in both sectors through inwst

ment ·(inoreuing the eteak of capital per worker) and technological change-

Ricardi.an 

incentives to invest and to adopt rislq innovations are greater 

owner-oulti•ators than UICllC tenants and landlords, u d.isouaed .. above. 

it 

hrthensore, an inoreue in agrioultural inwst.nt takes form not 

•rely ot tinanoial resaaroe• al.om, wt also ot labor and -.riqetm1n:1i inpu.ts. 

The theory of land. redistribu.tion·. in an Asian temm07 context 
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or invest.nt can often be signitioantly inoreued, 

longer hours froa owner-cult1Ya.tors than f'rcm 

us outside the static Pareto-

J.CJ..9DCJY 1"!68.8.!~WOJfllk of Diagrq l-49 both Dy expanding the total SU~ Of 

A 

(lengthening the 0..0. axis) and by raising 

0\1.l""Ye8 (through better farm anagemnt) t 'both or whioh will 

This is priurily a motivational phenoanon, 

point to Mde regarding agricultural produotivit7 conoerns 

According to Western eoonemio theory, even it the above 

efficiency could still be achieved by the oaapet

inef'fioient landlord ownership to aore iroduot

t.1 v·.a:t.trr ownership, since the owner-cultivators would be able 

tor the land than the landlord.a, wed on their higher 

it. Thus desirable land redistribution would occur 

requiring governmnt intervention. 

Such a tr'•Lnsjrer •cm.anu111 assume a treely coapetitive market tor land 

ua pt"'od.u.ction, with its market values determined by its expected 

occur a is aore willing to work hard on his own 
................... happier and 110re secure as an own.er than u a tenant.· 

............ -.... indifference curves betnen tars work and leisure 
DeG~•s an owner such that his "ofter curve n of labor shifts 
willing work tor a lower xurginal return on hie ON'n land 

on SOl'leone else•s land. 

"Allocative Efficiency vs. •x-Erticienoy,•" 
!!!£!2!!!j~~~~~· 1966, PP• )92-41,5. 
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produativit.7 under d!ttennt owners and dif'terent usee. TM .tf'wble is 

that a p.irely' economic oonoept of land vatu is alien to hian societies, 

where land acquires much ot its value trom social, cultural and religiowa 

considerations, and even u a route to poli.tical powero It is sate to 

that there is no coapetitiw urket for land in the Mekong Delta, in the 

Western sense ot a market, since land is !!!!.!£. ottered for sale by private 

owners except under extreme harehip conditions, and where the necessit1 er 
such sale is viewed 'tv' one and all as indicative ot personal and family 

trageq and disgrace, even i.t the price is exorbitant u compared vi th 

expected productivity. 

Under Asian socio-cultural conditions, ewn on those rt.re oocassicms 

when land is sold it is seldOM sold to cultivators, who o-1.d u.ke the most 

productive ue or it, partly because they can rare'.cy atf'ord the •cultural" 

prices uked and partly because a landlord feels further disgraced it he is 

tcrced to sell his tuily inheritance to hie •interiors" (his tenants). The 

transfer. instead, is unalJ.y·troa one absentee landlord to a ere fortunate 

al:>lentee landlord., or froa an unfortunate owner-oultivator to a landlord. 

(the seller often becoaing a tenant on his mm land). And so ~ Asian 

tenancy aystea, with all its prodnoti<m 1Mttic1encies, perpetuates itaelt. 

In eoonemic jargon this •am the ownership or riceland is desired not 

•:rely u a productive uset which will Jield a future streu or eoonmie 

income, but also as a wltu.ral, social and political uset which will Ji,eld 

aooial eta.tu& and politioal power and will satisfy blportant :religiOW!I and. 

cultural mads. Snob ocneumr behavior, u defined by H. Leibenstein,1.5 is 
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nums:l.ve cultivation or the land, especially if it leads to multiple crops 

each year instead of single cropping, f'or exuaple, the demand ror farm 

labor will rise, helping to solve the problem ot unernploymnt in a growing 

population. Industrial employment will also rise 1.t, as noted above, the 

.. 11""""'~ redistribution stimulates demand tor the products ot and investment 

in domestic industries. 

On unfavorable side of the ledger, such a reform could introduce 

new rigidities .the land market, tying former tenants more tigh~ to 

their holding and torbiding sale tor a number or years, the latter a provision 

often writ:ten into land reform legislation in an effort to prevent the 

re-accwmlation large holdings by land speculators or the old landlords.19 

people express concern about the perpetuation ot a system of sull. ... 

uneconomical ta:rm its ettect on future agricultural developaent efforts. 

The added burden landlord c011p&nsation on an already overloaded budget 

increase intlationa.ry pressures, as well. especially it tenants are 

not required to P8\Y tor their land, and this can hamper d.eveloptental 

Political~, or course, land reform program are expected to generate 

additional support tor the government froa the farmers. There is also 

concern, however, it might cause such conflict between resident land-

lords and their tenants at the local level as to become a destabilising 

influence, especially if' corruption other irregularities in the.distriba-

ti on 

whelm 

cecOlllB widespread. Would the social discord created over

benetioial consequences ot greater social equiey and justice? 





Table Theoretical Ettects ot Land Redistribution in an Asian Tenanoy 
systiii 

Contributory .factors affe~ted by land redistrimtion 
ape! sub:i!cts of present research/!Ml.ysis ettort 

A. Economic Effects 

a. Incentives te invest labor and capital? 
b. Credit and access to investllent f'und.81 
o. Agricultural services: marketing, input supply, 

research & extension, irrigation, transportation, 
education & training? 

d. Fragmentation or land or perpetuation. or 
suboptimal farm sises? 

•• Land area under oultivation"l 

2. Marketable Surplus 
t. Income elasticity ot demand tor tood ot tenants 

vs. landlords? 
g. A.mount or tenant ~nts tor land received? 
h. Level of agricultural taxation? 
1. Availability of desirable non-agricultural 

consumer and capital goods? 
j. Rate or growth or agricultural productionT 

J• Distribution ot Income 

4. ~nt 

k. Level or pre-reform rents cancelled? 
l. Extent :ot land rediatrimtion1 
m. Nature and UOW\t of' compensation to land.lords 

(and tenant•s share or it)? 
n. Rate or inflation? 
o. Level or agricultural taxation? 

Labor- or capital-intensive develoiaent of 
agriculture? 

q. Increased demand for domsticall.y manufactured 
good.et 

r. Increased investment in domestic industries? 

Ind.p.strial DevelS?J?19nt 
s. Increased farm income spent on d<JEstio goods? 
t. Landlord compensation invested in domstic 

industries? 
u. Increased agricultural production to provide 

food, tibere foreign exchange and capital 
savings for the industrial sector? 

6. Infrastructure DeveloRl!ent 
f. Ruriltaiation !or local development pro~ots? 
w. Local participation in self-help projects? 
x. Local Initiative encouraged? 





.Chapter II 

LAND REFORM IN JAP~ AND TAIWAN: A COMPARATIVE STUDY 

Background: Prior Conditions of Land Tenure 

reform. legislation was passed in Japan f ollowin.g World 

War II n_,,,.a._ pressure from the American Occupation, whose leaders were 

convinced that land tenure conditions had caused widespread 

distress and fostered authoritarian political tendencies, to-

leading to aggressive policies anc.f war. While the reforms were no 

doubt more sweeping due to Occupation pressure, R. P. Dore seems convinced 

that substantial land tenure reforms would have been legislated in ~ cue 

and the basic initiative for this postwar program lay with the 

Japanese themeelves. 20 

The Meiji Restoration of 1868 had f'o~ abolished hereditary class 

distinctions declared the legal equality of all Japanese. Universal 

suffrage, conscription and public education, all legally 

ignoring class distinctions and. rewarding individual performance more of'ten 

based on ability rather than birth, went far to break down traditional 

attitudfJs of deference to social status.21 

High-handed land.lord treatment of tenants became less and less palat

able as the land tenure system, characterized by a high proportion ot 

tenancy and high rents, became increasingly anachronistic in a social 

20a. P. Dore, Land Reform in Japan, Oxford University Press, London, 
195~1 14?-8. 

Ibid. t p. 54-

26 
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whil0 39~ of all private farmland was under tenant operation. ltents report

edly avera~ed around 50~ of the total harvest, and they often rent to 60 or 

?Ot. Advance rent and rent deposits equal to one year's rent were often 

demanded.. Contracts were normally mere verbal ar\reements which could not 

be enforced, and the landlord could thus raise rents or evict his tenants 

at will .. 24 

Much work had been accomplished before dor ld vJar II, how-ever • while the 

island was under Japanese control (1895-1945), which greatly facilitated 

the land reform measures of 1949-53· Infrastructure investment in road and 

harbor construction, irrisation, and water conservation projects had been 

made. Ar,ricultural research and extension work had resulted in notable 

technical improvements in rice and su~ar cane production. And cadastral 

surveys conducted between 1898 and 1925 had established clear land owner

ship records ,, 25 

2.. Comparison of Land Reform 

Objectives 

Both Japan and Taiwan souv,ht important political objectives throuf~h 

their land reform pro1rams. as well as economic improvement. In Japan the 

law was designed to promote "democratic tendencies in rural communities" 

and thereby to aid in the "pacification of a warlike people. 11 As the 

prorrram r~ot underway it assumed another political f~oal--to create "a bull

wark a;~ainst the spread of Communism in Japanese rural areas •1126 

24Anthony Y. c. Koo, The Role of Land Reform in Economic Development: 
A Case Stu~y of Taiwan, Prae~er, New York, 1968, p. 39, and Yang, op. cit., 
pp. 9-11 and 83. 

2 'i._ 't 12 25 /Koo, op. c1 ., pp. and • 
26n ·t 315 ore, op. c1 ., p. . • 





to Agricultural Land Adjustment Law ot 1938 and a aeparate Qwner .... 

Farmer Establishmnt Special Measures Law. The goverrment was to purchase 

cultivable land held in excess of' 12 .2J:!2. in Hokkaido and an average of 3 

!!!2 in rest of' Japan.29 or the acreage retained, landowners could 

out only 4 in Hokkaido and an average or one ~elsewhere, and 

the either be cultivated qy the owner or be relinquished. Land 

Wll:!Ul.U.Cla were calculated at 194.5 prices and worked out to be about half the 

Landlords were paid in ouh and bonds, the latter redeem-

cash within 30 at J.6~ interest. Inflation quickly wiped wt 

most compensation and permitted most land 

recipients to complete their ~nts within one or two years after purchase. 

purchase price was the ea. u that paid to the former landlords, and 

"'6-.:i,._..,..,..,a ooald. in cash and spread over 30 years at 3.2~ interest.JO 

The transferred under this program was at first -.de inalienable 

~ilill1V11111t-11t: speculative buying and resurgenoy or landlordisa, but this 

............ ~ ....... was llOditied in 1950. Village and town Land Comittees were 

....... , • .&.,.,11ll!IW''""' to adainister the transfer of land from landlord to tenant. 

Extension programs, credit facilities, credit and Mrketing cooperatives 

and writum contracts were required to proteot all reu.in

ing teritancry SJ&rre1e111en1:a • in which rent was limited to cash pa.ymnts no 

25"' ot annual harvest.31 

In TUwan the reform program consisted or three major steps: farm-

rent reduction in l~, sale .or piblic land in 19.51, and the Land-to-the

of 19.5). Rents were limited to J7.5'f, ot the main crop, advance 

290ne oho • .99174 hectares• 2.45072 acres. Dore, op. cit., p. 473. 

)Oibid., PP• 138-40. 

-_. ........................ p. 138. 
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Implementation 

The success of both pro~rams in convertin~ tenants into owner-cultiva-

tors is evident from the statistics, especially, for time-comparative 

purposes It those data showinr: the chanr;e:l proportions of land rented and o.f 

tenant farm families. In Japan the percentage of all cultivated land 

leased to tenants dropped from 46 to 10 between 1941 and 1950, while in 

Taiwan it fell from 45 to 15 'between 1948 and 1956. The percentaf:"e of 

farm households ownin~ 90~ or more of the land they cultivated doubled from 

Jl to 62 between 1941 and 1950 in Japan, while it rose from 33 to 57 in 

Taiwan betwetcm 1948 and 1956. Those listed as rentinri; more than 50% of 

their land in Japan dropped from 48% to 12%, and the tenant-farmer cate-

1rory in Taiwan shrunk from 36% to 15%, durin.o; the same periods. 36 

The Japanese prop:ram was naturally much larger, involving the transfer 

of some 1,933,000 cho of land from 2,)41,000 landlords to 4,748,000 tenants. 

The Taiwan pro~ram resulted in the compulsory purchase of 143,568 chia from 

106,049 landlords for resale to 194,823 recipients. In addition, 28,960 

farminf" families in Taiwan purcha.sed 15.646 chia directly from landlords, 

many of whom chose to sell out to avoid the ri;overnment proi:;ram, and ·63,000 

chia o.f public land were sold to 121,953 households. 37 To add the land 

purcha.sers in Taiwan would involve double-countinn:, since many farmers 

purchased land in two or more ways, but the total acreage transferred comes 

to 222,214 chia. {or 215,525 hectares), as compared with l,9JJ,OOO cho 

(l,917,0JJ hectares) in Japan. 

36nore, op. cit., pp. 175-6, and Koo, op. cit., p. J9. 

'3?Dore 11 op. cit .. , p. 174, and Yanr~. op. cit., pp. 59, 71-5. 
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f:ici1 t t5As and their use, health care and e ucab_on services. 

ThAre were many factors contri.butirn· to risinr farm incomes• of which 

land reform was only one.' Koo notes that cultivators in Tn.iwan oonefitted 

directly, however, hoth from rent reduction and from rent stabilization as 

a fixed cash char.rte in a period of inflation, which reduced its real value 

as time went on. cu~rency depreciation t~nefitted owner-cultivators as 

42 
well, since the land tax was stated as a fixed cash charve. Althow~h 

land reform recipients had to pay for their land in kind, increasinr produc-

ti vi.ty reduced the burden of these payments• since land values had been 

calculated at the be,-,.innim~ of the reform and were not revised upward as 

yields improved. 

The ratio of a(•ricul tu:ral produce sold to that consumed on the farm 

rlecrea.se:~d durinr: and immediately followirn! the period of land redistribu-

tion in Taiwan 11 however, as a result of the :rapid increase in per capita 

consumption of self-produced foods coupled with the hir~h rate of popula-

44 Hon 1rrowth in the rural sector .. 

Dore cites a lon.r list of factors responsible .for risin,~~ rural incomes 

in Japan. [{eduction of rent payments (from 16.6~6 to 0.2% of total af~ri

cul tnral income between 1934-6 and 1953), 45hi:~her productivity per acre, 

and better land utilization ca.n all be attributed in whole or in part to 

land reform. The postwar inflati_on and food shortai-~es helped to wi}Je out 

42 
Yan.:r, op. cit., pp .. 276-385. 

41 Koo, OE• cit., p. 61 

JwTeng-hui Lee, InterRectoral Capital Flows in the Economic Development 
of Taiwan. lt.)95-1960, Cornell University Press, Ithaca, New York~ 1971, 
p .. 78. 

45 Dore, op. cit., p. 213. 
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Most 'residents" landlords merely lost part or their land, remaining in 

their communities as prosperous owner-cultivators of a still larger-than-

average farm and retaining their traditional leadership roles in social and 

politioal affairs. Others, a.long with most ot the absentee landlords, were 

forced to seek other means of livelihood, or else to see their fortunes 

quickly worsen as they consumed their capital. Mar>y were already pursuing 

other ocoupations or business activities and merely switched all their 

attention to it, using their compensation. payments to expand or improve an 

existing business or previous sideline. Large landlords usually had more 

education and better connections in the business world, and thus were better 

able to make sucoesstul investments with their large sums or compensation. 

Many or the small landlords, however, were unable to make such a drastic 
48 

change. 

Investment 

A higher level of investment in agriculture was reported for both Japan 

and Taiwan following the land reform program, and this greater capital 

input is given a major share of the credit for the increased agricultural 

productivity experienced during this period. Koo reports that the average 

agricultural output for 1956-60 in Taiwan was 18~ higher than in 1953, and 

that more than halt ot the increase can be attribu.ted to larger capital 
49 ' 

inputs. Yang reports that of 1250 former tenant .farmers interviewed 8~ 

said they had been making more improvements on their farms because the land 

48yang, op. cit., P• 244. 

49or the 18 percentage points, one can be accounted for by increased 
land area under oultivation, J.9 by increased labor input, 9.8 by the growth 
in capital investment, and the residual, or 4.4, by technological change. 
--See Koo, op. cit., PP• 68-9. 
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Arrricul tural Producti vl ty 

Farrn product:i.on increased by 18'.t in Taiwan from 1953 to 1956-60, as 

noted above, and by 13~ in Japan from 1933 to 1955 with roughly the same 

area under cultivation. Koo contributes the increase in Taiwan to r,reater 

capital and labor input (75%) and improved technology (24%), both of which 

were no doubt influenced by the incentive effect of fixed rent and new 

land ownership. He cites evidence that the rate of technological change 

durim~ the 1951-60 period was higher than the historical trend • .54 

Other writers have come to the same conclusion:55 

11 The increase of ar-;ricultural production was due in substantial 
part to the enthusiasm for work and incentive for ~~gher incomes 
generated amom~ farmers by the land-reform program • The four-year 
agricultural development plans provided an additional boost to produc
tion. 

1%.s. Tanr: and s. c. Hseih,. 11 Land Reform and Ai:i:ricultural Develop
ment in Taiwan, 11 The Malayan Economic Review, Vol. VI, No. 1,April 
1961, pp. 49-54." 

Dore notes similar factors at work in Japan, but assip;ns increased 

labor input a much smaller role. He cites mechanization, better land 

utilization due to irrir;ation and drainaP;e works, consolidation of holdings, 

road construction, improved production technolo~y such as the use of more 

fertilizer, improved crop strains and pest control methods, and the more 

rapid diffusion of knowledge and techniques already available. v'/hile 

better farmer incentives and more available capital can be expected to 

result in an increase of the factors requirinp, capital investment, Dore 

also assir:ns the land reform a major role in making the last item on this 

list important-..it-.. re more rapid diffusion of knowledge and techniques. Land 

- 54 
Dore, op. cit •• p. 213, and Koo, OJ!. cit., pp. 68-9. See footnote 49 

on pa~e 36 above. 

55The followim~ quotation and its footnoted reference are found in Teng
hui Lee, op. cit., p. 44. 



on on the 

use or new 

as well 

to do his 

over 

it its business 

g:roup rela-

II (J) over been elim-



40 

inated in favor of local landowner control, the latter- simultaneously 

being made a mu.ch larger group, and (4) feudalistic relationships of 

nearly total dependence of many men on the whims of a few have been 

broken. Higher social status and income have induced many more farmers 

to send their children to school and to become more active in community 

affairs. Freedom ot choice and decision about farm crops and methods of 

cultivation has given them greater interest in agricultural extension 

organiza.tions and activities. Greater control over their own success or 

failure has had an important incentive effect, inspiring more diligence 

and greater efforts. The demise ot landlord control aas weakened the 

rigidity of the social structure and allowed greater social mobility 

among social classes and to positions of leadership • .58 

According to Dore, "One of the chief functions of the land reform has 

been to reduce the dependence of one man on another in Japanese villages.59 

Hereditary status has been weakened in favor of present wealth and indi

vidual accomplishment; there is less economic dependence between low and 

high status families; and less overt deference is required among persons 

of different status, resulting in greater ease of social discourse, inter

marriage, etc, The income redistribution has broadened the "middle class" 

of landowners and widened the stratum of potential leadership.
60 

Dore reports that former landlords still hold significant advantages 

in the contest for social and political leadership, due to their greater 

experience, self' .... confidence 0 wealth, education, wider social connections, 

.58See Tuma. 0 op. git,, pp. 141-2, and Yang, op, cit., PP• 411-6. 

59nore. on. cit., P• 371, 
60 

.Th!s!·. p. 378 ! 
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Once completed, the new land regime created powerful vested interests 

in the new political climate which effectively blocked landlord attempts 

to regain their old positions. While the reforms ha"Ve denied the land 

issue to the extreme le.ft-wing political groups, it has resulted in new 

farmer cooperative organizations with strong political clout in favor of 

agricultural interests and in rural voter constit.uenoies carefully courted 

by national politicians.65 

6.., C,onolusion; The Contribution or Land Reform to the Modernization 
Process 

Many reasons have been summarized above for crediting land reform, u 

conducted in Japan and Taiwan, with significant contributions toward the 

achievement of economic developnent, greater social egalitarianism and 

more a.ctiw political participation by ordinary farmers. There is no need 

to repeat the details of this conclusion. It should be emphasized, how .... 

ever, that the wider distribution of land ownership and the levelling of 

rural incomes, which were the primary results or the reforms, can help 

achieve these social 11 economic and political. goals only in appropriate 

oombination with other processes and policies directed toward the same 

end.So 

Land tenure reform constituted major social surgery to create a new 

socio-economic and political structure within which people were to live 

and conduct their daily activities. For this new structure to be better 

than the old, however, its inhabitants had to learn many new roles and 

attitudes in order to .fill it with the required functional activities. 

The le~ing process is difficult, it takes much time and effort, and it 
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Chapter III 

HISTORY OF LAND TENURE IN SOUTH VIETNAM 

1.. Pre-French History 

Vir~~inia Thompson, in criticism of French colonial policy• stated that 

"The native >tovernment had never been so imprudent as to create an inde

pendent landed class. 1166 This belief was echoed by Joseph Buttinger in 

1967 in his assertion that French land policies in Indochina had created 

two new classes of Vietnamese--lar~e landowners and landless peasants-

which 11 had not existed in pre-colonial Vietnam. 1167 John T. McA.lister 

.followed the same theme in 1969.68 

This view is contradicted in an earlier work by Buttirni;er himself, who 

wrote in 1958 of 

11 ... a basic conflict in Vietnamese society: its survival required 
a pro1rressi ve and centralized state, but its essentially af~rarian , 
economy allowed for no rulinr; class .free of feudal economic interests 
and feudal political aspirations. No matter how often the monarchy 
di.r'5possessed the factious lords and smashed the power of ambitious 
local administrators, within the limits of Vietnam's agrarian economy 
the social basis of a local type feudalism was constantly reproduced. 

11 ••• Ly Thai Thomi: paid his officials for their services and 
rewarded his servants for their loyalty with larr~e domains of rice 
land. 

" .... the ri;rowth of these landholdings• in addition to transf orm~rnt. 
a great number of pea.sants into serfs, made many of them landless. 11 9 

6
hvirginia Thomp.son, French Inda-China, The Macmillan Company, London 

1937, as reprinted by Octagon Books, New York, 1968 11 p. 233. 
67

Joseph Buttino:er, Vietnam: A Dragon Embattled, PraeD;er, New York, 
1967, PPIP 161-4 .. 

68
J·ohn T. McAlister, Jr., Viet Nam: The Orieins of Revolution, Knopf, 

New York, 1969, p. 70. 
69

Joseph Buttin.r:er, The Sma.ller Dra~:on 11 Praever, New York, 1958. pp. 
145-7. 

44 
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practice paying officials and rewarding nobles w1 th tu olaims. Minh 

Mang decreed in 1839 that all salaries. pensions and other awards be paid 

only in money and rice, thus ending completely all feudal rights to collect 

• Permanent ownership or new lands given to the landless was 
74 

legalized. 

Still, even though the reforms of Gia Long and Minh Mang broke the 

feudal threat to emperial power, feudalistic exploitation of landless 

peasants and small-holders by rich landowners remained. Execution or the 

new was left to the village councils 9 which constituted local 

oligarchies usually controlled by the undarins and the rich, and "AB had 

alw~s been the cue with Vietn.amse ag:ra.rian ref'orms. quite a few of these 

measures remained on paper.n75 

2. The French Period 

While the view that French policies created the landlord-tenant systB 111 

in Vietnam is. incorrect, it oa.n be said that they reversed the latest 

trend of . the throne, which was to encourage smll-awners and to reduce the 

~ll'a.,,.. ot large landlords• and that they permitted the developnent of a tar 

more powertu.1 landlord class in Cochinchina than existed at the time in 

The French administration sold large "concessions" ot land cheaply to 

Frenchmen and to cooperative Vietnamese. While in Tonkin this took 

the :form outright expropriation of land temporarily abandoned by peasants 

74'1bid., pp. 279...so. 

7.5Ibid., p. 281. 
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the static technology they perpetrated in agrioulture.79 His economic 

analysis or· the Mekong Delta, however, indicated that the landlord-

tenant system played an important role "for over fifty years as an 

efficient mechanism for development."80 It allowed persons with working 

capital and entrepreneurial ability to clear, dike and bring under 

cultivation vast new land areas in the Delta at a :f'ar faster pace than 

had previously been possible. The area under rice cultivation in Cochin

china was increased by more than four times between 1880 and 1930, and 

the "essence of the land question ••• changed :f'rom oountry-wide shortage 

to unequal distribution0 118l Sansan. found that wages and average rice 

incomes in the Mekong Delta rose between 1880 and 1929, so long as the 

settlement ot new lands continued and labor was scarce relative to land.82 

The .frontier had all but vanished by 19JO, however, when practically 

all the :readily cultivable land had been occupied and subjected to the 

plow111 More land was and still is available, but it will require heavier 

investment in drainage, irrigation and flood and salinity control than the 

French were prepared to make at that time.83 In fact, the Frenoh regime 

has been severely criticized by some writers for not investing more in this 

productive area rather than so much in poorly planned and uneconomic rail-

7%obert L Sansom, The Economics of' Insur§engy in the Mekong Delta of 
Vietnam, M.LT. Press, Cambridge, Mass.• 19r, pp. 56-1. 

80 
Ibid., p. 25. 

01-
Buttinger. 1967, p. 163. 

82 
Sansom, op. cit., Pe 39. 

83
see Joint Develo~nt Group The Postwar Develok11nt of the ReJr9blio or Vietnam, Praeger PUblishers, 'lfew !ork, IY/O, pp.Ji'6, 416-5.3-500. 

517~9, and 523-9· 
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85sansom, pl!t 

P• 31. 
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Thanks largely to the landlord-tenant system rice exports were 

maintained high levels throughout the 19)01s and until 1943. despite 

steadily increasing population pressures on domestic consumption. Using 

capita paddy 

consumption in the Mekong Delta as having risen tram 107 kilograms in 

1879-80 217 1899-1901 and 202 in 1920-22, only to fall back to 127 

rose again to 2D7 kilograms in 1950-52.90 

Viet Minh revolutionary coalition was organized to win independence 

, and it sought the widest possible support from 

classes of Vietnamese. The Indochinese Communist Party (ICP) had, in 

1941, "resolved to create •an enlarged National Front to include not only 

workers peasants ••• but also patriotic landowners;'" and it adopted a 

a'i"nfl~ toward agrarian reform. typitied by the slogan. "'Confiscation 

ot the land owned by traitors ror distribution to the poor farmers.o9l 

practice, this nationalistic policy meant that only land owned by 

Frenchmen and by the largest Vietnamese landlords (those who owned more 

than 50 hectares of land and who were identified with the French) was 

90Ibid., pp. 36....S. About 240 kilograms of paddy per person per year is 
considered the required minimum in South Vietnam. This is roughly equiva-
lent to kg. milled rioe, which would provide 1,5)0 calories per day. 
It must be supplemented by other foods to reach the general Asian standard 
of 2100 2300 calories per day. Both the government and the Viet Cong 
use the 240 kg. of paddy figure as an annual per capita requirement. (See 
Note 22, pages 37-8 11 in Sansom.) Less than this must be supplemented· to a 

extent with less favored coarse grain and root crops, suoh as barley, 
corn. wheat, tubers, manioc and sweet potatoes, if these are available. in 
order to avoid undernourishment. 

91
Bernard B. Fall, The Two Viet-Na.ms, Pra.eger, New York 111963, p. 62, 

quoting from Nguyen Giang, Les Grand.es Dates du Parti de la Classe OUvriere 
du Viet Nam, Foreign Languages Piiblisning House, rtanoi, 1960, p. 42. 
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to win the 

support or and .financial assistance 
92 

lesser landowners. This polioy 

remained in effect until 19531 Viet Minh victory seemed assured and 

continued support considered 

necessary.93 

· Various means of 1'91~suaslLon were against French "traitor" 

landlords, including use assassination, to obtain 

removal the scene "loyal" to 

rents, to to some redistribution, Minh 

in the 1946-48 to escape Viet 

Minh threats to their 

lords already living 

, joining the growing class of absentee 

Their contisoa.te.d and 

redietrihlted.n95 In tact, land redistribution was carried farther in the 

Sou.th than the Viet Minh leadership desired at that time, and they had to 

strong reprimands and instructions 

in check.96 

hold their southern activists 

The amoo.nt of land available for redistribution areas under Viet 

of the reallocated holdings. 

92 
William Bredo, 

Sta.nf ord Ins 

93Fall, ~-....-~ ..... 
94 Sansom. .......... ........ --.. ... II' 

Press, Caabridge, 

t 

' 

recipients determined the aotual 

41,quoting 
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peasant enough riceland to provide a little more than subsistance tor him

and his family. Peasants who owned very small plots were often given 

some more to bring them up to the subsistence-plus standard. Reallocated 

plots were usually than one hectare, but families in some areas 

received 2 or J hectares. 
97 

Sansom reports that the Viet Minh reforms had lasting effect. Most or 

the landlords never returned to their villages art.er independence, but 

remained absentee status and tried to collect rents through hired agents 

or government officials. Former landowners were seldom able to repossess 

land redistributed by the Viet Minh, nor to oollect rents above 2.S~ of 

the harvest (as compared with the p.re-1946 era or 40...6~ rents).98 

While the primary goal of the Viet Minh was no doubt to obtain stronger 

support from rural areas in their struggle against the French and 

their collaborators, moat -writers agree in describing the land tenure 

si tua.tion as one in which the peasantry saw grave injustices, which they 

naturally blamed on the French colonial regime. To ask whether the Viet 

Minh redistributed land to gain peasant support or the peasants supported 

the Viet Minh to obtain a redistribution or land (as well as independence)--

in other words, to ask whether the Viet Minh rebellion was inspired and 

directed by a revolutionary elite whose chief strength was organization or 

was essentially a peasant uprising based on popular grievanaes--is merely 

to confuse the issue.99 Both were undoubtedly true. the revolutionary 

and the discontented peasants ea.oh drew strength from the existence 

97 Bredo 9 Working Papers, v. 

98 Sansom, P• 56. 
99

For a discussion of these 

),p. 41. 

PP• 241-4,5. 
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of the other, and one group could probably not have succeeded alone. 

Emperor proclaimed land re.tom throughout Vietnam 

in 1951, but little was done until June 4, 1953, when Prima Minister Nguyen 

Van Tam issued reform decrees. The provisions or these decrees are or 

interest only in that they show recognition land reform as an imper .... 

tant issue. They were not implemented:lOO 

"Distribution concession lands for cultivation ••• 

"Establishment rates 15 percent of the total 
annual crop on rice fields or other annual4' cropped agricultural lam. 

"Limitation or large ownership of land by restricting 
retention to 12 to J6 hectares in North Vietnam, 1.5 to 45 hectares in 
Central Vietnam, and JO to 100 hectares .in South Vietnani. The area of 
land retained would vary with the ta.mi~ size or the owners ••• • 

"Establishment of rights tor who squatted on 
private land that was left uncultivated ••• 09 

Minister Ngo Dinh Diem attempted to reduce and to provide 

greater security of tenure with his land reform decrees in 1955· 

Ordinance 2, January 8, 19.5.5, restricted rents to between 15 
101 

average harvest and required J-year, written contracts. The 

2~ ot the 

provision was intended evictions. Jra:um:nce ?, 

to encourage cultivation. These n•11n<tAl!!il>A also limi.ted 

payments a crop failure and 

to purchase 

lOO:sredo, ~!!!!!~~~ PP• 4-5• 
in 1964. 

10
1r..xtended to 5 

102 

a "'.A"A""'- the first right refusal 

it.102 



The following year, after Diem had 'become President, he promulgated 

his major land reform measure, Ordinance 5?, October 22, 1956.103 
This 

limited ricela.nd ownership to no nmre than 100 hectares, with 15 

hectares additional allowed for ancestral worship land. Of total land 

retained, however, owners were allowed to cultivate no more than JO 

themselves and were thus "required" to rent out up to 7~ of 

their Expropriated landlords were paid by the government for their 

9~ in non-transferable bonds, bearing y/, interest 

within 12 years. Tenants tilling the land were given .first 

in land redistribution. A land recipient was required to pay the 

al'\,M"F"nm.11111'""'- the same value reoei ved by the former landowner, less the 
104 

interest, in 6 annual installments instead or 12. The recipient 

received a temporary title registration until all ~nts were completed, 

actual title remaining with the government in the interim. 

A Ministry Land Ref om was organized to implement the program and 

a National Land Reform Council was established to supervise and coordinate 

all branches of the government. Stiff' penalties were 

authorized for person interfering with the implementation of the program. 

Article 1 of the ordinance listed only the economic goals or the law, 

political nature was obliquely recognized near the end:lo; 

103 . 
See Bredo, Working Pa?!rs, v. 1-2, pp. •-S-11, for an English transla-

tion of this document. 

l04The monetary value or the land expropriated was determined by regional 
committees, subject to the approval of the National Land Reform Council. It 
averaged 3 to 4 times the value or the annual production of the land.--Maa-

. Donald Salter, i South Vie nam, Spring Review Country Paper, 
Agency for Internation. Development, Washington, D. c., June 1970, pp. 64-5. 

PP• E-.5 and E-11. 
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"ARTICLE 1. The Land Reform established by this Ordinance aims at an 
equitable distribution of the land to help tenant farmers become small 
landowners for the development of agricultural production, and the 
orientation of large landlords toward industrial activities." . . . . . 
"ARTICLE 31. All provisions set forth in this Ordinance are of a 
public security nature." 

Ta van Nho, an agricultural en~ineer in the Land Reform Office, lee-

tured on "The Meaning of Land Reform" in 1955, after Ordinance 2 and 7 but 

while Ordinance 57 was still in the planning stage. He spoke of the need 

"to create more suitable conditions for the increase of agricultural 

production" and to raise the standard of living of society. This was to 

accomplished by changinr, the social status of cultivators with respect to 

the land--eliminatinp, the lar~e landowner class and transforming tenants 

and squatters into small landowners. Rural living standards were also to 

be improved by rer;ulatinr. remaining land rental arranr,ements, limiting the 

alienation of land to non-farmers and foreigners, establishing first riehts 

of purchase and protecting squatters' rights.106 

J. P. Gittin~er reported the major policy objectives of the Diem pro-

!Y,ram were 1) "achieving greater political stability" and 2) "laying the 

foundation for increased product-ion and productivity. 11 driting in 1959, he 

stated that "It would appear .. (these objectives) .. have been in substantial 

measure achieved." He described the conditions the program was intended 

to alleviate in these words:107 

11 dhen the Diem p;overnment came to power, it inherited a land 
tenure system seriously out of harmony with the times and which had 
been effectively exploited by the Communist Viet Minh to gain peasant 
su.pport. About 40 per cent of the riceland areas was held by some 

106
Ta van Nho, "Dinh-Nghia Danh-tu Cai-each Dien-dia11 (The Meaning of 

Land Reform), in Nha Cai-each Dien-dia (Land Reform Office), Nhung Bai 
Giang ve Cai-Caoh Dien-dia (Lectures on Land Reform), Bo Dien-Tho va Cai
Cach Dien-dia (Ministry of Land and Land Reform), Saigon. 1955, pp.)6-7. 

l07J. P. Gittinr.;er, Studies on Land Tenure in Viet Nam. U.S. Operations 
Mission to Vietnam, December 1959, p. I. 
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2,500 individuals--0.02.5 per cent of the rural population. Many 
large owners were French. Rent rates were commonly 50 per cent 
of the crop or even more. The tenant had virtually no seouri ty, 
and depended upon the whim of his landlord for his future.. For 
nearly a decade many landowners had been afraid to visit their 
holdings, so normal economic relationships had been completely 
disrupted. Most large landowners had ceased loaning money to 
their tenants. The introduction of new agricultural techniques 
was seriously blocked by the tenure structure ••• " 

Reduced rents were to be computed on the basis of the average yield of 

the tenant's land as of the date of the contract, so that the tenant would 

keep the higher income resulting from investment or improved techniquese 

Special inducements were provided for the cultivation or virgin or 

abandoned land@ Tenure secrurity provisions were designed to assure the 

tenant would :receive the benefits from permanent improvements on the land 

in succeeding years without being forced.to compete with others by paying 

higher rents. Thus it was expected that farmer incentives to invest would 

be enhanced. 

The land transfer program was expected to improve incentives to invest 

among its recipients even more. Since the redistribution of ownership did 

not change the pattern of cultivation, but merely gave land titles to the 

farmers who were already farming the land, Gittinger did not anticipate a 

reduction in production. He admitted the possibility of a reduction in 

rice marketing• as the peasant•s family was able to consume more or its 

own output instead of selling it to meet rental obligations; ·but he did 

not expect this effect to be important, since "the South Vietnamese 

peasantry already has among the highest per capita levels of rice oonsumP

tion in Asia."l08 He continued: 

"The most important ef.feot of the transfer will come later 
when the economic incentives of ownership and fixed produce 

108 Ibid., p. 14. According to Sansom (o..:e.~ cit., p. 39) this was due to 
previous Viet Minh efforts. 
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rentals are felt by individual peasant • The transfer 
program does not break up management units·: peasants make 
own manageuent decisions. Large absentee landlords have not been 
important in the rural oredi t market for over a decade' since they 
have been unable to collect their loans in the .face of local 
insecurity. (Credit has been supplied through relatives, small 
landowners living in the village, and by .) As 
extensively exploited holdings growing rice, although several 
existed before World War II in the Mekong Delta, by the time of 
the land transfer ordinance• only one continued to be operated as 
a large.scale unit. All the rest had broken up their land into 
tenant-sized individual holdings. • •• there no evidence 
that large-scale exploitation rice more efficient than 'oe~lBam~ 
agriculture 'tmder Vietnamese ·aonditiorte.nl09 

received land, 

four new industries, purchasing government equity 

shares or stock in 

those companies~llO 

Government funds thus released could used for other economic development 

projects. Additional investment funds were expected accrue to the 

government as the peasants paid for their more rapidly than the 

government was to PIN landlorda.
111 

109 •. Ibid., P• 161". In another Gittinger had this to 983' about the 
efticieney or large-scale farms: "To be economically justified in a peasant 
economy, a large-scale mechanically operated enterprise must not only be 
able to produce more cheaply than the present farmer--a formidable challenge 
in itself--bu.t must in addition be more efficient to compensate tor what 
might be termed the social opportunity cost of any peasant labor left 
unem.ployed ••• t.bie coat cannot be eliminated trom the social account nor 
ignored in assessing relative etfioiencies.n Besides this consideration, 

notes that the few large-scale, mechanized, French rice that did 
exist (be.tore World War II) •were profitable not because labor saving 
techniques 'Qut large4' because they bad access to low cost govermaent
sponsored credit not available to small farmers and because they were able 

control the quality of the rice they produced through seed selection." 
PP• ~-9· . 

llOibid. • P• 7. 

lllibid • , P• 



To summarize, rour main political economic and social objectives were 

targeted by the Diem land reform program: 

L Greater political stability by a) reducing landlord exploitation or 
peasants and b) creating a larger class or small landowners. 

2. Redistribgtion of i!Jcome from wealthy landowners to poor farmers. 

J. Inc~eased agricultural production by a) improving farmer incentives to 

invest and to adopt new production teohniques and b) encouraging cultiva-

tion of new and abandoned land. 

4. Increased investment in industry by former landlords. 

The success or the Diem program in achieving these objectives is ques

tionable 1111 While the reforms were important steps against the power ot the 

landlords, their total effect was apparently small. 

The program probably had only a minimal effect on political stability, 

for several reasons. Although a large per~ntage of the tenants did sign 

the required contracts with their landlords,112 none of which could specify 

112By 1959 a total of 781,899 contracts covering 1,)65,423 hectares were 
reportedly in effect, bnt by 1964 this had dropped to 6,58,2J? contracts for 
1,)26,678 hectares. Privately owned riceland rented to tenants was reported 
to total l,)lJ,644 hectares in 1964. That these figures are not consistent 
is typical of statistical problems in dealing with Vietnam. In this oase it 
probably :results from duplication in the contract figures dtte to failure by 
local clerks to report cancellation of expired contracts as renewals were 
registered. --Bredo, Working Papers, v. 1-2,p. 4), and v. 1-1, p. 68. 
--Nevertheless, a sizeable portion of tenants apparently !'el t that signing 
the contracts might give them some bargaining leverage against their land
lords. Sansom estimAted one million tenants in the Delta in 1960-61, while 
Wolf Ladejinsky reported a 1955 estimate or 600,000 tenants in the Delta, 
400,000 in the. Coastal Lowlands. --Sansom, op. oit., p. ;4, and Woll 
Ladejinsky, "Agrarian Reform in Free Vietnam," in Vietnam in World Affairs, 

. Special Issue, Stu.dies on National and International Affairs. Vietnam, 1960, 
PP• 154-73, reprinted in Bredo, Working Papers, v. 1-2.pp. B ... 17 ... 36. See 
P• B-19. 



a rent of more than 25f, of ll3 in actual fact 

subterfuge of the has been widespread. In a 196? Hamlet Resident 

Survey conducted by the Stanford Research Institute(SRI) actual fixed 

rents paid in kind by 102 landless tenants in 1966 were tound to average 

J4.,5f, of the total crop, ranging from an average or 57.1~ in Hoa Hao 

areas to 27.3f, in peripheral areas. (It was 'J5.0f, iri densely populated, 

non-Hoa Hao areas.) Al together, 6lf, of the landless 'ter:lamca interviewed 
. 114 6 paid rents above the legal rate. Sansom reported 19 7 25 to 

4""4 d i f Gi ll.5 v~ in the secure--an Hoa Hao--prov nee o ang. 

llJnA major restriction of the rent limitation provisions arises out of 
administrative reinterpretation of the ordinance itself. While the ordi
nance provides for the rent to be paid on 8the value of the annual harvest 
of the prinoipal crop' (Ordinance 2, Article 13), a series of interpretive 
circulars provides that: (1) the land rent is based on the total amount 
o:r the annual income from the principal type of cultivation; (2) for two
crop rieeland the rent is based on the total production from the two 
harvests; (3) for·land giving one rice crop and one crop other than rice, 
the rent is still based on the income from rice plus the income from the 
other crop; and (4) the rent does not apply where a seoond crop, rice or 
otherwise 1 is •secondary,' i.e., 'is to satisfy the (food) needs of the 
tenant .family. 1 Hence, the term 'annual harvest• is inter:preted to mean 
•total yearly harvest• rather than •main yearly harvest,.' and the meaning 
of 'principal crop' includes two totally different kinds of crops." 
--Bredo, SUl!l.!!!£Y Volume, PP• 60-1. 

114 
Bredo, Work s, v. 4-1, p. 73. It should. noted that these 

rental rates, based on production figures and rents-in-kind reported 
by the tenants tend to overstate the ease, since legal rents are based on 
.5-year average yields and 1966 was a very bad year due to severe floods. 
That an exaggeration has occurred is corroborated by a look at the actual 
survey table (HRS table #309, Working Par.rs, v. 4 ... 2, p. c ... 197.), in which 
10 rAspondents out or 102 are listed as aving paid 10~ or more of their 
crop as rent, one o:t them 225'/,. Flood damage was worst in the Hoa Hao 
provinces, with the densely populated areas on down the river also badly 
affeeted--and these rental figures reflect that damage. A general tendency 
on the part of tenants to understate p.roduotion--but not rental--tigures 
must also be taken into account here. 
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~'1hile these figures are subject to question, the personal interviews 

conducted by both Sansom and SRI provide ample evidence that landlords 

have not hesitated to demand illegal rents if they could get away with it. 

Where lower rents did exist they could not be attributed to the Diem 

regula.tions, which were not enforced, but rather to pressure from the Viet 

Cong"' In secure areas the landlords would feign compliance with the law 

by signing a contract for the legal rent, but would simultaneously obtain 

an unwritten agreement outside the law for whatever rent the market would 

bear. Rent reductions for crop failures are required by the law in legal 

contracts, but SRI found that landlords were notably reluctant to grant 

tolerance after the 1966 floods. They estimated the tenants as a group 

obtained only about 50% of the reductions they were entitled to reoeive.116 

If l~dlord exploitation was reduced by the Diem reforms, it was 

reduced very little; nor was a large, new class of small landowners 

created. By 1968, under both Ordinance 57 and the French land purchase 

program together only 132,208 farmers had received title to their land or 

could expect someday.ll7 This was about l~ or the number of tenants 

in the country. 

It is difficult to see how unenforced rent regulations and such a small 

redistribution program could have had much effect on political stability. 

In fact about half' the Vietnamese -owned rioeland expropriated and all the 

French land was retained by the government (until 1967-8) and rented out 

by local administrative officials to provide government revenue, instead 

116Bredo v. 4-1 1 P• 70. 
117aredo, s~ Volume, P• 11. They received 294.45J hectares, or an 

average of 2.(;Ctifes each. See Table 3-1. 
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of being redistributed as promised. Along the Central Coast, where politi-

oal disaffection with Saigon has been historically more intense than in 

the Mekong Delta, the Diem reforms had virtually no effect whatsoever. 

Metayage sharecropping agreements, which were and still are the rule in 

this region, were specifically excluded from the rent control laws and 

remained operative on a normal 5~-share basis. With only minor exeeP-

tione, moreover, there were no large landholdings along the Central Coast 

to be redistributed~118 

The amount of income redistribution from landlords to poor farmers was 

also minimal, in view or the ineffectiveness of rent control provisions 

and the small number of actual land recipients. Since the latter had to 

make annual payments for the land roughly equal to the legal 25~ rent 

levei,119 they would have apparently enjoyed higher incomes only in 

"secure" areas where rents had remained higher than that. Only one third 

of the new owners had made any payment to the government at all, however, 

before subsequent payments w-ere cancelled by the LTTT Law in 19?0 11 and only 

22'f, of all payments due had been oollected.120 This indicates that some 

income redistribution did oocur, although it cannot all be attributed to 

the intended Diem program. Inflation in the late 1960•s greatly diminished 

the real value or these ~nts, as well, so about l~ of South Vietnam's 

tenants should have been made better off than before. This change ean 

hardly be called revolutionary, but at least it reversed previous trends. 

118A total of 148 hectares were expropriated along the Central Coast under 
Ordiaa.noe 57, all of it in Binh Thuan Province; and 4,405 hectares were 
purchased from French owners in the four southernmost Central Coast provinces, 
most or them (J,545 hao) in Ninh Thuan. --Bredo 11 Sµmmary Volume p. 8. 

ll9 ~ ' 
Gittinger, op. cit.~ p. 5. 

120 
Bredo, Summary Volume, p. 73• 
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tenant incentives to invest in increased agricultural production 

were to be improved by reducing his rents and fixing them to a prior 

average yield, the Diem program again was not very successful. 

The land recipients had been placed in a slightly healthier economic 

situation, but their numbers were small, as discussed above. 

Agricultural production does seem to have been encouraged by special 

contract indueemeqts bring virgin and abandoned lands into cultivation. 

Type B and C contract..s tor abandoned and uncultivated land were registered 

a nationwide total of 452,387 hectares by 1959.121 
Rice area cultivat-

the rose from 1,572,000 hectares in 19.54 to 1,810,000 in 1959, 

and Coohinchinese rioe exports, after falling to zero in 19561 climbed back 

up to 246,ooo tons in 1959.122 

Regarding increased investment in industry by former landlords, SRI 

has this to say:123 

"This (1967 Absentee Landlord) survey • • reveals that some or 
the absentee landlords have either sold all their land or some of it and 
have transferred their weal th to other business endeavors. Co11meroe , 
particularly, and industry seem to be capturing the interest of these 
landowners in preference to agriculture. 

"As a result or the expropriation of holdines of large landowners 
under Ordinance 57, landlords a.re no longer able to accumulate great 
wealth(i) Today the merchant appears to be succeeding the landlord as 
the wealthy investor, and tlte landlords appear to be moving into 
commerce and industry. In this case, it means a transfer ot wealth 
from agriculture or from the land to oommerce, industry, and real 
estate development." 

In summary, it seems that the Diem land reform program had little effect 

on political stability, only a small role in redistributing income, a 

121 Bredo, .;.;.;::;..;:;..:.:;;:;:.:;g..-~-.-

122sansom, ----· P• 262. 

123Bredo, Working Papers, v. 4-1, p. 80. 



moderate effect on agricultural production b.Y increasing the cultivated 

area (and by improving incentives fm;o l~ or the tenant farmers), bat 

perhaps greater success in encouraging wealthy landlords to invest in 

non-agricultural pursuits. Most or its shortcomings resulted from the 

high retention rate of 100 hectares, leaving too little land as excess to 

be redistributed and leaving the feudal land.lord-tenant agricultural 

system basioally unchanged, with all its social and political consequences, 

and from a lack of entoroement of rent controls. The second failure 

followed from the first, since effective enforcement of provisions against 

landlord interests was unlikely so long as the landlords themselves 

remained in control of the rural political structure. 

5. Viet Cong Reforms 

The p.rime importance of political objectives in the land reform efforts 

of the Viet Cong is openly admitted and olearly stated. Considerations or 
economic efficiency in production are second.ary--as is no doubt true of 

government (GVN) reforms, although the GVN prefers to talk more about 
124 

economic aspects. To quote from Douglas Pike: 

"Around land and on the solution of land tenure problems, the NLF 
built its indoctrination system. 

" •• ~Declared a Red Fl!B editorial, •satisfactorily solving the 
land problem or the peasants ••• is a way or mobilizing the people 
in the liberated area to participate in the struggle for, and 
protection or, the Revolution, ... a means or mobil:tzing the masses 
in the oppressed areas to rise up ••• and liberate themselves.• 
Cadres were instructed to turn every issue into land terms." 

The SRI study asserts that the Viet Minh land reform program, continued 

later by Viet Cong, was tta way to destroy the traditional social organiza .... 

124Pike, _op_. _c_i_t_. , p. 276. 
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tion in the villages" by eliminating the landlord class, in order to gain 

support from and control over the much larger peasant class.12.5 The need 

to maintain and increase rice production exerted a moderating influence on 

these efforts, since too much rural disturbance adversely affected 

production and since the wealthier peasants could be truced more heavi~ 
126 

to support the.VC effort. 

Nevertheless, SRI concluded that127 

"For the Cong, the overriding consideration in the implementation 
of land reform has been its usefulness in seeking to gain the commitment 
or the population to the revolution ••• 

"The ultimate goal of Viet Cong land policy is to create a communist 
society based on a dictatorship of the proletariat. The terminal aets of 
Communist land reform are the collectivization of land and the final 
elimination of private ownership as a social incentive. • •• (but) the 

of Viet Cong land reform are deluded into thinking that some 
form of private ownership will be retained in the future Communist sooiety." 

Sansom reported a marked landlord preference for the Viet Minh over 

Cong. "They recalled that the Viet Minh struggle was simply a 

resistance movement against the French and not a conflict with the land-

, whereas for the Viet Cong, according to one landlord, 'it is a 

class struggle and no landlord dares live in his home village.•nl28 A 

1965 NLF document on agrarian policy stated its goal was to "reinforce the 

• support for the patriots• fight for rural Wlifioation."129 

12.5Bredo, Sµmm.arY Volume, PP• 24-.5· 

126rbid., PP• 30-5. Apparently Viet Cong redisitribution of land 
belonging to middle peasants created such serious problems in the early 
1960 1s that the policy was reversed in 1965, previous NLF directives on 
land re.form were suspended, m:id the VC returned to the Viet Minh policy 
of seeking "solidarity with middle .farmers." 

12?Bredo, Ps Jl. 

128sansom, ~-.......-.;;;;...;..;;;.. .. 

129Quoted P• 64. 
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The land policies of the VC into three main categories: land 

redistribution, rent reduction, and higher farm waees. The implementa

tion of these reforms was carried out with much flexi.bility, with decision-

makirn~ decentralized to the villa1;e and hamlet level, in contrast to the 

highly centralized administration and relative inflexibility of the GVN 

program.13° This enabled the VC to adapt their policies to the local 

conditions in each villa~e to achieve the maximum political effect, a 

capability to GVN did not have. 

On the other hand, Viet Cong land distribution policies appeared to 

many to be piecemeal and discriminatory 11 with preference given to members 

of the National Liberation Front, producing an uneven effect.131 

There seems to be a general consensus of opinion on the relative 

success of the NLF reforms in the Mekong Delta as compared with the GVN 

efforts. Sansom found rents falling markedly the more distant were the 

tenants from a secure road or guardpost. He estimated that 1966-7 rents 

for the Delta re~ion as a whole averaged between 5 or 10%, while it was 

still 25-40% in secure areas:132 

11 By 1966 the benefits of the Viet Conr, land program, initiated 
with the 1960 General Uprising Campaign, were manifest. Approximately 
817,000 tenants in the Delta were uprised of a single overriding fact: 
Rents paid on land in the Delta were determined by the Viet Cong and 
the market; they were not affected by Vietnamese government re~ula
tions or laws." 

"Rep;arding land redistribution, SRI concluded that:lJJ 

" ••• it would appear that in Viet Cong-controlled areas, most of the 
land has been redistributed--which is interpreted to mean that in 
these areas, landlordism has been abolished by the Viet Cong. In 
the portion where Viet Cong land redistribution is not yet complete, 
it may reasonably be assumed that the landlord has been rendered 

PP• 63-5, and Bredo, Summary Volume. pp. 147-8. 
, Summary Volume, p. 151, and Sansom, op. cit., p. 56e 

l32sansom, op. cit., pp. 60-1. 
133 Breda, Summary Volume, pp. 142~4. 
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Pol1tica.lly ineffective as a force in the society and that 
tenure security is gnaranteed by the Viet Cong. 

" ••• It is clear that Viet Cong intimidation of the landlord 
is a common and effective practice in contested areas as well 
as in many areas defined as secure. It appears likely that 
the Viet Cong has achieved a greater impact en the lardlord
tenant relationship than has the GVN .. 11 

Other economic policies used by the VC encouraged land redistl9ibution. 

They raised agrioultura.l wage rates w1 th boycotts against large-scale 

.farmers. Cong policies were highly progressive above a subsist-

anoe exemption• 1e~.ving the wealthier farmers with little inoenti ve to 

keep more than the average amount of land. 

The overall effect of VC land policies on the peas.ant 1 s welfare 

was quite favorable. In addition, while the selective use of terror aeainst 

landlords and uncooperative rich peasants was a widely used tactic, Sans.om 

concluded from his landlord interviews that the 'impetus behind the Viet 

Cong land reform was not in the general case terror but the sanction of 

implied force supported by the eeneral wil1.nlJ4 

The Viet Cong reforms were naturally illegal as far a.S the government 

was concerned, and the GVN found itself in "the posJ.tion of having to 

protect the landlord from Viet Cong terrorism. help him recover his land, 

and otherwise defend his right to collect rents. 11135 The GVN attempted 

extricate itself from this corner by granting certain occupancy rights 

to beneficia~ies of VC land distribu.tion~ but the laws regarding "confused 

lands" remained ambiguous and of limited application. retaining provisions 

for the ultimate eviction of the VC beneficiary by the original owner and 

tenant. In addition, with the retention of 164,000 cultivated hectares 

134sansom, 

l)5Bredo, ;?J!!!J!!!!rJL~~~ 



6? 

expropriated under Ord@ 57 or purohaaed frOl'lt French nationals, the 

government itself became the largest landlord in many villages. 

Malpractice and corruption in the administration or this land on the part 

of looal officials continued to alienate farmers and provided juicy 

propaganda themes for Viet Cong efforts to discredit the GVN in rural 

areas.136 

6. Land Tenure in the 1960 's 

Extent of Tenanc:v 

In 1970-71 the Republic of Vietnam reported 2,;10,700 rice croP-

hectares, producing an average of 2.28 metric torus of paddy per hectare. 

The Southern Region accounted for 81~ of the rice-crop area and 8~ or 
the paddy production, even though only 6;~ or the country•s 18 million 

people lived there. Another 3~ of the popu).ation is strung out along 

the Coastal Lowlands on only l~ or the rice-crop area. The remainder 

is in the Central Highlands.137 

1J6Ibid., Sum,mary Volume. pp. 142-46. -
lJ?The rice-crop area :reported here refers to orop-heotarage and not to 

the actual amount of land under annual cultivation. The Report of 'flii . 
Agricultural Census or Vietnam, 1960-61 made a clear distinction between 
the two and reported both figures, where we can determine that 62~ of the 
paddy land in the Coastal Lowlands was double-cropped, while less than 2~ 
in the Southern Region was., The distinction was dropped by 1970-?l, 
however, and the "oultivatedarea" referred to in recent statistical 
yearbooks is evidently orop....hectarage, and W annual-cultivation-hectarage, 
though nowhere is it labelled as either. (This conclusion is based on a 
comparison or the historical. series With the 1960-61 Census Report.,) The 
:reported "cultivated area" of rice production increased by 18~ in the 
Southern Region between 1967...S and 1971-2 9 but by only 1EP5~ in the Coastal 
Lowlands. While some of this increase nta¥-be due to a resumption or cul-
tivation on temporarily abandoned land muoh ot it can be contributed to 
the rapid growth of double-cropping with Miracle Rice, especially in the 
Sauthern RP.gion where double-cropping had previously been rare and where 
2~~ of the 1971-Z crop....heotarage was reported to be in Miracle Rice. The 
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The pressure of the population upon the cultivated land area was 

evident in the results of the 1960-61 Agricultural Census, which indicated 

an average operating rioefarm size of 2.08 hectares in the Southern 

Region and only 0.53 hectare in the Coastal Lowlands.138 The first 

figure is comparable with the average rioeland area cultivated per rice 

farmer in the SRI Hamlet Resident Survey of 2.21 hectares (Southern 

Region)~ which varied from 1.38 in the most densly populated provinces 

to Jell in the Hoa Hao, f'loating-rice provinces.
139 

The la.nd tenure reported in the 1960-61 Census is summar.ized in Table 

3 ... 2e In the Southern Region 72.'lf, of all ·rar~rs rented all or part of 

their land, while along the Central Coast the figure stood at 68.7f,. 

Most of the tenants along the Coast also owned some land as well. whereas 

most of those in the Southern Region did not. In terms of area. 62.5~ 

of all farmland in the Southern Region and 39.3~ in the Coastal Lowlands 

$tatistioal practice of reporting only croP-hectarage makes it impossible 
to say, from these official published statistics. how muoh land is 
currently under rioe cultivation,and it also causes considerable confusion. 
For example. the Stanford Research Institute used crop-hectarage figures 
for paddy cultivation as reported in the 1966 Agricultural Statistics 
Yearbook and called them "Total Agricultural Area" and "Ricelands Area," 
apparently not realizing the double-counting included in those figures, 
especially in the Coastal Lowlands.--Phuc Trinh ve auoc Kiem Tra Canh 
Non ·tai Viet Nam 1 0-61 Re rt on the ricultural Census of Vietnam , 
Agricultural Economics and Statistics Service, Saigon, 1 , p. ; Nien 
Giam Thong Ke Vietnam, 1971. (Viet Nam Statistical Yearbook), Nationtl 
Institute of Statistics, Saigon. 1972, p. 353; Nien Giam Thong Ke Nong 
Nghiep, 1970. (Agricultural Statistics Yearbook), Agricultural Economics 
and Statistics Service, Saigon, 1971. p. 31; Nguyet-San Thopg-Ke Nong 
Nghiep 1 So J, 1972 (Dae Biet), (Monthly Bulletin of Agricultural Statistics). 
No. 3, 1972 (Special Issue), Agricultural Economics and Statistics Service, 
Saigon, 1972, p. 10; and William Bredo, et.al., Land Reform in Vietnam, 
Sumipary Volume, p. 36. and Working Pa;pers, Vol. 4-1. p. 131, Stanford 
Research Institute, Menlo Park, Ca.11£., 1968. 

lJBcaicula:ted from Re~t on the Agricultural Census of Vietnam. 1260-61 11 op. cit~, Table 25, p. . • 

1J9 - Bredo, op. cit., Working Papers, Vol. 4-1, p. 19. 
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was rented. More than half the rented land along the Coast was publicly 

owned (communal land), but in the Southern Region most of it was privately 

owned. 

The Ordinance 57 and French Land Reforms were being implemented at 

the same time the Ap,ricultural Census of 1960-61 was underway. In fact, 

of all Ord. 57 land redistributed between 19.58 and 1968, 21% had been 

transferred to new owners before the beginnin~ of 1960 and 91% had been 

by the end of 1961, or 70% durinr the two years of the Census.14° Census 

results in the Coastal lowlands could not have been much affected, since 

by 1968 total Ord. 57 and French land redistributions there involved only 

0.2% of all farmers and 0.4% of all farmland. In the Southern Region, 

however. total redistributions by 1968 involved ·11% of all (1961) farm 

operators and 14% of all (1961) farmland. This redistribution amounted 

to between 19 and 23% of all rented land, depending on how much of it 

(the redistribution) was included in the census count, and it made new 

owners out of 13-15% of the tenants (in the Southern Region).141 

In their 1967-68 Hamlet Resident Survey (HRS) the Stanford Research 

Institute and the Center for Vietnamese Studies conducted a total of 854 

(usable) interviews of randomly selected residents in .54 hamlets of 22 

provinces of the Southern Region. Of those respondents 62.4% were farm 

household3(not counting 2.5~ non-farming landlords), including 10.~ 

landless farm workers and 51.5% farm operators. Of the 440 farm operators 

interviewed, 46.6% were owner-operators, 10. 7% owner~.tenants, and 42. ~ 

tenants.142 

140rbid., S\J.mma.ry Volume, P• 15. 
141

Ibid., Summary Volume, P• 8, 11, working Papers, Vol. 1-2, P• B-72, 
73; & Re'4rt on the Agricultural Census of Vietnam, 1960-61, op. cit., 
PP• 27, • 

142Bredo, op. cit., dorking Papers, Vol. 4-1, P• 13. 
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Their results place at least 13.3~ more farmers in the owner-operator 

category than the 1960-61 Census plus the Ord. 57 and French land reforms 

would lead us to expect, even adopting the extreme assumptions that the 

Census reported none of the land recipients as owners and that all 

recipients had become pure owners (not part-owner, part-tenants). The HRS 

bias toward owner-operators (as compared with the Census) is even more 

pronounced in terms of land area. sin~ it reported only 37.6c/, of all land 

as rented.143 The most favorable adjustment of the Census data (subtrac

ting the total amount of land redistributed between 19.58 and 1968) would 

still leave us with 48(02fo of all land rented. Given the alternative 

assumption that half the redistributed land had been processed to half 

the eventual recipients (all of the latter entering the owner-operator 

slot, which, of course, is itself an extreme assumption) and had been so 

reported in the Census, then 55~ of the farmland would st1ll have been 

r~nted to 67f, of the farmers in 1968 (in the Southern Region).144 

The explanation for this divergence probably lies in the fact that 'the 

HRS sample selection process was more restricted by conditions of insecurity 

than was that of the Census. In the HRS 48% of the hamlets chosen were 

dropped as inaccessible, as were 10% of the households selected in the 

remaining hamlets.145 The Census report indicated that only 21% of their 

orieinal list of 1?00 hamlets were dropped or replaced for security reasons.146 

143Ibid., Summ.a.ry Volume, P• 198. 
144The 1960-61 Agricultural Census itself was a random survey, but since 

its sample included some 549000 questionnaires from 1434 hamlets (994 in 
the Southern Region), its reliability is fairly high.--See Re;rt on the 
Agricultural Census of Vietnam 1960-61, op. oit., pp. 8 and 1 • 

145Bredo, op. cit., Working Papers, Vol. 4-2, pp. A-14-1?. 
146Report on the Agricultural Census of Vietnam, 1960-61, op. cit •• p. 

17-18. 
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The GVN has always maintained that conditions of insecurity prevented the 

implementation of its land redistribution program in many areas, meanine 

that redistriblted land was more or less concentrated in the same set of 

more secure hamlets in which the HRS was also concentrated (the Edward J. 

Mitchell analysis notwithstandine147), and probably producing an HRS bias 

toward owner-operated farms. Another factor could be that larger areas 

of formerly tenanted land 183 abandoned due to insecurity and military 

action than areas of owner-operated land, the former tending to be on 

large tracts of former concession lands owned by absentee landlords in 

the more remote regions of each province. 

If we use the last extent-of-tenancy estimate above as the most nearzy 

correct for the Southern Region, we can say that in 1968 there were still 

at least 787,805 tenants (67'f, ot 1,17.5,829) in that area, who were renting 

approximately 1,125,780 hectares (.55~ of 2,046,872) (ignoring the effects 

or both population growth since 1961 and the military conflict). Along 

the Central Lowlands there were still some 476,;17 tenants (68.5~ or 695,981) 

renting 180,669 hectares (38.~ of 464,911) (ignoring land abandoned due. 

to the hostilities).148 The grand total for these two key regions of South 

Vietnam (we are excluding the Central Highlands tor lack or data, which 

held S'f, of the population and on4' iJf, of the riooland area l49) comes to 

roughly l,26lf.,)22 tenants renting 1,)06.449 hectares, or 68~ or the.fa.rm 

147see page BB, below, footnote 18). 

148These tenant estimates include both "pure" tenants and those owning 
part or their holding. The figures on land area rented, however, include 
only the amount or land rented and not the part which is owned. 

149:eredo, op. cit., ~Volume, p. '.36. 
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operators renting 52~ of the farmland.150 

Gini Indices of Ineguali;ty 

Two devices frequently used to measure and compare degrees of 

inequality in the ditribution of land ownership are the graphic Lorenz 

curve and the Gini index of concentration derived from it.151 Lorenz 

curves are plotted on a graph by connecting the points relating the 

cumulated percentage or owners, ranked along the horizontal axis in order 

from the smallest to the largest. to the cumulated percentage or area 

owned, measured along the vertical a.xis. A 45 degree line bisecting the 

graph from the zero to the hundreth percentiles is called the "line of 

equal distribution," and it represents the locus of a Lorenz curve in the 

hypothetical situation where the total land area is divided equally among 

all owners. The farther the actual Lorenz curve deviates from the line 

of equal distribution, the higher is the degree of inequality and conoen-

tration in land ownership. Such curves can be used to compare the degree 

of ownership inequality mong countries or to demonstrate its change over 

time within a single country or region. 

150or the total farmland area estimated by the Census of 1960-61 
(2,511,?83 ha.) for these two regions, 91.8% was cultivated and ao.o~ was 
under rice cultivation. The percentage under rice cultivation was BJ.2~ 
for the Southern Region and 66.4i for the Coastal Lowlands. But ot all 
farm operators, 69.Jvl, of those in the South produced rice paddy• while 
83.3~ of those along the Coast did. Calculated from. Report on the 
Agricultural Census of Vietnam, 1960-61, op. cit., PP• 50, 48, 27. 

1 .51see Bruce M. Russett, et. al., World Handbook of Political and Social 
Indicators, Yale University Press, New Haven, Conn., 1964, pp. 237::40, and 
Bruce M. Russet, "Inequality and Instability, The Relation of Land Tenure 
to Politics," World Politics, April 1964, pp. 442-54. Using the Gini Index 
and the percentage of farms rented as measures of inequality in making 
multi-country comparisons, Russet found a cleariv "pegative relationship 
between ·unequal distribub.ons of land, and espec'ialzy of l.ncome, ana. 
economic development" (World Handbook .. , p. 292) and "within certain ranges• 
a one-point (out of 100) decrement in the Gini index has the effect or 
decreasing domestic violence by J~" (World Handbook •• , p. J21). 
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The Oini index152 is a numerical surrmtary of the same information used 

to construct a Lorenz curve. It is simply the ratio of (1) the area 

'between the actual Lorenz curve and the hypothetical, 45 degree, line of 

equal distribution to (2) the total area under the line of equal 

distribution, or one-half of the entire graph. If distribution were 

perfectly equal and the two lines coincided, the Gini index number would 

be zero. The more concentrated land ownership becomes the more nearly 

the actual Lorenz curve approaches the axes of the graph and the more 

nearly the Ginf index approaches the number one. The larger the Gini 

index, the less equal and more concentrated is the ownership distribution; 

the smaller it is, the more equal is distribution. 

Figure 3-1 contains two Lorenz curves plotted from the cumulative 

percentage data (columns 4 and ?) of Tables 3-3 and 3-4, comparing the 

distribution of land ewnership in the Southern Re~ion of Vietnam in 1955 

with that of 1966 and demonstratin~ the effects of the Ordinance 57 land 

reform in the interim. The lower part of the 1955 curve suffers from 

insufficient detail in the data. It would probably remain below the 1966 

curve, instead of crossing it, if the first size category of Table 3-3 

were broken up into the same four components as in Table 3-4. 

To derive the Gini index, one must first rank the data in order of 

size cate~ories as in columns (1) of these two tables, small to large. 

Let n represent the rank order of each category. Moving down the list, 

calculate the percentage of owners (column J) and of area (column 6) in 

each category and, starting from the top (smallest size category), add to 

152
The fundamental article on the Gini index, also called the "coeffi

cient of concentration," is in Italian: c. Gini, 11 Variabilita e Mutabi
lita," Studi Economico-!1iuridici della R. Universita di Car,liari, anno 3, 
part 2, 1912, p. 80. It is discussed in Maurice G. Kendall, The Advanced 
Theory of Statistics, Hafner Publishing Co., N.Y., 1943, Vol. 1, p. 47. 
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Figure 3-1 

LORENZ CUR VP~S OF LAND OWNERSHIP DISTRIBUTION 
AMONG OWNF:RS IN THE SOUTHEHN REGION, SOUTH VIETNAM, 1955 AND 1966 
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obtain the cumula.tive percentages (as in columns 4 and 7) 11 which are the 

coordinates to be used in plotting the Lorenz curve. 

If Xn is the cumulative percentage of owners for each category n 

(column 4) and Y is the corresponding cumulative percentage of area 
n 

(column 7), the area between the Lorenz curve and the 45-degree line of 

equal distribution is algebraically equal to: 

(1) 

which can b8 reduced to: 

100 

.5 2: (X -X 1 ) [<x +X 1 )-(Y +Y l~ 
0 n n- n n- n n- ~ 

(2) 

Since the Gini index equals the ratio of this area to half of the 

lOOxlOO eraph, the 
100 

Gini Index• ( .5/5000) 2: (X -X 1) fcx +X 1)-(Y +Y 1~ 
0 n n- L n n- n n- J 

100 
= .OOOlL (Xn-Xn ... l) [<x +X ) ... (y +Y ~ 

0 n n-1 n n-lJ 

= .0001r~x2-x2 1)-(X -X 1) (Y +Y 1)1 (J) 
0-t n n- n n- n n- j 

100 2 2 
But since 2:,(X -X · 1 ) = 10,000, the 

0 n n-
100 

Gini Index = 1-.0001 L (X -X 1 ) (X +Y l) (4) 
0 n n- n n- • 

r~~qua.tion (4) i.s easily calculated from ownership distribution data 

as normally tabulated. The term (X -X 1 ) is simply the percent of ™. ners n n-
in each size category (columns J of Tables 3-3 and J-4); and (Y +Y 1 ) n n-

(see columns 8) can be calculated from the cumulative percentage of area 

figures (in columns 7) as the sum of the cumulative percentae:e of area for 

each oate~ory plus the one immediately preceding it. The product 
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(X -X 
1

)(Y +Y 
1

) is then obtained by multiplyin~ the entry in column 
n n- n n-

( 1) times the entry in column (8) for each cateri:ory, as has been done in 

columns (9). :3ubtract from 1.0 the sum total of column (9) times.0001 

(or divided by 10,000) to obtain the Gini index. 

The Gini index for the 1955 land distribution is .694, while for 1966 

it is .653. This implies a 5e 9% decline i.n ownArship concentration, as 

measured by the index, durinv the interveninri: period, presumably due 

primarily to the Diem land reform measures. It should be noted, however, 

that the same lack of detail in the data in the first size category of the 

1955 table that causes the Lorenz curves to cross also biases the Gini 

1955 index downward, since with the smaller cater~ories the 1955 curve 

would probably stay below the 1966 curve and its index number would be 

lar~er. These Lorenz curves are only approximations of the true curves, 

and the smaller the size brackets used, the closer will the approximation 

be to reality. 

The traditional usar;e of Lorenz curves and Gini indices to represent 

land ownership distribution, as discussed above, does not adequately tell 

the story of a land reform pro,c:;ram, however, since it demonstrates the 

skew of inequality at each period of time only arnonr, owners• i~;norinp; the 

number of landless tenants on the land. The two Lorenz curves in 

Figure J-1 are not really comparable, since the number of people they 

represent as owners varies considerably in proportion both to the total 

amount of land and to the total number of people who have a vital interest 

in how the land is used (the farmers). The 1955 ownership titles averaged 

8.64 hectares per per owner, while in 1966, after the Ordinance 57 land 

reform, the average had been reduced to 5.27 hectares per CMner. Further-

more, the proportion of landless farmers, those who rented all the land 

they tilled, was reduced by probably around 10%. The 1960-61 census 



reported 44.4~ of the farmers in the Southern Region as landless tenants.153 

Since the census was conducted a.bout half ... wley" through the Diem land reform, 

this would suggest that about 46.7f, of the farmers "rented only" in 1955, 

and that approximately 42.~ remained landless in 1966. 

In this case the land reform had a limited, though measurable, impact 

on the skew or ownership distribution. It is entirely conoeivable 11 however, 

for a significant land redistribution program (suoh as the Land-to-the-Tiller 

Program studied below) to result in an ownership distribution skew, as 

measured by the traditional Lorenz curve and Gini index techniques, iden

tical with that ot the pre-re.form period, even though it drastically 

reduces the average size of' plots owned, greatly increases the total number 

or landowners and signifioantly reduces the proportion of landless tenants. 

Lorenz ourves can be derived to give a more complete picture of the 

actual inequalities existing before and af'ter a land reform program by 

simply including as the first size category all those farmers owning no 

land at all. If', during a land reform program, any landlords were oompleteq 

dispossessed they would revert to this zero landON"nership category, while 

their tenants would move into the ownership brackets. In this WB.¥ the 

number of contemporary individuals represented on the horizontal axis can 

'be held constant, just as a constant land area is represented on the 

vertical axis, rendering before-and-after curves logically comparable. 

The effect and usefulness of this technique will become clearer in 

Chapter S, below, when be.tore-and-after data from the LTTT Program is 

analyzed. The more comprehensive curves for 1955 and 1966 are approximated 

in Figure 3 .... 2, however, based on the estimated percentage of tenancy 

153see Table 3-2. 



discussed above, (See Table 3-5 and 3-6.) When we include landless 

tenants in the first ownership braoket, the Gini index becomes .8)8 in 

1955 and drops by only 4.6~ to .799 in 1966.154 For comparison, Figure 

3-2 includes a ourve representing the distribution of operating farm 

sizes,155 irrespective of ownership, in 1968, which has a Gini index or 

.;87. A pure "Land-to-the-Tiller Program," abolishing landlordism 

completely, with no retention limit for owner-operators and no distri'bu

tion limit for tenant-recipients, would cause the Otinership distribution 

curve to approach this latter one. 

Conditions of Tenancy 

Sample surveys conducted by the Stanford Research Institute and others 

in the late 19601s revealed a record of poor enforcement of the rent 

control and tenancy regulations decreed in the mid-1950 1s.156 Five-year 

written contracts were required by law to end the practice or competitive 

evictions, but only J6.2~ of the HRS tenants had written contracts in 

1967.l.5? Landlords confirmed this: only 33.3~ of the HRS landlordsl58 

and 33.1~ of the Absentee Landlord Survey (.ALS)159 respondents claimed to 

154This 4.6~ figure is again too small, since the 1955 data still suffers 
rrom the same lack or detail noted above, giving its Gini i:rdex a. downward 
bias. 

155Based on Table J-?. 

l56see Pages 59 and 60., above• 

157Bredo, op. cit •• Working Papers, Vol. 4-2, Table 119, p. C-72. 

158~. Working Papers, Vol. 4-2, Table 11.5, p. C-70. 

l.59rbid., Working Papers, Vol. '~-2, p. B-35· Also conducted in 1967-8 
by the Stanford Research Institute and the Center for Vietnamese Studies, 
the AlS included 187 interviews (162 in Saigon and 25 in Long Xuyen) with 
landlords who had lost land under the Ordinance 57 land reform. 
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Figure 3-2 

LORENZ CURVES OF LAND OtJNERSHIP DISTRIBUTION 

AMONG ONNERS AND TENANTS IN THE SOUTHERN HE..J ION, SOUTH VIETNAM, 

1955 AND 1966, AND 

0 

COMPARgD ~VITH OPERATING FARM SIZE IN 1968 
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Legend: -- 19.5.5 OWnership Distribution (Gini Index = .837) 
·---- 1966 OWnership Distribution (Gini Index = • 798) 
......... 1968 Operating Farm Size (Gini Index = .587) 

Sources: See Tables 3-5, J-6 and J-7· 
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have signed written contracts with any of their current tenants. The 

eviction rate W"as very low and most tenants reported long-term or 

indefinite right of tenure,160 but, as noted above, this was due more to 

the generally weakened positions of the landlords in the rural areas, 

thanks to the insurgency, than to the effectiveness of legal contract 

requirements • 

The pre-emption rights reserved for tenants had little effect simply 

because Vietnamese landowners rarely sell land to anyone and are most 

reluctant to sell to their tenants, whom they regard as their social 

inferiors. Culturally ingrained attitudes toward land and social status 

have prevented the development of a land market following normal economic 

principles. Land is considered a sacred family possession, a heritage to 

be passed on from father to son anrl r,randson. Each generation perceives 

it a reB.gious duty to preserve its heritaee intact--expanded, if possible• 

but never diminished---so that succeeding generations will have the strength 

to continue the family line and to maintain the prescribed altars and 

religious ceremonies in honor of the venerable ancestors. As is typical 

of a pre ... modern society, lmd is the .only form of weal th and secu.ri ty 

considered permanent. 

Socially, considerations or status make land transactions between 

landlord and tenant extremely diffioult, even if the former were willing 

to sell. SRI put it this way:l61 

" ••• even now a tenant would not approach his landlord directly 
conce:rnine the purchase of land, 'Ceca.use it would be a g:rnve 

160Ibid-, ,.. • 0umma;ry Volume, p. 22-23. 

161
rbid., Working Pa~rs, Vol. 4-1, P• 87-8. 
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insult to the landlord. One reason is because an 'inferior• 
would be approaching a 1 superior• with such an offer. A 
second reason is that the request would imply that the landlord 
had to sell his land because he was too poor to keep it. 
Conversely, a landlord cannot approach a tenant with an offer 
to sell land, because it would imply that he was in desperate 
financial stress and he would be demeaning himself to an 
8Werior1 • Therefore, in any case, an intermediary would have 
to be used, and the transaction would have to be handled with 
great delicacy." 

Robert Sam.son, in commenting on the absence or a land market, noted 

that in the two villages he studied no more than ? land transactions had 

ocourred in the previous 20 years (he was obviously excluding those 

occurring under the Ord. 5? reto:rm). "Inquiries regarding the price 

of land brought puzzled expressions, an occasional reserved smile or 

chuckle, but usually no repiy.nl62 

Although rents were legally limited to 25~ of the annual harvest, 

landlords continued to collect whatever the rental market and local 

security situation would al.low, as discussed above.163 The HRS found 

16~ ot the tenants queried paid a certain share of the crop as rent, while 

82~ operated under fixed-rent agreements.164 The landless ·tenants in the 

HRS paid an average or )4.;~ of their total crop in 1966 rents (a bad 

year due to flood damage). The sharecropping arrangements in the Coastal 

Lowlands remained exempt .from legal control; landlords typically received a 

,5~ ~hare of the harvest, while the proportion or operating expenses 

they shared varied.165 

l62sansom. op. cit., p. 74. 

16 Jsee page 59-60, above• 
164Bredo 1 Workine: Papers, Vol. 4-2, Table 131, P• C-?9. 

l 6.5Ibid., Summary Volume, PP• 21-2. 
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Finally, the law required landlords to grant tolerance to their 

tenants for crop failures, reducing rents on a graduated scale depending 

on the extent or the failure. Again the HRS suggested a dismal record. 

or compliance, with 25'/; of the fixed-rent tenants who suffered a complete 

crop failure (due to .floods) reoeiving no tolerance at all, and 371' or 
those who had suffered at least partial losses receiving no tolerance 

(79% of all tenants reported partial or total losses that yea.r).166 

Of land estimated as rented after the 1960-61 Census, 17.3~ was 

publicly owned land. Public land comprised 12.2~ of all rented land in 

the Southern Region, but 52.91> in the Coastal Lowlands.167 Most of this 

was classified as communal lands, which in 1960 totalled 284.)4.0 hectares, 

or 8% of the cultivated area of South Vietnam.168 65'f, of the communal 

land area was Wlder rice cultivation, and this represented 5.4'/> or the 

total ricela.nd area in the Southern Region plus 28.3~ of that in the 

Coastal Lowlands. A few provinces along the Central Coast had high ratios 

or communal over private land. Quang Tri led the field with communal land 

containing 90.2% of its rioeland area, while Thua Thien and Binh Dinh 

followed with 49.6% and 38.5~, res~ctively.169 In a more recent (1970) 

study of communal land use in the 5 northernmost provinces of South 

l66rbid., Summary Volume, p. 22. 

167calculated from Report of the Agrigµltµral Census or Vietnam. 1960-61, 
op. cit., Table 10, p. )4. 

168 . 
Bredo, op. cit., Working Papers, Vol. 1-1, p. 107. 

169caloulated from data in Report of the Agricultural Census of Vietnam, 
1960-61, op. cit., Swmnary Volume, P• 81 •. 



Vietnam, village officials reported 62f, o.f all rioeland as communal in 

Quang Tri, 64f, in Thua Thien a.nd 5~ in the new Quang Nam..170 

Most communal land plots in the South and a.bout 25f, of those along 

the Coast had been rented to the highest bidder. on leases ranging from 

1 to 3 years. to provide village revenue. Official circulars issued in 

1965 extended the Ord. 2 rent and tenure controls to these lands, prohi

biting competitive bidding, subleasing and rental rates higher than 25f, 

of the annual harvest, while exempting the other 75'1> (known as quan cap 

~) along the coast. Despite these measures, competitive bidding and 

subleasing continued and illegally high rents were still collected by 

many village officials,, who relied on them for their salaries and operating 

expenses.171 

Quan cap dien (literally, "land t,o be distributed equally"), estimated 

as 751' of all communal. land in the Coastal Lowlands and found by 

Fitzgerald and Bush to be about 8~ in their 5 provinces, has traditionally 

been leased at token rental rates to village natives and/or residents for 

social welfare purposes. The land was either assigned to all eligible 

adults in equal shares or by :Periodic lotteries, or it was reserved for 

hardship families according to a system of welfare priori ties, which varied 

somewhat from place to plaoe, but which normally placed .families of 

deceased or disabled war veterans and other victims of war at the top. 

170Quang Tin reported l~, Quang Ngai 28~. In the old (1960) Quang Nam 
Province 16.~ of all rioeland was communal, but it had' been split into 
2 smaller provinces by 1970--Quang Nam and Quang Tin--Edward T. Fitzgerald 
and Henry c. Bush, yillage Use of Communal Rice Land in Qu§Ulg Tri, Thua 
Thien. Quang Nam. Quapg Tin and Qua.ng Ngai Provinces, Vietnam. Control 
Data Corp., Saigon. Dec. 1970, p. 10. 

17ltbid., p. 4, and Bredo, op. cit., Summary Volt11ne, PP• 80-J, 128, and 
Working Papers, Vol. 1-2, p. H-=54. 
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3ublea.sinrt, was permitted in some cases. 172 

Another catec:ory of public domain was "concession land," essentially 

undeveloped land for which title had. never yet been granted to a private 

individual or had reverted back to the state due to non-compliance with 

the law (that a concession must 1Je brought under cultivation within a 

specified period after the t;rant). By 1967 some 33,852 squatters had 

been identified as occupying 274.945 hectares, about 119,000 ha. of it 

cultivated, and had filed claims for an even larger area, averaging more 

than 10 hectRres each. A nationwide total of around 180,000 squatters 

was estimated. however• composed mostly of re.fugees occupying both public 

and pri va.te land. By definition, squatters were people occupyine land 

without le gal status and were not payinf: rents to ~nyone • Laws de creed 

in 1964 established procedures for granting ownership titles to those on 

public domain without compensation, but by July 1968 titles for only 

173 3~052 ha. had been approved. 

The Role and Contribution of the Landlord 

Both of the two major surveys conducted in 1967-68 11 one with hamlet 

resid~nts and the other with absentee landlords, confirmed the conclusions 

of earlier studies that Mekong Delta landlords were ma.kint>'. almost no 

contribution to ar;:ri.cultural production, providine no significant services 

or financial support to their tenants.174 For example, only 4% of the 

tenants intervi.ewed had borrowed money from their l~dlords. 17.5 It was also 

172rit~gerald & Bush, op. cit., p. 10-15. 

l7JBredo, op. cit., Summary Volume, p. 79, 127; working Pal!lrs, V'ol. 1-1, 
p. 10.5, and Vol.l-2, P• G-14. 

l74Ibid., 3ummary VolUW), P• 176. 

l75Ibid., '/lorki.ng Papers, Vol. 4-1, p. 78. 
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evident that landlords had not only suffered declining revenues from their 

land in recent years, but they had lost their once-considerable clout in 

political and social affairs, as well. Both resident and absentee land-

lords remarked on their loss of influence with and respect from their 

tenants over the last 10 years, and no one at hamlet level thought the 

landlords still exerted much influence in the village council.176 

Accordinr- to another survey conducted in December 1969...January 1970, 

only 10~ of the village and hamlet officials in the Mekong Delta were 

landlords, while 2'}% of them were tenants.177 This survey did not inquire 

into the tenure status of relatives of villa~e officials, an important 

omission in Vietnam, where families are large and even distant kinship 

ties are important, and where wealthy landlords seldom cared.to bother 

themselves with direct administrative responsibilities at village level 

a.nyway, but would instead use their influence to obtain key positions for 

their youn~er kinsmen. The survey did indicate, however, that relatively 

few local officials would suffer direct losses from a program to redis-

tribute land to the cultivators, and that landlord influence over local 

affairs, if it still.existed, was at least indirect. A stronger indication 

of the lack of landlord influence (than the number of landlord-officials) 

was the hi~h-p~oportion (47%) of tenants and owner-operators in the sample. 

al thou.o:h some of these could have been related to ardsympathetic with 

landlords. 

176rbid., Summary Volume, pp. 175-7. 

l77A total of 697 village officials and hamlet chiefs were interviewed 
in 131 villages in five Delta provinces: Chau Doc, Chuonr, Thien, Go Cong, 
Lon~ An and Phan~ Dinh. Of these, 10% were landlords, 18% owner-operators, 
2'}% tenants, 37% neither landlords nor farmers, and 7~ owners of abandoned 
land.--Edward T. Fitzr;erald, Henry C. Bush, E;. Eur:ene Dayoff and Vilis 
Donis. Land Ownershi and Tenanc Amon, Villa.e and Hamlet Officials in 
~ Delt!:• Control Data Corp., ~Jaigon, March 19? , pp. 1-ii. 
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In former times many villages were controlled by large, absentee 

landlords, who concerned themselves with the politics of the district 

seat or province capital of their residence, arid who assured the appoint-

ment of, not their own relatives. but their own more "trusted" tenants 

to key positions in the village government. Since in those days tenants 

lived in almost mortal fear their landlords, this simple expedient assured 

that the landlord's wishes would be followed in village a.ffairs.178 So 

even the appearance of unrelated tenants on the village councils could not 

have been construed as proof of landlord impotence. 

This survey was of value, however, in demonstrating that the self-. 

interest of local officials was not strongly biased against the radical 

Land-to-the-Tiller Program they were about to be asked to administer. Even 

i.f a tenant-official were a "trusted" (fearful?) representative ot his 

landlord's interests, he would nevertheless have a. strong self-interest 

in seeing that a Land-to-the-Tiller Program was successfully implemented 

and that it not be thwarted. Besides, there are other reasons for 

believing that the landlord hold over their tenants ant over the village 

councils had already suffered a drastic decline, as discussed elsewhere 

in this volume, a fact that this survey of local officials merely tends 

to conf irm0 

Pressures for More Land Reform 

Land-based grievances alone did not cause the South Vietnamese peasants 

to rise up in revolt, but they were undoubtedly one more element in the 

nationalistic, anti-colonialist appeal of the Viet Minh and their successors, 

178As explained to me by elderly village residents in J different villages. 
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the National Liberation Front (NLF). The latter, lacking the clear-cut 

colonialist issue of the earlier ~aet Minh, placed more emphasis on the 

faults of the Saigon regime. The exploitative, oppressive nature of the 

landlord-tenant system, as it operated in the Southern Region, was an 

issue or immense emotional appeal among the rural population. and its 

propaganda value was appreciated by the insurgents. 

The GVN found itself backed into the landlord's corner, upholding 

the legal rights of the wealthy few, while the NLF championed the cause 

of the numerous, downtrodden tenant-farmers. Local government officials, 

supported by military units, bee~ rent-collectors both for absentee 

landlords, so that they oould in turn collect the land tax (plus a 3~ 

commission on rents) f'rom the landlords, and for the government itself on 

vast tracts of undistributed former-French and Ordinance 57 land (the 

provincial treasury retained 40~ of these rents, with 60% due Saigon).179 

The NLF could easily include corruption among their charges, for everyone 

could see government officials collecting rent on public land that was 

supposed to have been distributed.180 

In 1965 the government decided to distribute former French land in 

accordance with Ord. 57 prooedures,181 and thus took another small step 

toward meeting these compldnts. Land tenure problems and their possible 

l79None of the former-French land wa.s distributed until 1966, and 
distribution of expropriated land under Ord. 57 all but ceased after 1961, 
the year province authorities were first permitted to collect rents on it. 
--Sansom, op. oit., PP• 66-8; Bredo• op. oit., Summary Volume, pp. 74, 78, 
and Working Papers, Vol. 1-2, pp. E-80, F-15. 

lBOBr~do, op. cit. 1 Summary Volume. P• 1)0. 

181Ibid., Summary Volume. p. 78. 
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solutions remained on the back burner in Saigon, however, in part because 

the American establishment, whose blessing and money were needed for al\Y 

new program of major emphasis, JB211did not believe that land-based grievances 

were important, n deluding themselves with, among other things. a specious 

statistical study ~J a Rand Corporation analyst purporting to show that 

land-rela.ted issues were not important sources of insurgent support.183 

Robert Sani:;om concluded that high Amerioan officials could not understand 

the dominant role of land in the Vietnamese economic, social, political 

and cultural context and that they suffered .from •an ideological desire 

to condemn the V:i.et Cong," refusing to credit the 7iet Cong with a 

program truly beneficial to the peasants. The lack of understanding was 

enhanced by bureaucratic ignorance in both Saigon and Washington, perpe

tuated by the short duration of assignments to Vietnam.
184 

182No U.S .. funds or advisors were provided to help the land reform effort 
.from 1961 through 1965.--Ibid. 1 Summary Volume, p. 120., 

183sansom, op. cit., p. 229-30, referring to Edward J. Mitchell, "Land 
Tenure and Re 'belli.on: A Ste,tistical Analysis of Factors Af feating Government 
Control in South Vietnam," RAND Memorandum 5181-ARPA, Santa Monica, Calif'., 
June 1967; which was summarized in Asian Survey, Vol. VII, Aug. 1967, pp • 
.577-.580; reported in the New York Times, Oct. 16, 1967; and published as 
0 Inequality and Insurgency: A Statistical Study of South Vietnam," in World 
Politics, Vol. XX, no. ), April 1968, pp. 421-438. Mitchell's study was 
used as a bad example--how not to use multiple regression teohniques--in a 
social statistics course at"ttirvard University in the summer of 1970. It 
has been attacked both in print a.nd in unpublished papers. The field 
research or Robert Sansom and the Stanford Research Institute apparently 
helped turn official positions around, as the resulting Land-to-the-Tiller 
Program is ample evidence. 
Two other published critiques of Mitchell's analysis are: Jeffery M. Paige, 
"Inequality and Insurgency in Vietnam, A Re-analysis," World Politics, 
Vol. 23, Oct. 19?0, PP• 24-37; and Dennis Paranzino, "Inequality and 
Insurgency in Vietnam: A further Re-Analysis," World Politics, Vol. 24 11 

July 1972, PP• .565·78• 

iS4Ibid. , PP• 233-6. 
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Another writer noted the existence of a "'loyal opposition• which 

steadfastly argued for a vigorous pr.oogramme ••• aided ••• by Congressional 

investigations in the United States into American inaction in the area 

of land reform, by strong lobbying efforts by advocates of land r~form 

outside the government, and by routine transfers out of the American 

Mission in Saigon of personnel opposed to further efforts in this area.n185 

The StMford Research Institute prefaced part of their stuey by 

remarking,186 

"There has been much controversy as to whether extending more 
le.nd ownership to farmers in the rioelands of Vietnam would assist 
in pacification .... 

" ... Basic to the issue is the peasants• attitude towards land 
ownership. 

"One view is that the farmer or Vietnam, steeped in a long 
heritage as a tenant, has no understanding of land ownership and 
what it can mean to him, and that he would therefore be satisfied 
with tenancy subject to full security of tenure rather than 
ownership. Another vie~ is that land ownership to the £armer of 
Vietnam constitutes a vital issue that has great and fundamental 
me.aning to him. According to this view, the Vietnamese farmer's 
whole idea or social justice is inextricably intertwined with the 
basic urge to own land, and to him permanent occupancy with security 
or tenure oan never be counted as an adequate substitute for land 
ownership." 

The Hamlet Resident Survey included questions designed to test the 

desire of farmers to own land and thereby to shed some light on this 

controversy. or the 235 tenants and owner-tenants responding, 85% would 

rather purchase land in 12 annual installments than rent it· with permanent 

occupaney.187 

185Jeffrey Race, "The Battle Over Land," Far Eastern Economic Review, 
Aurrust 20, 1970, pp. 19-22. 

l86Bredo, op. cit., Working Papers, Vol. 4-1, pp. 81-2. 

187Ibid. 11 Summa.a Volume, p. 172. 
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"The responses to the survey give overwhelminr, empirical 
evidence of the desire of the landless farmers in the Southern 
Region to own land. The overwhelming proportion of those who say 
they want to own land and the consistency among them in this 
desire--regardless or conditions of sale--are rarely seen in 
sample survey of this type. 

"The desire or farmers to own land is closely intertwined 
with their attachment to the soil where they live. A tenant 
livinf, in a thatched hut on one-third of a hectare expressed 
this vividly and simply to an American mem"ber of the team. To 
the initial question: "Do you want to own the land you till, 
and to have legal title to it?" the immediate response was, 
11Yes." To the second question, "Why do you want to own it?" the 
response was equally unhesitating: "Because my ancestors lived 
here and because to own it will secure my future. u With a few 
words he linked ownership to his past, present, and future. 

"This feeling about land has been called by a Vietnamese 
colleague an obsession or the farmers of the Delta. From another 
point or view. land ownership is a sheer economic necessity. When 
the fa.rm laborer or the tenant becomes too old to work, he has no 
source of income since he has no land to rent out and most likely 
he has accumulated no life savings. He becomes economically 
dependent on someone else, generally a member of his family. The 
ownership of land takes care of the past, his ancestors; the 
present,, his livelihood; and the future, his descendants; and 
provides assurance that his descendants will take care or him and 
that they will continue to venerate their anoestors.nl88 

In another question farmers were asked whether they would prefer to 

0'1Ttt riceland or to have a job in the city, and again rioeland ownership 

was the overwhelming choice--86~ of the owners, 10~ or the owner

tenants. 97f, of the tenants and 87% of the fa.rm workers r~jected the city 

in favor of owning land.189 

In an open-ended question about "what needed to be done in the village 

to improve life for themselves and their families" and in other questions 

188rbid.a • v.r k• P "J 1 4 1 8'l Ii w v wor 1ng a.pers f I 0 e - f pp. . J..m.&i'e 

189Ibid., Summary Volume, p. ,54. 
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comparing different types of e;overnmental assistance, land ownership was 

always p:i ven the hie;hest priority. :3RI concluded, "Next to security it 

Reems that the farmer wants ownership above everything else that the 

t .d .. 100 p:oV9rnmen can prov1 e. " 

A related question asked in wh~t order of priorities should land be 

distributed to potential recipients. The respondents were practically 

unanimous--96-97% gave the same listing--in assignine first priority to 

landless farm workers, second to tenants with little land and third to 

owners with little land. SRI pointed out that this "rural conception of 

social justice" is consistent with land redistribution policies of the 

Viet Cong, but not with those of the GVN.l9l 

On the opposite side of the field, resident land.lords spoke of a 

reluctance to sell their land equal to the eagerness of tenants to buy--

92% of the HRS landlords were unwilline to sell for cash at a. fair market 

price •192 hmong lare;e absentee landlords, however, beset with rent 

collection di.fffoulties and declining land revenues, the reluctance to 

sell was lr.fMin,r..~. Only 17% of the f1.IJ:) landlords declared an unwillinp:ness 

to SAll f'or any price, and only 20% indica.ted.impla.ca.ble opposition to a 

new land redistribution program.193 It is from the latter group of land

lords and their wealthy, urban relatives that any effective opposition 

to renewed land reform efforts would have been ex})9cted to come; and in 

l90lbid., Summary Volume, P• 173· 

l9lL_bid •• M v 1 171 2 • ,·,)ummal:"Y o ume , P• - • 

l92
Ibid., Summary Volume, p. 172, T,forkine: Pape:rs, Vol. 4-2, p. C-119, 

Table'204:- These were all resident landlords. 

l9)Ibi.d., 1./orkine; PaB'rs, Vol. l~-2, pp. 54-55, questions 104 and 110. 
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this light these survey results had special significance. 

It must be emphasized that the SRI surveys were conducted entirely in 

the Southern Region of South Vietnam. No one had asked similar questions 

of tenants and landlords in the Coastal Lowlands betore the Land-to-the

Tiller Progra.mo194 A pair of 1970 studies on communal land (conducted 

oofore it was distributed) revealed widely divergent attitudes about it 

between the two regions, how-ever. Out of 676 villagers interviewed in 5 

pro\tinoes along the Central Coast, only 2~ favored the distribution of 

communal land (which represented 55~ of all rented land in these provinces 

in 1960-61) to the current tillers; whereas 76~ of the 269 villagers 

interviewed in Long An Province (where l~ of all r~nted land in 1960-61 

was communal) were in favor of it.195 

While communal land provided some village revenue ·in both regions 

whioh wiaald have to be replaced if it were distributed, Dr. Henry C. Bush 

concluded that the major differences between the two regions ltcy" in the 

fact that along the Central Coast communal land provides basic welfare 

security• perpetuates traditional ties to one 1s birthplace and reinforces 

religious ties among villagers by symbolizing a common ancestry, thus 

serving as a considerable fnctor in the maintenance or social cohesion, 

whereas in the Southern Region (as represented by Long An) communal land 

does none of these things. He expressed fears of creating "a social 

l9~or the results of a subsequent study. see Obstacles to the Land-to
ihe-Tiller Program in Coastal Central Vietnam by Dr. Henry C. Bush 

(Control Data Corp., Sa.ie:on, ·. 7June 1973). 

l9.sp,:i.tzgerald and Bush, op. cit •• pp. 27-8 1 and Henry·C •. Bush, Village 
Use of Communal Rice Land in Long An Province, Vietnam, Control Data Co:rp., 
Saigon. Jan. 1971, P• 17. (1960~1 percentages calculated from the 
Agricultural Census, 1960-1, op. oit~. p. )4.) 
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hiatus" in Central Vietnam if communal land were distributed as planned, 

but not in the Mekong Delta .. 196 

President Nguyen Van Thieu and his newly appointed Minister or Land 

Reform and Agricultural Development, Cao Van Than, rather suddenly decided 

to propose a strong program or land redistribution in late 1968. Due 

largely to their continued vigorous support as the draft made its way throu0h 

the legislative process, the final law passed by the National Assembly was 

in much the sa.roo form as originally proposed, despite the seriously weakened 

version initially approved by the Lower House. 

The chapter will discuss details of the new law and its l~gislative 

history. It was destgned to rely heavily on village officials for 

impl~mentation and to free rural areas from any remaining domination by 

urban landlords, rein.forcing other measures adopted in 1966 and 196? to · 

decentralize governmental authority and give greater responsibilities to 

village officials. Popular elections of local officials were decreed in 

December 1966, as a measure of self-government was returned to the villages; 

and a 196? tax regulation provided that a.11 garden and riceland taxes were 

to be retained by the village for local projects and operating expenses, 

instead or the previous rate or a.bout 8~, thus restoring a measure or . 

fiscal autonomy to the village and preparing the way for local developmental 

197 projects in the future. 

l96,itzgerald and Bush, op. cit., PP• iv-v. and 34-S, and Bush, Jan. 1971, 
22-J. 



Chapter IV 

1. 

On March 26, 19?0, President Thieu signed Law No. 003/70 in Can Tho, 

promulgating a new Land-to-the-Tiller Program for South Vietnam.198 The 

provisions of this law go farther than the revolutionary land reform program 

or the Viet Cong. Where the VC were careful to "seek .. solidarity with the 

middle peasants" in many areas, permitting small owners (with less than 25 

hectares) to keep their rented land it they reduced rents and paid VC taxes,199 

the government program seeks to eliminate tenancy altogether, expropriating 

and redistributing all land not directly cultivated by the owner {except for 

small amounts of ancestor worship land). Furthermore, the National 

Liberation Front granted new ownership rights on a provisional basis only, 

contingent upon continued, active support ror their oause; 200 whereas the 

GVN Land-to-the.-Tiller Program grants d.efini ti ve titles to all curent tillers, 

regardless of their legal status upon the land or of their alignment in the 

c:hril war. As one farmer in Dinh Tuong Province explained the difference, 

~.If a Viet Cong land recipient dies or gets killed, the VC will often 

redistribute his land to another cadre in re~a.rd for services, leaving the 

widow and children of the deceased cadre landless, while on the GVN side the 

widow and children would inherit the land. 11 

198see appendix for an English translation of the entire law. 
199 . . rK.l 6 See Pike, op. cit., p. 2rv, and Sansom, op. cit., p. O. 
200 Jeffrey Race, War Comes to Lop.g An, University of California Press, 

:Berkeley, 1972, p. 272. 
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The new law allows a retention limit of only 15 hectares, and that only 

where the owners themselves cultivate the land. No one but religious 

organizations may retain ownership of al\Y rice or secondary crop land which 

does ·not cultivate himself, except for up to 5 hectares or ancestral 

T·!Orship land and cemetery land already so designated and registered. 201 All 

government-owned riceland, including oommun.tl lands, are to be deeded over 

cultivators. Unlike the Diem land reform, this law is designed to 

eliminate tenancy throu~hout the Republic--even in the sha.recroppine, small 

landlord areas or the Coastal Lowlands, areas untouched by previous reforms. 

OWnership of land, .for purposes of expropriation and compensation. was 

to based only on transfers registered oofore March 26.,· 1970, thus 

reducing opportunities for last minute transfers to one 1s relatives and 

close friends. 

Recipients were to receive land free of ch$.rge to a maximum of three 

hecfares f~mily in the South, one hectare in Central Vietnam. No fee 

was to be charged for the transfer of 13.nd, a.nd recipients were exempted 

from any land tax for one year.. No person was to receive land unless he 

cult.iva.ted it himself, and he was forbidden to resell it for 15 years. The 

current tillArs of the land had first priority to receive title to it, 

re~ardless of whether'their present occupancy was considered legal. 

Persons who ha.d already received land under Ordinance 57 or the French 

purchase agreement wer~ exempted from payment of any balance due. 

201This exception includes Huong-Hoa, land left by parents to their 
descendants for the worship or ancestors, Hau-Dien, land given by an 
individual to the village/community on the condition that the villaee/ 
community shall worship him or his parents after his death, and Tu-Duong or 
K -Dien, land e;iven by an individual to the community to be used ·ror 
wors p.--See Bredo,, op. cit., Working Papers, v. 1-2, p •. E-6. 



Forlher landlords are to be compensated at a rate equal to 2f times the 

average 'annual paddy yield of their land (averaged over the last 5 years). 

They will be paid 20~ in cash and the rest in government bonds bearing 10% 

inU,res t and amortized over eight years. These bonds may be transferred 

and used to ~ land taxes or to buy- shares in private or national 

enterprises. 

The President is given wide authority to implement the new law by 

deoree, and stiff penalties are provided for obstructing its implementation 

or violating provisions. 

Estimates of the number of tenants who would ~ltimately receive title 

to land varied from ;oo,ooo to one million, while the a.mount of land 

transferred was expected to be close to one million heotares. 202 The cost 

was estimated as at least US $400 million, while the amount or outside 

assistance was uncertain.203 The announced goal was to complete all 

administrative tasks connected with the transfer of ownership by the end 

of 1973 9 using aerial photography to identify land boundaries and compul'.ers 

to print the titles. 

2. Legislative History 

The key provisions of the law differed very little from the original 

202According to MacDonald Salter, "it could benefit as many as 500,000 
tenant !armers by transferring to them some 900 1000 hectares of privately 
owned lands." William Bredo speaks of "the creation of up to a million 
new land owners," while the Viet-Nam Bulletin expects 800.000 recipients 
or one million hectares of _land. --MacDonald Salter, "The Broadening Base 
of Land Reform in South Vietnam," P• 733. and William Bredo, "Agrarian 
Reform in Vietnam: Vietcong and Government o:t Vietnam Strategies in 
Conflict," p. 7.50, both in Asian Survey, August, 1970; and "Land reform 

RVN," Viet-Nam Bulletin (Vietnam Info Series 27), Embassy of Viet-Nam, 
Washington, D.C., March 1970, 

203viet-Nam Bulletin, op. oit., p. 7. 
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executive proposals, despite a serious attempt by the Lower House to 

substitute a m.uoh •iVeaker version. The Lower House Committee on Agriculture 

reported its own bill 0 which was substantially adopted and sent to the 

• after considering three different land reform proposals. 204 

The first proposal. introduced on January 22 111 1969. by 3 senators and 

25 representatives, would have merely reduced the Ordinance 5? retention 

from 100 to 30 hectares (10 in the Coastal Lowlands), selling the 

excess to tenants as before,, regularized squatter's rights (which the 

government was already doing), and organized cooperatives and demonstration 

to speed agricultural development. It was recognized as a very weak 

and ineffective program, l:enefitting only about 84,000 families at the most. 

A radical proposal was introduced by 3 senators on June 6. 1969, calling 

for the nationalization of farmland, private and communal, rented and 

owner-operated alike, and its free redistribution in plots of equal size 

to farmers desiring to cultivate it. Farmer's associations would be 

organized in every village to supervise cultivation and to supervise the 

consolidation of small plots for mechanized operations. Former landowners 

would be compensated over a period o.f 20 years. This bill was considered 

unrealistic, too difficult and too disruptive to implement under present 

conditions. 

The executi "le proposals were transmitted to the Lower House on July 7, 

19699 Its main provisions were: to abolish the landlord-tenant system, 

204sum:maries of these proposals were presented in the· "R~wrt of the Lower 
House Committee on Agriculture" appearing in the ?3 n Ban Phien Ho cua Ha 

(Session Minutes or the Lower House), So: 3 9 H BB DB, Ha Nghi 
Vien, Viet-Nam Cong Hoa (Lower House, Republio of Vietnam), August 25, 1969, 
(mimeographed) PP• 8-15. · 
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declaring the rental of riceland illegal; to transfer ownership of all 

riceland, including oommmal and all other · Pu,blioly ... owned riceland, not 

directly cultivated by its owner to the current tillers. regardless of the 

latter status on the land, free of charge, up to a limit of 3 or 

; hectares per family; to compensate expropriated owners with 20~ in cash, 

80~ in rioe bonds to be amortized over 8 years with 5'/i interest; and to 

permit a maximum retention limit of )0 hectares on land direotly cultivated 

by the owner. 

After nine days of often st0J1PY debate, the House (on Sept. 9) passed 

a land reform bill which would have permitted an unconditional retention 

limit 15 ha. in the Southern Region and Central Highlands, 5 ha. along 

the Central Coast, plus another 15 ha. per extended family (gia too) or 
ancestor worship land (if legally designated as such before the promulgation 

or the law). Village-owned communal land was specifically exempted, al though 

other public lands were to be distributed. First priority in distribution 

was reserved for tenants legalb tilling the land, and 4th priority for 

returning refugees. thereby eliminating those placed on the land by the Viet 

Minh and the Viet Cong unless they had subsequently come to terms with the 

owner of record. (This would also have raised difficult legal questions 

for those tenants who held expired leases or onl.Jr verbal agreements, should 

their landlords have decided to fight expropriation). Distribution limits 

were lowered to '.3 ha. in the Sou.th and Highlands, 1 ha. a.long the Central 

Coast0 Landlord compensation was to proceed at a much'faster pace than 

the President proposed, with much larger initial cash payrrrents. 205 Separate 

205cash payments were to oover 10~ of the first 10 ha. expropriated, ;o~ 
or the next 20 ha., and 25'/> of everything over '.30 ha., the remainder to be 
paid in rice bonds bearing 5'/> interest and maturing w1thin 5 years. 
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chapters, dropped completely by the Senate, .dealt with encourar:in>~ the 

cultivation of virr,in land in the public domain and the consolidation and 

t . 11 . f 206 subsidized mechaniza ion of sma rJ.ce arms. 

The Senate version, which ultimately became law (since the Lower House 

lacked the 2/3 majority required to reject it), restored most of the key 

provisions as orir,inally proposed by the executive, or w'ith only slir,ht 

modifications 11 a.nd rejected most of the changes passed by the Lower House. 

There were 4 si~nificant differences between the ori~inal executive propos-

al and. the final Law No .. 003/70: 1) the retention limit for land directly 

cultivated by the owner was lowered from JO to 15 ha.; but, 2) each extend

ed family (gia toe) was to be allowed to keep up to only 5 ha. of (rented) 

ancestor worship land, if ler;ally desir:nated as such before the promulga-

tion date of the law, whereas all worship land had been exempted from 

expropriation in the executive proposal, up to the 15-hectare limit of 

Ordinance 57 still in effect; 3) redistribution limits to present tillers 

were reduced from 11 3 to 5 ha. 11 to 3 ha. in the Southern Redon and 1 ha. 

in Central l/ietnam; and 4) the value of compensation bonds was to be stated 

in cash amounts instead of in terms of rice, thus deleting an important 

guarantee a~-i:ai.nst the loss of real value due to inflation, althoup;h the 

annual interest rate payable on the bonds was raised from 5 to 10%. The 

Senate also added a provision specifyinc that the amount of landlord com-

pensation would be calculated on the basis of 2.5 times the averar,e annual 

yield of the land expropriated (as averaged over t.he last 5 years). 

The first point of difference listed is not very important, since very 

206
The final version of the bill as sent to the Senate by the Lower House 

can be found in Ibid., So: 73/69/H/BT, September 9, 1969, pp. 33-40. 
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few owner-operators in Vietnam were directly cultivating over 15 ha.; but 

the reduced retention of ancestor-worship-land was a significant defeat for 

the landlords,even ~h it still provided a loophole through which some 

.families have been able to retain sizeable amounts of land. 207 On the other 

hand, the conversion or rice bonds into cash bonds was a body blow in the 

opposite direction. Subsequent depreciation (due to inflation) of the real 

o.f cash bonds is easing the strain of compensation pa\y'Ments on the 

national treasury. but it is also reducing the real amount of compensation 

received by the landlords, .further decreasing their economic position in 

the society. 

There is more to the story. In response to the lower House version of 

the bill, the government had indicated its willingness to ~ 10~ oash in 

compensation tor the first ; hectares in the Southern Region, 3 ha. in the 

Central Region, then 2CJ1; in cash and BO)C in rice bonds for the rest,
208 

so 

that the Senate version represented an even greater blow to the landlords 

in this regard than a comparison with the initial government proposals would 

indicate. 

The :reduction of the redistribution limit to ) hectares in the Sooth, as 

passed by the House and retained by the Senate, apparently did not seem very 

important at the time, since few tenant farmers operate more than J hectares 

207see Page 326i belat1, for further discussion of the Huong Hoa, or 
~cestor-worship and, provision. 

08From mimeographed comments and recommendations prepared by the Ministry 
Land Reform and Agricultural Development for the Senate Committee on 

Agriculture, undated, titled "Bang Nb.an Xet va De Nghi Tu Chinh Du Luat Cai 
Cach Dien Dia oua Ha Nghi Vien" (Table of Comments and Recommended Amendments 
for the Lower House Land Reform Bill). p. 12. 
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over most of the Mekonr: Delta; but it has helped to cause considerable 

trouble and ill effects in the broadcast-rice areas, where farms did 

avera·~e lari~er than that. 

3. Objectives and Expectations 

In proposinrr the LT'rT P:ro~~ram. the GVN had three major ~oals in mind: 

1) social justice, 2) ar:ricultural development, and J) political pacifica-

ti on. 'ireat~r social justice would be achieved simply by abolishint; the 

landlord--tenant system, thus reduc~nu: the exploitative features of the 

current system and enlar1dm~ the class of small, middle-cla.ns, owner -cul-

tivator farmers. Land :redistribution would enhance ari:ricultural develop-

ment pro~~rams by· ;;i vinP' the farmers incentives of ownership to care f'or 

their land and enablin; them to retain the total product of their labor 

and investment., which was expected to induce 1;reater efforts to raise 

production and "provide the basis for a sound ar~ricul tural economy." Of 

more immediate concern, the pror~ram was expected to 11undercut the '/iet 

Conrr land provram and r'."ain the farmers' political support. 11 thus short

enirn~ the strur~P:le to defeat the communiRts. 209 

These three basic ri:oals were echoed in the halls of the National Assem-

bly, where the most urr~ent r.toa.l was clearly recm~nized as the poli tical-- 11 to 
210 

vvin the hearts of the people. 11 One Assemblyman cried out, •• ..... /\. red wave is 

"Vietnam Land-to-the-Tiller Plan Unprecedented, 11 Vietnam Bulletin, 
VoLV, No.15, Embassy of Viet-Nam, "1ashinrton. D.C., April 12, 1971, p. J; 
and Tai Lieu Giai Thich Luat N~~uoi Car Co H.uonp (Explanation of the Land
to-the-Tiller Law), Ministry of Information, undated pamphlet, p. L 

210
,)P.e the "Report of the Lower House Committee on Ai:~riculture, 11 op.cit., 

p .. 15 and 17; speech by Representative Danh Cuone~, speakinv for the House 
Commi.ttee on Jv:t.riculture, Bien Ban Phien Hop cua Ha N. ·h:i 1ien, So:6J/69/ 
H/DB, Amr.. , 1969, P• 19; and speech by Senator Trinh Quan:·.~ Quy, Bien 
Ban Phien Ho cue. Thuonf·'. Nvhi Vien (8cssion Minutes of the :3enate), So:06/ 

-TN"l BB, T uom~ N1.:~ln Vien, Viet-Nam Con:--: Hoa (The 3enate • Republic of' 
1/ietnam), March 2, 1970, (rn:i.meor':raphed) pp. ? and 15. 
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threatening to inundate the South, and here we have a program to block 

it ... "211 

Senator Trinh Quang Quy, the first to speak for the bill after floor 

debates were opened in the Senate, declared that making tenants into owners 

would give them economic independence and democratic freedom. leading to 

more st,abilized rural conditions. He listed arguments from tenant 

spokesmen that the LTTT Program would create greater support for GVN and 

bring an earlier end to the war, largely because it would correct the social 

injustices or the old landlord-tenant system and give farmers ownership 

incentives to work harder, to increase production, and to fight to protect 

their neighborhoods--"leaving the Communists no place to stand.n212 

Senator Hoang Xim Quy echoed most or these sentiments in favor or the 

program and added that landlords could be encouraged to invest their 

compensation funds in domestic industry and thus stimulate more rapid 

economic development on another f'ront. 213 Not all Assemblymen were convinced 

ifjf the virtues of Land-to-the-Tiller, however. Shortly after Senator Quy 

called it a "social, democratic, and humanitarian revolution" or which the 

214 people would be proud, Senator Tran Ca.nh termed it "unpopular, soob.11.y 

destructive, sowing confusion in the countryside, and moreover uneoonomio, 

immoral and counter-progressive as well. 021.5 Senator Canh expected strone 

211Representative Dang van Phuong, Bien Ban Phien Hop cua Ha Nghi Vien, 
So: 65/69/H/BB/BT, August 28, 1969, p. 48. 

212He also took note of tenant vows to support the re-election of those 
Assemblymen who voted for the LTTT Program and, conversely, to work for the 
defeat of those who voted against it.--Senator Trinh Quang Quy, op. cit., 
PP• 7 and 10. . 

. 21Jsenator Hoang lim Quy, Bien Ban Phien Hop cua Thuong Nghi Vien, o;p. cit.'· 
pp .. 2J-26. 

214Ibid" , P• 20/ 
215senator Tran Canh, Bien Ban Phien Hop cua Thuong Nghi Vien, op. cit., 

p .. 43. 
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landlord opposition to the expropriation of their land would rise, probably 

to the point of more bloodshed 11
11 in many rura.l areas. 216 

Several Assemblymen objected to what they considered negative political 

effects of the program. One described it as "just a tool to help Mr. 

Nguyen van Theiu campaign (for re-election)," and did not think the govern

ment had the capability to actually implement it. 217 Many expressed concern 

a.bout finanoin:1 ~: landlord compensation, the political consequences of its 

inflationary impact and the pitfalls of increased reliance on American 

t 218 . bj th . hi t d d f i . d l ad suppor ,, · Descri .ne; e manner in w CJl .epen ence on ore gn ai e s 

to f oreie:n pressure on and influence over governmental activities, one 

srmator groaned, "they will put a ring in our nose and lead us around like 

water buf.falos. u219 A member of the Lower House suspected the whole 

proposal was part of a secret plot to cause the Republic either to be 

overthrown or to fall completely 1mder foreign domination. 220 

Doubts were expressed as to how much social justice would be achieved 

by a pro~~ram that would "take land from our friends to give to our enemies. u
221 

216Ibid., p. 42. 

21
7Re:presentative Duong van Ba, Bien Ban Phien Hop oua Ha Nghi Vien, Jo:. 

64/69/H/BB/BT, Aug. 26, 1969, pp .. 11-13, worries about inflation, p. 19. 
218

The U ~~:'.i .. had earmarked $40 million for direct support of the LTTT 
Program and had also promised to increase general budgetary support through 

Commodity Import Program to help control the rate of inflation• 

219Jenator Vu Minh T.ran, Bien Ban Phien Hop cua Thuong Nghi Vien, op. cit., 
p. 146. 

220
Representative Le Qua.ng Hien, B,len Ban Phien Hop cua Ha Nghi Vien, So: 

65/69/H/BB/BT. Aug. 28. 1969 P• 25. · 
22L 
''~oosely translated and paraphrased from 3enator Tran Neoc Oanh, Dien 

Ban Phien Hop oua Thuonc; Nghi Vien, op. cit., p. 17. 
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The Secretary General of the Lower House, Representative Tran Ngoc Chau, 

argued that to approve the bill at that time would actually cause even 

more injustice and confusion in the Vietnamese society, since it would 

take land awa:y f'rom soldiers and pro-government refugees, who fled the Viet 

Cong and/or were .fighting on the government side, and distribute it to the 

communist sympathizers who remained behind. He wanted the matter postponed 

until after security had been restored and all _who desired to reclaim their 
222 . 

farms could do so. or course, there were many complaints about how 

unjust the program would be to landlords in general, taking away their 

private property. 

In addition to the concern about the inflationary impact of the program, 

mentioned above, other economic arguments were raised in opposition. It 

was feared the tragmentation of land and the legal confirmation ot the 

existing small-farm system would interfere with efforts to mechanize farm 

operations and would perpetuate inefficient farming methods,223even though 

Taiwan had been cited as an aotual case where farms averaged smaller in 

size than in Vietnam, but where mechanization was nevertheless prooeding 

apace6 224 Objections were raised (and sustained, in the Lower House) against 

distributing communal land on the grounds it provided needed revenue for 

village developnent projeots, 225despite assurances that there were other 

222aepresentative Chatt estimated there were 700,000 government soldiers 
{7~ of one million) and up to 4 or 5 million refugees who would lose their 
land. Representative Tran Ngoc Chau, Bien Ban Phien Ho cua Ha hi Vien, 
So: 63/69/H/BB/DB, Aug. 25, 1969, PP• 37-8, and So: 67 69 H BB/J!r, Sept. 2, 
1969. PP• 7-8. 

22Jsenator Tran Ngoc Oanh, op. cit., p. 17. 
22~epresentative Nguyen Hoang, Chairman of the Lower House Committee on 

Agriculture, Bien Ban Phien Hop cua Ha Nghi Vien, So: 70/69/H/BB/F!r, Sept. 
511 1969, P• 44. 

228t_ 
-"'Representative Dan van Phuong, Bien Ban Phien Hop cua. Ha Nghi Vien, 

So: 67/69/H/BB/BT, Sept. 2, 1969, p. 3o. 
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1ilayp, to ra.ise revenue, such as with the general land tax .• 226 And there were 

those who disputed assa'r'tions that ownership incentives would cause former 
I 

te.m:mts to work harder and increase production. Senator Le Tan Buu believed 

to the contrary, that peasant farmers work harder in order to get enough to 

feed their families tr they must pay rent first. He saw the demands of the 

contract as a sort of l:enien bondage forcing the tenant not to 

neglect his production activities. 227 

Still other Assemblymen areued that while they were not against the 

Land-to-the-Tiller Program in principle, they doubted the governm9nt could 

implement it effectively at this time and thought it should be postponed. 

One senator listed six obstacles to land reform: 1) the unstable political 

emd military situation, 2) landlord opposition, 3) confused implementation 

by subordinate levels or govel'.nment, 4) limited raoilities and capabilities• 

;) Viet Cong sabotage and 6) farmers' lack of confidence.228 To this list 

another senator added the charge that corruption among government officials 

would block effective implementation.229 

226.aep.resentative Duong van Ba, Bien Ban Phien Hop.oua Ha Nghi Vien, So: 
67/69/H}BB/FJr,, Sept. 2, 1969, p. 52. 

227senator Buu favored the nationalization of all farmland, the government 
it to farmers, encouraging them to form cooperatives for large-scale, 

me<man1~~ea farming, and using rent revenues for economic development projects. 
Senator Le Tan Buu, Bien Ban Phien Hop cua Thuong Nghi Vien, op. cit., 
PPo .55-6. 

22Bsenator Hong Son Dong, Bien Ban Phien Hop cua Thuong Nghi Vien, op. cit., 
P• 36. 

229sena.tor Vu Minh Tran. op. cit., p. ?8, 14,5. The Stanford Research 
Institute noted some of theee problems in 1968. They cited personnel problems 
in the Land Affairs Service due to low salaries and per diem, large numbers 
being drafted, a low education level, excessive routine paperwork and a pre
occupation with bureaucratic procedures. Cadastral surveys were being 
conducted on only 10,000 hectares a year, at which rate it would take 9o+ 

to complete the required survey work on land already designated ror 
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In contrast to these pessimistic sentiments, the (new) official 

:\rnerice.n position was one of optimistic enthusi::1.sm. It was succintly 

stated by MacDonald :>alter, a U8AID Official in .lashington:230 

"'rhe prospects for a successful program are good. Plannin·~ 
for implementation ha.s been undertaken and experimentation has 
proven the feasibility of decentralized administration to the 
village level. The major efforts will ~ focused on the rapid 
transfer of land ownership, so that the tiller has control of the 
land and ceases to pay rent 1 followed by payment of compensation 
to the former landowner. Administrative simplicity is a major 
objective. For example, the eovernment uses its authority to 
expropriate but does not take possession of land. This time the 
land will be transferred directly to the tiller or other eligible 
farmer. Because land records are seriously deficient, aerial 
photo~raphy has been accepted as the prime basis for land identi
.fioation. Title issuance will be expedited by application of 
computer technology. 

"While this new and revolutionary land reform program was 
takin~ form, a major effort was being carried out in the country
side, both to secure the areas from insureent forces and influences, 
and to advance economic conditions. This has been highly successful-
the small farmer now has the pr<Y3pect of ownint; and controlling his 
own land, and. of bein~ provided with supportine institutions essential 
to his well-being as a farmer. ;)ince the Vietnamese farmer is a 
good manager 9 whether he owns or rents his land, transference of' 
ownership will not change the foci of e.ntrepreneurial capability. 
Accordingly, land redistribution is a key factor in the complex 
institutional requirements for successful aerarian reform sought 
by President Thieu. Land reform will provide a firm foundation 
for rural development and will demonstrate graphically the Vietnamese 
Government's interest in providing real improvement in the lives of 
the rural population. •t 

vfri ting in the same issue of Asian Survey, 4illiam Bredo • who directed 

the major research project on land tenure and reform in Vietnam by the 

redistribition, to say nothing of a new proe;ram. SRI found that only about 
l/J of the villageS maintained a land register, another l/J relied on the 
province land register, and the remaining l/J had none at all either in the 
vi llaf,e or at province level. 't'J'ith respect to rented land, only l/J of the 
villages had maintained an up-to-date lease contract register, as well. 
3RI also noted that "chare;es of corruption are often leveled at officials 
at the district and especially at province level, (but) rarely ••• at 
officials in the village or hamlet. n --\{illiam B:redo, et al., Land Reform 
in Vietnam, oN" oit., Summary Volume, pp. 106, 109, 112, 119, and Workinp: 
Papers, Vol. -1, p. JO. . 

23°salter was the Chief, Local Develo:pinent Staff, Office of National 
Development,Bureau:for Vietnam, US Agency for International Development. 
--Salter, op. oit., p. 734. 
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Stanford Research Institute (discussed in Chapter 3, above), and Roy L. 

Prosterman, Assoc. Professor of Law at the University of washington, who 

had participated in the SRI project aa a consultant on land law, both 

the belief that, implemented pr.o:perly, the Land-to-the-Tiller 

Program would have a strong positive effect on the government's struggle 

to win political support in rural areas. 231 

At least one American observer was not so sure of the ultimate 

political impact, however, though he did not deny the importance of and the 

need for the program. Jeffrey Race, after conducting extensive field . · 

research into political problems and recent developments in Long An Province, 

concluded that the LTTT Program was "little more than the Saigon 

government 1 s stamp of approval on a. land redistrfbution already carried out 

by the (Communist) Party--in many cases a quarter of a century before."232 

231Bredo, "Agrarian Reform in Vietnam: Vietcong and Government of Vietnam 
Strategies in Conflict," PP• 7)8-750', and Roy L. Prosterm.an, 11IJa,nd-to-the
Tiller in South '!ietna.m: The Tables Turn," pp. 7.51-764, both in Asian 
Survey, 10:8, August 1970. -



Chapter V 

VILLA.GE CASE STUDIE0 

~""armers were interviewed in the villages of Khanh Hau, Thu Thua District, 

Lonf~ An Province, Lonp; Binh Dien, Cho Gao District, Dinh Tuong Province, 

Phu Thu, Chau Thanh District, Phong Dinh .Province, and Hoa Binh Thanh, Chau 

Thanh District, An Gianv. Province. Khanh Hau represents the progressive 

and rich upper-delta sinv,le-transplant region just south of Saigon, where 

double-cropping with the new Miracle Rice strains has already become 

commonplace. Long Binh Dien is also in the upper-delta, single-transplant 

region, but it is much poorer and slower to adopt new techniques--Miracle 

Rice is beinft. tried here, but hesitantly and with less satisfactory results. 

Phu Thu is in the lower-delta double-transplant233 region and is the most 

isolated and poorest of the villages we visited. Having no.·roads 

suitable for even motorbike traffic, it must rely exclusively on water 

Z)JThe double-transplant method of cultivation should not be confused 
with double-cropping. The latter refers to the raising and harvesting of 
two complete crops per year, while the former refers to the method of 
plantinr, a sin~le-crop of rice, traditional in a large part of the lower 
Mekon~ region, which involves transplanting the rice seedlings twice for 
each crop instead of once, as elsewhere, first from the initial seedbed 
into a larger area, and later from there into the whole paddy. Local 
farmers will tell you they obtain somewhat hir,her yields this way, although 
their labor costs are higher. More technical explanations are that it (1) 
is an important weed control device in an area where tough natural grasses 
~row rapidly, by givin~ rice plants a head start in fields which can be 
flooded to a hiGher level at the second transplantinr,; (2) facilitates 
water control by keepinq: the seedlinp,s in a smaller area for a lone;er period, 
pe:rmi ttinr: easier irr,igation if the rains fail in the early season (in an · 
area where an. early s,tart is essential to keep the rice-plant growth above 
the high~water levels during the mid-rainy season); and (3) serves as a 
growth-control device counteracting the hi~h orr,anic nitrogen content of the 
soils in this re~ion, using the shock of the second transplanting to reduce 
the growth of leaves and thereby permit more grain formation. (I am 
indebted to Professor Leslie Small, an agricultural economist at Rutgers 
University who has spent some time in this part of the Mekong Delta for a 
discussion of these points, and especially for explaining the last ~ne to me. 
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trans port; double-cropping with Miracle Rice is still a new and 

experimental venture. Hoa Binh Thanh, in solid Hoa Hao and floating rice 

country, was the 11ost secure village on our list, also the largest and the 

most diverse, but it possessed characteristics unique to thi~ region which 

apparently cause the Land-to-the-Tiller Program to produce effects 

four villages were chosen tor study because they were predOlltinantly 

enough from the province capital not to be urban or suburban 

necessarily close enough for our daily journeys back and fourth), and 

of different agricultural and economic conditions .found in· 

the Mekong Delta region.234 Security was another necessary criterion, 

we had to walk unescorted throughout each village daily for about 

two months. These constraints used in the selection of our villages 

a decided bias in our study toward relatively secure, easily 

a.'-#\.;uco.11.,,,.&.'0 areas. A sample size of four villages is too s•ll to be 

representative of the whole Mekong Delta, in the first place, and this 

coupled with the bias just mentioned w(i)U].d 118.ke any attempt to generalize 

our results alone to the whole Delta rather harzardous. 

Khanh Hau. Long An Province 

Our first village was studied in depth in 19.58-59 by a three-119mber team 

234we deliberately chose villages where the LTTT Program was proceeding 
fairly well, in order to study its effects on the farmers. We did not 
f'oous on probleE or i11plemntation. (See Tables S-land 5 ... 2 for basic 
data on all !our villages and on the progress of LTTT at the times or our 

.) 
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from the Michigan State University Advisory Group in Vietnam: anthropolo-

gist Gerald C. Hickey, economist James B. Hendry, and government specialist 

Lloyd VI. Woodruff. 235 This previous research gives us a br~sis from which 

to look for chances over time, in this case an intervening lJ years. 

Khanh Hau straddles National Highw~ 4, the main route from Saigon 

south into the Delta, and lies about one hour by bus from Saigon, or about 

50 km. The capital of Long An Province, Tan An, is about 4 km. up this 

same highway, and it serves as the main marketplace for Khanh Hau villagers, 

a.lthou.r.;h a. small, informal market gathering can be observed in the village 

itsel.f in the early morning hours. Khanh Hau is a prosperous, progressive 

village. Most of its land is double-cropped and it has enjoyed relati'Vely 

greater security than most villages. It has long been considered a model 

vil1aee, and government officials often use it as a showcase for foreign 

visitors. 

Hendry noted in 1959 that it had better than average educational 

facilities, due partly to the presence of the Fundamental EdtDation Center, 

sponsored by UNESCO, on village land.236 This Center has become the Long 

An Normal School, a junior-college-level facility for trainiJg elementary 

school teachers, and its students practice teaching in the Khanh Hau 

Elementary ,School. In addition, new classrooms have been constructed and 

are in use for the first 2 or ) grades in three of the outer four hamlets, 

2:3Saerlld c. Hickey, Village in Vietnam, Yale Universicy Press, New 
Haven, 1964; James B. Hendry, The Small World of Khanh Hau, Aldine Publishing 
Co., Chicago, 1964; and Lloyd W •. Woodruf'f, The Study of a Vietnamese Rural 
Community--Administrative Activities, 2 Vols., Michigan State University 
Vietnam Advisory Group, Saigon, 1960. 

2)6 Hendry, op. cit., p. 23. 
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so that only the older children must make the lon~ walk across the high-

way to attend the central school. 

Demographic Data 

Population increased 73% (or at a whopping annual rate of 4.3%!) from 

19.58 to its 1971 level of 5,595, but the number of households increased by 

only 31%, which means the number of persons residing in each household 

also rose, from an average 5.5 in 1958 to 7.2 in 1971. An educated guess, 

based on observation in many of the homes we visited, is that many.war 

widows and soldiers• wives, and their children, are living with older 

relatives, usually parents or pa.rents-in-law, but sometimes brothers or 

sisters, instead of estc~blishin~ separate homes with their husbands. There 

has also been a movement away from peripheral areas, such as Moi and Nhon 

Hau Hamlets and more isolated neighboring villages, for security reasons, 

with many people living "temporarily" with relatives in the more secure 

areas, awaitinp, the day when they can return to their original homesites. 

The statistics show that the number of girls and women increased by 

99% over this 13-year period, while the male population rose by only 46%. 

The female percentage of the total population rose from 51.1% in 1958 to 

58-7~ in 1971, while the male percentage declined from 48.9 to 41.3. To 

put this another way, women outnumbered.the men by 42% in 1971, compared 

;,,ith only 4% in 1958. Furthermore, the population of the central hamlet, 

N~uyen Huynh Due, ~rew by 116%, while that of Ap Moi and Ap Nhon Hau ~rew 

by only 33% and 13%, respectively, partly as a result of forced relocations 

due to the nou-defunct Strategic Hamlet Program. (See Table 5-3.) 

The Village Office listed Khanh Hau residents as 42% Buddhist, 34% 

Confucian ancestor worship, 20% Cao Dai and 3.6% Christian (0.1% other) in 

1971. The farmer sample we interviewed turned out to be 50% Buddhist, 1496 

Confucian ancestor worship, and 36% Cao Dai. 
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~ample .Selection 

Di v:i.d:lng 15 s~ts of interviews () to a sf.\t--one t~nant, one LTTT-ti tle 

reci.pient, and on~ owner-cultivator) among the 5 hamlets roue:hly according 

to their population, 237 we dT"ew 7 farmers in Ap Nguyen Huynh Due, 1 in Ap 

Moi 11 3 in Ap Thu Tuu., and 2 each in Ap Nhon Hau and Ap Nhon Cau. 238 By 

askin~ each farmer drawn for 2 others nearby (of different land tenure 

cateeories) to complete the set, we obtained 3 times this many interviews · 

in each hamlet, 11 plus one extra, for a village total of 46. 239 

Villa.rse off:lci~ls felt it safe enough for us to walk unescorted every-

where in the village except that part of Ap Nhon Hau along the Don Creek 

(Ra.ch Don) 0 on the far eastern edee of the villaJ:3e. They explained that 

their concern i.n that area had nothing to do with the local residents, but 

that the Viet Cong could slip across the creek .from the other aide 11 which 

was less stronGlY pro-government. They offered to provide armed escorts 

so we could go sa.fely,·however, saying that the farmers themselves would 

feel batter and worry less B.bout possible trouble if 2 o:r 3 members of the 

village Popular Defense Force went along. If a VC did stick his head up 

out of the water• they said, a.nd saw a couple or rifles, he would just 

237see the Introduction for a. complete description of the selection 
process for our farmer interviews. 

2J8The word"ap"means "hamlet". 

239The extra. interview occurred wh<:m .. one farmer who had been 1.ntroduoed 
~s still a tenant (and who referred to himself as such) turned out to have 
received title urider'the LTTT Program. Great efforts had been ma.de to 
obtain an appointment with this busy farmer, so the interview was continued 
even though we had already completed enough of them in his category. Two 
new-owner interviews have been eliminated from most of our calculation as 
uncertain or mixed cases, though, which reduces the total to 44--one was 
fighting her landlord in court over whether the land was Huong Hoa worship 
land and had not yet received title to it, although she had stopped paying 

· :rents, and the other worked land fairly equally divided among all 3 land 
tenure categories (owned, rented and just distributedr.~under LTTT). 
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quietly withdraw, whereas if he saw an American alone and unarmed, there 

might be trouble. Leaving my wire pursuing interviews in the central 

hamlet. I decided to try thi.s game, and spent 3 days walking paddy dikes 

escorted by a couple or 1.5-year-old local kids and a PDF sergeant, each 

armed with a carbine, interviewiill!J:4 farmers along the Don Creek (for 2 

other interviews in Nhon Hau micblay between the creek and the hiehway I 

was unescorted). There were no incidents and IY\Y' reception was alw~s 

friendly; but the rapport established did not seem as close as normal in 

2 or 3 of the cases, and I had more reason to suspect fudging on some of 

the answers, especially those involving personal wealth and production 

levels. We decided henceforth to interview only in those areas where we 

could go unescorted. 

Land Tenure 

Before the 1958 Ordinance 5T1a.nd reform Hendry found 73 to 77% of all 

farmers in Khanh Hau were tenants, depending on how many of the 20 resident 

landlords a.lso farmed. The farmer group themselves comprised 59 to 62~ of 

the 590 househoJde,oounting only farm operators, and not farm workers, as 

farmers~ The Ordinance 57 reform distributed 223 hectares to 147 tenants, 241 

reducing tenancy to 3J-J.5i of tha farmers. In 1971 village officials 

e.stimaten 60-?<Y/, of all households were farmers, or around ,500 of the 773 

households, and that tenancy had climbed back up to about 60~ of these, or 

to a.bout 300 families. 

240There were in all 130 landowners, 31 of whom were non-residents, and 
a total of 51 landlords. I ·am assuming all 31 of the absentee owners rented 
out their land, but of the remaining 20 resident landlords some were probably 
direct cultivators as well. There were 267 tenants. --Hendry, op. cit., pp. 
J4 a.nd 45-6. 

241According to current records in the Village Office. Hendry reported 
2J2 ha. distributed to 149 tenants, but his information was probably 
preliminary. --See Ibid., pp. 39-LJ-O. 
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At the time of. our visit (rYov .. 1971-Jan. 1972) the villaee had approved 

title applications from 250 tenants, and expected soon to process 24 more 

on communal land. Village officials estimated the number or tenants left 

on Huong Hoa worship land, Pagoda land and relative 1s land (the latter 

eligible to :request title, but not desiring to) after the LTTT Program 

would be about 55. or 11~ of all farmers. Thia is probably an underesti-

mation of remaining tenancy. Officials were not sure how many tenants 

were on how much Huong Hoa worship land, since some of it is directly 

cultivated, but estimated 44 tenants on 125 hectares, or an average holding 

of 2.,8 ha.0 The 15 tenants we interviewed (a sizeable portion of the 55 . 

thought remaining) averaged only 1.2 ha. each, as did the 250 former 

tenants already approved for title distribtttion (on 300 ha.). At this 

rate there would be 104 tenants on 125 ha. of Huong Hoa land, 1 on pagoda 

land, and about 10 on relative 1s land, or 115 altogether, giving us 2~ 

of the farmers left as tenants on l~ of the rioeland, still much reduced 

from the 6CJI, rate of tenancy before LTTT.242 

In terl\S of land area, before Ord. 57 tenants farmed 642 ha., or 69f, 

of village rice land. After Ord. 57 tenanted rice land· was reduced to 419 

ha" 0 or 45f,,, In 1971 village officials estimated the amount of tenanted 

land before LTTT as around 457 ha., or A'6~ of village riceland, and this 

was to be reduced by the LTTT Program by at least 316 ha., so that only 

l~ of village rioeland would remain tenanted.243 

242This estimate would raise the total number or farmers to about .566, 
or ?Jfo of all households. All these figures are preliminary, since the 
LTTT Program was still young and several cases from Khanh Hau were awaiting 
legal decision in t;he Long An Special Lard Court. Village estimates of 
the number of !armers and tenants in the village and the amount ot Huong 
Hoa land rented out are not based on hard data, either. 

243The total amount of village riceland was listed as 926 ha. in 19.58, but 
as 992 ha. in 1971. --See Hendry, op. cit., p.32. 
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The distribution of ownership has become s01ewhat more equal, as a 

comparison of Lorenz curves vill demonstrate. (See Figure .5-1 and Tables 

; ... 5 and .5-6.) Before Ordinance .5?, the smaller 65~ ot the owners held 

only 13~ or the land; afterwards, 6CYf, of the owners held 18~ or the land. 

Twelve years later, before the LTTT Program, the smaller 73~ of the owners 

held 2~ of the land, whereas in 1972, ?Of, held title to J6~ of the land.244 

Inequalities still exist in Khanh Hau, bit they a.re not nearly so large as 

bef'ore. The Gini index of inequality declined from .717 before 1958 to 

• 573 after the Diem land reform (the latter figure is understated due to 

insufficient data) and down to an estiu.ted .4,5.5 after the LTTT Program, 

for a total decline or J6.;~. The LTTT Program alone reduced it from .582 

to about .4;;. a decline of 21.8~. 

As discussed in Chapter J, traditional Lorenz curves do not adequate~ 

tell the story of a land reform program., however, since they demonstrate 

the skew of inequality at each period of ti• only among owners, ignoring 

the nuniber or landless tenants on the land. The before and after curves 

in Figure 5-1 are not really comparable, although they are ·rrequently 

used in this manner, since the number ot people they represent as owners 

(of a constant amount or land) varies considerably. The skew of t~o 

before and after curves oould very well be identi&!il and still represent 

a considerable redistribution or land (from 288 large landowners to ;oa 
smaller ones, for example). 

Lorenz curves can be derived to demonstrate the etteots or a land 

retorm program more oompletel\1 simply by including the nuaber or tenants 

with the landowners to determine the percentages along the horizontal 

axis, and by including the number ot owners completely dispossessed in 

244i,972 figures are prilbdnary and incomplete. 
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Figure 5-1 

LOREN6 CURVES OF LAND O .. VNERSHIP DISTRIBUTION 

AMONG OWNERS IN KHANH HAU VILLAGE, 

BEF'ORE AND AFTER DIEM'S 1958 LAND REFORM AND 

BF.:FORE AND AFTER THE 1970 LTTT PROGRAM 
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Sources: See Tables 5-5a and b and 5-6a and b. 
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Figure 5-2 

LORENZ CURVES OF LAND OWNERSHIP DISTRIBUTION 

AMONG OWN1'RS AND TENANTS IN KHANH HAU VILLAGE• 

BEFORI~ AND AFTER DIEM'S 1958 LAND REFORM 
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Legend: -- Before 19.58 Ord. 57 Reform ( 397 <Mners & Tenants) 
----After 1958 Ord. 57 Reform (397 Owners & Tenants) 

Source: See Table 5 .. 7. 
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Figure 5-J. 

LOR.ENZ CURVES OF lJ\.ND OvJNERSHIP DIS'IRIBUTION 

AMONG OvJNERS AND TENANT.3 IN KH_ANH HA u VILLAm~ ' 
EEFORE AND AFTER 1970 LTTT HUXXRAM 

..... "' . ......... 
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Percentaee of owners and Tenants 
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Before 1970 LTTT Program (,544-604 Owners & Tenants) 

After 1970 LTTT Pro~ram (544-604 Owners & Tenants) 

See Table 5-8a and b. 
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Figure 5-4 

LCRENZ CURVES OF LAND CMNERSHIP DIS'IRIBUTION 

AMONG OWNERS AND 'IENANTS IN KHANH HAU VILLAGE. 

EEFORE AND AFTER DIEM'S 1958 am. 57 REFORM AND 

IEFOOE AND AFTER 1970 LTTT FROORAM 
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curve. This holds the number of people represented by both 

curves constant, as well as the hectarage, thus making them truly 

comparable. 

This has £or Khanh Hau Village in Figure 5-2 for the Ord. 

57 1958, and in Figure 5-3 for the LTTT Program (based on Tables 

5w8). Figure 5-2 is based on complete and accurate information; 

Figure 5-3 on preliminary and incomplete data and makes use 

"~>GI.~;.., as to the number of tenants remaining on retained land, 

it must "'
11111"''la'i1'!>a1' ..... ~ as a tentative appro.d.mation. Changes in land-

ownership distribution among all those having a direct interest in village 

land 1 whether as absentee or resident landlords or as tenant or owner 

cultivators, can be mu.oh more accurately portrqed on these curves. 

Before Ord. the smaller an of the owners and. tenants owned only 

13~ or the land, whereas later 8~ or the same group held 36~ or the land. 

The proportion or landless tenants and completely dispossessed former 

owners oan read directly from the horizontal axis, where the percent of 

owned goes to zero--i t drops here from 67f, to 3°" due to the 

Ord. 5? ref o:rm. The LTTT Program reduced landlessness from a 4?-52$> range 

1970 owners-plus-tenants group to only lJ-22~. The lower 86~ of 

the group owned only 2'J1, of the land before LTTT, but this rose to Sli of 

LTTT. 

Superimposing Figure .5-2 on Figure 5-3. as in Figure .5-4, illustrates 

changes over • The LTTT curves represent land-ownership 

5~ more people than the Ord. 57 curves, but here the 

de.fendable as due to the grOW'th of population over the 

ntE,rvenjLrut 12 , and not to a misuse ot curves to illustrate land 

The effect of population pressure is evident in Figure .5-4,pushing 
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the rate of tenancy from 3~ in late 19.58 up to 50-5.5~ in ear]Jr 1970, 

during the interim between the two land ref or• programs. Moreover, the 

combined ef'f'ect of population growth and both land reform progrus has 

changed the situation from ~eat inequality of land ownership among 397 

households in 19.58 to one'of much less inequality among 600 or so house

holds in 1972 11 though a pronounced skew tf distri'bntion still exists. 

The Gini index of land concentration. based on the data including 

landless tenants, declined by 22.8~ (from .907 to .700) during the 

Ordinance 57 and by an estimated.29-33~ (from the .71a .... aoo range 

to .,524-• .572) during the LTTT Program., depending on the actual number of 

remaining tenants. The total improvement in the Gini index in Khanh Hau 

Village from the mid-1950 8s to the mid-l970 1s has probably been between 

37 and 42~. 

Other aspects of land tenure arrangements are also of interest. Of 

the 15 present tenants we interviewed, 14 had landl.ords residing in the 

village, and only ; were protected with written contracts. Of the 16 new 

owners in the sample, only 5 bad had resident landlords and 11 had had 

written contracts. This indicates continued strong influence of resident 

landlords. As a matter of fact, the Jl absentee landowners listed by 

Hendry in 19.58 retained 294 ha. of paddy land after the Ord. 57 ref'orm,24.5 

so this group could account :tor most or the JOO ha.. of privately-owned 

land approved for distribution by January 19?2. 

Average rents were reported to be ~ or more of the main crop before 

World War II, wt had declined to between 2.5 and J~ by 19.58, a little 

higher than the 2.5~ stipnlated in newly required contracts due to the 
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of secret verbal agreements outside the legal oontraotual 

arrmgement.246 Hendry expected that any permanent increase in annual 

yields would eventually be reflected in higher rents, as old contracts 

fixed-amount rents stipulated in the new contracts would permit the tenants 
247 to benefit from any productivity r,ains • 

is 

are 

............ Tl .. to the current situation, where average annual yields 

due to extensive double-cropping with new Miracle Rice 

rents paid as reported by our sample of tenants declined 

amc:>Mt't of rent remained about the same, but annual yields increased by 5~. 

Only 2 tenants in Khanh Hau thought their landlord would demand more rent 

yields were raised. The average stipulated rent of 34 gia/ha. was equal 

22~ ot the 1971 yield per crop hectare (154 gia, which would approximate 

crop" yield, American usage), dOW'n from 27f, in 1969 (127 gia), 

amount paid was 3 or 4 points lower. 248 Stipulated rents 

were from uniform, ranging from 2.5 to 53 gia/ha. and trom 10 to 671' of 

what claimed was a normal annual yield a few years ago, with a 

JO~ or higher. 

PP• 49-.50. See discussion in footnote 113 on page 59 above tor 
oftioial Vietnamese interpretation of "main crop." Hendry was apparently 

a. different sense here, which I call the 11.American usage," 
11......,...,.,,.a..e.&p; a single orop ot rice on every hectare. 

a mli t ot dry measure equal to 40 liters (1.133 bushels). One 
can range from 16 to 24 kilograms in weight, depending on the 

, its quality and its moisture content. At an average of 20 
,50 will equal one metric ton. 
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The rent story tor our 16 termer tenants is almost identical, except 

their 1971 rents had of oourse dropped to nil. Their stipulated rents 

averaged 31 gia/ha. in 1969, or 2f/I, of their yield per oroP-hectare (106 

gb.) • while they actually paid 27 gia, or 26f,. As a percentage of the 

1969 annual yield stipulated rents averaged 2~. actual rents 17~. 'lbe 

stipulated rents of this group al.so ranged considerably, from 14 to 43 

gia/ha. and 8 to 63f, of a 'normal" annual crop, with about a third 

of them 3~ or higher. 

Hendry found that ~ of a .50-tenant sample rented land from 

relatives in 1958.249 We f'ound that 53f, of our present tenant sample did 

in 1971-2, bu.t unfortunately we neglected to ask this question of former 

tenants in Khanh Hau (our guess is.that the percentage would be mu.oh less 

:tor the latter group). 

Living Standargs 

The economic standard or living in Khanh Hau has improved noticeably 

sinoe 19;8. If it was a relatively prosperous village then, it is a 

relatively rich village now, and. this improve11ent has occurred in epi ta of 

a. shortage of labor due to military conscription and a ste~ fragmentation 

of land due to population growth.250 

In rural Vietna one or the clearest signs or weal th or poverty is 

simply the kind of hoa.se a tuily lives in. A house constructed or aore 

249Ibid., Pe 47. 
2

.50The village had a per capita heotarage of cultivated ~ land or .29 
in 1958, bu.t only .18 in 1971. If it had been divided evenly among all 
resident owners and tenants, ea.ch household would have had 2.5 ha. in 1958, 
bu.t only 1.6-1.8 ha. in 1971. 
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durable materials is not only more coll.fort.able, healthier and a source ot 

.family pride, dignity and social status, but it is also hie;hly valued as 

a reli~ious tribute to the honor or the ancestors that will stand tor 

generations to come, providing a perunent shrine of family worship for 

one 8s desoendentss In addition, goverm1ent officials are known to be very 

reluctant to grant agricultural credit to families living in thatched 

houses, so if' the house is of wood and corrugated mta.l, and much 

more agreeable if it is of aasonry and tile; so there is an eoonmd.c 

incentive to build a b!tter house, as wells If a farmer can save enough 

•n111 .. .,,,. to 'build a house of" tile and masonry he is considered tc» have "arrived" 

in the comm.unity0 When asking his way around a hamlet, a stranger 

always directed by and to particular houses according to the type of 

roofs they have--very visible symbols of wealth. 

Hickey surveyed housing for the 299 families residing on the west side 

of Highway 4 in 19.58, in Nguyen Huynh Due and Moi Hamlets, and found only 

15~ of them had tile roofs, while 8~ lived under thatoh.251 In 1971 

village records sh~d these same two hamlets contained 413 households, of 

whioh 42~ had tile roofing, 33~ corrugated metal or pressed cement fiber, 252 

and only 25'f, thatched$ 

251In 1958 what is now Nguyen Huynh Due Hamlet was divided into two, 
known as Ap Dinh-A and Ap Dinh-B. "Ap'' means "hamlet." See Hickey, .2.e• 

P@ 27. 
252The corrugated metal and pressed cement .fiber look very much alike 

from a distance, bo.t the latter is cooler, more expensive (and heavier, 
requiring stronger and more costly beams and supporting .framework) and 
much preferred eong those who oan afford it over the metal, but who 
cannot yet afford the still more expensive tile. The pressed cement fiber 
roofing is becoming increasingly popular in Khanh Hau, but it is relati'fely 
new and village statistics do not yet differentiate it from the corrugated 
metal.., Of the 13 Kharlh Hau houses we -,'isited in this category, 6 had 
cement fiber roofs 8 7 corrugated metal. 
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Corru~ated metal is not necessarily an improvement over thatch because 

of the intense heat it develops under the sun. Several farmers in Khanh 

Hau remarked that they preferred thatch but were unable to obtain it as 

cheaply as before, due to wartime clearing of dense grc::Mth by local 

military units and to defoliation measures in more remote areas. Thatch 

is cooler and traditionally inexpensive to replace with family labor. 

Corrugated metal is much more durable and cleaner to live under, but it 

is unbearably hot in the daytime and requires a larger initial investment. 

If about half of the middle cater,ory is now of pressed cement fiber, 

however (as indicated by our sample), 253 which definitely is considered 

an improvement over thatch, then we can say that about 57% of the houses 

now have tile or pressed-cement-fiber roofs, 43% thatch or corrugated 

metal. Surely this, compared with Hickey's findings, represents an 

important improvement in livinr, conditions. (See Table 5-9.) 

Much of this improvement has come very recently, since the introduction 

of the motor pump and Miracle Rice, which have together permitted steady 

double-croppinc with high yields and from which all classes have benefitted 

to some extent. Miracle Rice was popularly called "Honda Rice" at first, 

after the many Honda motorbikes purchased after a couple of ~ood harvests. 

z53This probably overstates the proportion, as our sample omits landless 
labor, shopkeeping and artisan families, 20-30% of the population who are 
amon~ the lower-income group. --See Ibid., p. 235. On the other hand our 
sample includes the 3 hamlets on the east side of the highway, where the 
average farmer is poorer than in Hickey's area and where fewer laborers 
and shopkeepers live, and it also includes a disproportionate 34% share of 
present-tenants, compared with a truly random sample of the farmer popula
tion i.n which present tenants should number about 12-20%. These two 
considerations tend to balance the bias of omission to so~ extent. In 
our sample of 44 farmers from all 5 hamlets, 48% had tile or pressed
cement-fiber roofs, 52~ thatched or corrugated metal. 
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Nowdays in Khanh Hau., though, it is coming to be called "House-Cont.ruc

tion Rice" (lua oat !Y!!), since so many farmers are using its proceeds to 

rebuild their homes. '!'he LTTT Program is accentuating this developnent--

9J1, or the title recipients in our sample were repairing, remodelling or 

reconstructing their houses, compared with 73"1 ot the tenants and 6?'/, ot 

the owner-cu.ltivators.254 

Qwner ... cmltivators clearly live in better houses, with ?Jf, under tile 

or preseed-oement-fiber roots, compared to only 20~ of the present-tenant 

housese The LTTT-title recipients are leaving the ranks of the tetuuits 

and catching up with th~ owner ... oultivators, presently standing Midway with 

5~ tile and pressed-cement-fiber roofs. (See Table 5-10.) 

The ownership of certain consumer durable items is also an indication 

of the wealth and status poaition:of a family. and o:r general income 

trends over time. Again we found noticeable improvement since 1958. In 

Hendry1s sample roughly 18f, or the farmers owned sewing machines and only 

~ owned radios--indeed, Hickey reported there were only 6 radios in the 

whole village, which would have been less than 2~ of all farmers, assuming 

farmers owned them all. 255 In our sample 61~ owned sewing maohines and 

15fo radios; and one large owner-cultivator owned a television set, as well. 

with another planning to buy one soon. Significant increases have also 

ooourred in the ownership or wardrobes. pressure lamps, bicycles and 

motorbikes. · Land tenure correlations exist in the ownership patterns of 

latter three items and of sewing machines. Bicycles appear to be an 

254The title recipients were more involved with major house reconstruc
tio:r1, as well, rather than with routine repairs, than were the tenants. 
( Table 6-16.) 

255Ibid., P• 235, and Hen.dry, op. cit., pp. 203 and 206 (see source note 
to TaD!eS-11). 
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"inferior good"--some or the wealthier, owner-cultivator families dropping 

them for motorbikes or scooters. (See Table 5-ll.) 

Indebtedness 

64'1> ot our farmer sample had contracted debts during the preceding 

year, the same incidence of debt f'ound by Hendry 13 years before. The 

major sources of credit were also the samiu relatives, friends and 

neighbors, and the government agricultural credit program.256 (See Tables 

5-12 5-lj.) Landlords and professional moneylenders were insignificant 

sources of credit in both studies. 

Hendry's more thorough study revealed that about 15~ of the loans came 

:from the hui (mutual aid societies or tontine).257 None of our Khanh Hau 

respondents named the !'!!!.!. as a source of credit, and we did not ask a 

direct question about it because of time constraints and the ditficu.lty in 

determining whether a participant is a net debtor or aredi tor. Vietnamese 

f'armers apparently consider the !'!!!.!. more a ~ of saving money than or 
borrowing, though or course it is both. 

Thanks to the combined effects of higher crop yields and reduction of 

rents, more of our sample had decreased their debts over the last 2 years 

than had borrowed more, which is a reversal of the trend observed in 1958 

and all the more remarkable in the current era or rapid inflation.258 The 

reversal is due entirely to the LTTT-title recipient debtor group, or whom 

2.56Hendry, op, cit., pp. 206 and 218. 

25?see Ibid •• pp. 21)-16, and Sansom., op. cit., pp. 114-22 1 for detailed 
discussions of the hui and how it works. No useful purpose would be 
served by going over it again here. 

258The Consumer Price Index for middle class families in Saigon actual]Jr 
fell by 2.9% between 19.56 and 1958, com.pared to a climb of 65.1~ between 
1969 and 1971. --Nien Giam. Thong Ke Vietnam.--1971 (Vietnam Statistical 
Yearbook) t National Institute or Statistics I Saigon, 1972, P• 314. 
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only 9% borrowed more, compared with 40~ of the owner-cultivators and 

42~ of the tenants who did• and with 52% of Hendry 1s 1958 sample. 

The average amount borrowed increased by 32% for the debtor tenants 

and by 116% for the owner-cultivators over the two years discussed, 

compared with a fall of 4% for the title-recipients. If we exclude the 

largest loans in each group as atypical, we find the average amount 

borr.owed by title-recipients fell by 39%, while it ~by an identical 

percentage for the other two groups. (See Table 5-14.) 

One final point of interest is that 86% of all those who borrowed 

money in 1971 did so at least in part to meet farm operating expenses, 

61% for consumption purposes (including 46% who borrowed for both reasons). 

More tenants borrowed than, owners; but more of the tenants who borrowed 

did so to meet farm expenses, and fewer for consumption, than the owners. 

(Table 5-12. ) 

Agricultural Production 

One indication of agricultural investment is the number of farm 

implements owned or purchased by each household. In our sample, 43% of the 

title-recipients had just bought or planned to buy new farm implements in 

the coming year, compared with only 27% of the tenants and 40% of the 

wealthier owner-cultivator group. Wealth counts in the ownership of 

modern, gasoline-powered implements like the motor pump and the ex-pensive 

rototiller. 60% of the owner-:-cultivators owned a motor pump, as did 36~ 

of the title-recipients and only 13% of the. tenants. Two members of our 

sample owned rototiller, and both of them were owner-cultivators. One 

more owner and two new owners planned to buy rototillers in the coming 

, which would raise the total to 11% of the sample who owned one. 

Ownership of the w.ooden plow pulled by water ruffalo has dropped from 4?% 

of Hendry 1s 19.58 farmer sample to 18% of ours. The new rototillers plowed 
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ground for about 1/3 or our tanners in 1971., and several more said· they 

planned to switch from buffalo to mechanical power in 1972. bringing this 

proportion up to about 1/2. All but two (4.5~) said they had made the 

change within the last two years. The fees charged by rototiller owners 

varied, some .f'a:rmrs olabdng plowing by •chine was more expensive per 

hectare than by water b:tf'talo, some said it was cheaper, som said the 

sam; they all agreed it was mob faster and killed the weeds more 

e.fteotively. 

In 19.58 there was ~ o~ motor pump in the whole village, and it was 

considered less efficient than the traditional wooden waterwheel where the 

water needed to be raised only one halt meter or less.2.59 2~ ot the 66 

farmers in Hendry 1s sample owned a waterwheel, 45~ of the owners and 18~ 

of the tenants. Thirteen years later, however• the waterwheel oompletezy 

disappeared. None of our 44 .farmers had one, nor did we see one in 

operation anywhere. Instead, )6~ or our sample owned motor pumps, distrib-

uted among land tenure group as noted above, aost of which were the 

domestically altered sampan motor {with a tin sleeve over the 2.,5-mater 

shaft and an impeller replacing the propeller) described as a new innova

tion by Robert Sansom. 260 {See Table 5-15.) 

The motor pump and the new Miracle Rice varieties have combined to 

change double-cropping from a "very risky venture that frequently tails 

to cover the marginal oosts"261 to a very profitable. routine undertaking. 

The motor JlW1lP was first "invented" near My Tho in 1962 and spread rapidly, 

259Hendry, op. cit., PP• SS, 70-2. 

Z60sansom, op. cit., Chapter 8. 

261Hendry, op. cit., p. 80. 
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Rice ( IR-8) was planted in Khanh Hau in 1968, unsuccessfully. 

the of his friends and neighbors, the innovator tried 

following year, learning from his mistakes and :f'rom personal 

made on trips to other provinces the new seed was being 

In he had 2 bum.per crops , since then many-

village have followed his example. In 19?1 same 

in 

costly) risks to improve his productivity 

........... ~ ....... was experimenting with new techniques and a 

Miracle Rice 

almost of these indicated they.had first used that 

before. Another 25~ said they intended to switch to 

coming , bringing the total up to 9!'l/,. Two 

land was too low for the new variety, which is 

high levels, In addition, the proportion of paddy land 

double ... cropped by our sample rose from 48~ in 1969 to 80~ in 1971, an 

67cf,.263 

.... ..., ... , ..... "'•!>l:!hflil included selecting a third crop variety somewhat resistant to 
brackish water, which he brought in from one of the coastal provinces, 

fast-maturing Rice vartetits for the .first 2 crops. 
dovetailing harvest and transplant operations between crops to 

of course, liberal use of motor pump. 

263anly 4 farmers (~) did not double-crop any of their holdings, and 
2 of these planned to do so the following year, :raising the.total hecta:rage 
double-oropped to a~. This would 8 farmers (18~) with all or pa.rt 
of land still siJ'lgle-oropped, and they oited various reasons 
,.,,,.11.c·''"-..1.ewiv. too low for adequate drainage 11 too high and too far fr9m a· 

'lfll'l'l'•"!i'l"W:I•"" irrigation, lack ca.pi tal, shortage of labor, and 
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These develo:r;nents raised annual production per hectare from an average 

of 181 gia to 280 gia, or by 55~, in two years. Average yields per crop 

hectare also grew from 122 gia to 1,54 gia, or by 26~,. thanks to the higher 

crop yields of Miracle Rioe. 264 (See Table 5-16.) 

Hendry found that over 2/3 ot the village - ·rice crop was sold for cash 

in 1958. 265 By 1969 this had dropped to about 50~ ot the orop 11 due no 

doubt to population pressure within the village, since yields were about 

the same as in Hendry8s day; but by 1971 cash sales had grown back to 

almost 2/3 again. 266 Another sign of the increasing commercialization or 

farm operations is the proportion of farmers who hire non-family labor to 

work in their fields. Hendry reported only 4J~ or all fa.nErs hired labor 

to some extent in 19.58,267 whereas 93,; of our sample did so in 1971. 

Although this is partly a symptom of the shortage of family labor caused 

by the military draft, it nevertheless is another indication that the self-

sufficient, peasant-farm stereotype is rare in Kha.nh Hau. 

2 ii Long Binh Dien, Dinh Tuong Province,··~ 

Long Binh Dien Village (Lm>) is 11 kilometers (6.9 miles) east of the 

province capital, My Tho, along the route to Go Cong, Provincial Highw~ 

24. This highway is in fairly good condition, but is off the beaten track 

insecurity (hard to get workers to go there). 

264.:From all reports, 1969 was a fairly normal year for Khanh Hau, so 
these prQduotion increases were real, not illusions produced by a poor 
base ,rear. Hendry f'ound yields per crop hectare averaging 120·~~ in 1958, 
which .further supports this conclusion. --Hendry, op. cit., p. • 

26.5Ibid., p. 119. 
266cash sales here do not include paddy sold t~ pay cash rents; but rents 

amounted to only 7.!vf, or the total crop or our sample in 1969, 2.7"' in 1971, 
and perhaps half or them were paid in cash, so the error is not large. 

267 Ibid., P• 255. 



light, local Very buses traverse 

comm.on carrier J-wheeled Lambretta and its 4-wheeled, 

frequent from to A person never 

than 10 or 1.5 minutes for one, and the 11-km. ride oosts 

U .. S. 7@5 cents (JOVN piastres when we were there). 

the Hon River• which links the Upper Mekong 

~) the Cho Gao Canal as part Mekong 

T.Jf~"·""'-"'1!'11""" system. Residents and visitors crossing the river Long 

Dinh Hamlet on southern bank must dodge the continuous procession of 

heavily canal boats and barges• which can easily swamp a small sampan 

caught their wakes. Irrigation canals carry the river (at 

high tide) to some of the nearby fields and orchards, allowing the more 

1·01~t.unai~ farmers to exercise a degree of water control. 

This village was one of the two studied in depth by Robert Sansom in 

1967,and. some of his findings provide useful comparisons with our own· 

reported below. We were happy to discover, however 11 that village 

.......... _ .... had completed an unofficial census or the entire village just 

our arrival, which provided us with more complete and up ... to-date 

we were able to obtain in our other three villages.268 

268This door-to-door census was conducted throughout the district at the 
rec:iuetsi:; and under the guidance of the Cho Gao District chief, Lt. Col. Iq, 

on own initiative. Although it was not planned and executed 
by professionals and therefor has some obvious shortcomings,it does 
provide some and interesting information, and it could be especially 
valuable tor comparative purposes in later years. Conducted in Long Binh 

Village between November 1971 and January 1972, it will hereinafter 
referred as the "LED Census, 19?2." 
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Demographic Data269 

The seven hamlets of LH> contained a population of 4738 people, ,58.6~ 

of them tamale, 41.4$~ male 11 proportions p.ractioall1" identical with those 

in Khanh Hau Village. There were 829 households 11 however, which means 

each household averaged only 5.7 residents--significantly lower than the 

current Khanh Hau average or 7.2. 

A surprisingly low proportion of the population was listed as gainfully 

employed--only 15.~. This group together with those listed as housewives 

comprised only 22.6c.' of the village population. The rest were either small 

children 11 students 11 or the elderly. This tends to confirm the complaints 

of a local labor shortage heard from so many farmers. or the 753 

individuals listed as gainf'ully employed 11 ?2.2~ gave farming as their 

chief' occupation, 18.~ gave orchard tending,, and 8.~ said they worked 

chiefly as hired labor (O.~ other). 

A high rate of literacy was reported, with only l.~ of the adults 

olassitied as illiterate. 17.5% had reached the secondary school level of 

studies- while the remaining 80.9;( had received at least some elementary 

schoolinge 

On the question or religious orientation 64.1~ said they practiced 

Confucian ancestor worship, only 28.8~ declared themselves Buddhist, 6.~ 

Cao Dai and o.~ each Catholic and P.rotestant.270 

269From the LBD Census, 1972. 

27°rn our own sample or 45 farmers, 44.~ said they were Confucian and 
66.7rf, Buddhist, with 1,5.6',( claiming both (4.~ were Cao Dai). I suspect 
the percentage who follow some of both Buddhist and Conf'uoian ancestor 
worship traditions is fairly high, higher than our 1,5.6~, and, that one 
can get different results on preferences depending on how one poses the 
question. The LBD Census listed none as both, which may indicate their 
query was not as open-ended as ours. (See Table 5 ... 30. )' 
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The political alignment or each household was also recorded• though it 

is doubtful it was determined during the interviews. s;.4~ o:f' the house

holds were listed as supporting the government, ll.;~ as being neutral, 

and 3.1~ as sympathizing with the communists, most of the latter residing 

in the two northwestern-most hamlets, Dien My and B1nh Hoa. 

Sample Selection 

Village officials felt it would be sate enough for us to travel unes

corted throughout the four southern hamlets, but thought we should have an 

escort in the northern three • Dien My, Binh Hoa. and Thanh Loi. Vie 

therefor limited our selection process to the southern tour, Dien Thanh Loi, 

Binh Hanh, Long Thanh, and Long Dinh, which indluded 71.2~ of the total 

village population. We were more fortunate than Robert Sansom, who in 

1967 could visit only the 2 central hamlets, Binh Hanh and Long Thanh, 

which contained (in 1972) only )8.~ ot the village population.271 

Since the LBD Census indicated the nuaber of rice farmers in each 

hamlet, we used that instead of the total population to allocate our 

interviews.272 The selection process proceded as before, by drawing lots 

out of a hat for each set of three ·farmers, until we had interviewed a 

total of 45f'a.rmers, 15 in each land tenure category, divided among 

hamlets as indicated in Table 5-17. 

27lsansom thought the village had only 6 hamlets, inexplicably omitting 
the largest one, Dien Thanh Loi, through which he had to travel every day 
enroute between My Tho and the 2 hamlets he studied. Both village and 
hamlet o.f'f'icials assured me that LBD has had all 7 hamlets as long as they 
could remember, and they exhibited an old French map of' the village 
shONing the same boundaries as exist today. --See Sansom, op. cit., p. 12 
and l:h 

272we made One adjustment to compensate f'or an apparent bias in the 
census figures. The census indicated an almost equal number ot rice farmers 
in the two largest hamlets, Dien Thanh Loi and Binh Hanh. In the former, 
however, 122 persons were listed as housewives, while none were in Binh Hanh. 
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The village land register lists a total cad.astral area of 1198 hectares 

in Long Binh Dien, with 1005 hectares identified as rioeland and the 

mostly as orchard land.273 The LBD Census reported its 544 rice 

t'ftl"''MA'li•c:t cultivated only 674 hectares of paddy land, however, including the 

land they worked in other villages. This means that 1/3 or more or the 

LBD was cultivated by non-residents, farmers living in 

neighboring villages who worked fields in LBD. 274 By applying the average 

as indicated by the LBD Census (1.24 ha.) to the total rice-

area. we can determine that approximately 810 farmers are working 

paddy fields in LBD. By March 26, 1973, three years after the LTTT Program 

was launched, titles had been printed for distribo.tion to 507 farmers, or 

When asked why there were no housewives in Binh Hanh, village officials 
explained that mant women are both housewives and farmers and they also 
work as hired labor. When recording occupations in Dien Thanh Loi Hamlet, 

census takers apparently. puputt most of these women down as "primarily" 
housewives, whereas in Binh 'll&nh other census takers emphasized the 
gainful employment. This is typical of the problems encountered in a non
professional census-taking operation. To compensate for this, we assigned 
one more set of J interviews to the larger hamlet, assuming that the 
number of listed there was understated, while in Binh Hanh it was 
overstated (as, for example, when both husband and wi.fe are listed as 
... !l'!l,,.~ ..... e on the same farm). See Table .5-1?. 

273small amounts are designated as cemetery plots and residential areas, 
but residential plots are included in the "orchard" category. 
--Village Office, A~gust 1972. 

274This also means that while the proportions of village rioeland area 
v-v-~iA'Pl::il>n by the LTTT Program indicated in Table 5 .... 2 are correct t the 

proportions of "all households" :tis.bed as affected are overstatements, 
since 829 households of LBD include only 2/3 of the rice farmers who 
would be their titles through the village office. Village 

divide or exclude several residential areas adjacent to large 
included rioeland. 
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63~ of the estimated 810 farmers on village riceland, transferring 

ownership of 590 ha., or 5'jf, all LBD rioeland.275 Some 95~ of these 

applications had been approved and ~ ot the titles distributed at the 

our visit in January to March, 19?2. 

Unfortunately, no questions regarding land tenure were included in the 

Census, but village officials reported that 1.58 ha. were exempt from 

distribution as Huong Hoa land, and they estimated that about 100 of these 

hectares were farmed by about 100 tenants, the remainder being directly 

cultivated by the owners. In addition, they reported 6 tenants farming 

7 hectares of religious land and that approximately 30 tenants were 

farming 20 ha. of land owned by relatives and did not wish to request title. 

Thus, about l?~ of all farmers (136/810) would rem.a.in tenants, unaffected 

by the LTTT Program, on roughly 13~ of the LBD ricela.nd area. This 

represents a reduction from around 79'1> tenancy on 71~ ot the rioeland. area 

before the program. 

Again, traditional Lorenz Curves of land ownership distribution, such 

as presented in Figure 5 ... 5, tell only a small part of the story. Looking 

at the curve, one sees that whereas the upper l?f, of the owners held 

title ··to 57'f, of the land before the LTTT Program, redistribution had 

progressed by August 1972 to the point where the same proportion of owners 

275All bit 3 titles for a total of 3 hectares had been received by the 
farmers by this date. 1973 data is from the oompu:ter printout, "Bao Cao 
Tinh TranfS Cap Phat Dat Thuoo Chuong Trinh NCCR, Nga.y 26-03-73" (Progress 
Report on Land Distribution under the LTTT Program, 26 March 1973), for 
Long Binh Dien Village. 

276see Table 5-18a and b. The average holding owned fell from 3,3 to 
105 ha. 
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still 44~ of the land. The actual of owners represented by 

that 17'fo ratio increased, however. from .51 to 115, or by 125~, and this 

important is hidden by traditional curves, although it can be 

easily from the tables on which they are based. We can see 

from 5-18 that holdings of less than J ha. included 68~ of the 

owners and only 2.5~ of the land before the program, but 92~ of the owners 

and 71% of land by August 1972. 

A set of Curves, such as ·presented in preceding 

for Khanh appears in Figure 5 .... 6, based on the LED data as of 

August 1972 in Both of the curves in Figure 

the same number of people, including all former and present 

owners and an estimated 1J6 remaining tenants. 

Again 11 the "before" curve is based on .fairy aoourate data, having 

been directly from a 1969 land register maintained by the Village 

but the "after" curve is based on incomplete and preliminary 

11 since the work of expropriation and redistribution was still 

underway records were understandably in a state of flux. Records 

were more complete than for any of the other J villages we studied, 

nn-wr.Qv&:ll,,.; of the ll98-heotare oada.stral area listed in the pre-LTTT land 

register, we account for 1195 hectares in the August 1972 reoords 

our A amount of land had been reclassif'ied from rioe-

orchard or the other categories (residential plots, roadway, 

A.aw~•·~.....,,,. land), so that the total rioeland figure is smaller by 14 ha. 

than 

A adjustment of the "after" data was required to compensate for 

issued to 22.2~ of the recipients, since the data we 
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Figure 5-5 

LCRENZ CURVES OF LAND ONNERSHIP DIS'lRIBUTION 

AMONG OWNERS IN LONG BINH DlEN VILLAGE, 
BEFCRE AND AFTER 1970 LTTT PROJRAM 

10 20 JO 40 50 60 70 
Percentage of Owners 

Before LTTT Program (JOl Qmers) 
----- After LTTT Program (667 Owners) 
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Source: See Table 5-18a and b. 
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Figure 5-6 

LORENZ CURVES OF LAND ONNERSHIP DIS'IRIBUTION 

AMONG OWNERS AND TENANTS IN LONG BINH DIEN VILLAGE, 

EEFCRE AND AFTER 1970 LTTT PRcx.rRAM 

10 20 30 40 50 60 70 
Percentage of Owners and Tenants 
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Before LTTT Program (868 Owners & Tenants) 

After LTTT Program (868 Owners & Tenants) 

See Table 5-19. 
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obtained was by titles a.nd not by owner. 277 The procedure we followed 

has resulted in a slic'.htly larn:er bulp;e in the L 00-1.49 ha. ownership 

E>tratum than it actually should have, but it is a closer approximation of 

the truth than the uncom~nsated version would be. 

Jhen these data were collected there were copies of 518 new, LTTT 

titles on file, indicatirn~ the redistribution of 509 hectares; and records 

indicated 106 landlords had lost a total of 523 hectares. These figures, 

upon which Tables 5-18 and 5-19 and Firures 5-5 and 5-6 are based; 

represent 85% of the 3-year totals reported in March 197J. 278 

Despite these deficiencies the modified Lorenz Curves (FiP,ure 5-6) 

demonstrate a sivnifi.cant redistribution of land ownership amonr~ all par-

ties directly concerned with the land, either as 01.mers or as cultivators, 

by the LT'rT Pro:;ram 9 even thou~h it was only 85% complete. Landlessness 

277Not realizing the extent of the problem until later. we failed to 
obtain the names and identifyin~~ numbers of each new owner when we 
reviewed copies of their titles, rendering us unable to combine those titles 
issued to the same person. To com~nsate for this error we have deducted 
)).64 of the LTTT titles proportionately from the 2 lowest ownership strata, 
.. 01-.49 ha. and .50- .. 99 ha., and added 16.8% to the average stratum, l..00-
L49 (distribution has avera.c:ed 1.16 ha. per recipient in LBD), alonr~ with 
an appropriate amount of land. T.n addition to the problem of multiple LTTT 
titles distributed to new owners, there were also a number of cases in 
which part-owner, part-tenants received LTTT titles to add to their 
previous holdinp-s (permitted so long as each combined holdin?: does not 
exceed the upper limit of 3 ha.). "He were unable to correlate the new 
titles with the old ownership records, for the same reason indicated above, 
and we have not attempted to adjust for this problem, since we do not know 
the extent of it (althoui~h we believe that only a small proportion of 
holdini~s are involved in this villa~~e ) • 

278
By March 1973. 609 titles had been distributed to 507 recipients for 

590 hectares. Compare this in mar~ni tude with the earlier Ordinance 57 
land reform pro.c~ram, in which, according to one of its participants in 
LBD, a total of 54 hectares was distributed to 36 tenants in this village. 
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from 65% to 23~ of the entire group, the first percentage including 

only tenants, the latter including 16~ tenants and ?f, completely 

sP<>sses~1ea landlords 111 Whereas the lower 8~ of' this mmer-plus-tena.nt 

title to only 9.rf, of the rioeland in 1969, August 1972 

l()W'est 79f, the same group held 45~ of the riceland. At the upper 

of curves we see that while the wealthiest 11~ of the group held 

to 751> the riceland in 1969. the upper 13% held only 44% of it 

The Gini index of more traditional Lorenz curves in Figure 5-5 

rt,,.,1F\'t~111" from • 574 to Ill 390 • or by J2. l~, due to the LTTT Program. When 

we include the landless tenants who received titles and an estimated 

136 who remained landless the index drops by J?.8~, from .851 to .529, 

a much more severe state of inequality prior to and a more 

significant improvement as a result or the LTTT Program. 

Robert Sansom attempted to make the point that a significant f'ra.gmen-

in size of landholdings owned occurred in LED Village between 

1931 1962, with the percentage o! holdings of more than 5 hectares 

declining from 18.3% to 3.~.279 The data we obtained from the Village 

Register 1969, which had been copied by village officials from 

records o.f the Provincial Land Service, Dinh Tuong Province (the same 

source cited by Sansom) differ substantially from Sanso:m1s data and 

a conflicting conclusion--that very little fragmentation of 

had occurred, despite the intervening Ordinance 57 land reform. 

Sansom used 1931 data from Yves Henry, 
Imprimerie d 1Extreme-Orient, Hanoi, 
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Our information on all land owned, presented in Table 5-20 in a form 

compatible for comparison with Sansom•s data, indicates that 12.2~ of all 

holdings were still 5 hectares or more in 1969, a third down from 1931, 

but four times the ratio Sansom reported in 1962. When we consider only 

rioela.nd, as in Table 5-18 11 we find that 16.~ of the holdings were 5 

hectares or more. Only in 1972, with the LTTT Program 85~ completed, does 

the 5 ha. or more Pf"QPO!f.tion ot holdings drop (to 3.3~) near Sansom•s 

levei.280 

Thirteen o:f 15 tenants we f'ound for interview were f a.rming land 

registered as Huong Hoa ancestor worship land, one was renting land from 

a Catholic Church, and one was simply unaware of the paperwork requirements 

for land redistribution until our visit.281 One third ot the tenants were 

280The only plausible explanation I have for this is that Sansom neglected 
to combine the numerous entries in the land register of small plots owmd 
by the same :person or family. Only one of the larger holdings was listed 
all in one piece, and that was a 40-ha. orchard. The largest holding, 58 ha., 
was divided among 8 separate entries, all under the same nue. Another 
holding of 35 ha. was divided among 9 entries. This practice was comm.on 
even for small holdings of only a few hectares--they were often divided 
among multiple entries. We were able to identify enough multiple entries 
to reduce the 619 m.ain entries in the 1969 land register (and many of 
these were sub:livided) to 4.58 owners. 

To make matters even worse, as discussed below in Chapter 6, landlord 
families commonly owned land in several villages and had often split legal 
ownership up among immediate family members, though still administering· 
the property as a single unit. Both of these practices would tend to make 
a comparison of 1931 district data with 1962 village data overstate the 
actual .fragmentation which had occurred; bu.t it appears that Sansom•s data 

.faulty for the other reasons discussed above as well. 
There also appears tp be either a misprint or miscalculation in his 

tabulation, since his 1962 percentages total only 99.1 and the last entry 
on the 1962 row (O.ls') is an impossibility, since 1/414 • .0024. That 
last entry should probably be l.O~, and this alone would raise his 1962 
"5 ha. or more" proportion from 3.0 to 3.~. 

281The hamlet chief introducing us expressed his surprise at this and 
arrangements on the spot to help this lady fa.mer with her iitle 

application form. 
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renting land belonging to relatives (one giving this as the reason he had 

not requested title on the portion of his farm which was not Huong Hoa), 

compared with only 13~ or the LTTT title recipients who had been renting 

from relatives0 

Not much difference can be discerned between the tenant and title-

recipient groups in landlord location and type of contract. About 2£1% of 

or had had landlords residing in the same village, 31~ in the 

same districtD 341' in the same province, and only 6'1i elsewhere. The same 

proportion of both groups 11 47%, held or had held wri tum contracts with 

their landlords 11 while the other 539' operated or had operated under 

Stipulated rents averaged 26 gia par hectare before the LTTT Program, 

which would have required l~ of the 1969-70 crop. The LTTT recipient 

group claimed to have paid the run amount required that year, but the 

present tenants reported paying a slightly smaller amount, coming to 16~ 

annual orop.282 The proportion of a "normal" annual yield paid 

in rents ranged from 6~ to 5~, but with only 4 out of 29 tenants or 

former tenants (l~) paying more than the 25% legal limit, compared with 

l/J of the Khanh Hau tenants who were paying more. 

Living Standards 

The average standard of living in LED is lower than in Khanh Hau. 

66~ of the LBD households live under roofs 0£ thatch, while orily 7f, have 

roofs of tile or concrete, compared with 3~ and 2~, respectively, in 

Khanh Hau. 283 Our sample of farmers was wealthier than the village 

-...,~1..: .. ., ... ,,,,, Tables 5-21 and 6 ... 3. 

28Jsee Table 5-22. 
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average, as one should expect, since we excluded the landless laborers 

and probably have a higher proportion or owner-cultivators--the 

wealthiest grouP--than would a truly random sample.284 or the 45 farmers 

we interviewed, 29'f, had tile or concrete roots on their homes, only 44~ 

thatch. 

Difference in housing between owner-cultivators and the other two 

groups were marked, as in Khanh Hau; but, except for the fact that 2/3 of 

the LTTT beneficiaries were repairing, remodelling, or reconstructing 

their houses, while only ~ of the remaining tenants were, there was 

little to indicate the new owners of LBD were fast catching up with the 

0 old0 owner-cultivators. 6~ or the "old" owner-cultivators had tile 

roofs, compared with only 13% ot the present and former tenants. 53~ of 

the former had brick or cement walls, only 1~ of the latter did. Only 

40~ of the owner-cultivators lived on packed-earth floors, while an even 

8~ of the other· two groups did. 285 

Table 5-23 indicates the proportions or our farmer sample owning 

selected vehicles and consumer durables and compares our results with the 

findings of the LBD Census. OUr farmer sample again proves to be richer 

284aur sample contained 33~ owner-cultivators by design. While they 
were selected within that tenure category in a semi-random manner, their 
proportion in the total sample was pre-determined. Robert Sansom. 
(9P• cit., p. 72) reported that 54~ of his sample were owner-cultivators; 
but since he was limited exclusively to the two central, more secure 
hamlets, where the wealthier families have long concentrated their homes, 

sample is not representative of the whole village, either. Estimates 
above would place the number of' owner-cultivators farming LBD land 

at 16?, or 21~ ot all 810 farmers, and they would be tilling 288 ha., 
29'f, of the LBD riceland area. 

2B5see Table 5-22. 
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the average village resident, 6?% of them owning at least one bicycle, 

24'f, owning motorbikes, ?6~ radios and 51~ sewing ma.chines, to mention the 

more important "modern" items. Land tenure correlations exist in the 

ownership statistics of four of these items, bnt show up most strongly 

the ownership of a fifth--the wall clock, which is appa:rentl¥ considered 

by to be a prestigious luxury. Some of the new owners are using 

higher incomes to purchase consumer durables--6 of them did so in 

~ compared with only 2 tenants and one owner-cultivator. Among the 

items 

0 the appearing an average of 2.0 in each household among 

our new owners (after the 1971 purchases), slightly more (2.3 and 2.1) 

among owner-cultivators and slightly (1.8 and 1.2) among the 

remaining tenants. 

Of our sample of 45 farmers, 53~ had borrowed money during the year 

preceding our interviews, excluding debtors of the hui associations.286 

Over half those borrowing (_54%) did so only to meet farm operating 

or to make agricultural investments, 8~ borrowed for purely 

consumption purposes, while the remaining 38~ used the money for both 

production and consumption expenditures. 

286we did ask question about hui participation due to limitations 
of and the difficulty of determining a member's net debtor or creditor 

This makes our findings on indebtedness in LBD not quite 
comparable with those of Robert Sansom, who did include the hui and took 

time to study it in great detail. Sansom found that ?6% of his 50-
sa.mple in LBD were debtors in 1966-67, and of the 127 loans 

in the 2 villages he studied, 41% were from hui associations. 
--Sansom, pp. 105-22. 
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The major source of credit in LED was the government Agricultural 

Development Bank (ADE), which provided 61% of the loans and 79f, of the 

funds reported by our sample. Next oame relatives, who provided 29'f, of 

the loans and 2~ of the funds, with friends and neighbors trailing in a 

very poor third and last place, providing only l~ of the amount borrowed. 

This contrasts with the situation in Khanh Hau Village. where friends and 

neighbors provided more of the funds than any other source. None of our 

LBD sample mentioned a moneylender, merchant or landlord as a source of 

credit. (See Table 5-lJ.) 

Owner-cultivators were still (as in 1966-67287) obtaining the lion•s 

share of government loans. While comprising only 1/3 of our sample, this 

group received ~ of the ADB funds reported by all 45 farmers. 53~ of 

the owner-cultivators interviewed had borrowed from the ADB within the 

last year, compared to 40~ of the LTTT title recipients and only 2~ of 

the remaining.tenants. 

We visited LBD Village a.f.'ter a couple of bad harvests due to insect 

damage. Annual production had fallen l~ over the last 2 yea.rs for those 

in our sample, despite a 6'f, increase in the amount of land double-cropped. 

The remission of rents nevertheless allowed the LTTT beneficiaries to 

experience a rise in income, since their disposable paddy (after rents 

and in-kind labor payments) rose by 21~, Both t>:t the other two groups 

were having to tighten their belts, however; the owner-cultivators 

suffered a 7f, drop in disposable paddy, the tenants 14%. 

Of those borrowing in 1969, 88~ of the owner-cultivators were able to 

increase their debts in 1971-2 • in response to the fall in their incomes, 

287see ~. p. 112. 
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while only 14~ of the tenants were able to do so.. Rent remission helped 

a fourth of the new-ownAr debto:r-s to reduce their debts, but 6J% of them 

d . •t t 288 borrowed more than before, mostly for farm expenses an inves men·s., 

This evidence confirms the observation that land ownership makes it easier 

for a farmer to obtain credit and to obtain more credit in times of 

preater need .. 

Agricultural Production 

The farmers of LBD are provinP, to be much slower in adopting some of 

the modern methods of production that are sweeping Khanh Hau.. In 1971 

only 2~ of our LBD sample plowed their fields with mechanical power, the 

rest still using t~e water buffalo; and only 7% more planned to make the 

switch in 1972 11 brinn:inr the total to 9%, compared with 50% in Khanh Hau. 

Sansom found 38% of his LBD sample were double-croppinr:r, rice in 1966-7 .. 289 

This had risen to only 421' of our sample290 in 1971-72, compared with 91% 

in Khanh Hau.. The new Miracle Rice seeds were not introduced into the 

Mekonrr Del ta until 196B .. 291 ,1Jhile in Khanh Hau 95% of our sample planned 

to plant this new, high yield variety in 1972, however, in LBD only 27% 

had such plans and only 20% had planted it in 1971. 

288
see Table 5-24. 

289s. ·t 78 ansom, op. cl ., p. • 

29°our sample was double-croppinp. 31% of its riceland area, compared with 
80% for the Khanh Hau sample. The LBD Census, 1972; however, reported that 
48~ of the riceland area was double-cropped and that not quite half of this 
(23~ of the total area) was planted in Miracle Rice. 

291
m-R rice was first harvested outside a government experimental 

station in Vo Dat Village, Binh Tuy Province• in Feb. 1968, and it was 
distributed for plantinp; throu~hout the Mekong Delta in succeeding months. 
--"Miracle Rice Comes to ifietnam, 11 Viet-Nam Bulletin, Viet-Nam Info 
Series 15, Ar,riculture: Miracle Rice (11-69), Embassy of Vietnam, 
.fashinr;ton, D.C. • p. 6. 
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A slightly higher proportion of our LED sample (44~)292 owned a motor 

pump than in Kham Hau (36c:'), but no rototillers were reported in the 

whole village.293 As in Khanh Hau, the ownership distribution or motor 

pumps was highly skewed toward landowner-cultivators, of which 60% owned 

at least one pump, compared with 47'1> of the LTTT owners and only 271' of 

the remaining tenants. (See Table .5-2 .5. ) 

As noted above, LBD rice yields dropped 10~ in the last 2 years~ In 

1971-2 they averaged only 48<f, of the total-Per-hectare yield in Khanh 

Hau, 66"' of the latter's oroP-hectare yield. (See Table .5-21.) The 

proportion of the total rice harvest sold remained steady at 48~, however, 

while the portion consumed rose from JO to J.5f,, thanks to the remission 

of rents. The proportion sold was up from Sansom•s reported 32% (with 

43"' consumed) in 1966 ... 7,294 but was considerably lower than the 64<f, sold 

by Khanh Hau farmers in 19?1. (See Table 5-26.) 

3. Phu Thu 

The Village of Phu Thu stretches back from the southwest bank of the 

Lower Mekong or fil!:ng River (the French called it the Ba.ssao River) 

292up from 38~ in Sansom•s 196? sample, and with a saller proportion 
of owner-oultivators than his sample. The LBD Census, 1972, reported 
150 motor pwaips in the whole village, or an average or one tor each or 
27~ or the farmers.--Sansom, op. cit., P• 169. 

293rn neither the LBD Census nor our sample interviews. The Census did 
report 29 pressure insecticide sprl!ey'ers on hand, enough for ;.3~ of the 
farmers, up .from 2'/, or Sansom1s sample.--Ibid., P• 84. 

294sansom reported an average croP-hectare yield or 1.99 MT in LBD in 
1966-7, which was apparently another bad year. At ;o gia per mtrio ton 
our sample averaged 2.28 MT per croP-ha. in 1969-?0, 2.02 MT in the "bad 
year" of 1971-2. Calculated in an annual basis, our LBD sample averaged 
2.66 l!lr/ha. in 1971-2, 2.94 MT two years before, and they claimed to 
average ).04 MT/ha. before that (and before anyone had Miracle Rice). 
Ibid.• p. 186, and our Table 5-21. 
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between J and 5 kilometers downstream .from Can Tho, the capital of Phong 

Dinh Province and the largest oH;,y in the Delta. Despite its proximity 

to a large urban area 9 Phu Thu was th.a least accessible village of the 

four under studye It had no roads whatsoever. All transportation to 

and from Can Tho was by water, the trip to the Village Office taking 

about JO minutes by motorized _sampan (ghe may) water-taxi, depending on 

the direction and speed of the tide, and costing 150$ VN {$.38 U$S.). 

Renting a ghe may or tao ran {the latter a faster boat, long and narrow, 

but more expensive) is a luxury only the richer can afford. We took it 

in the mornings to save time, since the wait for a do may to depart the 

market was often a long one. 

The do ma.y were motorized, wooden water-busses constructed with a 

roof on top and a row of windows along each side. They could be seen 

plying the rivers in various sizes, the larger ones handling the more 

distant traffic. The Phu Thu do could seat about 24 passengers on the 

inside and more up on the roof, and they charged 30$ {$.08 U.S.) each for 

the Phu Thu ... -Ca.n Tho trip. A do ma..y would pass about once every JO 

minutes in the morning, but only 2 or 3 trips would be made all afternoon, 

irregular times, and if one missed the last one to Can Tho, which 

usually left Phu Thu between 4 and 4: 30 PM, he was stranded. The ghe may, 

easy to obtain at the Can Tho market, were seldom to be seen along the 

local streams of Phu Thu, especially in later afternoon; and more than 

onoe a Popular Defense Force soldier had to fire his carbine in the air 

as a signal to a. boatman passing far out in the Mekong River to come in 

pick us UP@ 

The ebb and flood of the tide causes the water level in Phu Thu to 
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fluctuate commonly 9 or 10 feet at irregular intervals,295 creating 

special transportation problems for some areas of the villa.gee Three se~s 

of our interviews ( 9 interviews) drawn were in the upper reaches of the 

(Rach) Cai Doi Creek, J or 4 km. upstream from its mouth on the Hau Giang 

(in an area called Ngon Chua of Phu Hoa Hamlet), accessible only at high 

tide Ill We could never interview more than l or 2 farmers a day in this 

hamlet, often we saw no one, since they had to plan their trips out 

to or on other business around the same daily tides on which 

we were coming ine If the tide was high only at midday we could not 

in this hamlet, as we would be stranded at low tide in the late 

afternoone We had to watch for a high morning tide on which to go in, 

conduct our interview(s) and eat lunch while the tide went out, and wait 

for the wa. te:rs to rise again in the afternoon to return home • It was 

possible to walk out; but, besides being a long distance under the hot 

sun, the 11m0nkey b:ridges 11 were down, which meant wading across the little 

ll"t,,..,,:11.e.L?·a enrouteo Walking out was not a recommended activity. 296 

Unpaved footpaths line the banks of the local streams. During the 

rainy season they become muddy and slippery, and they are often submerged 

295Tidal schedules were published daily in the local Can Tho newspapers" 
but they seemed to have little relation to the timing of high and low 
tides we observed in Phu Thu, nor could we discern a regular variation 
between the observed and printed timing. There seemed to be an irregular 
whiplash effect in the upstream tributaries. 

29~ortunately, we were befriended by a young man 9 a slightly disabled 
'Ull:ll'fl''.llli>'l>">f.~,,,, from Saigon who had married a young lady .from this hamlet and had 
settled near her family. He went by the nickname Tam Tho Den (Tho 
Den means "the lam.pmaker"), since he made deco:rati ve bamboo lanterns .for 
sale through a Can Tho novelty and gift shop. Mr. Tam resided near the 
mouth of the Cai Doi Creek and was always ready to retrieve us from 
upstream with his ghe may and small son as soon as the tides would permit. 



at high tide. One can cross most or the smuler creeks and canals via 

bmboo "monkey bridges" (.2!!!! khi), rickety constructions high over the 

water (so sampans can pass underneath), with one bamboo pole to walk on 

and one or two smaller ones between knee and waist high to hang on to, 

which are very appropriately named.297 The main streams are far too wide 

and deep for the monkey bridges, however, and must be paddled across in 

tiny canoe-like boats or the larger sampans. 

Demographic Data 

The four hamlets of Phu Thu Village contain a population of 6178 people. 

There were exactly 1000 households on record in May 1972, indicating an 

average household size of 6.2 persons. The village is predominantly 

(61~) of the traditiona1 Budd.hist faith, but with a sizeable minority 

(2~) of Hoa Hao and a sprinkling of those who ca1l themselves Confucian, 

Cao Dai or Christian. (See Table 5-)0.) Very little other information on 

the soaicilogical characteristics or the population was available at the time 

of our visit. 

Sample Selection 

We were cautioned not to go to the two more distant hamlets unescorted, 

Phu Trung and Phu Hung; so we limited our selection process to the two 

central hamlets--Phu Hoa along Rach298 Cai Doi and Phu Thanh along Rach Cai 

Sau--whioh contained 61~ of the village population. We selected household 

nun1bers out of a hat, as be.fore, divided proportionately between the two 

hamlets according to their population, as indicated in Table 5-28. 

297Their users are frequently dunked, as many or the local residents and 
my wife will attest. 

298iiach means creek or small river. 
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.... ,;""•''llJ:; proceeded as planned in Phu Hoa Hamlet. despite the 

delays oaused by the transportation problems described above. In Phu 

Thanh, however, we actually interviewed 3 extra farmers, one in each land 

our useable quotase One tenant and one owner-cultivator 

have been farming for only 2 years, and were replaced by 

was an owner-cultivator during the 

the IA't-•lll>""'il',.... 6 '1'.'l" turned out to have only recently 'Mii!!'l>.,.~A"ll•,,,.a ... 

the LTTT Program--after we had already interviewed 

one of the owner-

cases 

interviewed was later dropped from the analysis as a ndJted 

owner-cultivator and half LTTT-title recipient, leaving only 14 

in the owner-cultivator category.JOO 

dropped the two 2-year farmers from the analysis, since we 
~"'"'i.'IJVL replacement interviews in the immediate neighborhood, as we lfould. 

have done anywa;y without interviewing the .former .farmers first, 
............ ,,~,,.,,. in time. If' we discovered a farmer had farmed for less than 
or was or the wrong tenure category soon enough, we could ·back out 

interview gracefully and look for another candidate. Sometimes, 
the situation was such it would have seemed discourteous or rude 0 

after asking him to forgo a half-d~ or work in his fields and 
a group of relatives and friends had gathered around to listen; and 

was too late to look for another interview that dS¥ anyway, so we 
continue. I have retained three "extra tt interviews we picked up in 

this way (one in every village but LBD) , as long as there was no other 
reason dropping them. Since the sample was so small and only semi-
,.,~,.,,rt~.wa to with, I doubt that mu.oh additional damage has been done to 
its representative character. Thus 9 ins,tead the planned 15, we have 16 
owner-cultivators in HBT 0 16 title :recipients here in Phu Thu 0 and 14 title 
recipients in Khanh Hau after dropping 2 for other reasons. 

5-29 for sex, age, level of education 
Thu sample. 

household size of 
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Land Tenure 

The total cad.astral area of Phu Thu is 1485.5 hectares, with about 74'1> 

of that in rice, 13~ in orchard and residential land, and?~ classified 

as planted to vegetables in 1972 (about .50 hectares• or 3.~ of the total 

village heotarage were reported as abandoned, uncultivated land in Phu 

Hung Hamlet). From the best estimates that could be derived, with the 

help of the village agricultural commissioner, it appears that approximately 

69% of the farmers were tenants before the LTTT Program, renting 58~ of the 

cultivated land. Land expropriation and redistribution statistics 

gathered in M!cy' 19?2 were again preliminary and incomplete; bit it was 

estimated that the LTTT Program would reduce tenancy to no more than 128 

farmers, or to around 13% of all farmers,30l renting 189 hectares, or 13% 

of the cultivated land.302 

:301The base number of all farmers, 993, derived by adding different 
groups of farmers separately estimated, is undoubtedly too high in a village 
with only 1000 households. While we were able to reduce the multiple-LTTT
titles received to appropriate number of recipient farmers with statistioal 
adjustments similar to those described earlier in this chapter, there are 
other sources or duplication we were unable to eliminate, especially since 
we are here counting all land, and many residential orchard plots and 
paddy fields owned by the same farmers would be listed and counted sepa ... 
ra.tely. Fully 36~ of the farmers we interviewed in this village were of 
mixed tenure status, about half of these owning small plots of orchard or 
vegetable land as well as renting (or receiving LTTT title to) riceland, 
the other half of mixed tenure on riceland itself. Village officials had 
no occupational data to show us, but they estimated the proportion of 
farmers in Phu Thu would be high, between 80 and 90% of total households. 

302sinoe we were unable to separate the orchard land from the rioeland 
areas in some or the statistics obtained, these figures include all land 
instead of just the riceland area as in the discussions above of Khanh 
Hau and LBD. Most of the "orchard land. 11 in Phu Thu is in reality 
residential area, subdivided among owners and tenants into tiny household 
plots,whioh were not redistributed under the LTTT Program but remain 
under the names of the original owners. Because of the obvious duplication 
involved, we did not include estimates of tenants on this retained 
orchard land, since most of them are already counted as LTTT ... title 
recipients or Huong Hoa tenants of riceland. The orchard plots themselves 
~ included in the land area figures, however, 90 ha. of them rented. 
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IJ.L.V•UCll-lb and modified Lorenz Curves of landownership distribution 

Thu show same lessening of inequality as in the two villages 

discussed abovet The effects of the LTTT Program demonstrated in Figures 

and inclusion of 

land, instead of using the rioeland area alone e The numerous t 

cuu:iu...&. residential plots of "orchard land" and the duplication of owners 

skew of 

curves decrease observed differences between them, since these 

plots a.re unaffected by the Program. 

Taken as rough approximations, however, the statistics show that the 

landowners increased from 4,52 to 872, or by 93$(, and that the 

proportion of them owning less than J ha. increased from 67 to 90~.303 

The proportion of total land area in holdings of less than J ha. increased 

from to '63~. Considering tenant farmers and landowners together, 

the upper 14~ them owned 751> of the land area before the LTTT Program, 

whereas the upper 15~ owned only 50~ or the land in May 1972. 

traditional Gini index of inequality in ownership distribution 

declined from e.5.58 before the LTTT Program to .475 with redistribution 85~ 

a decline of 14.~. The more ~omprehensive index obtained 

including landless tenants in the data, as in the Lorenz curve of 

figure , declined from .810 to .563, however, or by JO.;~, indicating 

Deducting orchard land would leave an estimated 98.6 ha. of rioeland still 
after the LTTT Program, or about 9f, of the total rioeland area. 

3o3As May 1972. with distribution 85~ complete as compared with the 
of March 26, 1973· By the latter date 700 LTTT titles for a 

of .581 haot had been printed for distribution to 553 farmers111 In the 
Ordinance 57 and French purchase land reform program. only 104.J6 

had been distributed to 90 former tenants, according to village data. 
(See Tables and 5-J2.) 
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Figure s-z 

LORENZ CURVES OF LAND O\'ifNERSHIP DIS'IRIBUTION 

AMONG OWNERS IN PHU THU VILUGE, 

IEFORE AND AFTER 1970 LTTT PROORAM 
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Figure 5-8 

LOR.ENZ CURVES OF LAND ONNERSHIP DISTRIBUTION 

AMONG OWNERS AND TENANTS IN PHU THU VILLAGE, 

BEFCRE AND AFTER 1970 LTTT ffiOORAM 
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that a very sii".nificant reform toward r,reater inequality in land ownership 

was indeed underway in Phu Thu Villa,'~e .. 

Thirty-five percent of the 4J landlords discussed by our sample resided 

the same villa~e, and 51~ resided outside the villase but within the 

same district (which included the province capital, Can Tho). The 

remainin9: 14% were scattered to more distant locations, including 7fo in · 

3air:on. All 5 of the landlords reported as residing outside the province 

had had their land expropriated, but the tenant and title-recipient groups 

reported similar proportions of landlords residin~ in the villar,e as 

opposed to elsewhere in the province .. 

A majority of the LTTT beneficiaries (55%) reported having had 

written contracts with their landlords• whereas only a third of the 

remaining tenants did.. The proportion of landlords reported as relatives 

was only sliP'.htly hif?:her for the tenant r,roup (28%, as opposed to 1% for 

title recipients). All 15 of the remaininp:-tenant eroup were rentim~ 

Huonr Hoa land and r~ave that as the reason they could not request title. 

Of the 3 title-recipients who still rented part of their holdinp:, however, 

one held a parcel of orchard land, one some land inside the city limits 

of Can Tho (which had within the last 2 years been extended to enr,ulf the 

villarre adjacent to Phu Thu), and one alRo rented a small amount of 

Hnonf Hoa worship land, all three of which categories were exempt from 

red is tri bu ti on .. 

~tipulated rents averaged 11.5 per hectare in this villa~e, or 

14% of the 1969-70 paddy yield from rented land.3°4 Actual paddy rents 

10'+see Table 5-JJ. The 1969-70 year was a bad year, production was off 
16% from what the tenants considered normal and down 7'f, in the eyes of the 
new owners. As proportions of a unorrnal" year's harvest, stipulated rents 
averared .113 for the present tenants, .143 for the former tenants, for an 
overall avera~e of lJ~. 
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paid that year averar~ed only 12% of total production, however.3°5 The 

ai:i:reed and actual rents were sir:nificantly lower in Phu Thu than in any of 

our other three villaf.;es, both in absolute paddy per hectare and as 

·percentages of ~ross production. This could be a reflection of the more 

labor-intensive nature of the double-transplant cultivation practiced here; 

but it probably also reflects the more isolated conditions of the village 

and its inherent "less secure" nature in the eyes of the absentee landlord, 

few of whom have dared to visit their tenants for years. 

Stipulated rents r.anp;ed from 3 to 47% of the "averap;e" yield before 

1969 (as reported by the farmer), but only 4 out of 33 were over the legal 

25~ limit. Of these 4, two were just barely over (26 and 276/o) and must be 

considered in the ballpark, especially since one was hiPih merely because 

the tenant was cultivating only about 2/3 of the land for which he was 

pa.yin~ rent0 The other two (38 and 48t) were high mostly because the 

farmers claimed extremely low avera~e yields. If divided by the former 

yield average for the whole sample (86/ria), the 3s~·rent reduces to a 

legal 24~, and the 47% rent becomes 33%, leaving us with only one clear 

case of illegally high rent in the whole Phu Thu sample.3°6 

3o5Actual paddy rents paid (Table 6-3) have been calculated for only 10 
tenants and 14 title recipients, omitting those paying in cash. All but 
one of the whole sample reported stipulated rents in paddy figures, 
however (Table 5-33). 

306That particular former tenant had had a landlord who resided in the 
village, a non-relative with whom he had only a verbal rental agreement, 
who permitted him no freedom to try new crops or techniq~s (refusing to 
frant permission to build better irrigation dikes, for example), and who, 
the tenant believed, would have raised his rent demands if the tenant had 
succeeded in raisinr, his yields. The landlord did grant tolerance for 
crop failures: the former tenant reported he only paid half his normal 
rent in 1969-70, when he suffered a 42% crop failure; but his rent that 
year still amounted to 40% of his ~ross production. Since receiving an 
LTTT title 9 this farmer is beginninr, to build water control dikes in order 
to double-crop Miracle Rice, and he speaks enthusiastically about his 
future. 
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Living Standards 

our Phu Thu sample of farmers had the smallest average farm size 

(1.16 ha.), coupled with the lowest yields per hectare anywhere but in 

HBT, where low-yieldinp, floating-rice farms aver~~ed almost 5 times as 

larP.'e in size. Gross paddy production averaged only 108 gia per farm, 

compared with 203 in LBD, 456 in HBT and 635 in Khanh Hau. One would 

expect these facts to lead to a lower standard of living in Phu Thu, and 

this is most apparent in the housing data. 

Only 4% of the entire Phu Thu sample had houses with roofs of tile and 

walls of bricks or concrete. compared with 2<)1, in LBD, 34-43~ in Khanh Hau 

and HBT.307 A higher proportion of Phu Thu farmers had walls and roofs of 

thatch than in any of the other three. (See Table 5-34.) 

Except for the numbers of farmers repairing, remodelling or rebuilding 

their houses, which were higher for the owner-cultivator and title-

recipient groups than for the tenants, the housing statistics in Phu Thu 

show no si~nificant correlations with land tenure status. This is partly 

because there were no significant differences in average farm size among 

the three r:roups of the sample, with the owner-cultivators in fact having 

sli~htly smaller operatin~ farm units than the tenants and former tenants. 

In part, however, it is due to the insecure and turbulent conditions of 

recent years, which affected Phu Thu more than our other three villages.313 

3071n the HBT sample 35% of the roofs were of tile but only 4% of the 
walls were brick or cement. Houses there are built on stilts several feet 
above the ground to stay above the annual high-water mark, and they are 
normally made with light-wei~ht walls of either wood or thatch. The 
wealthiest landowners in HBT typically had houses with wooden floors and 
walls and tile roofs, to be discussed in ·the next section. 

308
1ocal residents told us they were at the mercy of the communist 

r:uerilla bands unti~ after 1968, when they were finally vi ven arms to 
defend themselves (in the Popular De.f~nse. Force Program}. They had often 
witnessed small-scale skirmishes in and around their ~village and reported 



Even the farm.er who oould afford to 'build a better houee feared to do so 

lest it become a. casualty of war. Some of those who were now in the 

process of or planning reconstruction explained that only during the last 

or years had they begun to feel safe enough to risk it. Others 

Although slightly fewer Phu Thu farmers owned some of the consumer 

on our list than those in the other villages, the difference 

as with housing. 80~ of them had a radio, 60~ a 

.llie1.•b.iu..11J.1i::::: 1;1 One of our sample owned a motor bike 9 which he had to cart 

to Tho by boat order to use very mu.oh; but no one we interviewed 

had a bicycle, not surprising in view of the nature of the present land 

routese 93% of households surveyed owned a sampan or boat· of some 

and 73~ of them had motors for their boats. (See Table 5-35.) 

A reverse correlation between land tenure status appears in the 

ownership data for sewing machines, wall clocks and motor sampans, with a 

proportion of tenants and former tenants owning these items than 

owner-cultivators, while the more traditional brass altar fixtures were 

by more owner-cultivators than the other two groups. I have no 

_,.. .. ,,... ... ,.explanation for this, unless it indicates a more hide-bound tradi-

outlook on the part of the small owner-cultivators as a group 

co111P&Jred with the others in this village. More owner-cultivators were 

consumer durable purchases than title-recipients, while present 

<'1"'-'-•"'"l>"'\'11'~ were making none; but, rather than the more m.odernistio items and 

'"c;!.''-".!L""'"''L""'v• both groups were purchasing more items of basic furniture--

that a Viet Cong Wlit moved in and took over the whole village during the 
1968 Tet Offensive, holding it for some time until they were driven out. 
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clothes closets, worship cabinets, tables and chairs and the heavy wooden 

bed (bo van). 

Inda btedness 

In Phu Thu all nine of the title-recipient debtors interviewed had 

increased their debts over the last two years, six of them borrowing for 

the first time.J09 Among the other two groups, however, it was the tenants 

who increased their debt status and their average debt more than the owner-

cultivators. Debt levels averaged l°".'er in Phu Thu than anywhere else, only 

one third to one half the average cash amounts borrowed in the other three 

villages; and they increased by only l~ over the last 2 years. Phu Thu 

had the largest percentage increase in the number of farmers borrowing, 

though by 1971-2 the proportion of all farmers borrowing (51~) was still 

lower than elsewhere. 

The chief sources of loans and loan funds here were friends and neigh

bors, who provided 62% of the cash amounts borrowed. Re la ti ves followed 

by providing 27% and the government placed a poor third with 10~ (See 

Table 6-13.) Only one person out of 23 debtors had borrowed from a money~ 

lender and not one had borrowed from a landlord. 

About half of the debtor-farmers borrowed solely to meet operating 

expenses and to make farm investments, while only 22% said they borrowed 

for purely consumption needs. A quarter of them admitted to using the 

money for both types of expenses. 

Agricultural Production 

Very few farmers in Phu Thu had ever used water buffalo to plow their 

30%eaning they had borrowed the year of our interview, but had not done 
so 2 years before.--See Table 5-36. 
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fields. The grass in this region grows so thick and strong 'between 

seasons that buffalo must strain to pull a plow through it. Traditionally 

most of the farmers here had to chop the r:;rass off as close to the roots 

as they could swing a long, machette-like blade (with a 90-degree crook 

near the handle and the cutting edge on the outside), rake it and then 

~rub up the sod by hand. It was hard, back-breakinr, work, a very labor-

intensive process, which may help account for the small size of the farms 

here~ even amonf, owner-cultivators. Not one of our Phu Thu sample owned 

a water buffalo nor any of the farm implements associated with them (the 

hand plow, the harrow or the roller), although 3 of them (7%) did hire at 

least part of their plowinf, done by buffalo (one or two explaining that 

his ~round was too low and wet for the new machines). 

The new rototillers imported from Japan have relieved these farmers 

of this .~reat annual drudgery, and 89% of our sample hired or used their 

own machine plows in 1971. Only 2 out of 45 farmers (4%) still did all 

the work by hand, though 3 others still did or hired part of their land 

by hand, as well. Three of the owner-cultivators and 1.14 title-recipients 

owned rototillers (one of the latter having 14% interest in one), but none 

of the tenants did.JlO 

Mir~cle Rice is almost synonymous with double-cropping in Phu Thu (as, 

indeed., it was in the first 2 villages). out of 22 farmers who planted 

Miracle Rice seed in 1971-2, only one used it as sinr;le crop. The other 

21 9 or 47~ of our sample, had double-cropped at least a portion of their 

land=-17 of them obtaining 2 crops for the first time ever either that 

year or the year before. Some were plantinr, both crops to the new MR. 

JlOSee Table 5-37 for ownership of farm implements in Phu Thu. 60% of 
the sample sai.d they would like to buy a rototiller for themselves, if 
only they had enou~h money. 
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varieties, but many were usinr, it as an early crop, harvested in time to 

plant traditional varieties as the second crop. Eight additional farmers 

planned to try the double-croppinr, techniques the next year, brinr,in~ the 

total to 64~ of the sample.Jll 

,fuile Phu Thu experienced the largest increase in the proportion of 

farmers switchin~ from sin~le to double-croppinp; 'between 1969-70 and 

1971-2 (9 to 47%) !!!! the largest percentage increase in the amount of 

land double-cropped (270~), the actual amount of land double-cropped 

remained small, rising from only 5~ to l~ of the riceland farmed by the 

sample.. Farmers here were proceeding slowly and on an experimental basis, 

partly because of the risk factor in trying new varieties and unfamiliar 

techniques, and partly because the initial capital investment to prepare 

the land and obtain the necessary equipment for Miracle Rice was higher 

here--in the poorest village·--than elsewhere. It was amazing that they 

were adopting the new techniques as fast as they were, and that they were 

doin~ so with such ~reat enthusiasm despite the difficulties they faced. 

The land in Phu Thu is uneven. Tractors must be hired to level it 

before the first planting of Miracle Rice. Paddy dikes must be construe-

ted to keep irrigation water in for the first crop--and larp;er ones to keep 

flood waters out of the second, if MR is to be planted both crops (local 

varieties can take the hir,h water, but MR cannot). Canals and ditches 

must be dug or constructed (above ground level in some cases) to carry 

sufficient water inland at high tide. Large motor pumps must be 

purchased; the small sampan motor (with a sleeve over the propeller shaft 

and a reversed propeller), in such wide use in the Upper Delta, is 

JllActually 9 more farmers were going to try double-cropping for the 
first time, but another one was giving it up as too much work, leaving a 
net increase of 8.. See Table 6-7a. 
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· fr· · t h 312 1nsu 1c1en ere. The farmers explained that the soil here was some-

what sandy and water seeped throu.~h it rapidly. You pumped enour:h water 

into the paddy today only to see it gone by tomorrow. The constant 

pumpinp: required durirn~ dry weather was too much for the smaller motors; 

it wore them out too fast. So one had to have the larp,er, more efficient 

(and more expensive) motor pump. 

One expenditure was smaller for Miracle Rice than for traditional 

varieties--that of transplantini::~.. The new rice was transplanted only once, 

not twice for each crop as are the traditional varieties in this region.3l3 

On the other hand, MR requires hiP,her cash outlays for fertilizer and 

insecticides. which were seldom used at all on local varieties; and 

pullinr: off two crops means a hir:her overall use of labor throUp;hout the 

year .. 

gir:r,hty-one percent of the respondents thought they. could still improve 

their yields significantly by adopting the new seeds and teclmiques, if 

they had not already done so, or by expandinr, the area under two crops. 

The chief reason r~iven for not doing so was a shorta~e of labor, generally 

meanin~r both a shortage of family labor and the hip:h cost of hiring non-

family labor (for which they had insufficient funds). Secondly they cited 

a lack of either capital or credit to make the heavy inttial investment 

required. Most of the farmers who were double-cropping with Miracle Rice 

had started out on a small part of their ·land, leavin? the rest in the 

traditional sinr~le-crop, and they planned to expand the double-cropped· 

Jl2
Althouvh 73% of our sample had the small motors for use on their 

sampans~ only 9% claimed to have a motor pump. In the Upper Delta the 
two are synonymous. 

Jl'L 1 t · · f t te 233 108 b :·>ee exp ana ion in . oo no .. _ on page a ove • 
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area little by little each year by investinp, the proceeds from the year 

before .. 

Our sample had improved their yields over the last 2 years by 18~ on 

an annual basis, but by only 4% per crop-hectare. 314 Most of the annual 

improvement was due to the additional 14% of riceland double-cropped, 

since the total pro~ortion of crop-hectara~e in Miracle Rice was still too 

small for its higher yields to make much difference. It is also worth 

notinr:, for purposes of this study, that the production performance of 

the LTTT-title-recipients in this villarie greatly surpassed that of the 

owner-cultivators and the remaininp.: tenants. They increased their ~ross 

paddy production more than twice as much as the owner-cultivators and 

more than 6 times as much as the tenants, in percentage terms. (See 

Table 5-33·) 

The remission of rents alone, by suddenly raising the income level of 

the former tenants and increasing the owned funds out of t-thich they could 

invest,3l5 especially coming as it did just after the introduction of 

Miracle Rice• must undoubtedly re given much of the credit for the 

increased level of investment by the LTTT beneficiaries. The income 

effect .was less in Phu Thu than elsewhere, however, partly because rents 

had been 10t1er and partly because the required lump-sum initial invest-

ments, which had to be undertaken as a package program, were hip;her and 

constituted a bir~er discontinuity with the past. 

3l4The 1969-70 harvest was slightly poorer than average for most of the 
respondents, however, averaging 6~ lower than was considered "normal" be
fore that. With the earlier average as a base, annual yields were still 
improved by 12%, but the crop-ha. improvenent was negative. --See Table 
5-T3. 

'3l5H d th . . ' d . a e rise in income occurre over an extended period of time it 
would more likely have been dissipated in a concomitant rise in the 
standard of living (consumption) and would have had less effect on 
investment. 



incentive effect or ownership on investment cannot be 

statistically measured, but we have reason to believe it was somewhat 

higher Phu Thu than in the other three villages. This is a more 

11 traditional1t part the Delta, where legal rights to the land 

mores about consumption still affected the attitudes of the 

"""0,""~·""'0 , perhaps more strongly than in the other three villages 

v.u.-. .. V4"', • .i11 they still operative there, as well), especially when 

'YVlltAIV.!611&v;;;i·YI. with the hopelessly ignorant (ignorant or the economcs JI technical 

modern possibilities of farming--not necessarily of 

•a·•'ll"ll!il>'V"tQ) attitude toward their land and feudalistic attitude toward 

relationship on the part of some of the landlords in this area. 

Some 63~ of the title-recipients plus two beneficiaries of the 

57 land (interviewed as owner-cultivators) said they 

irt:,eoLom under their former landlords to change agricultural 

or to try crops other than rice on rented land. A few gave 

how they had asked permission to build better irrigation 

or ditches, or to plant fruit trees on the dikes, and had been 

Most indicated they never even bothered to ask because they knew 

answer would be no. One farmer said his landlord gave him permission 

a few years ago, but inoredibly denied permission at 

to build the necessary dikes and ditches, tearing the land 

This was despite the fact that rents could be legally 

Cll,.11,,L;,,....'-A. in the future t as old rental agreements expired, if . the 5-year 

average rose • This attitude on the part of soate 

our landlord interviews in Can Tho. 

tenant expressed the fear that if he had worked harder, 

money and successfully raised his production, then spent 
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his higher income on better housing, better clothing, better equipment, 

and. consumer durables, so that he began to look like a prosperous farmer 

(and why else would he want to do it?)• his landlord would hate him for 

getting out of his place and trying to be richer than his landlord; and 

he would start quarrels and make demands with an eye toward eventual 

eviction in favor of a tenant who would know his proper place in society. 

The ascriptive consumption standards in this region (they appear to be 

otherwise along the Central Coast) say that since a tenant is socially 

inferior to a landlord, he must not only act like an inferior in the 

presence of his landlord, but he must live on an obviously inferior 

standard of living, as well. It would never do for a tenant to appear 

better off than his landlord. 

Through the effects of agricultural and economic ignorance and 

feudalistic concepts of status, the old landlord-tenant system imposed a 

low incentive to invest in higher production, in addition to the natural 

hesitancy on the part of the tenant to make permanent improvements on 

land not belonging to him, for fear of losing his cultivation rights 

before the investments had paid for themselves, and the similar hesitancy 

on the part of the landlord to permit such improvements, for fear they 

might make it harder to eviot the tenant who had made them. 

This must be stressed and explained in detail since it appears to fly 

in the face or classical economic theory, which would insist that, given 

a competitive market in agricultural land (based prtimaril.y on its 

productive potential) and perfect knowledge, both landlord and tenant 

would be interested in making productive investments to increase output. 

What we found in Phu Thu and elsewhere was that the "givens" did not exist. 

Knowledge was very imperfect and there was a highly distorted market for 



173 

which was desired by the wealthy more for its prestige value and a.s 

a store wealth, as a secure form savings, than for its economic 

productivity. The ascriptive standards of class consumption denied the 

the consumption or production incentives, as 

the classical economic model of the West irrelevant to the old 

c,r,~+Am except as a more efficient model to aim at through land reform. 

from the negative aspects or tenancy, however, land ownership 

ri~lil"'nll:li•Y" dimension in Vietnam than in the West, as has been mentioned 

in this volu:me. There are positive incentives to invest and 

"'",~A.fQac production that are ignored by classical economic analysis, which 

long-run returns f'rom farm improvements, the higher share of 

increment going to the decision-maker, and the other economic 

to investment. In Vietnam land ownership among cultivators, in 

to freeing a tenant from the sumptuary and operational restrictions 

~~~~uo~ above, carries with it a social responsibility to invest more and 

' because a higher standard or living is exee<rted of an owner-

o.f' a lowly tenant. 

If you don't own land, you are expected to 'be poor; no extra stigma is 

1..c:;i.\..1.uic:;u to poor if you are already in the tenant class. But it yoµ 

own land the reverse true; you are expected to have a nicer house, 

clothes and furniture, and most of your children should be in 

you own your own land and are still dirt poor, it is a 

on your ability as a farmer, since you can no longer blame your 

condition on your landlessnesso This "responsibility" is not 

thought as a burden by the new owners, but rather as a welcome 

opportunity to share the higher social status, personal dignity 

standard of living their new ownership classification makes possible. The 
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enthusiasm with which they greet their new economic independence, social 

freedom and private opportunities permeates the air they breath. It has 

a radiance unmistakable to anyone who visits their homes. We found that 

enthusiasm in all four villages; but it seemed brightest here in Phµ Thu, 

poorest and most isolated village of all. 

The percentage of gross paddy production sold (or used to repay in

kind debts) remained far lower here than in the other three villages, but 

was climbing fast, rising from 8~ in 1969-70 to 20~ two years later, 

while the amount consumed at home dropped from 8~ to 73~.Jl6 This trend 

was also led by the title-recipient group, whose percentage of paddy sold 

rose from 6 to 27~, while that consumed dropped from 80 to 68~.Jl7 

Our Phu Thu sample used only 5.2 to 5.51' of their crop for in-kind 

labor payments, compared with 12" in the Upt:er Delta villages and 20% in 

HBT, and compared with l~ in the double-transplant portion of the Ray Fox 

study)lB in 1968~69 (see Tables 5-26 and 5-27). This reflects the larger 

number or· our Phu Thu sample who harvested their grain with family labor 

or who engaged in the practice of "doi cong," forming labor pools and 

trading labor days with their neiehbors (without ~nt). 

Jl6Home consumption of paddy actually rose in Phu Thu by ?~ during this 
period, but gross production increased by 18~ while paddy rents fell by 
5gf, for the sample, providing an increase in disposable paddy (the amount 
remaining after in-kind rents and labor payments) of 23i. The amount sold, 
starting from such a low base, increased by 178~.--See Tables 5-26 and 5.33. 

Jl?The disposable paddy of the title-recipient group increased by 46~. 
Their home consumption rose by only 12~. however. while the amount sold 
increased by more than 5-fold. (Tables 5-26 and 5-JJ.) 

318Ray s. Fox, Rice Cost of Production in Vietnam--1968/69 Rice Crop and 
Preliminary Estimates for 1970, U. S. Agency tor International Development, 
Saigon, Vietnam, March 1970. Mr. Fox was detached to USAID from the 
Foreign Economic Developvrent Service, U. s. Dept. of Agriculture. 
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Hoa Binh Thanh Village (HBT) also stretches back from the southwest 

bank of the Hau Giang River, but it begins some 68 kilometers (42 miles) 

Phu Thu Village, and about 9 kilometers upstream from Long 

Xuyent the capital of An Giang Province. It is in the middle of the 

floating-rice cultivation area, where the waters of the Hau 

Giang each year in September and October several feet above most of 

ground~ Houses must be built either on high ground, which is soaroe, 

or on or pilings. Though An Giang is considered the most p.rosperous 

province in the Mekong Delta, it has very few paved, all-weather roads, 

and water transportation remains a way of life with most people, especially 

during the rainy season (June-October). The traditional va:riety3l9 of 

rice is one that, if given a sufficient head start. will grow above the 

rising waters, its stem lengthening 8 or 9 feet if necessary, and will 

lie back down and re-root closer to its head as the waters recede--

thus the popular name, "fioating rice." Its yields are low, averaging 

only 5 MT of paddy per heotare, but it requires very little attention or 

labor between a successful sowing and the harvest.J20 

Interprovincial Route 9, a paved, all ... weather highway constructed 

the high-water level, outs through the eastern corner of HBT 9n its 

way between Long Xu.yen and Chau Doc. The seven hamlets of the village are 

319The called nang tay was used by 2/3 of our respondents. 

JZOSometimea the must be sowed 2 or J times 1 if the farmer misjudges 
the beginning of the regular rainfall. In July 1972 some farmers had 
already sowed third time. The rains had been very irregular that year 
and their earlier seedlings had died for laok of water. They feared a 
total crop failure, especially if the third sowing failed, since there was 
barely enough time left to give the seedlings a sufficient head start on 
the high water due in September. 
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inter-connected by the Chae Can Dao and Nron Cai Creeks and the Chae can 

Dao and Bon Tong Canals, along which, and alonr, the Hau Giang River bank, 

most of the houses have been built. A dirt road, wide enour,h for a jeep, 

with one-lane, concrete brirlr,es, stretches from the highway lJ kilometers 

out to the most distant hamlet, Hoa Loi, followinf~ the banks of the two· 

principal creeks; and a similar road connects Hoa Hao and Hoa Phu Hamlets 

to the hia:hway on the southeastern side of the Chae Can Dao Creek. The 

loqal teen-ai:red boys provide a motorbike ta.xi service over these roads 

durinri: dry weather--convenient and fast, thoup;h somewhat bumpy. It takes 

45-50 minutes riding pigri:y-back to reach Hoa Loi Hamlet from the village 

market. and it cost (in July 1972) $100 VN (about 25¢ U.S.) each passenger. 

A fast ran motorboat is a much more pleasant way to travel, but it is 

slower and more difficult to find, making the trip to Hoa Loi in 1 hour 

or more and costin~ JOO to 500 piasters (U .. S. $.75-$1.2.5), depending on 

one's need and bar~aininr. skill, if rented alone. Some people run a tac 

bus service along the principal water route, terminating at the market; 

but,while they run frequently in the morning, they are rare in the 

afternoon. If you can catch one of them, their rates are slightly lower 

than the motorbikes. These dirt roads were built up hieh enough to stay 

above the normal hip-h-water mark; but they are impassable during and for 

several hours after a rain, especially for the motorbikes. At the height 

of the rainy season all traffic is forced into the boats. 

The villa{~e itself is accessible by either hip:hway or water traffic 

from Lonp, Xuyen. The trip takes about JO minutes and cost (in 1972) JO 

piasters (?.5¢ U.S.) per passenger in the little 3-wheeled Lambrettas or 

their 4-wheeled Japanese-made equivalent. Houte 9 was in bad shape, but 

was beinp: widened and repaved while we were there, with young Vietnamese 

women at the controls of the heavy machinery. 
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Demographic Data 

HBT was the largest village we visited. having a population of 1J,61J, 

more than double the population of any of the other three, and encompassing 

a total of 5438 hectares in area, or 3.4 to 4.5 times the area of the others. 

Hamlet rosters listed a total of 2144 households, so that the average house

hold size works out to be 6.14 people. The village population was listed 

as 47. o/fo male, .52. l;t female• not nearly as biased as the 59f, female 

figures reported for Khanh Hau and Long Binh Dien Villages, no doubt 

reflecting the higher level of security and peace experienced in HBT in 

recent years--and the relatively greater success the young men of HBT have 

had in avoiding the draft of one side or the other. (See Table 5-1 and 

5 .... 38). 

Village statistics show 91% of the population as belonging to the Hoa 

Hao Buddhist sect, with the remainder (8.6~) Catholic and (0.2%) Cao ·nai. 

This is surely an example of ethnocentricity on the part of the village 

officials, however, since the same set of charts listed 4.J~ of the popula ... 

tion as Cambodian (the whole hamlet of Ca Lau, containing 3.?'f, of the 

village population, is Cambodian"•, plus there are some others in adjacent 

hamlets), and the Cambodians have their own brand of Buddhism--they are 

certainly not Hoa Hao. We also interviewed one Vietnamese farmer who 

claimed to be traditional Buddhist, and not Hoa Kao, while the Village 

Office listed none of these. 

In addition to the Cambodians, 0.3~ were listed as of Chinese ancestry, 

with all the rest Vietnamese. 42% of the population were reported as 17 

years old or under, 20% between the ages of 18 and 38 (inclusive), 21~ 

between 39 and 50, and 17~ were above the half-century mark.321 

J2L_ -Village Office, Aug. 1972. 
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The office had estimated the basic occupational structure of 

its population as being 80% farmers, 10~ landless laborers, ;cf, merchants 

and 5% other trades@ 

Political and social activity seemed to involve a larger proportion 

people HBT elsewhere. The village office reported the following 

party memberships: 

Membership 

Vietnam Social Democratic Party 
( VN Q!lli. Dang) 550 

Liberal Democratic Force 
Luong Do Chu) 275 

The Progressive Nationalist Movement 
Gia Cap Tien) 176 

Nguyen Trung True Veterans Association 
(!!21 Cuu Si Ngeyen Trung True) 475 

In addition, the Parent-Teachers• Association boasted a membership of 576, 

the Hoa Hao Budd.hist Relief Committee membership stood at 900, and a 

Service Society (Hoi .Ai Nghia) listed 16 members.322 

Hoa Thanh was the only village studied in which we were free to 

~o unescorted to all of its hamlets. The sample was accordingly drawn on 

a proportionate basis, the 15 sets of farmers divided among hamlets in 

direct proportion to each hamlet's share of the village population (See 

Table 

households 

) 0 The village was so large, however, that the 46 farmers 

comprised a smaller percentage {2.lS() of the total numl:ier of 

the village than in the other three cases. The selection, 

introduction and interviewine procedures used were the same as before. 

Office, Aug. 1972. 



180 

One interesting fact was the high percentage of interviewees who 

turned out to be male 9 91~ in HBT as opposed to only 57% in the other three 

villages, and they tended to be about 6.5 years younger than elsewhere, 

as well, This can be viewed as additional evidence of the smaller impact 

of the war in An Giang Province. (See Tables 6-1 and 6-2.) 

Land Tenure 

The Land-to-the-Tiller Program got off to a slower start in An Giang 

Province than other parts of the Delta, due mostly to powerful local 

landlord opposition and resultant feet-dragging by local officials from 

province on down to village levels. By the summer of 19?2, the time of 

our research visit, the program was in full swing and had pretty well caught 

up with our other villages in terms of applicant approvals, although they 

were still trailine in terms of the percentage of new titles already 

. distributed (See Table 5-2). 

New land registers had not yet been compiled, however, at either 

village or province level, so we could not obtain sufficient data for 

before-and-after Lorenz curves of land ownership redistribution. What 

preliminary data we did obtain, moreover, was rather confusing and 

incomplete, with ostensibly the same information showing up with different 

figures on different documents within the same office. The total hectarage 

of riceland cultivated within the village was reported as 5078.36 hectares 

by one source, for example, while another document gave it as 5290 ha., 

though the 60 ha. figure for orchard land was the same on each.323 

One breakdown by tenure status accounted for 99•6~ of the higher 

figure reported for riceland area, as follows:324 

323village Office, July-Aug. 1972. 

324village Office, July 19?2. 



owner-cultivated 

subject to LTTT redistribution 

church land (Catholic) 

Huong Hoa ancestor worship land 

rented land owned by relatives, 
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which tenants refused to apply for title 

unaccounted f o:r 

TOTAL 

ha. i of total 

2192 

2419 

473 

106 

80 

20 

5290 

1.5 

o.4 

100.0 

Thus, total :riceland area, between 56 and 58~ was farmed by tenants 

before the LTTT Program, depending on ho~ much of the Huong Hoa Land was 

oute The LTTT Program was expected to reduce this range of rented 
\ 

to between l0.5 and 12.5~ by distributing 45.7~ of all rioeland in 

the village<> By the time of our visit 40.8% of all riceland had been 

approved for distribution, or 89% of the expected LTTT total, and by March 

1973 applications had been approved for 42.4~ of all riceland, or 93~ of 

the anticipated total. Actual title distributions were lagging at about 

72-74~ of approvals.325 

The percentage of all farmers who were tenants is a more difficult 

to calculate 11 since so many in this village are of mixed tenure 

status or rent more than one plot of land. Statistics obtained from the 

"'"ft\\>"lm'.i'il'>a ..... print-out progress report on the LTTT Program for March 26, 1973, 

show that 39% of the land recipients in HBT Village were receiving more 

than one LTTT title. Since we were seeking relatively "pure" land tenure 

we avoided several interviews in which the farmer would have 

status, but we still interviewed 13 of them (28~ of the 

3Z5Village Office, July 19?2, and computer print-out for March 26, 1973· 
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sample) where we could clearly count them as predominantly in one category 

or another, since it seemed almost illpossible in som neighborhoods to 

find enough "pure" choices. 

A total of 1197 individual tenants had been approved for title 

distribution by March 1973, however (as opposed to 1666 applications 

approved), and this group represented .5.5.8~ of all households. They were 

to 2241 hectares or land, or an a.,-erage of 1.872 ha. each.326 

Projecting this average holding of land to the total 2419 hectares identi

fied for redistribution would give us 1292 expected title-recipients, or 

60.3~ of all households, expected to receive 45.7~ of all village riceland--

a significant redistril:mtion of landownership no utter how you look at it. 

If we compare these figm-es just with the estiu.ted 80% of all house

holds who are farmers, we see that 7CJ'I; of all farmers had had title 

applications approved by March 1973, and that the final goal would reach 

some 76~ of all farmers. On the other hand, 622 landowners were reported 

to have subrdtted form "A" to retain land as either directly cultivated or 

as Huong Hoa worship land, and they comprise 29f, of all households or 36~ 

farmers. In addition, between '.330 and )86 tenants will reportedly 

remain renters on church land, Huong Hoa land and land belonging to 

relatives,32? so that tenancy will remain somewhere between 15.4 and 18.~ 

326 . Coaputer print-out reporting LTTT Progress, March 26, 197J. Again, 
actual title distribution had reached 73~ of those approved. Our own title
recipient sample averaged 4.18 hectares each received under the progru; 
but this was because several or the• discussed land received by their 
children as well as by themselves, even though in order to quality for the 
progru. the children had to l>e either married or over 21 and had to 110Y8 
out of their father 1s home to establish a formal "household" of their own. 

327Legally the latter must be distributed, but how much of it ever will 
be is open to question if the tenant lets the landlord claim it as directly 
cultivated, and if' the village officials go along. 
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328 of all households, 19.2 and 22.5f, of all farmers. 

In sulUIS.rY, by March 1973 the LTTT Program had reduced the tenanted 

riceland ratio from around 57f, to 16~ and was expected to knock.it down to 

11 or 12~; and it had approved ownership redistribution to some 5f,~ of all 

households, or 70% of all farmers, :reducing tenancy to 15-18~ of all 

households, 19-23~ of all farmers. 

By comparison, the Ordinance 5? land reform program distributed a 

total of 644 hectares (12.2f, of all riceland) to 195 tenants between 1960 

66@ expropriating the land from 5 landlords e By July 1972 some 115 

landlords o! HBT land had submitted form B :requesting compensation for 

1786 hectares expropriated in the LTTT Program 11 representing 74f, of the 

total hectarage expected to be expropriated. 

Of the 44 landlords discussed by our farmer sample, 18f, were relatives, 

52~ not relatives (but private individuals), and 3~ were institutions 

(25%-Catholic Church, Set-Village). If we leave the institutional owners 

to one side329 and compare the tenure categories, however, we .find the 

LTTT recipients reported that only 7~ of their private landlords were 

relatiyes, while those who were still paying rents listed 44~ as relatives. 

No significant differences among tenure categories were noted, however, in 

proportions of private landlords residing in the village itself as 

328The extent of overlap due to mixed tenure status is obvious, as we 
have categorized 1040? to 10?.3% of all households as farmers (whereas 
only 8~ are supposed to be) and we have listed 131.2 to 1)4.,5f, of all 

in the three tenure groups. 

329The village-owned land was being redistributed under the LTTT Progra11., 
while the churcn~owned land was exempt. The priest responsible for 
administering the church-owned land was a resident of the village, since 
the village had its own Catholic ohurca. 



184 

opposed to elsewhere: 37% of the private landlords resided in the village, 

37% elsewhere in the district (which includes the province capital, Long 

Xuyen), l~ in Saigon-Cholon, 13~ in other provinces, and 3~ in France. 

A slight majority (55%) of all those renting riceland from private 

owners 'before 1970 held written contracts, ·while the rest had only verbal 

agreements. A somewhat larger majority (69%) of those who were receiving 

title under the LTTT Program had held written contracts, however, while 

most (55~) of the :remaining tenants had only verbal agreements. The 

importance of the written contract as opposed to the verbal agreement 

becomes clear when we compare the amount of rents paid by the two groups. 

The four tenants who held written contracts ~ith private land.lords had 

agreed to rents averaging 21 gia per hectare, while the five with verbal 

agreements had accepted rents averaging 55 gia per hectare and ran~ing 

from 20 to 88 gia. 

Most or the high-rent verbal agreements had been recently negotiated 

and were based on th~ higher productivity of small plots of land near 

enough to reliable sources of water to 'be double-cropped in Miracle Rice. 

This is a clear indication that the landlords do not hesitate to raise their 

rents as productivity increases. We did not find the same divergence in 

stipulated rents between the written and verbal contracts reported by the 

LTTT-recipient r.roup, probably because all those agreements were terminated 

in 1970, before Miracle Rice had made its impact. 

All chtirch land is rented out with written contracts, and rent levels 

in this vill~~e are at very reasonable levels, between 10 and 22 gia per 

hectare, de-pending on whether the land could be double-cropped or not. 

There were several instances, however, in which the original leaseholder 

verbally sublet the land to a third party, and the rental rate tended to 
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rise the of the land was sometimes 

paying 2 or J times as much per hectare as was stipulated in the original 

contract. Of the 11 farmers in our sample who were renting ohuroh-owned 

land, 5 of them were subleasing it verbally from the original lessees. 

In allw 24 parcels of land were still being rented by our HBT sample. 

Eleven of these belonged to the church, 11 had been declared Huong Hoa 

(though some of these oases were of questionable legality), 

one was categorized as orchard land--all exempt from the LTTT Program. 

remaining parcel was rented by a relative of the owner, and the 

did not want to apply for title for fear of damaging the family 

relationship. 

Stipulated rents averaged 21 hectare for the tenants,JJO 20 

per hectare for the LTTT recipients. (See Table 6-8). These rents 

30% of the normal pre-1969 crop reported by the title-recipients. 

of that claimed by the tenants. Four tenants and ten title-recipients 

reported pre-1969 rents in excess of the legal 25% rate. Four other 

1='5."'1•C'll¥\~'"C! reported new :rental agreements of 77 and 88 gia per hectare on 

double-cropped land, a fantastic jump, but representing only around 20~ of 

annual harvest of successfully double-cropped Miracle Rice. 

title=recipient group actually paid only 23% of their 1969 harvest 

in , the lower amount reflecting tolerance given by some landlords for 

crops, stipulated rents would have taken 32~. The tenants paid 

330The high ra.tes noted above on verbal agreements were for very 
parcels of high-yielding land. Since this average rent figure is 

weighted by heotarage these small-farm rents are swamped into insignif ioanoe 
by the much larger low-yielding, low-rent farms. If weighted by the num'ber 
of only, the average rent figure for tenants equals 33 gia per 
hectare while for title-recipients it is still only 20 
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only 18~ in rent that year, however, and the drop can be attributed only 

partly to tolerance, since full stipulated rent$ would have taken only 

22;t (as opposed to the stipulated 2'jf, of a "normal" crop). Some members 

the tenant group were already beginnine to plant Miracle Rice, 

discussed more below, and their total harvest was larger than before. In 

fact, between 1969 and 1971, the percentage of annual paddy production 

actually paid in rents by this group dropped from 18~ to 12%, despite a 

16~ ~ in total rents pa.id, since gross paddy production rose by a 

whopping 'j'j'f,.. (See Table 6 .... 3). 

As to how the rents were paid, all of the tenant respondents said they 

pe.id rents in kind, although 2 of them also paid cash rent on part of their 

holdine. The title-recipient ~roup was split about half-and-half, however, 

between those who pa.id rents in paddy and those who pa.id in cash. 

Living Standards 

The quality of housing among HBT farmers follows the same pattern 

found elsewhere, with the most attracti~e and durable houses belonging to 

the owner-cultivator group and most of the thatch houses belonging to the 

tenants, while the LTTT-title recipient group has already constructed a 

position in between and are rapidly gaining on the owner-cultivators. 73% 

of the title recipients were repairing, remodelling or reconstructine 

their houses in 1971-72, compared with only about half of the tenants and 

owner-cultivators (See Table 5-39). 

The pattern is most marked with respect to roofing material, since the 

percentage of houses with the preferred tile roofs varies 'jO to 40 to 13~ 

among the three tenure categories: owner-cultivator, title-recipient, 

present tenant, in that order. An even greater spread is found in the 

percentages having the thatch roofs, and in reverse order, 19 to 40 to 80~ 
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(for ownar~cultivators, title-recipients, present .tenants), with the 

improverished tenants clearly in the bottom stratum either WS¥ you look 

at it. (See Table 5-39). 

The s~ trend is apparent in comparing wall material, since 88~ of 

the owner-cultivators have wooden walls while only 40% of the tenants do, 

with the new owners again stretching up in between at 53~· 47i of the 

construct their walls from thatch, while 40% of the new owners and 

only 6% of the owner-cultivators do. Only 2 houses in the whole HBT 

sample were constructed with cement block walls, in contrast to the 

use of this material in the other provinces. Houses in HBT must 

built either on high ground, which is rare, or on stilts, due to the 

annual rise in the water level to several feet above ground. Most houses 

in HBT are constructed on stilts, or pilings, and wood is used rather than 

the heavier cement. 

These same factors dictate the use of wooden floors rather than bare 

11 cement or tile, and we found 91% of our whole sample with wooden 

floors, without a noticeable difference among the tenure groupings. 

The skew of' wealth by land tenure status is equally evident in the 

ownership distribution of vehicles and consumer durables, and appears to 

even more pronounced than elsewhere in HBT. the most secure and, with 

Khanh Hau, one of the two relatively wealthy villages we studied. As a 

look at Table 5-40 will show, a higher proportion of owner-cultivators_ 

owned '°"v.i::~......... type of vehicle and consumer durable on the list; and new owners 

in owning most of the items. In fact, the small 

proportion of present tenants and. title-recipients owning most of the items 

of the intense poverty still found in this supposedly "wealthy" 

oommunity 11 and the disparity between them and the owner-cultivators 
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demonstrates a substantial degree of economic inequality in this supposedJ.3 

unified, tightly-knit and peaceful area of the Mekong Delta. The LTTT 

Program may help some of its title-recipients, and Miracle Rice may help 

some of the tenants (if they can keep the rents from going too high); but 

substantial inequalities are likely to remain. 

In fact, while the percentage of owner-cultivators in HBT owning the 

11 consumer durable items on our list averaged 3~ higher than owner-

cul tivators in the other 3 villages, the percentage of tenants owning the 

same items averaged 24',t lower than tenants elsewhere. Especially 

noticeable were the lack of sewing machines, tables and chairs, and the 

favored wood-plank beds (bo ,!!!!) in HBT tenant households--the proportions 

of HBT tenants ownin~ these items were .27, .47, and .53, respectively, 

while the HBT owner-cultivators reported .81, 1.00, and .94. The p:ropor-

tions of tenants in the other three villages owning these same items were 9 

in the same order, .51, 1.00, and l.OO. {See T~bles 5-40 and 6-15). 

A much higher proportion of our entire HBT sample owned 2-wheeled 

vehicles and sampans than in the other villages, no doubt because or the 

greater distances involved in HBT between house and field or house and 

market, and also due to the impossibility of travelling anywhere during 

the high-water season without a boat. Whereas land-tenure differences 

elsewhere show strong positive correlations only with the ownership of 

motorbikes, however, in HBT the owner-cultivators lead in the ownership 

o:f all four items listed--bicycles, motorbikes, hand sampans, and motor 

sampans or other motorized boats. Every one of the owner-cultivators and 

title-recipients in HBT owned either a hand-operated or a motorized 

sampan or tac ran motorboat, but only 87'!> of the tenants did. 75% of the --
owner-cultivator households had a bicycle, while only a third of the 
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tenants did; and although 25% of the owner-cultivators OW'ned motorbikes, 

not one tenant did. (See Table 5-40). 

With respect to the ownership of consumer durables, as with housing, 

the LTTT title-recipients in HBT were already pulling themselves above 

the remaining tenants and were staking out a position midway between the 

tenants and the owner-cultivators. Their percentage ownership of 

vehicles consumer durables averaged 21-24% higher than that of the 

7a~~llVIT~, but they still had a long way to go to catch up with the owner

cultivator group, who were .50-60% above them. The proportion of title

recipient households reporting consumer durable or vehicular purchases in 

1971 or plans to make such purchases in 1972 was .539 compared with only 

.20 of the tenants and .50 of the owner-cultivators, which, together with 

their high investment figures in house construction and repair (see above) 

lack of apparent investment in agriculture (discussed below), 

helps to show what title-recipients in HBT were doine with the income 

increments they were realizing from remitted rents. 

The proportion of our HBT farmer sample in debt increased from 63~ in 

1969-70 to 80~ in 1971-2 1 the highest incidence or debt in our four 

52~ of the whole sample borrowed more cash in 1971-2 than they 

did 2 years before, although the addition of several small debtors to the 

lowered the size of the average debt reported by 20%, from 59,146 

$VN to 47D267 $VN. (See Table 6-10). 

The sources of cash credit followed the same pattern reported in Phu 

Thu, downstream along the same river, with government loans ma.kine up a 

much smaller proportion of the total (9% of the number of loans, 11~ of 

amount of funds borrowed) than was the case in the two upper-Delta 



190 

villages. Relatives and friends and neighbors provided all the rest or 
the credit in H.BT, with !!2 funds reported borrowed from landlords• money

lenders, pawn shops or stores. (See Table 6-lJ). 

The LTTT Program seems to have had an interesting effect on title-

recipient farmers in HBT, encouraging or forcing more of that group to 

borrow than before, but mostly for consumption purposes rather than for 

agricultural investment. The number of title-recipients borrowing 

increased from 5 in 1969-70 to 10 in 1971-2• but 50% of the latter had 

borrowed money for consumption purposes ~. as opposed· to ~of the 

tenant and 38~ of the owner-cultivator debtors. Only 20~ of the title-

recipient debtors had borrowed solely for farm expenses or investments, 

compared with 4Ji of the tenant and 31% or the owner-cultivator debtors. 

(See Table 5-41). The HBT title-recipients and owner-cultivators were 

the only two land tenure groups out of the 12 we interviewed (3 in each 

of 4 villages) that reported more loans for consumption rather than for 

farm expenses.33l 

Aerioultural Production 

A higher proportion of HBT farmers owned most of the farm implements 

on our list than in the other three villages. An exception was the 

threshing sledge, owned by only 4~ of the HBT sample compared with .58~ or 
all farmers interviewed elsewhere. In An Giane Province the more labor-

saving method of threshing by cow or by tractor is practiced. Paddy stalks 

33lTw'o other groups, the owner-cultivators of Khanh Hau and the tenants 
of Long Binh Dien, reported an equal number of loans for both purposes, 
but all 8 of other groups borrowed mostly to meet farm expenses and to 
make agricultural investments. (See Tables 5-12, 5-24, and 5-36). 
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are spread out on dry ground and cows are led around to tread on them or 

a tractor is driven over themt knocking the grains of rioe off. 

Only 4% of the HBT sample (2 owner-cultivators) owned mechanical 

rototillers, but a total of 72% of them had at least part of their holdings 

plowed by machine, the majority hiring someone else to do it. 35~ still 

did all or part of their plowing with animal power, and all but one of 

these farmers owned their own draft animals. There is a surprising 

absence of water buffalo in this area,., Only one of our 46 farmers owned 

a pair of water buffalo and used them for plowingll compared with 26 who 

owned cattle. Cows were used for plowing by 15 members of the sample, or 

'.33~. 

The owner-cultivators owned more farm implements than the other two 

groups, as expected, 63% owning a motor pump and 69-75% owning the hand 

plow, harrow and roller, compared with 47% of the tenants who owned these 

4 items. It was not expected• however 11 to find a much lower proportion of 

LTTT~title-recipients than tenants owning these implements (See Table 5-42); 

and still less expected was the low percentage (13~) of title-recipients 

purchasing or planning to purchase new farm implements in 1971-72, 

compared with 33% of the tenants and 44% of the owner-cultivators in HBT, 

and compared with 27% of the title-recipients in the other three villages 

(See Table 6-4c). 

Of the entire HBT farmer sample, 41% used the Miracle Rice varieties 

in 1971-2 and 57~ planned to use it in 1972-J. An interesting picture of 

progressiveness among the tenant group, as compared with the LTTT-title

recipients and owner-cultivators, begins to emerge as we break these 

proportions down. The proportion of tenants using Miracle Rice seed in 

1971~2 was .60, and this was expected to rise to .80 in the following 



192 

year. For title-recipients, however, this proportion was only .20 rising 

to .33; and for owner-cultivators it was .47 risi~g to .63. 

Although several farmers in HBT use Miracle Rice seed for only one 

crop per year, for most its attraction was two-fold, as elsewhere. Not 

only did it improve yields per crop, but its fast-growing characteristic. 

permitted, with proper irrigation, 2 crops per year instead of only one. 

Total hectarage double-cropped in HBT remained very low, only 7~ in 1971-

2 (of the total land area farmed by our sample), because of the laok of 

sufficient irrigation canals, but 41~ of the farmers double-cropped at 

least part of their land that year and 46~ of them planned to do so the 

next year, compared with only 17% in 1969-70• Surprisingly, however, it 

was again the tenants who were leading the way, with 73~ of them double

oropping in 1971-2, compared with J8% of the owner-cultivators and only 

13~ of the title-recipients. The tenants were double-cropping 24f, of 

their total holdinr,s, while the owner-cultivators were experimenting with 

this method on only 4~ of their land, the title-recipients on only 0.8~ of 

theirs. (See Tables 6-7a, 6 ... 8). 

The introduction of Miracle Rice seed and the double-crop method of 

production is causing average yields to rise in HBT as elsewhere; but 

mostly for the tenants. who improved their annual per hectare yields by 

56% in just two years. while crop-hectare yields rose 35~. LTTT-title

recipients registered a mere 5c/i i~crease in annual yields and obtained 

only 43% as much per annual hectare as did the tenants, on]jr 53~ as much 

per crop...hectare, in 1971-2. The owner•cultivators had a bad year in 

1971-2, experiencing a 7% decline over 2 years before in productivity per 

crop-hectare (see Table 6-8, 5-26). 

Our HBT sample sold 42% of their gross paddy production in 1971-2, 
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up slightly from 40% two years before. The largest increases in amount 

and percentage sold came from the tenants, who sold and used as debt 

repa:y.tnents 102% more than 2 yea.rs before, raising their proportion of 

gross paddy production sold from 34 to 44%. and this despite a 16~ rise in 

_,_ .. -................. labor payments. Although the tenants kept 42% more paddy for home 

consumption and livestock feed, the proportion of the total harvest 

..,i;ll. ... blA'VU. for these purposes fell .from .26 to .24, thanks to the enormous 

rise in production. (See Tables 5-26, 6-8). 

The J4% rise in disposable paddy received by the LTTT-title-recipients, 

mostly from the remission rents, permitted them to increase both 

consumption and sales, by 25 and 47~, respectively. The owner-cultivators 

had to reduce both sales and consumption, since their disposable paddy 

dropped by 7%e 

Out of the whole sample of 46 HBT farmers, only one said he (and his 

family) did all his own work, without hiring any outside help. 98~ of the 

sample did hire labor, at least at harvest time, exceeding the already 

high proportion (95~) who did so in ~he.other three villages. 



Chapter VI 

ON THE FARM 

1. Introduction 

In this chapter the farmer interviews have lJeen divided by land tenure 

status for comparisons more relevant to our particular investi~ation. As 

discussed in Chapter 1, several theoretical considerations indicate that, 

under land tenure conditions previously existing in.South Vietnam, a land 

reform program such as Land-to-the-Tiller should not only generate 

ri:reater political support for the responsible government, but should also 

release forces and funds which will help to increase agricultural 

investment and prcduction, and thus should contribute significantly to the 

overall development of the national economy. Some observers would disagree, 

maintaininr that the labor supply curve of p:!asant farmers is essentially 

backward-bendinP,, and that an increase in their incomes will result in 

less, not more, effort applied to farm production, with a resultant drop 

in total output. Another concern is that, with the remission of rents and 

in the absence of tenant payments to purchase the land distributed, the 

marketable surplus of agricultural goods will drop even if total production 

does not because the marginal prop:!nsity to consume their own produce 

amonr. poor, rural families is very high. Other analysts have expressed 

concern about the size of the farm operating unit, fearing that land reform 

would either cause further frar,mentation into inefficientqsmall farms or, 

by freezin~ an existing small farm system, prevent consolidation into 

larr,er, more efficient operatinp, units. This latter argument is usually 

heard from those who believe that small farms cannot profitably mechanize 

and for this reason are inherently less progressive than larger farms. 
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The prescription for farm consolidation and mechanization is heard 

in Vietnam, both .from some Vietnamese economists and from some American 

agricultural advisors, and a word or two on the subject is in order. The 

of this is usually that only through mechanization can 

output per man be significantly improved, that this is the essence of 

and 

One man 

replacing 50 

efficient mechanization requires large operating 

his machines would be able to fa.rm, say, 100 hectares. 

operating only 1 or 2 hectares as at nr•~~~~"T 

Some contend that, without consolidation and mechaniza-

which in view has made much more difficult by the Land-

Program, the Vietnamese farmer will be forever doomed to 

apply and animal power to small plots or land tar 

yields per man. 

This argument can sound Vtry persuasive to Asians anxious for rapid 

progress into the modern economic world and to Americans to large, 

highly mechanized farE and abundant opportunities .;;..;;;;;;.;~.;.,;;;.;;;,;;;..a..;;.. 

factor is the unstated assumption and the chief flaw in this 

line is , however, alternative employment opportunities (in 

significant numbers) do not exist in Vietnam at this point in time, 

in the unproductive military service. Any rational discussion of 

agricultural developmental policies based on output per man must take 

into aci~o~mt not only those workers left in agriculture after implementa

policy and their production, but also those workers whose 

have been eliminated and their production, as well. 

Mechanized farming by does not normally result in significant 

(if any) improvements yields per hectare, at least not in rice farming. 



So, if one farmer with machines replaces 100 farmers without machines, but 

does not achieve an increase in yield per hectare (in fact it may drop, 

since the one farmer will have so much land he will not worry so much 

about every little corner of it), production per man likewise does not 

increase unless the other 99 men can be productively employed elsewhere-

and their combined productivity must be sufficiently high to cover the 

costs of imported machines, petroleum and parts and of their own relocation, 

social adjustment and retrainine for new occupations. In a country where 

the growth in industrial employment is as yet absorbing only a tiny 

fraction of the annual increase in the labor force resulting from natural 

population growth, those 99 .men would remain effectively unemployed, their 

productivity would 'be reduced to zero, and the expensive imported 

machinery purchased with scarce foreign exchange would represent a wasteful 

use of economic resources. In addition, the social and political strains 

caused by risinr, unemployment and the urban migration of those looking for 

jobs should be counted as daneerously negative returns to this type of 

investment policy. 

Until the non-a8ricultural sectors have progressed to the point where 

they can productively absorb more than the natural increment of labor each 

year, the rural sector will not only have to maintain existing employment 

levels, but it must absorb that part of the labor force increment left 

over by the other sectors as well. At the same time agriculture must 

provide for the increasing food and fiber demands of the growing population 

and the industrial sector. Rather than superficially inoreasin~ farm 

output per farmer by ignoring those thrown off the land, the most urgent 

problem is that of increasing production per hectare on a static land 

area while providing useful employment and livelihoods for growine; numbers 



197 

of people. This can 'best be done by labor-intensive farming, using 

scientific technolcgy on small, family farms, with the government providing 

essential large-scale services such as agricultural research, extension 

and and assuring the satisfactory development of marketin~, trans

portation, input supply and water control systems. Rather than wasted vn 

premature farm mechanization, foreign exchange and investment capital 

should directed toward more rapid industrialization, which is the 

ultimate answer to long-run employment and per-capita productivity 

problems. 

These considerations do not mean that any and all farm mechanization 

should be avoided, but rather that government measures to encourage 

indiscriminate mechanization of' the type associated with land consolidation 

schemes are often premature in early stages of development under conditions 

of capital scarcity and abundant labor. Obviously, if the use of 

rototillers and motorized water pumps, for example, permits a more 

intensive use of both land and labor (through double-croppine) than 

otherwise, then their use makes good eoonomic sense. In this case, however, 

the mechani~ation would be selective and consistent with the overall 

strategy labor-intensive technological developnent of small farms, 

aimed primarily at increasing output per hectare, and only secondarily at 

increasing output per (retained) farm worker. 

Our research was designed primarily to explore the other questions 

mentioned above. Will land-ownership redistribution from landlords to the 

cultivators create new incentives to invest money, time and labor into 

higher farm production, while also providing more investment capital for 

decision-maker, or will it impinge on effective backward-bending supply 

curves of labor and/or high marginal propensities to consume farm output 
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which often faded into uncertain estimates about the crop three years a~o. 

Minor variances were often lost, but whenever there had been a crop 

failure or a sif~nificant increase "in production, due to the introduction 

of double-croppim~ and/or Miracle Rice, for example, memories were much 

more vivid. 

~e were fortunate, in fact. in conducting this study in the midst of 

the so-ca.lled "Green Revolution," since we were able to observe how this 

packa~r.e of technological innovations was beinr: accepted under different 

conditions, and to consider the effects of land reform on its adoption. 

The first three villages have been lumped toP,ether and the last one, 

Hoa Binh Thanh in An Gian~ Province, set in contrast. The immediate 

effects of the LTTT Pro<:i;ram seem to be different in the latter for both 

socio-political and economic reasons. HBT is in the high-water, floating

rice rev.ion where low yields and low labor requirements -per hectare have 

traditionally been combined with larf!.er farm holdinr:s than in the rest of 

the Del ta, averar:irn~ well over the )-hectare limit imposed by the LTTT 

Provram. One resui t of the LTTT Pro~~ram in HBT has been to speed the 

frarmentation process, producin~ smaller farms and leaving some farmers 

with , not more, disposable income. Such effects were insignificant 

in the first three villages, where a holding larger than 3 hectares was 

rare, especially among tenant farmers. 

In addition, HBT is in the middle of Hoa Hao Buddhist country, with 

its tiri:htly-knit social and political fabric and its many years of relative 

peace and security, as compared with the rest of the Delta. If the LTTT 

Pro.rTram can be said to have introduced an element of G':reater security into 

the lives of the farmers in the other three villages, in HBT elements of 

uncertainty and disruption are more noticeable, at least in the initial 

phases of the provram. Indeed. whereas elsewhere we generally met warm 
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enthusiasm for the LTTT Program and its goals. in HBT the public attitude 

waB commonly one of reservation. diffidence, disapproval and even scorn 

!or those who would "break their promises (rental agreements) and take 

land away from him." Title recipients often made excuses 

for 

apply for or the land would be given to someone else. 

we 

Haut Binh Dien Phu Thu: 46 present tenants, 48 LTTT-title 

46 owner-cultivators. Seven of them have been omitted from 

some or of the calculations because they had been farming for less 

3 or some other reason. For the most part, those with 

tenure status have been included in the category of their 

status by hectare, although a couple were omitted completely 

land was equally divided between two or more categories. A 

averages dealing with investment and consumption decisions have been 

"purified" categories, however, with eight mixed tenant 

removed the Ordinance 5? recipients taken out of the 

group and placed in a separate group of their own. This 

""'""''_._,,_,_..., .. u, in a strenghtening of the argun11ent, as was exJ,'ected, and it did 

All sample were asked about changes made recently or 

,....LC""!!"ILQYI. soon several agricultural aetirlties, of which eight have been 

33
2
Four of these tenants had received title to small amounts of land and 

were part owner-cultivators. although they all still rented most of 
their holdings@ 
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tabulated as representing pre-planned decisioas to invest more in ta.rm 

produotion. A few types of change were omitted as not necessarily indioa

ti ve of this. A change in rice seed variety, for example , was found to be 

a routine practice of traditit'llal farming, and not a risky or expensive 

innovation. Even the new Miracle Rice seeds were seldoa tried until the 

farmer had witnessed a successful crop from them. elsewhere, and even then 

they were often tried on. a small piece of land first, to be expanded the 

following year only it successful. Since the use or the Miracle Rice 

varieties was always accompanied by an increase in fertilizer and usually 

by a switch from single to double-cropping, the latter invest.Mnts serve 

as proxies on our list for Miracle Rice, and we have mdtted responses 

about changes in rice seed itself. Another exaaple is the use of insec

ticides, which we found to 'be norully a response to observed infestation 

and not a pre-planned preventive investment. It was not, therefore, 

ind.ioati ve of the type of investment decision we were interested in 

measuring and.has likewise been omitted from our list. 

Table 6-4 list8 eight different, pre-planned, investment activities 

undertllk.en to increase fa.rt1 productivity. It shows the nuber of far11ers 

in each land tenure category who engaged in these activities for the first 

time within the last two years or who planned to do so during the colling 

year. The averages at the bottom or the table demonstrate that the LTTT

ti tle-recipients are making 46~ aore of these investments for the first 

than the present tenants, 17~ more than the wealthier and better

educated owner-cultivators. 

A recalculation of only the "pure• cases, eliminating farmers of 

mixed land tenure status and placing the earlier Ordinance 51 land retona 

recipients in a separate category, augments the differences a little, 
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raisinv the above percentave differences to 80 and 22, respectively, and 

revealinr: that the five Ord. 57 title-recipients are making the same hir-h

er number of investments as the LTTT title-recipients. The investment av

erare of the eight mixed-tenant cases was 3.63, or 115% more than the aver

a.n:e of the 36 11 pure 11 tenants. Eliminatinp; this P:roup, as probably influ

enced in investment matters by their partial non-tenant status 11 leaves 

the rest of the tenants looking worse than before. (See Figure 6-1.) 

A.s can be seen from the table, the LTTT-ti tle-recipients lead both the 

other groups in swi tchinr~ from single to double-croppin1~, increasing the 

use of fertilizer. constructin~ irrigation canals and dikes, starting to 

raise fish, and increasing animal husbandry. In addition, they lead 

owner-cultivators in plantinr new secondary crops and are ahead of the 

tenants in purchasing new farm implements. The only cater,ory in which 

they did not do as much is switchin~ to new breeds of livestock--not a very 

important activity in view of the limited success new breeds have had in 

the Delta. 

It ·is interesting to note that in Phu Thu, where the income effect of 

LTTT and the availability of agricultural credit a.re both very low, the 

difference in investment activities among the three land tenure r;roups is 

the most pronounced. The Phu Thu title-recipients avera~e 135% more 

investments than their (pure) tenant neighbors, 52% more than the (pure) 

owner-cultivators. These percentages are 62 and 16 in Long Binh Dien, 42 

and -7 in Khanh Hau, respectively. This is another indication that the 

LTTT Pro:gram produced a strong incentive effect on productive investment 

in Phu Thu simply by giving the cultivator ownership and the ri~ht to 

make operational decisions on his own.333 

333 See pages 170-4, above. 
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Other reserach has also developed evidence that both the incentive and 

the ability to invest have improved among LTTT title-recipients. In 

randomly selected, unstructured interviews of 985 farmers cord ucted in 2J · 

villages of 6 provinces, the Control Data Corporation reports that 35% of 

the 483 new owners attributed recent changes in their villages at least in 

pa.rt to improved farming methods, whereas only 5% of the 148 present 

tenants in sample did so.334 18% of the title-recipients remarked on 

their own use of new techniques or additional crops or more animal husband

while cnly 2% of the tenants did.335 

Production 

Increased investment should result in higher output, and indeed, our 

3-village sample reported an overall rise of JO% in gross paddy production 

between 1969-70 and 1971-2, despite the 1971-2 crop failure reported in 

Long Binh Dien. The improvement was due mostly to more double-cropping, 

the hectarage of which grew by .58% during these two years, but also to a 

14i improvement in yields per crop-hectare achieved by the partial shift 

to Miracle Rice seeds, more li'beral use of fertilizer and better water 

control. Annual yields per hectare rose from 147 gia (2.94 metric tons) 

to 192 gia (3~85 M.T.), while yields per crop-hectare rose from 111 to 127 

336 gia (2.22 to 2.54 M.T.). (See Table 6-6.) 

owner-cultivator group reported the largest increase in paddy 

production, 36% over the 2 years 11 while the title ... recipients scored JO~ 

c. Bush, nordon H. Messegee and Roger v. Russell, The Impact of 
the Land to the Tiller Program in the Mekon·::r Delta, Control Data Corp. 11 

ADLR~ USAID, Vietnam, October 1972, pp. 41-~ (available in both Vietnamese 
and English) • 

335rbid. II p. 50. 

336con~ersions assume one 
gia = 1 metric ton. 

averages 20 kilograms in weight, or 50 
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and the tenants only 18%. These aggregates can be slightly misleading, 

however, in that the apparent superior performance of the owner-cultivator 

.~roup is due to the weight of the Khanh Hau sample, where the owner

cultivators operated 2.5 times as nruch land per fa.rm as the title

recipient eroup, but where the eross paddy production growth rate was an 

identical 56% for the two groups. The LTTT-title recipients out-performed 

the owner-cultivators in Phu Thu (Jl% growth to 14%) and suffered smaller 

losses in Long Binh Dien (-5~ to-11%), where the average holdings were 

more equal among the three tenure eroups. Averagine all three villages 

by land tenure status, however, causes the owner-cul ti va.tor group to look 

better because of the greater hectarage weieht of its Khanh Hau members, 

while in fact it did no better in Khanh Hau than the LTTT-title recipients 

and actually did worse in the other two villages. (See Table 6-7.) 

The important comparison is "between the title-recipients and the 

remaining tenants, however, since without the LTTT Program the former 

would still be tenants themselves. The two-year growth rate in paddy 

production was 72~ higher for the new owners than for the remaining 

tenants, and the former led in all three villa~es. Their highest lead was 

in Phu Thu, where they increased production more than 6 times faster than 

the tenants did, 31% to 5~. In Long Binh Dien it was again a matter of 

holding crop losses to a smaller proportion than the tenants, -5% to -1J%. 

The superior production performance of the LTTT-title-recipient group 

was due almost entirely to a more rapid switch from single to double

croppinc. The area double-cropped by our new owners increased by 120% 

between 1969-70 and 1971-2, compared with 5~ for the tenants and 35% for 

the owner-cultivators. The fact that the owner-cultivator group already 

had 40~ of its riceland area double-cropped in 1969-70, before the LTTT 
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Pro~:,ram 11 compared with only 26 and 24% for the tenant and title-recipient 

~roups, itself sa:ys somethinG for the incentive and income-investment 

effects of landownership as compared with tenancy.337 

A significant portion of the production eains achieved by the owner-

cultivator group was due to hieher yields per crop-hectare, which it was 

able to increase by 23~. compared with only 6 and 4% for the other two 

groups, thanks to skillful handling of Miracle Rice (mostly in Khanh Hau). 

It must be remembered. however, that some understatement of current rice 

yields is likely. especially among title-recipients, and crop-hectare 

yield elevels would be particularly affected by it. 

One of the most important economic questions to be asked at the farm 

level .concerns the "marketable surplus"--whether the amount of rice and 

other farm products available to the cities will rise or fall due to the 

LTTT Program. This question is complex, as it involves a number of 

interrelated factors: the propensity of the title-recipient to consume 

his incremental farm income (from abolished rents) in kind or in trade for 

something else, his incentive and ability to invest in increased farm 

production, which in turn depend on the availability of localized technical 

information and other modern inputs (such as new seeds, fertilizers, 

insecticides, irrigation and sufficient agricultural credit), the marketa-

bility of his produce at profitable prices, and even on the market 

availability of consumer eoods he desires to purchase. The proportion of 

337The heavier weight of Khanh Hau owner-cultivators in the averaees is 
again operative here, but in fact the owner-cultivators did lead the 
others in double-cropped hectarage in both Long Binh Dien and Phu Thu, but 
not in Kha.nh Hau, where the three tenure groups were about even in the 
porportion of land double-cropped before the LTTT Program. See Table 
5-16. 
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rental income previously consumed in kind by the landlords is also a 

relevant factor, and. the landlord side will be discussed in the following 

chapter. 

OUr J-village data indicate that the marginal propensity ot the LTTT-

title-recipients to consume their disposable paddy production is low-

only .16 over the last two years)JB This is higher than the same ratio 

for present tenants and owner-cultivators, .05 and .04, respective4'. but 

it is so low as to allay any fears of a significant drop in paddy sales so 

long as total production is rising. 

The J~ growth of total paddy production among our saple of title

reoipients cOJ1bined with the decl~ of rents from 15.9 to 0.5~ ot gross 

output to raise their disposable paddy by 58~. Paddy sales jumped by 15~, 

while home conswnption rose by only 14~. Sales as a proportion or gross 

paddy production increased by 22 points, fr~ .24 to .46, during the sue 

two years, while hOM consumption decreased by 6 points, .49 to .43. (See 

Table 6-6.) 

This effect depends on a substantial increase in dieposable paddy, 

however. In a comparison of the figures by village it becomes apparent 

338The marginal propensity to consume (MPC) disposable paddy equals the 
increase in home conswnption over the increase in disposable paddy. Home 
consumption includes paddy used as livestock .feed, and disposable paddy 
is here taken to be total production Minus in-kind labor payments and 
rents, leaving the amount sold plus the amount kept for home use. These 
figures are only rough approximations, since the disposal categories have 
hazy edges. For exuple, cash labor costs are taken out of "paddy sold" 
by some tanners and "home consumption" by others, and many housewives 
habitually keep aore at home than they need to feed their families each 
year, dipping into this reserve to sell for petty cash needs or to feed 
livestock. In fact, much of the increase in the "hoae consumption" 
category has beren due to an increased need for livestock .teed by farmers 
who are raising more animals tor the market. Only a small nnber were 
able to give separate estillates of how much paddy was actually used tor 
feed each year, but many ot those who did inaicated an increase. 
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that rates of disposable paddy growth the urginal propensity to 

consWle (MPC) rather than sell is significantly higher, as is illustrated 

by Figure 6-2. Long Binh Dien, where title-recipients suffered a 5~ 

production despite a ?8~ increase in hectarage double-cropped 

( yield per cro:p-heetare fell by 16~), the 21~ rise in disposable 

.from the remission of rents, and .56 of that inerement 

was use on the In Phu Thu. where a 31~ growth in 

YVPIU ...... - ..... with remission to raise disposable pacldy by 46~, 

......,o;;l.Q.Uo!!.Q pacldy was .25. But in Khanh Ha';!, where disposable paddy 

rose 91~, the MPC was only .06. The Hoa Binh Thanh title-recipients, 

to .discussed the next section, fit smoothly into this simple 

curve, consuming .44 or a 34~ increment in disposable paddy. 

The remission of rents alone, withotit the concomitant new ownership 

incentive to increase investment and production, or without a favorable 

market en'Y'iromeent to encourage higher production, could have 

g"~"'~''U. in a smaller Marketable surplus than before, if' landlords 

corilswned a proportion of their rent receipts than their tenants 

The high MPC increments of disposable paddy makes this 

a likely possibility, but we do not have sufficient data on tme landlord 

o.f' question., It is clear, however. that the land.lord f'uilies 

to eat; and if they , say 25f,,of their rent receipts as 

losing their land, instead of collecting ea.sh rents or 

rents, they must now buy that much rice on the 111.arket, thus 

Cllo.L•"'•AlLF, -·1!11""'111!Pll!l>'ll' a.e1naritct for r·ice by the amount of lost rents previously 

on the 

means that any proportion of the cancelled rents cons'llllled 

reduces the market supply in relation to the (now increased) 
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demand, and that the previous ratio can only be maintained or improved 

by a growth in total production sufficient to offset the farmers • MPC 

disposable paddy. Of course, the landlords are now required to purchase 

their rice out of other income and compensation payments, reducin~_; their 

effective demands in other areas and forcing some of them to become more 

productive themselves;- but their rice consumption will probably not 

decline to an appreciable degree. 

1'hese considerations stress the importance of achieving a substantial 

overall erowth in paddy production in order to avoid a decline in paddy 

sales relative to market demand as a direct result of the LTTT Program. 

The incentive and investment effects of the Program in our first three 

villages appear to be strong enough to achiev~ this, but rely on a 

relatively favorable economic environment. 'iJhere the environment is not 

so favorable, as perhaps in less accessible or less secure areas, or in 

troadcast rice areas as in Hoa Binh Thanh Village, where the Program is 

causinir, considerable economic disruption, the outcome is likely to be 

less satisfactory in this regard. 

It is also true, however, that in many of those areas where the 

economic environment is not so favorable landlords have not been able to 

collect rents for years anyway, and wherever this is the case, there is 

no way the LTTT Proeram it9elf can reduce the marketable surplus. Sinoe 

there were no rents to cancel in the first place, any increase in 

disposable paddy would have to come from higher production; a.nd no matter 

how small a portion of the increment is sold, it would still represent 

an increase in market supply. There is no reason to suspect the incentives 

of legal ownership are not operative at least to some extent in these areas 

as well as elsewhere, although the LTTT income effect on investment will 

be nil. 
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3. Arricultural Investment and Production: Hoa Binh Thanh Village 

It must be recoE,nized that a sample of 45 farmers, split three ways. 

is too small to be very reliable, especially in a village as large and 

diverse as Hoa Binh Thanh, which is more than twice as larf,e as our other 

three villages in population and J or 4 times their size in area. I feel 

less certain about our understanding of the realities of HBT than of any 

of the three smaller, more homogeneous villages. The indications we 

obtained, however, tend to verify the observations of many government 

officials a.nd other commentators that the LTTT Program was not well-

ta.il.ored to suit the special economic and social conditions in the Hoa Hao, 

floatinr,-rice area, and that its problems of implementation and its initial 

effects are at variance with experience in other parts of the Mekong Delta. 

Of the 15 title-recipients interviewed, two lost cultivation rights on 

land formerly rented but which, due to the 3-hectare LTTT Program limit, 

was distributed to others; another lady had to let two sisters claim title 

to most of her land and now rents it back from them; three farmers hold 

usufruct rights to "excess" land uncertain about its ultimate distribution; 

two of the above and four others ha.d to split the family holding among sons 

and brothers, requiring in some cases the premature establishment of 

separate households and resulting in a more fragmented management of the 

land; at least three title recipients had to pay bribes (10,000 $VN per 

title) to villaee officials for their deeds of ownership;·a:nd one family 

which had refused suegestions of squeeze had yet to receive two of its 

titles.339 Only four out of the sample of 15 ha.d experienced a simple, 

J39For the record, none of the land involved in these four reported cases 
of corruption lies in Hoa Binh Thanh Village, but rather in the more distant 
reaches of An Giang Province. 
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uncomplicated transfer of ownership. and they were the four smallest 

farmers, averagin~ only 1.8 hectares each. 

In addition, 9 of the 15 present tenants in this sample rent or sublet 

la.nd belonr~ine; to the Catholic Church 9 which, in this village, is supervised 

by a p:rogressive priest who was encouraging his tenants to make the heavy 

investments required to double-crop Miracle Rice, and who was himself 

a sizeable loan to extend his existing irrigation canals to that 

ende Eight of the 15 tenants rent plots declared Huong Hoa worship land, 

thus exempt from expropriation, and there is evidence here as elsewhere 

that landlords have understandably contrived to keep the more productive 

parts of their former holdings, notably land which can be more readily 

irrigated and double-cropped. 

All this no doubt explains the contrary results obtained from our 

interv:i.ews in Hoa Binh Thanh, to the effect that the present tenants are 

the progressive group of farmers in the village and that the LTTT-

ti tle-recipients a.re the ~ pro~ressive--just the opposite of the 

other three villages. Our agricultural investment averages stand at 3.00 

per tenant, 2.69 per owner-cultivator, but drop down to only 1.73 per 

title-recipient. "Purifying" these categories, by omi ttine; five mixed 

tenants and one mixed title-recipient and separ~i.ting four Ordinance 57 

bene ficiat·ies into a fourth group, again merely accentuates the observed 

differences. (See Tables 6 ... 4b and 6 ... 5.) The tenant average e;oes up and 

the title-recipient and owner-cultivator averages go down. The pure 

tenants were making 120% more investments than the title-recipients, the 

owner-cultivators were ma.kine 61% more. 

It is j.nterestinc; to note that the Ordinance 57 owners topped everyone 

else with a 3.50 investment average, providinr a strong suggestion that 
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the Diem land reform, by distributing to each far•r his entire holding.340 

instead of imposing a disruptive 3-hectare li11it, has created incentive 

effects here sillila.r to those released by the LTTT Progra.m elsewhere. 

All f'our of the Ordinance 57 land recipients in this village saple had 

still been making annual payments to the government for their land when 

the LTTT Program cancelled the remainder. The government only recently 

them permanent title to the land., making them legal owners; so it 

should not surprising they are behaving more like one would expect 

"new owners" to behaw, rather than like "old owners." With the Ordinance 

57 title-recipients averaging 133~ more productive investments than the 

LTTT title-recipients, perhaps there is a lesson to be learned here about 

hov to conduct a land reform in the broad.cast rice areas. 

Gross paddy production was up over the last two years by 55~ on rented 

farms, compared with only 3~ growth on transferred lands Md a 3~ decline 

on owner-operated lana.341 Disposable ~2 rose by ~ for the title-

recipients, thanks to rent ,abolition, but their marginal propensity to 

consume that inore.ent (and to use it as feed) proved to be fairly high 

.44. Combined with the apparent low incentive to invest in higher 

)40The holdings distributed to our sample under Ord. 5? were 6, ?, 8 
and 12. 7 hectares in size. · 

)4lSinoe hectarage farmed by our sample decreased over the last 2 years 
in this village, production calculations are based on figures adjusted to 
a constant hectarage. 

342 Same as above (see note 338 on page 208) except that seed grain 
stored each year is also subtracted from gross production, since it amounts 
to a significant and variable proportion of gross (6-12~) in this region, 
where seeds are sown directly in the paddies (sometimes 2 or 3 times if 
the rains are unfavorable) and seedlings are not transplanted as elsewhere. 
In the first 3 villages seed paddy was included in home consuption, but 
was a very small, constant percentage, averaging between 1.3 and 2.~ of 
gross production. 
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production (at least so far}, this might indicate a reduction in the 

marketable surplus of rice here, depending on the proportion of rents 

consumed previously by expropriated landlords. If the market flow is 

maintained in Hoa Binh Thanh it will be by the remainin~ tenants and 

their double-cropped Miracle Rice,343 which increased their disposable 

production by 76%, despite higher labor, rent and seed requirements. 

Their MPC disposable paddy was only .24. (See Table 6-8.) 

4. Service Institutions 

If the LTTT Program is creatin~ new ownership incentives to invest 

and raise production and is sinru.ltaneously providing the new owners with 

hi~her incomes out of which to make such investments, as seems evident 

in 3 out of the 4 villages of this study, these factors can result in 

higher production only if the economic environment is favorable enough to 

encourap;e productive investments and to bring satisfactory rewards to the 

farmer who makes them. This section will discuss the current effectiveness 

of various service institutions in rural Vietnam--agricultural credit, 

research and extension, farmer cooperatives, marketing, input supply and 

transportation systems--from the point of view of the farmers as related 

to us .. 

Rural Indebtedness and Agricultural Credit 

\~e found that 56'!> of our total sample in the first three villages and 

80% in Hoa Binh Thanh had borrowed money during the year preceding our 

visit. This was up slightly from 50 and 63%, respectively, who had 

343The tenants increased their double-cropped hectarage by 236~, up from 
7 to 24~ of their holdings, while the other groups increased it hardly at 
all. The tenants also improved yields per crop-hectare by 35%, compared 
with only 4% by the title-recipients and a decline of 7% by tre owner 
cultivators. 
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borrowed two yea.rs before, due mostly to larger numbers of LTTT-title-

recipients borrowinc, in Phu Thu and Hoa Binh Thanh. There was an 

important difference between these two villages in the nature of title-

recipient borrowing. In Phu Thu more were borrowing in order to make 

productive investments, while in Hoa Binh Thanh more were borrowing for 

consumption purposes. 

The availability of credit is apparently much smaller in Phu Thu 

than elsewhere. Although 22% of all 105 debtors interviewed were in that 

village, their combined cash indebtedness amounted to only 9t/o of the total 

amount borrovred. The average debt in Phu Thu was only J4-38~ of those in 

the other three villages. Averaee debts increased by 39 and J6% in the 

two Upper-Delta villages, by only 1~ in Phu Thu, and declined bl.Y 20% in 

Hoa Binh Thanh. The latter two averages were pushed downward by the 

increase in number of farmers (mostly title-recipients)borrowing,344 since 

the new ones borrowed less than the others. 

If we compare all 134 farmer interviews in the first three villages 

by land tenure status, we find a 37~ increase in the number of LTTT-title-

recipients borrowing over two years 'before, compared with zero to 4% of 

the owner-cultivators and tenants. The average debt of the former 

declined by 15%, however, while it rose by 28% for the tenants and 751' for 

the owner-cultivators.J45 The remission of rents apparently enabled some 

344The nuniber of farmers borrowing increased over 2 years before by 35;t 
in Phu Thu and 28% in Hoa Binh Thanh, compared with only 4~ in the other 
two villages. 

J45rr we look only at those 67 farmers who were debtors 2 years before, 
we find that 42% of the title-recipients have reduced their debt status, 
while a 52% majority of the owner-cultivators increased theirs and 40~ of 
the tenants reported no change. (See Table 6 .. 9.) 
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of the habitual borrowers to reduce their indebtedness (especially in 

Khanh Hau), but it encouraged others to borrow for the first time in order 

to make productive investments (especially in Phu Thu). 

In Hoa Binh Thanh, on the other hand, while the number of title-

recipients borrowing doubled, the total value of their debts decreased 

41;t and, as was mentioned earlier, 80% of the loans were made in whole or 

in part for consumption. 

Although the three major sources of credit (the govermoont, relatives, 

and friends and neighbors) were about equally divided in the number of 

loans granted, the government agricultural credit program was providing 

45% of the total a.mount borrowed in the first three villages. Of the 

total amount of government loans held by our respondents, 47% were in 

owner-cultivator hands. Jl~ had gone to title-recipients and only 22~ to 

tenantse346· This confirms verbal reports that bank officials are 

reluctant to loan to tenants and prefer applicants with land ownership 

deeds and fine houses of brick and tile. It is evidence, however, that 

at least some of the government credit is going to tenants (but only in 

the two Upper-Delta villages--no·tenants in Phu Thu and only one in Hoa 

Binh Thanh, 2 years before, had been able to borrow from this source of 

credit, though many wanted to). 

The benefits of cheap (subsidized) government credit are also unevenly 

spread among villages. Our farmer samples in each village vary in number 

by only 2 to 5tf,, but 60% of all government funds reported borrowed were in 

Long Binh Dien, only Jf, in Phu Thu and 10~ in Hoa Binh Thanh, with 27f, in 

Khanh Hau. Fully 79% of all cash borrowed in Long Binh Dien came from 

the Agricultural Developnent Bank, but only lOtf, did in Phu Thu, besides 

346Even though the owner-cultivator sample numbered only 44, one less 
than the other two groups. 
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wh:i.ch the LBD sample borrowed altogeth.0r 178'1i more than the Phu Thu sample. 

:·~overnment loans to our LBD respondents totalled 22.6 times as much as in 

Phu Thu, 6 times more than in HBT, and more than twice as much as in Khanh 

Bau. 

A.g:ricul tural Research and Extension 

Although some progress has been achieved in recent years, there is 

still a great need for localized agricultural research and improved exten

sion efforts. Plant and animal diseases and pests took a heavy toll 

wherever we went, and the farmers not only lost much of their crops and 

livestock but also wasted considerable sums in futile efforts to save 

them. Swine and poultry losses especially were high in every village, and 

this was cited as one of the main reasons why the farmers would not try to 

raise more livestock for the market. .Several .farmers explained that, 

because of th~ high loss rate, raising livestock for the market was not 

profitable but merely served as a form of real savings (not diminished by 

inflation), for which they were willine to take occasional losses. 

Since the landlords, as a general rule, provided no inputs into the 

production process after ·1"forld ·1Jar II, least of all technical expertise, 

the LTTT Program could not have diminished these inputs. Any improvement 

in research and extension is therefor to be considered pure gain, not a 

replacement for lost landlord services. It is pertinent to our current 

research, however, to note some evidence which indicates the different 

impact of extension services on the three land tenure groups. 

'Jhile overall village differences are often more pronounced, ;.fi th the 

two Upper-Delta villae;es (nearer 3aigon) reporting more favorable attitudes 

toward and experiences with government extension efforts and modern 

technical information than the two Lower-Delta villages, it is also clear 
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that owner-nultivators have been more favorably affected than the tenants, 

with the LTTT-title-recipients already moving in between •. (See Table 

6-14). 

Seventy-two percent of farmers interviewed in the first three 

villages thought the distribution 0£ technical information had improved 

in recent years, but more owner-cultivators expressed this sentiment than 

tenants. More tenants than owner-cultivators said their main source of 

information about new agricultural techniques· was by word of mouth from 

friends, neighbors, relatives, and more owner-cultivators than tenants 

such information at village meetings and from the local 

agricultural extension agent or the aerioultural extension office. More 

owner-cultivators than tenants had ever met the local agricultural 

extension agent, and 57~ of the former thought the extension agent had 

information which could help them increase production, while only 40~ of 

the tenants thought so. 

Village differences are striking throughout this data, but most 

notable is the much more limited impact of the agricultural extension 

agent in Phu Thu, where only 33% of the farmers had ever even met him, 

compared with 62% in LBD and 86% in Khanh Hau, and where only 24% thought 

he had useful information, compared with 51% in LBD and 7Sf, in Kha.nh Hau. 

If', as this data seem to indicate, owner-cultivators are more likely 

to attend village meetings, talk with agricultural extension agents and 

be more receptive to technical information and advice from 

outside their immediate circle of friends and relatives, then the LTTT 

Program, by making 800,000 more owner-cultivators out of tenants, might 

well deserve c:redi t for improving the effeoti veness of agricultural 

extension services, even though further improvement in the services 
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themsal ves depends on other programs. The LTTT Program does seem to have 

stimulated former tenants' interest in new ideas and change. Fewer title

recipients than either tenants or owner-cultivators said they were not 

interested in learning new ae;ricultural techniques (in response to an 

admittedly lead.inf!. question), and more title-recipients and owner-cultiva

tors than tenants said they had only recently become interested. (Once 

again, village differences were more pronounced; but since we interviewed 

equal numbers of each land-tenure category in e.ach village the land-tenure 

p,roup comparisons should be valid). 

_E.armers• Cooperatives 

There was a Farmers• Union office in Tan An, 4 kilometers from Khanh 

Hau Village, where 20~ of OUI' sample said they were members of either the 

union or a local buyers cooperative. The Farmers• Association had an 

office in LBD Villaee, and 24% of our LBD sample were members. Organiza

tional efforts were just underway for a new chapter of the Farmers' 

Association in Phu Thu, and only J of our respondents (7%) had joined so 

far (only 18% even knew about it); and the nearest .one to HBT Village was 

9 kilometers away in Long Xuyen (only one HBT farmer• 2%, said he was a 

member). (See Table 6-15). 

Again, differences amone villages were more pronounced due to the 

variety of circumstances and experience found among them; but it is of 

interest that somewhat fewer tenants were convinced of the value of farmers 

organizations than were owner-cultivators or LTTT-title-recipients. 

Although it is only a sample of one village,looal farmer criticisms of 

the Farmers• Association in LED (where 98~ of our sample knew about the 

Association but only 24% were members and only 40% thoueht it could help 

its members) are instructive as to the problems inherent in governmer.t-
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sponsored organizations of this type. Of the 11 members in our sample, 

only 6 thought the Association had done them any good. It should be noted 

that no attempt has been made to oheok the veracity of the following 

comments, some of which directly contradict each other@ This is merely an 

effort to show how an operating Farmers' Association appeared to the 

farmers in LBD Village in 1972. 

Favorable comments included an explanation that Association members 

pool their resources to obtain new seeds, fertilizer, insecticides and 

other supplies and can sometimes obtain them when they are scarce on the 

market. Some said the Association sold fertilizer and insecticides cheaper 

than elsewhere, though most said only slightly cheaper; anq a few said it 

would loan farmers money or let them buy on credit. 

It was also noted that information about new crops and other technical 

information ·was disseminated by the Association. Farmers near the 

Association office cited the convenience of having such a source of needed 

supplies close at hand. 

Unfavorable reactions were more numerous, including some direct 

contradictions to the above with many farmers claiming association prices 

we~e higher or at least no lower than prices elsewhere. that it would not 

on credit, and that it only sold fertilizer and insecticides, nothing 

else, and that even these items were sometimes not on hand when needed. 

Several domplaints were registered about time-consuming paperwork and poor 

organization, so that farmers had to wait a.round a long time to make a 

purchase and often had to make several trips in to oatoh the right official 

for approvale One member complained they seldom told him what was going 

on, so that he often missed meetings he might have liked to attend. One 

tenant in an outlying hamlet said he was told they had a maxim.um limit on 
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mem~rship and that by the time he heard about the Association its 

membership rolls were already filled with far~rs from the central hamlets. 

:~everal f"fripes were made about the 11 requirement 11 that you let Association 

workers neliver your purchases to your home or field, at a cost of 10 

piasters per bar, whether you wanted to carry it yourself or not. One 

(paraphrased) response deserves quotin~ in full: 

"The Farmers• Association is run by the ~overnment. Its officials are 
i,~overnment employees and act like petty bureaucrats. They keep bankers 1 

hours. keep customers Haitin~ while they finish a leisurely chat and re
quire them to fill out forms for every pnrchase and show their identifi
cation cards. They cannot sell on credit, not even to old customers, 
n~i~hbors or friends. Farmers liked the Association at first, but later 
became disillusioned about its benefits --its prices are· not mu.ch better 
than outside anyway.. A younf~ lady nearby does a good business at a small, 
road.side stand selling fertilizer, insecticides and some other items 
because she keeps more convenient hours (including evenings and Sundays), 
she can se11 on credit, she doesn't require any paperwork or ID cards, and 
she is polite and responsive to customers. 11 

The problem is an old one: how to make a larr.e P,overnment-sponsored 

oryanization responsive to the farmers• needs, wishes and sensitivities at 

the local leve L. 

Marketinc~ and Transport Services 

Attempts to learn about marketinP,: and transport systems from the farm-

ers proved futile .. Very few farmers had to bother with specific arrangements 

to take their ~oods to the nearest lar~e town to sell. 

For the most part, buyers .c~o from house to house throur::hout the year, 

but especially at harvest time, and will purchase as much or as little as 

the farmer wishes to sell on the spot, paying for it in cash. Rice paddy, 

hor,s, and poultry are all marketed through house to house buyers, except 

for very small amounts sold from time to time during the off-season, 

usually by the farmers wife, for petty cash needs. In the latter case the 

wife will merely carry a bushel or two of paddy or a couple of chiCkens to 

the mill or the market herself. 
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The marketing system works well for the farmer in the sense that he 

does not have to worry about finding a buyer--they seek him out--or about 

transportinr, his goods to the market--the buyers take care of that in 

their own vehicles or boats. Most farmers expressed satisfaction with the 

fairness of the prices they received on the farm, compared with the going 

wholesale prices in the local markets. If the buyer offers too low a 

price the farmer can always wait for another buyer or take his crop to the 

market himself, but few of them consider it worthwhile to do this for the 

small price differences that comprise the buyers• margin. 

Much concern has been expressed in the literature about monopolistic 

coptrol of rice markets by large merchants and millers based in Sai~on, 

with different views expressed as to whether the farmer was getting his 

fair share of the (Saigon) market price· of rice. OUr study was not 

desi~ned to throw any light on this controversy.347 

5. Housing and Consumer Durable Expenditure 

Housing construction and consumer durable purchases represent both 

volatile elements of aggre~ate demand and significant forms of investment 

in the economy. Residential construction typically accounts for about 

30~ of ~ross private domestic investment in the United States, as measured 

by the Department of Commerce in calculating the annual Gross National 

Prociuct (GNP). Consumer durable purchases are counted as part of consump-

tion demand in the GNP accounts; but, conceptually, they too represent an 

investment providing a stream of future real income. The U.S. Department 

J47For a more in-depth analysis of the marketing and transportation 
systems in the Mekong Delta see Robert L. Sansom, op. cit., pp. 94-lOJ. 
Sansom found that "In 1966-67 not only was the Del ta paddy :p-ice as high 
as or higher than the Saigon price but Delta farmers were, with the 
exception of the transport and labor h~dling costs, taking home· most of 
that price • 11 
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of Commerce calculates the annual returns on previous housin~ investment 

as the "rental" portion of National Income, imputing the market rental 

values of all ovmer-occupied homes. Conceptually• annual real income from 

other consumer durable investment should be calculated in the same manner, 

but obvious difficulties make it impractical to do so. 

The quantity and value of houses and consumer durables owned are also 

important indicators of the comparative wealth of households and of their 

comparative real incomes. providing useful information on the skew of 

income distribution among land tenure groups. 

The quality of housing is clearly correlated with land tenure status, 

with owner-cultivators having a much hit;her proportion of the nicer and 

more durably constructed homes than the tenant and former tenant groups, 

and with the LTTT-title-recipients slowly beginning to push their way up 

from tenant levels. The "ideal" house in the first three villa~:es has a 

tile roof, tile floors, and walls of brick or cement block. This is the 

house every successful and self-respectine fa.rrer aspires someday to 

build. The 11 cheapeBt 91 house has a roof of thatch or corrur,ated metal, 348 

walls of thatch or bamboo, and floors of packed earth. Table 6-16 presents 

a breakdown of housinr; types owned by our sample. It is clear many more 

of the owner-cultivators have "made it11 than of the other two ~roups; and, 

conversely, many more tenants and former tenants live under thatch or 

corrugated metal roofs and on packed earth floors. 

Many of the farmers inter viewed were in the process of repairing, 

348 Roofs of corrugated metal are more durable than thatch but, becau.se 
of the terrific heat they radiate under the midday sun, they are not 
especially favored over thatch roofs. Several farmers told us they 
preferred thatch, but that it was scarce and more expensive than 'before 
due to military defoliation programs. New cement fiber roofs are more 
expensive than metal, but much cooler. (See Table 6-16). 
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remodelling or rebuilding their homes, and a sizeable number either had 

or were plannin~ to upgrade the type of their houses. ~·Jhile the more 

enthusiastic plans for future reconstruction were recounted by the title

reoipient group, such an investment typically called for more funds than 

could be saved from remitted rents for several years and usually involved 

expected returns from successful double-cropping with Miracle Rice, '&.S 

well. The figures show, nevertheless, that 71~ ot the title-recipients 

had either spent money for house repairs, remodelling or reconstruction 

in the year preceding our interview or planned to do so during the coming 

year, compared with 64% of the owner-cultivator group and only 49,t of the 

tenants. In addition, the average a.mount of money being invested in such 

house impriovements by the title-recipients, while only about 2/J the 

avera~e spent by O'Wner-cultivators, was well over double the average amount 

spent ·by the remaining tenants. (See Table 6-16). 

A similar story is evident in the oonsum9r durable statistics. A 

higher proportion of owner-cultivators owned at least one of all but two 

of the 16 items on the list than the tenants did, while the title-recipients 

were already purchasing their way up to a position in between. Land-tenure 

correlations were especially marked in the proportions owning such modern 

utilities as the radio, the pressure lamp, the wall clock and the motorbike, 

as well as such traditional prestige items as brass altar fixtures, Chinese 

character frescos and the glass-front cabinet. In addition, the owner-

cul tivators owned more of the four most commonly found items' on the list 

than did the tenants --wardrobe oabinets 11 worship tables or cabinets, wood 

plank beds (bo van), and table and chair sets--with title-recipients again 

emerging between the other two groups in owning the first two items and 

slightly surpassing the owner-cultivators in the last two. The last four 
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named items were not only the most commonly found in farm households, with 

ma.t:\y ownin::i; more than one of each item, they were also the items most 

often reported as recently purchased or planned for purchase soon--items 

of basic household furniture.. {See Table 6-17). 

Thirty-one percent of the LTTT-title-reoipients said they had made one 

or more consumer-durable purchases during the year precedinc; the interview 

or planned to do so in the following year, about equal to the 30~ of the 

owner-cultivators who made similar claims, but half a_eain as many as the 

20% of the tena.nts who said so. Compar irJg the numbers of i terns purchased 

reveals the title-recipients were buying twice as many consumer durables 

per house hold as were the tenants and more than half a.~~ain as many as 

were the owner-cultivators. 

It seems clear that the LTTT Pro:-:;ram is stimulatint'; rural investment 

in both house improvements and consumer durables and is thereby increasin~~ 

market demand for these domestic industries, especi.ally when it is 

realized that the LTTT-ti tle-recipient ~roup makes up rou~~hly one-half of 

all the farm families in the Delta, and not just one-third as in our 

sample. 

6. Education 

C>li.u;htly more tenants and former tenants had school-age children or 

grandchildren (6-11 years old) not in school than did the owner-cultivators, 

'but the difference was hardly sie;nificant. Village differences were much 

more pronounced, with 37~ of the farmers in Phu Thu and 27% in HBT having 

younr. truants in their households, compared with none in Khanh Hau and 

only 2% in LED. Several reasons were given for this parentally approved 

truancy: that the nearest school was too far from home, especially where 
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the children would have to cross one or more "monkey bridges" enroute, 

that it cost too much to send them. that they were needed at home to help 

their mother look after the younger children and the livestock, and that 

they were afraid to go. Many of these children will be sent to school 

when they are a little older. It is common practice among many families 

in more isolated areas not to start their children in first grade until 

they are 8 or 9 years old and a.re better able to negotiate the long walk 

and monkey bridges involved. Then the boys, at least, will be sent to 

school a few years until they learn to read and -write and handle basic 

mathematics. Some of the girls will not be sent at all. 

More pertinent to the present inquiry were the answers to the 

question, asked of those with children or grandchildren currently attendiqg 

school, as to how far they wanted their offspring to study before quitting. 

Most of the answers were vague and indefinite: "As far as they are able," 

"As far as they want to go." "As long as we can support them," or "It 

doesn't matter." The first answer quoted was by far the most frequent, 

and it must be understood as expressing an honest desire to keep the 

children in school for as long as they can keep passing to hieher grades 

~ for as long as the parents can keep supporting them~ It could mean up 

to the 5th grade for some 9 the 9th for others and the 12th grade for still 

others. 

Of more interest, however, is the much higher proportion of owner

cultivators who named specific grade levels as goals for their children's 

education, and the fact that most of these goals were 10th grade or above. 

Tenants and former tenants had fewer specific educational ~oals and those 

who were specific tended to cite lower grade levels, especially for their 

daughters. There is no evidence here that the LTTT Program has as yet had 
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any noticeable impact on the educational goals of former tenants for their 

children, except that, by placint.~ so many of them in an owner-cultivator 

social status and raising the level of their incomes. we can legitimately 

expect them r,radually to adopt the values and lifestyles of their owner-

cultivator nei~hbors, who clearly do have hir,her educational goals than 

the tenants. 349 

Village differences were again significant, with higher specific 

educational ~oals expressed in the two Upper-Delta villages of Khanh Hau 

and LBD than in the two Lower-Delta villages. The highest erade-level 

t~oal F;i ven in Phu Thu was the 6.!J.! e;rade. C>ee Table 6-18). 

7. Social and Political Change 

So much time was spent inquiring about purely economic matters very 

little serious probinp; could be done at the end of each interview into 

questions of political and social interest. An attempt was made to 

illicit some ~eneral observations about the local scene and about the 

reception of the LTTT Program. In most cases little relevant information 

was obtained; the most common answers, especially from the women. were 

11 I don't know about that" and "Nothing much has chaneed." When a 

respondent was inclined to talk, however, as the older men more often were, 

we kept the discussion goin~~ without takinf:, notes, later summarizing the 

key points made from memory. Since this was the most sensitive part of 

349rn this regard, it should 'be noted that the owner-cultivator men 
averaeed 3.9 years of formal education in the first three villages, ~hile 
the tenant and former tenant men averaged 2.3. The averages for women 
were not significantly different at an overall average of 1.5. (See 
Table 5-1). 
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the interview, from the standpoint of the interviewees• willingness to be 

candid and truthful, it was a1ways reserved for last and the minimum of 

notes were taken on the spot. 

'What follows is a summary of these discussions topic by topic, 

presenting the various views expressed by those farmers desiring to express 

theme l~ith a few exceptions there has been no attempt to quantify the 

answers or to state exact proportions favoring one view or the other, but 

rather to present the composite picture as described by the informants 

interviewed. The views of one perceptive and observant individuaJ. in a 

village may be more accurate and offer better insights than all the other 

comments taken toeether anyway, so not much can be gained by trying to 

weight them equally. 

The followinG is an outline of the topics discussed: 

l) What changes have occured in: 

a. Relationships between landlords and tenants 1 

b. Villagers• attitudes toward title-recipients? 

c. Farmer participation in village and hamlet meetings? 

d. Leadership positions. political power and influence of 

different groups? 

2) -... Jhat are the ideal qualities of a hamlet or village chief and how 

do villagers decide to ·vote in elections? 

3) Opinions about the LTTT Program: 

a.. Ahy did the government undertake the LTTT Program? 

b. 'dhat do villagers think of it 1 

c. ~ .. Jhat does the NLF say about it? 

4) 'dha..t problems still need to be solved to help villagers improve 

their lives? 
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Relationships retween Landlord and Tenant 

Under the landlord-tenant systmn of the 1930' s landlords wielded 

almost total authority over the lives and fortunes of their tenants. 

;Jince they controlled not only the land, the only secure source of wealth 

and food in the Delta, but also the political machinery at village 9 district 

and province levels, their power was described as nearly absolute from the 

tenants• point of view. This concentration of power led to frequent social, 

economic and political abuses, against which the tenants had no recourse 

but the extra-le~al rebellion so many of them supported in the 1950 1 s and 

6o•s. 

The old landlord-tenant system was descri'bed vi,ridly and in similar 

terms in all four villaf,eS and by all three land tenure group interviewed. 

It was especially interesting to hear the comments of so many or..vner-

culti vators~ who themselves had no axe to grind and can presumably be 

considered more objective in their observation. That a ereat change has 

occurred over the last 30 years is beyond question, the only differences 

reGistered arose in tryins to pin down the date of the beginnine of the end 

of the old system and to determine who or what events were responsible for 

its demise. 

A broad consensus would agree that before 1945 the position of the 

tena.nt was like that of a servant or slave to his landlord (both words 

used 11 with "slave tt, the more frequent), who had to work from dawn to dusk 

to satisfy the conditions of his tenancy while earning enough food to keep 

his family from starving;, and who lived in mortal fear of losing his 

cultivation rights to the land and thus falline into an even worse 

condition. There were always landless workers around who would try to 

offer the landlord a little higher rent or a little more "key money" for 
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the same land. 

Landlords could talce back their land, if rents or debts weren't paid 

on time, and rent it to another tenant for a higher return. Population · 

pressure on the land continued to force rent levels up, moreover, so that 

this system became permanently stacked aeainst the tenant. With rent 

levels 50 or 60% of a good harvest, a crop failure, which could be 

counted on periodically, would leave a tenant no way to meet his stipulated 

rents, and landlords were under no obligation whatsoever to grant tolerance 

for a bad harvest until the Diem reforms. of 1955. In many cases tolerance 

was not eranted and the tenant was considered to have "borrowed" the amount 

he could not pay until the following year , at 100% real interest. Even 

if he did pay all his rent the tenant then had to borrow rice before the 

next harvest anyway, usually from his landlord, in order to feed his 

family, also at lOO;t real interest. Either way, by simply not granting 

tolerance in a bad year the landlord was able to place the tenant in a 

debtor position and erase all leeal claim the tenant had to continued 

cultivation rights on the land. From then on the tenant remained 

completely at the mercy of the landlord. 

Tenants were ex~cted to provide, in addition to the rents, free 

labor in the landlord's unrented fields (in one case 15 days per hectare 

rented) and ceremonial labor by both the tenant and his wife in the land

lord• s house--cleanin1~, sweeping 11 repairin~, cooking, even cleaning the 

toilet area--before days of cerem~nial feasts; and they had to bring 

gifts of poultry, pie;s, fruit, vegetables and rice for these ceremonial 

feasts. Landlords. were often very restrictive about what could be grown 

or done on their land, fearing, often throueh sheer ienorance about farming, 

that some damage would be done to their land. They often would not permit 
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the construction of satisfactory bunds, irrieation or drainage ditches or 

the plant in;:~ of fruit trees or vec:~etable crops. One tenant reported his 

landlord refused him permission to keep livestock, fea.rint, damage to the 

land .. 

The landlord class was protected by the administrative system operated 

by the French colonfa.1 reeime, in which local ad.minis tr a ti ve positions 

were appointed by hi~her authorities and could therefor be purchased by 

the highest bidder. Most of our respondents placed the bec;innint:; of the 

end at 1945, when the Viet Minh rose up and forced the landlords to flee 

their country villas to seek the safety of the cities, thou.eh many noticed 

little chanGe until after the French were officially forced out in 1954, 

or until the government of Np,o Dinh Diem initiated rent and tenure control 

le.c~islation in 1955 and some land redistribution in 1956. A few placed 

the date as late as 1967 and 69, when more recent rent and occupancy 

freezes were decreed. 

Most agreed that the erosion of landlord power was a gradual process 

over the last two or three decades, with the current LTTT Program delivering 

the final blow, the cuop de grace. The Viet Minh were instrumental in 

initiating the process by exi:ellin~ most of the landlol'ti s to the cities 

and eliminating the worst abuses of the system, eradicating the foolhardy 

souls who resisted; and the presence of the NLF since the early 1960 1s has 

prevented any landlord attempt to regain their lost position and has caused 

a further erosion of their power. The Diem rent controls and con.tract 

requirements were eiven a considerable amount of credit 9 however. Even 

though rents often exceeded legal levels, the landlords seldom tried to 

push as hard as before and rents rarely approached the old 50~ levels, 

while most of the extra requirements were dropped. It became much hard.er 
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to evict a tenant or to maneuver him into an ex.posed legal position where 

he could be easily evicted. 

As far as the LTTT Program was concerned, very few farmers in our 

sample seemed inclined to give the NLF much credit for "forcing" the Thieu 

ri:overnment into it, as a more sophisticated view might well do. The NLF 

was given its due in keeping the landlords out and in redistributing some 

land in its own manner;350 but the LTTT Program was conceived in 1969 and 

launched in 1970, a period when NLF power and influence in the Mekong 

Delta was at low ebb,35l due to the decimation their ranks and prestiee 

suffered after the Tet Offensive of 1968, and a period when government 

prestige and influence was on the rise. That the government was trying to 

11 buy the hearts of the farmers" and win greater rural support was 

unquestioned, but this was perceived as a ~ood thing for the government 

to do and an ex.oellent way to do it. Its motives were clear and accepta

ble (even to many of the landlords); but the timin~~ of the move seemed to 

disassociate it from the NLF threat, except in a rather vague and distant 

There is no denying that a very real social, political and economic 

revolution has been ~orking its way out in the Mekong Delta. Its impor-

tance and human interest value warrant a little space to record the voices 

of some of those involved: 

"The landlords once had·an awfully lot of power. Tenants were merely 
their slaves and had to work from dawn to dusk ••• For every ceremonial 
feast the tenants had to come work and to brins rice or poultry to put on 
the altar ••• They were afraid if they did not do so the landlord would 
be angry and mir,ht take back his land ••• Now they are no longer afraid. 11 

--owner-cultivator in Khanh Hau Village. 

350See Chapter III, Section 5. 

J51And it remained at low ebb until the Spring Offensive of 1972. 
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"Before 1945 landlords were all the bad things you hear about, 
dRmandinr:; hi~~h rents, ceremonial labor and livestock, etc. But it was 
partly due to the population pressure on the land. Farmers would insist 
a landlord let them rent the land at a higher rent than the presemt tenant, 
and if the landlord was reluctant they would work on his wife. Pressure 
and or~~aniza.tion from the Viet Minh changed the system after 1945. In 
recent years landlords have had to plead with their tenants and treat them 
nicely to ,;:';et any rent at all, and whatever the tenants wanted to pay the 
landlords had to accept.tt 

--Owner-cultivator in LBD Village. 

(>ome of the worst abuses in the old system were reported by farmers. 

in Phu Thu Villar~e, Phong Dinh Province: 

"In the old days tenants had to perform ceremonial labor (around the 
landlords house) and free labor (in his fields), and still the landlord 
kept demandine hit~her rents. He would not give his tenants permission to 
build bunds, plant fruit trees or vegetables--there were so many restric
tions ! Thi.s was tru.e until 1969, when rents and land occupancy were 
frozen and the new LTTT law was proposed." 

--owner-cultivator in Phu Thu Village. 

"Before• rents were 70 gia per hectare. If the <tr-op failed the 
tenant had to pay the following year. Landlords controlled the village 
government. They refused to give tenants permission to build dikes or to 
diG irrif,ation or drainage ditches, and if the tenant tried to do anything 
a,,:i;ainst his landlord •s will he would be arrested and put in jail. u 

--owner-cultivator in Phu Thu Village. 

"Before 1945 tenants remained in heavy debt to their landlords the 
year around, often having to ~ive him their entire crop in payment for rent 
and repayment of loans plus interest, and then they had to borrow again 
immediately in order to have enough to eat. If anyone reneged on payments 
the landlord simply reclaimed the land and rented it. to soneone else. 
Tenants also had to provide ceremonial labor. That system started to chanee 
under Viet Minh influence after 1945 and it no longer exists." 

--tenant in Phu Thu Village. 

"Landlords would charge hit;h rents, 35 to 56 gia per hectare, and 
force tenants on poor land to borrow and get deep in debt, then they would 
make a tenant on p;ood land ~rho was not in debt trade places with the one 
on poor land. After a few years the debtor had paid back his loans with 
interest and the other tenant would be heavily in debt, so the landlord 
would make them switch land again. This old system of landlord oppression 
changed rapidly after 1956. 0 

--LTTT-ti tle-recipient in Phu Thu Village. 

" ••• if the harvest was too little to cover the rents the landlord 
would send his men around to confiscate furniture and other valuables to 
make up the diffp,rence. If you borrowed rice from the landlord to eat you 
had to repay twice as much at harvest time. The. landlords controlled 
everythint;, tenants were nothing. Hhenever a landlord came to call, a 
tenant had to bmv and scraJ?e and kill a chicken for dinner, doin8: everythine 
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to make him feel at home, but even so tm landlord seldom reduced rents." 
--LTTT-title-recipient in Phu Thu Village. 

" .... landlords often forced their tenants to make their young daugh
ters provide sexual favors. All this changed rather suddenly after 1945, 
thanks to Viet Minh infuence. Landlords fled for their lives. One of the 
meanest land mana~ers was killed not far from here by a tenant getting 
revenp:e for what had been done to his daur-;hter. 11 

--owner-cultivator in Phu Thu village. 

"Landlords wanted to cut their tenants• throats and peel their skin 
off .. Since 1965 things have changed for the better." 

--tenant in Phu Thu Villap,e. 

''Landlords were very oppressive to their tenants before i945, 
..... All that started to change about 1945 with Viet Minh influence 
scaring landlords into the cities; and landlord power p,radually faded 
until the LTTT Program struck the final blow~ 11 

--owner-cultivator in Phu Thu 'rillage. 

The farmers in the Hoa Hao village of Hoa Binh Thanh (HBT), An Giang 

Province, painted a picture very similar to the one above, though their 

memories were not nearly so bitter as those in Phu Thu, contrary to a 

belief commonly held among Americans that the old landlord-tenant system 

did not under?,o the same early chanVoeS in the Hoa Hao area as elsewhere, 

but rather remained fairly intact until the Diem and LTTT reforms, simply 

because the 'liet Minh had little influence there. To quote Robert Sansom, 

after a discussion of Viet Minh reforms elsewhere: 

"However, in An Giang and other areas of the lower Delta over which 
the Viet Minh had never exerted control, the tenancy system was not 
modified, and pre-1946 Delta-wide conditions prevailed throughout the 
1950 8s and 1960 1s. 11 352 

This view is erroneous and fails to appreciate the fact that the Hoa 

Hao movement itself, which had its own beginninfr,s in the 1940's, "was 

designed to appeal primarily to the oppressed and poor, 11353 and had a 

stron~ anti-landlord bias.354 Armed Hoa Hao bands rose up against local 

op. cit~, p. 56. 
353Buttin;~er, 1967, p. 256. 
l54Ibid., p. 260. 
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administrative leaders and chased many rich landlords out of the villages 

and into the cities in 1945, like the Viet Minh did elsewhere, and they 

put a.n end to some of the worst abuses of the old landlord-tenant system 

in Hoa Hao area., as welL 

c;ome rich landlords were "converted" to the new sect, makinf~ financial 

contributions in an effort to buy protection and even assuming leadership 

positions in it.355 but most were not. or the ten landlords interviewed 

w-ith landholdings in HBT Village, only one was Hoa Hao; and out of 110 

.form B applications for compensation payments for land expropriated in HBT 

under the LTTT Prograrri.356 only 9, or 8%, were villat;e residents.. Some of 

the large landlords interviewed spoke of the flight from their village 

home in 1945, of still 'being afraid to spend the night in the village where 

they owned land, and of a. 3-year period (1945-48) when "all men of wealth 

wern in da.nr-~er. 11 Al though landlords remained, after a brief interlude, in 

a much strone;er position than elsewhere, the old tenancy system had been 

irreversibly modified by the Hoa Hao movement .. 

"Eefore 1945 ~ some landlords required free labor and r.~ifts of 
poultry for ceremonial feasts and they loaned money at 100% interest, 
but then the Hoa Hao sect reduced landlord power and eliminated the 
worst aspects of their oppression of tenants." 

--LTTT-title-recipient in HBT Village. 

"Landlords were very difficult before 1945. They allowed no 
tolerance for bad harvests, rice-rents had to be very clean, they 
demanded ceremonial (free) labor, and they could evict tenants. 

--three different owner-cultivators in HBT Village. 

"Durin.c; the French period landlords had close ties with the French. 
Tenants were afraid they would be evicted and were more afraid of their 
landlords than they are of the district chief today." 

--owner-cultivator in HBT Villat~e. 

355Ibid., p. 261. 

356
0rl file in the An Gianv, Province Land Affairs Office in August 1972, 

and representin~ 1836 ha., or 86% of all HBT land expropriated by March 
1973. 
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"Landlords haven't lived in the village since 194.5." 
--owner-cultivator in HBT Village. 

Villa.!?'ers' Attitudes toward Title-Recipients 

Most respondents had not noticed any change in the attitudes of 

other villagers toward LTTT-ti tle-recipients. A few- said everyone was 

happy for them and a few tenants and owner-cultivators said people disliked 

the new boastfulness or haughtiness they saw in some title-recipients. 

Some of the farmers, however, felt that s.ignificant chanees were oocuring: 

"Before the LTTT Program the title-recipients had to hire them
selves out to other people; but now that they are owners, they only help 
other people when their own wo:rk is done. Peca.use of this their morale is 
higher and village residents show them more respect." 

--title-recipient in Khanh Hau Village. 

"Before the rich people in the village treated the poor workers 
and tenants very badly, making them work lone hours for one day•s pay 
without providin~ :g1ood food to eat.357 Now most farmers around here are 
owners and because of it they are in better shape, they do not have to 
hire themselves out to others. The rich people must plead with them to 
work and let them return home at 5PM instead of 6PM, with better food to 
eat. Everyone treats the LTTT-title-reoipients with more respect now than 
before • 11 

--title-recipient in LED Village. 

"Village officials used to act pompously, expecting tenants to bow 
and scrape and stand in their presence. Now they act like equals and try 
to help farmers improve their crops." 

--owner-cultivate~ in Phu Thu Village. 

"Title-recipients have more rights now than before." 
--owner-cultivator in HBT Village. 

"Title-recipients are happier now, they don't IYeet so many obs ta oles 
as before." 

--title-recipient in HBT Village. 

"Village officials are more polite rith title-recipients than they 
used to H . 

--tenant in HBT Villaee. 

357The noon meal is provided by the farmer who hires wage labor, and 
labor is typically paid for by the day, not by the hour. 
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Farmer Participation in Village Meetings 

1\ proper study of socioloeical and political change at the Village 

level would involve far more than an opinion poll of farmers and a few 

villa1~:,e leaders {see chapter 8), but this was all we had time for in our 

primarily economic study.. Research results reported in this section should 

be understood for what they are--the opinions of those farmers interviewed 

who cared to express them, and not a definitive study of social chanee. 

'li th respect to farmer participation in villaee meetines, the 

responses made it fairly clear tha.t two changes have been perceived: a 

lon,u;-run change since the 1940 1s wherein landlord and rich owner-cultivator 

domination of village affairs, to the total exclusion of the tenants, has 

t;radually given w03 to more participation and control by middle-income 

eroups, includins smaller own~r-cultivators and tenants and nuw many 

LTTT-title-recipients, to the virtual exclusion of the landlords; and a 

more recent chanp;e due mostly to the LTTT Program itself, wherein frequent 

rneet:tne;s have been called and were attended by mostly tenants and new 

title-recipients, in connection with fast-breakinr, developments in and 

paperwork required by land redistribution procedures, and in which owner

cultivators have had no part to play. 

The lone-run chanr~e toward.wider participation in villaee affairs 

occurred mostly before the LTTT Program was initiated and has been due to 

the whole evolution of village-level politics that began with-the 

expulsion of the big landlords from the village. It is continuint~ today 

with each new election of village council members by popular vote. 

The more recent change has been directly due to the LTTT Proe;ram 

itself a.nd to the or;:>;anizational and informative meetings called during its 

impl~rnentation. Whether the new, closer relationship l::etween the former 
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tenants and their village leaders and the broader farmer participation in 

village affairs, stimulated by the LTTT Progra.m, will continue after the 

program has been implemented remains to be seen; but since it seems to be 

only another step along the evolutionary path already in progress 11 the 

chances are eood that it wille 

These village-level changes have occurred in part due to policy 

changes from above--the election of village leaders instead of their 

appointment and the LTTT Program--and in part due to pressures from below--

the ~xpulsion of landlords, the favorable results of the elections, the 

overall pressure of the NLF insur~ency, which made land reform both feasible 

and imperative, and the overwhelminely favorable response to the LTTT 

Program... Several farmers remarked that 1 although they went to village 

meetings only when invited, in recent years there had been a significant 

change in who was invited to attend and participate in these meetin~s. 

ttBefore, the landlords controlled the village administration, when 
the government wanted to call a meeting they ~ the villagers go. Now 
the tenants have the power to choose the village leaders, and therefore 
the villa,s:,e lea.dership must be more 'polite with the tenants." 

--owner-cultivator in Khanh Hau Village. 

"'Before the LTTT Program tenants seldom attended meetings. Since 
LTTT, everyone goes to meetings of the village and Farmer's Association 
to learn about new changes and new cultivation techniques. Before, 
landlords met very frequently. Now most of them are anisry and stay at 
home.. Owner-cultivators still attend meetings like they always did." 

--owner-cultivator in LBD Village. 

"Nowdays everyone is invited to village meetings. In the old 
days tenants couldn't even go into the village office unless they were 
called.., They had to stand around outside and wait. Everything was 
decided by others inside and whenever a tenant was finally approached or 
called in he had to bow and scrape before the officials." 

--title-recipient in Phu Thu Village" 

"Before the tenants didn't dare to voice their opinions, but now 
(as new owners) they a.re speaking up at village meetings and are at least 
listened to. 11 

--owner-cultivator in Phu Thu Village. 

"In the old days landlords attended many meetings, but tenants did 
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not go. Now everyone r:oes together." 
--owner-cultivator in HI3T Village. 

Leadership Positions, Political Power and Influence of the Different 
Land Tenure Groups 

Political control over villaee affairs and the selection of village 

officials has undergone three decades of change parallel to the economic 

and social changes described above. Farmers in Khanh Hau, LIID and Phu Thu 

described a 3-sta~e process very similar in each village, while in the Hoa 

Hao-controlled HBT the course of chanee and its outcome so far has been 

somewhat different. 

One forxoor tenant in Phu Thu Village put it simply, "Under the French, 

villa~e officials were picked (for appointment) by the landlords. Under 

Diem, village officials bought their positions. At present, they are 

elected freely by the i:eople." This theme was repeated in various forms 

by a large number of the farmers interviewed in the first 3 villages. The 

change has been significant and noticeable. Alone; with it has been a 

tendency for younger men to assume positions of leadership and for the jobs 

to become more arduous, while the total remuneration from the jobs, 

considering that from both lep;al and illegal sources, has declined. 

The LTTT Pro:.:~ram cannot, of course, take any credit for the changes 

that occurred.before it was initiated. It can be viewed as complementing 

and enhancinc; the current historical trend, however, by reducing the economic 

power and social prestiz,e of the landlord class still further and adding to 

that of the former tenants, thereby encourae;int:~ still broader political 

participation by the latter. 

The causal factors of the political ":revolution" were first the 

removal of the landlords from fairly direct local control in the rnid-1940's, 

before which they had been able to obtain the appointment of either their 
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own relatives or of "trusted" friends and tenants, leadine to a period of 

v.raninc landlord influence durinr~ which weal thy village residents (rich 

owner-cultivators and small landlords) would "buy" village positions for 

their younrer sons or nephews from district or province authorities, and 

then use these positions to further enrich themselves• 

The opportunity to purchase village appointments from hi~her 

authorities (who themselves were appointed by still hir;her levels of the 

~overnment) lasted in most areas until village elections were instituted 

in 1967. In more secure villat;es elections were held earlier• how-ever, 

one respondent marked the beginnin~ of change as a 1963 election in Khanh 

Hau. Another in LBD Villaee reported that the villae;e chief has been 

selected by the Village Council from among its members since 1961, and that 

the situation ber;an to improve after that, even though the Village Council 

memoors themselves were appointed until the 1967 elections. 

Farmers in the first three villages agreed, however, that the most 

important event was the 1967 election of village council members, who now 

select the village chief from among themselves and have eeneral supervision 

over village affairs. A second election was held in 1970, and althou~h many 

of the old regimes survived the 1967 contest,. more new faces were reported 

in village offices after 1970. 

There were a few dissenters in every village, but most of our 

respondents thought their villar,~e officials were .now much more responsive 

to their needs and wishes than before and were no longer able to purchase 

their posi ti.ons or to becoroo rich by v:i.rtue of their public service. Even 

thow~h resident landlords and the wealthier owner-cultivators were 

acknowledged to have retained considerable influence (especially in Khanh 

Hau)• that influence was seen to have been significantly weakened by the 
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election process. 

"In earlier times the weal thy farioors a.nd landlords picked old men 
to oo villap:e offi..cials. Now the villat:~ers elect the men they like and 
most of them are young men." 

--LTTT-title-recipient in Khanh Hau Village. 

"Before, the villar;e leadership came from wealthy families. Now, 
there is no particular group in control. The change began about 1963, 
because the villagers started to elect the leaders they like. Before then 
villap;e officials were appointed by higher authorities." 

--owner-cultivator in Khanh Hau Village. 

ttBefore about 1961 the wealthy farmers and landlords bought tax 
collection rights and other villae;e offices for their children, who used 
these positions to make themselves rich. This was because those positions 
were appointed at district or province level. After 1961 the Village 
Council appointed village officials and the situation began to change. 
The council itself has been elected by popular vote for the last 6 years." 

--owner-cultivator in LBD Village (in 1972). 

"Landlords held village offices before 1945, but since then village 
leaders have been ordinary farmers, both rich and poor." 

--owner-cultivator in Phu Thu Village. 

"Before 1945 landlords bought all the public offices for themselves 
and their children, but now whoever has enough a.bility holds them." 

--LTTT-title-recipient in Phu Thu Village. 

"Even up until 3 years a.e;o village officials had to respect a 
landlord's wishes very hir;hly, usually deferring to him and lettine him 
have his way. But since the LTTT Program they treat landlords more equally, 
more like they do everyone else, opposing their wishes or refusing their 
requests if they think they are out of line." 

--LTTT-title-recipient in Phu Thu Village. 

In Hoa Binh Thanh (HBT) Village political power shifted from the 

landlords to the leaders of the Hoa Hao religious sect, and a new 

stratification of power and influence has developed, with the wealthier 

and better educated families still having the upper edge and many landlords 

still able to bring strong pressure to bear at province and district levels. 

More allegations of current corruption were heard in HBT than in the first 

three villages, especially with respect to the military draft. Nevertheless, 

local elections and the new- official emphasis on helping the farmers 

emana.ting from Saigon via such vehicles as the Rural Development Program, 
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agricultural extension efforts and the LTTT Program have a noticeable impact 

on the type of individual in villa.~;e and hamlet leadership positions and 

on the manner in which they, deal with ordinary farmers. 

"In the old days landlords were close with the French. Village 
offj_cials were very fearful of them. When the village chief went to 
collect taxes, if a landlord did not pay that was that; no one dared to 
ask him al!,ain for fear his wealth and influence might be used a~ainst you. 
This is no longer true. Former tenants are receiving mu oh more help now 
than oofore. It 

--owner-cultivator in HBT Village. 

"Village and hamlet chiefs used to be friends and relatives of the 
landlords. Then .in 1967 we had our first elections 'and thinss began to 
change. Before, village officers were appointed. Now, they are ordinary 
citizens." 

--owner-cultivator in HBT Village. 

"Rich families used to control the villa:3e. Anyone who wanted to 
~vork in the vi.lla3e office ha.d to have 10 hectares of land or two rich 
people reconnnend him. This, is no lon3er the case and now the villa~!,ers 
elect whomever they like. In the old days, if a farmer was called to the 
villa:~e office he got so scared his face turned blue. Nowadays he thinks 
no thin:~ of it. " 

--owner-cultivator in HBT Village. 

"Nowdays villat~e officials are both rich and poor, but all of 
them are chosen by leaders of the Hoa Hao sect. No other candidate has a 
chance even if he is a very good, talented and dedicated leader. There is 
a lot of corruption here. In order to eet into the Popular Defense Force 
and to stay there a young man's parents must pay off village officials. 
Those who don 1t pay (or who cannot) see their sons sent far away with the 
rer~ular army. Draft rlodgers are caught, but if one pays the price the boy 
:i.s allowed to esca~, if not he is drafted." 

--owner-cultivator in HBT Village. 

"The sa.me clique keeps runnine; the village office ; and they must 
pay for their positions. People don't dare challenge village and hamlet 
leaders because they control the Popular· Defense Force, which has guns. 
And the Popular Defense Force members don't dare challenge them because 
the village officials have the power to send them (the PDF soldiers) to 
the re~ ~ular army. " · 

--owner-cultivator in HBT Yilh.ge. 

"Village leadership positions were dominated by the rich oof ore 
1945, but the Hoa Hao influence ohitnL:~ed that so now rich, middle and poor 
alike hold villat~e offices. Howeirer, in the more distant and less secure 
villages people are afraid to cross village officials for fear the officials 
will claim they ~e Viet Cong and have them arrested and jailed." 

--LTTT-title-recipient in HBT Village (with land elselrfhere). 

"Before, the rich, landlord, and well-educated families were 
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appointed to village leadership positions by higher authorities, from whom 
the f orioor often bought their appointments which they would then use to 
ma.ke corrupt profits. They were interested in lining their own pockets 
and cared nothine about the welfare of the ordinary citizens. Since elec
tions were first held 6 years ago everything has changed. Thanks to the 
elections the villaeers can put ordinary citizens into these positions. 
We still have the problem of corruption, now the candid.a.tea pay Hoa Hao 
leaders for their endorsement (in the election) instead of higher authori
ties (for appointment); but it 1s less of a problem than before... The 
Hoa Hao organization endorses certain candidates for office, and they are 
sure to win. The Hoa Hao leaders themselves are chosen by democratically 
elected representatives at each level. but if the higher levels don't 
approve they have the power of veto." 

--LTTT-title-recipient in HBT Village. 

"The attitude of village officials has changed. They are more 
helpful now than l:>efore." 

--tenant in HBT Village. 

Village and National Elections 

Farmer discussions of election procedures were much the same in all 

four villaees. There seemed to be a general consensus that elections of 

village council members (who in turn elected key village officials from 

among their own numbers) were fairly run and that the voters• choices were 

truly validated in the outcome. Respondents noted that since most voters 

knew something about the various village candidates they had a meaningful 

choice to make, and that if they later became disappointed with the winners 

they could vote for sorooone else the next time. Most felt that the present 

village officials were peop1(7 the villae;ers themselves had picked, in 

contrast to those in office 'before 1967. 

In view of this it is pertinent to record the responses to a question 

about the personal qualities desired in a village or hamlet chief in more 

detail, and these have been tabulated for the full sample of 187 farmers 

in Table 6-19. The most frequent response recorded was that a village 

leader should be an individual who was concerned with the welfare of the 

ordinary villager or that he not give the villaeers a hard time about 

thine;s (6J%). Secondly, leaders were desired who were "good" people by 
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nri.ture and who were 0ourteous and considerate in their dealinf~S with vil

laP:e residents (38%). Followin1~ these were comments that a villa1~e 

official should be fair and treat everyone equally, performinp: his duties 

impartially and ex.pedi tiously for all (29% ), and that he should be free 

of corruption, straiP:htforward and honest (21%). 

National elections were a different story. dith respect to representa

tives and senators elected to the National Assembly,many farmers said that, 

since they did not know much or anythin~ about any of the candidates, they 

merely followed the su~::~estions or instructions of their villaf:e and ham

let officials about for ~horn to cast their ballots. Several asserted the 

villari:e and hamlet chiefs received instructions from the district chief, 

who in turn had been instructed by the province chief, as to which candi

dates should be assured of victory. Officials or PDF f.Uards were sta

tioned around the polling booths to remind everyone which candidates to 

choose, and the favored candidates' ballots were placed on top of the 

stack before they were handed to each voter. (In Vietnam, the names and 

photo~raphs of each candidate or each slate of candidiates are on separate 

ballots, and voters must place one ballot in an envelo~ for deposit in 

the ballot box, discarding the rest in a trash can). Some respondents 

remarked that, despite this pressure, the votinp booths were private and no 

one outside really knew which ballot a voter placed in his envelo_pe; but 

others feared the contrary, while many went along out of respect for their 

villa~e leaders or because they did not have a clear choice of their own 

anyway. 

In the 1971 presidential election, since there was only one candidate 

and only one ballot, true freedom of choice was reportedly even less 

apparent. A voter received the ballot for the incumbent President Thieu 

along with the envelope, and in many cases respondents said the polling 
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officials had already obliginv,ly placed the ballot in the envelope, so that 

all the voter had to do was to place it in the ballot box. (One or two 

farmers said that this was even done for them). In order to register a 

"no confidence" vote against the President a voter had to tear or mark a

cross the ballot before placing it in the envelope or to throw the ballot 

away• leaving the envelope blank. This made it much easier for a guard or 

official standing near the voting booth to tell how a voter cast his ballot, 

especially when the ballot had already been placed in the envelope, since a 

"for" vote made no sound and no fuss while an "against" vote did. Many 

farmers said they were afraid of subsequent ha.rrassment if they cast "no 

confidence" votes, and a few recounted actual stories of such harrassment 

after the 1971 election. 

It was unheard of to miss an election in any of our four villages. 

Every single person "had". to go vote in every election. unless he had 

urgent medical or family reasons acceptable to his hamlet chief. Many 

respondents said it was a citizen's duty to go vote and it was the village 

and hamlet chiefs 1 duty to see that everyone performed his duty. Village 

and hamlet officials and their men would make the rounds on election day 

to make sure no one forgot, and to stay at home meant a good scolding from 

your chief. In addition, each registered voter carries a voter registra

tion card along with his government identification card, and the former is 

punched with a special punch at each election.. Both cards are routinely 

checked on the hit~hways by ~overnment soldiers and in village offices when 

completing the paperwork required for various activities. A large number 

of respondents feared they would be detained, questioned, harrassed and 

beset with delays and difficulties later if they failed to have their 

voter registration card properly punched on election day. A few said such 
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harrassment didn't really happen anymore, but that memories of it under 

the Ngo Dinh Dien rer;ime, when it was coJlllTlon practice, were enough to keep 

most villagers voting; but others said their cards were checked frequently 

enough to keep them worried about it. 

Opinions about the LTTT Program 

Asked why they thought the government launched the LTTT Program, 

slie;htly over half of the farmers sampled (.52%) said the government was 

trying to help poor farmers rais(=l their standard of 1:1.vinls• Many of them 

cited the .o:overnment slogan "Dan giau, m!2£ !!£>i manh," which means "only 

if the people prosper IYill the country be stronG," as the basic rationale 

behi.nd this and other ae;ricul tural development programs. More than a 

fourth (28%) of the farmers said the government wanted to end the 

oppression of the rich over the poor by reducinE,:. the unequal distribution 

of weal th and income, by "levellinc~" social inequalities, or words to that 

effect. Smaller numbers eave as eovernment motives the desire for more 

rural support in order to shorten the war (lJ~) and the desire to use the 

incentive effects of cultivator ownership to increase prcxluction (.5%). 

(3~~ Table 6-20). 

"The government decided it should consider its citizens like the 
build.inf~ blocks of the nation; if the blocks are stronr, and rich the country 
is strong. Under the old system only a few landlords were weal thy, while 
thP. Va.st majority of far100rs were very poor. Now that almost all farmers 
have their own piece of land and the freedom to cultivate it as they wish, 
they have enough to eat and sufficient left over to buy a few thines and 
to fix up their houses, there is much less crime (petty larceny) in the 
village, and fewer people will go over to the enemy • 11 

--owner-cultivator in Phu Thu Village. 

'fui,lF~ opinions about official motives were fairly uniformly spread 

throughout the sample, those about popular reaction to the LTTT Program 

showed some noticeable differences by village. In general, ereat 

enthusiasm 1-tas reported for the Program everywhere but in HBT Village, 
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although several respondents pointed out some inequities in the program 

and eave examples such·as the old couple who had rented out their 1 or 2 

hectares b:!cause both sons had teen drafted into the army and who now 

were losing their land to the new tenants, or the small owners who had 

fled an insecure area to side with the goverruoont only to have the 

eovernment give their land away to the NLF sympathizers who remained 

behind. · Many also pointed out that none of the small landlords who were 

losin~ their land shared the general enthusiasm for the program, though 

they thought most of the big landlords were probably happy to receive cash 

payment for land on which they could no longer collect much rent anyway. 

Several comments were made to the effect, however, that while maybe 10~ of 

the villagers had lost land and were unhappy· about it, 90% had either 

gained land or were happy for friends, relatives or neighbors who had 

received land, thereby generating the general atmosphere of enthusiasm. 

The enthusiasm was especially apparent in Phu Thu, the poorest village 

studied and the one where pre-LTTT landlord restrictions and demands had 

apparently been the most oppressive. Much notice was taken of the new 

freedom to make their own decisions felt by title-recipients. 

"(Popular reaction to the LTTT Pro~rarn is) very favorable. Nowd~ 
when the new owners meet together they talk about how to increase their 
crops, new techniques and farm equipment, and how to improve their land. 
When they farmed someone else 1 s land they were not interested in these 
things." 

--owner-cul ti va tor in Phu Thu Villa[:,e • 

"They like (the LTTT Program) because they no longer have to pay 
rent and because, as owners, they are free to do as they please with the 
land. Furthermore. if a man owns his own land he will work harder to take 
care of it. For example, if the surface of the field is uneven with high 
spots here and low spots there, he will work to make it level and will not 
fear being evicted by the landlord later and was tine his labor." 

--tenant in Phu Thu Village. 

Popular reaction to the proeram was subdued in HBT, and respondents 

interlaced their comments with more qualifications and criticisms. More 
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concern was expressed about the unfairness of expropriating land from 

small holders. The 3-hectare limit drew ctli ticism for causinc.-; some 

tenants to lose cultivation riphts on some of the land they had orir,inally 

cleared (and hB.d been tilline for years) and for discouraging other 

tenants from applyint: for title at all, preferrinf~ instead to let their 

landlord claim the land was directly cultivated and then staying on the 

'flhole farm in an illee;al tenant status. Four respondents voiced the 

complaint that since the program had closed the nntal market (by ma.kine; 

tenancy tllegal except on Huong Hoa ancestral-worship-land), much good land 

wa.s being under-util:i.zed by owners who lacked the family labor or 

manaeerial skills to farm all of it effectively, while ma.ny poor, landless 

farm workers were unable to find land to rent. The owners knew that if 

they rented out a. portion of their land the tenant could cla.im title to it. 

About 30% of the HBT sample (including more than a third of the title-

recipients) qu::llified their responses about how well the villagers liked 

the LTTT Pror,ram with speciflc criticisms, 2J~ noted the unhappiness of 

(esyecially the small) landlords, and only J6% sa:td villagers liked the 

pro,o;ram without qua.11.fication (most of the latter were title-recipients). 

Only four responses were recorded to the question, "Have you heard 

what memoors of the NLF are saying about the LTTT Pro~ram? I!~ve-ryone else 

answered either 11 I-Oon 1 t know," "I haven't heard," or "none of them have 

been around here lately." 

"The (NLF) is takine the opportunity to play on the sympathies of 
small landlords who are losint~ land, sayin~ that· the NLF never took their 
land away from them but merely divided up cultivation rights more equally 
and reduced rents. They point to the slowness of government compensation 
and call it too little. n· 

--one owner-cultivator and one tenant in LED Villaee. 

"The Viet Cong at first claimed the government LTTT title was 
worthless and they td.ed to prohibit and prevent tenants from applying for 
title. Later, they dropped this line, since almost all the tenants around 
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here were applying anyway; a.nd now they are claiming the LTTT Pror:ram is a. 
victory for the NLF, confirmin~ the land redistribution they had already 
~rformed. Farmers know the differe_nces, however, between the NLF 
distribution. followed by hi~h taxes and other demands for labor, soldiers 
and support, and the government LTTT Program, which is distributing land 
for free and is coupled with ar.ricul tural development policies. 11 

• 

--tenant in LRD Village. 

"I heard a. rumor the Viet Conr, would kill anyone who accepted a 
land title, but I have yet to see them around here. 11 

--tenant in Phu Thu Village. 

Current Village Problems 

The farmers in our sample voiced a strong desire for local public 

works--infrastructure investment--of various kinds, with 44% of them 

listin~ one or more such needs in response to the open-ended question, 

"Aside from the LTTT Program and the land issue• what other problems need 

to be solved in this villa~e in order to improve the life and well-being 

of its residents 711 Other needs expressed were far behind public works 

projects, with a~ricultural assistance (mostly in obtaining machinery} 

listed by only 16~ and improved agricultural credit programs named by only 

10~. (See Table 6-21.) 

Comparison with a similar question posed by the SRI in its Hamlet 

Resident Survey (HRS) to 5.54 farmers358 indicates that, once the land 

question is solved, farmers of the Meko~ Delta will turn their attention 

toward local infrastructure investment projects. This should Jrovide 

considerable political support for public works projects that will not 

only benefit the local communities but will also further the long-run 

national goal of economic development. This has important implications 

J.58Rredo, op. cit., Summary Volume, Table 17 on p. 174. The HRS Survey 
selected a truly random sample of village residents, including 5.54 farmers 
(of whom 41% were owner-cultivators, 34% were tenants, 8% were part-owner, 
part-tenants. and 17% were landless farm workers} from whom the responses 
discussed below were obtained. The results of our stratified sample are 
not, strictly speaking, comparable with those of the random HRS sample; but 
the two samples are similar enough to give a rough comparison some value. 
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for national policy decisions and developaental planning. 

The SRI showed 37~ of its farmer sample listed resolution of the land 

issue as a priority need, 36~ cited the need for more agricultural credit, 

27~ listed agricultural needs of various k·inds (again, mostly machinery), 

and only 61' listed public works projects. In our sample, with the land 

issue assumed away as (mostly) resolved by the LTTT Program, the farmers 

placed these last three i terns in reverse order, as noted above, with 

public works given emphatic priority while agricultural assistance and 

credit needs appear much less important than before. 

Some of the ore<li t for the reduced importan.oe of agricultural needs 

llUst be given to the relative success of aore recent agricultural develop

ment programs implemented by the government, especially the introduction 

of Miracle Rice and its modern input requirements. The demand for 

agricultural credit has probably diminished for two reasons, the first 

being the greater availability of government credit than be:f.ore, though 

it is still considered insufficient by most farmers, and the second b8ing 

the hir,her net income received by a third of our sample due to the 

remission of rents under the LTTT Program. 

Local needs vary, and this can be seen in the fact that more farmers 

in Khanh Hau and Phu Thu Villages desired better roads and bridges, while 

in HBT the chief demand was for more, deeper and improved canals and 

irrigation facilities, and in LBD the existing network of roads and canals 

is deemed sufficient by those we interviewed (we were unable to go into 

the more inaccessible hamlets). A demonstration effect is apparent, however, 

in that the richer and more secure villages, which have already seen more 

successful public works projects completed, see a need for still more of 
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them; while in Phu Thu, the least secure, poorest, and least developed 

villa.c:;e • which clearly has , the greatest objective need for better and more 

roads, bridges, health facilities, schools, etc., the farmers show the 

least interest in them. (See Table 6-21). 



1.. The Landlord Sample 

Sample Selection 

Chapter VII 

THE LANDLORD SIDE 

-re interviewed expropriated landlords mainly to find out how compensa

tion funds were p-oinr; to be used--whether the former landlord families 

·were able and planninf~ to reinvest their family savinf;S, now involuntarily 

liquidated, into productive enterprise, thus maintaining their capital 

intact and, in effect, purchasing a new stream-of-income source to replace 

the old, or whether they were reduced to consuminp the principal itself 

and thereby eroding their economic position. The question is obviously of 

national importance, as well as personal, in view both of the larf~e capital 

sums involved and of the considerable amount of human capital represented 

by the hi~her levels of education and experience of the landlord families-

scarce and valuable resources in a country notably short of private capital 

investment and of entrepreneurial and managerial skills .. 

The ideal land reform prortram, of course, :i.s one that would cause the 

tra.nsfer of landlord skills and enerp;ies, as well as their investment funds, 

to more productive activities in the industrial and commercial sectors, 

enabling those families not only to purchase, but indeed to create new 

income streams for themselves, thus contributing to the general. economic 

development of their society. 

This bein~ our basic interest, we stratified the landlord universe in 

each villa~~e aocordinp; to the number of hectares lost, and therefore 

rourhly accordim.:. to the amounts of compensation received, choosin;~~ the 

ten to be interviewed randomly from each stratum in rough proportion to the 

253 



percentB.;·~e of all expropr:tated land that stratum lost. For example, in 

Ja.nua.ry 1972 the files of the Dinh Tuonf~ Province Land Affairs :3ervice 

held requests for compensation (on Form "B") from 88 landlords who had 

lost 527 hectares in Long Binh Dien Village, 654 ha. total (includine 

127 ha. elsewhere). The distribution of land expropriated and the number 

interviewed from each stratum is shown in Table 7-1. 

The file numbers were separated by stratum and those to be interviewed 

were drawn· randomly from each group. The selection process was exactly 

the same for each village, and a total of 40 expropriated landlords were 

chosen for interview, ten from each village. This procedure bypassed the 

numerical superiority or the small landlord class, allowing us to 

concentrate on the larger landlords who were receiving most of the 

compensation money, while retaining a measure of randomness in the sample. 

It was preferred only because of our primary interest in macro-economic 

issues and would be inappropriate for a study mainly concerned with socio

political matters, where the numerical, instead of the economic, strength 

of each stratum should be proportionately represented. The latter 

consideration would have dictated that at least 8 of our 10 interviewees 

from LBD files be in the small landlord class of 0.1 to 10.0 hectares, 

whereas only 4 were indicated by our method (85% of the landlords owned 

only 39% of the land expropriated). 

The resultinE landlords selected for interview eave us an apparently 

well-represented sample of those losing more than 5 hectares (34 out of 

1)4, or 25%) in our four villaees, but a much smaller sample of those 

losing 5 hectQres or less (6 out of 1,58, or only 4%). (See Table 7-2). 

Our landlord sample size is very small, in the first place, due to 

pressine time constraints, and it should be clear that the tiny proportion 
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of small landlords interviewed prevents us from making any reliable 

.:~fmeralizations whatever of their particular situation as a separate 

group, de.spite their numerical importance and the loeical expectation 

that their problems and attitudes would be different. Our choices in 

this study were not based on a calloused disregard for the interests of 

the "little man," but were rather dictated, as noted above, by our macro

economic interest in the use of compensation funds. 

One major surprise developed durine the course of the interviews. 

More landlords than expected turned out to own more land than indicated 

on the papers we saw at PLA3. They owned land in other villages declared 

on other forms, which were not in the village file we were using. They 

owned land in other provinces, for which they had to file in those 

provinces and not where we were. It was common for different members of 

a family to own different plots of land and for some plots to be still 

registered in the names of deceased parents, spouses or other relatives. 

In the usual case, however, all the land belonging to the different 

members of an extended family was administered as a single unit by the 

acting family head, and for one member of the family to handle all the 

papeF~ork necessary for compensation, obtaining signatures from the others 

as required. Ahen asking to meet the legal landlord drawn by lot, we were 

often referred to another individual who "knew about those matters," and 

who would discuss the whole family estate as a single. unit, the smaller 

pieces having no meanine alone. 

As a result, many of the landlords jumped clear out of the original 

ownership stratum in which we had placed them, and the total amount of 

land actually expropriated from our 40 interviewees alone exceeded the 

total land area for which compensation was requested on all 292 
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application forms we reviewed in four provinces. This means that our 

attempt to stratify the landlord universe by the numl::er of hectares 

expropriated was based on too little information and that, indeed, there 

was no way to obtain thi8 information without interviewing all the land

lord families first. To the extent that the other landlords in each 

stratum would jump to hieher levels like those we interviewed, our sample 

would still be representative, however; and some confidence can be placed 

in the fact that, except for the lowest level (from which jumpine; did not 

occur), more than 19% of each original stratum had been chosen for inter

view. (See Table 7-2.) 

We were very successful in locatine the landlords drawn. Only one had 

to be replaced as inaccessible--an owner of 5 hectares residing in Kien 

Hoa Province--and only one on our original list of 40 was never found--an 

owner of 7 hectare.s who was unknown at the Sa.i,~~on address listed (a Chinese 

restaurant), One drawn residinL1, in Paris and one in Ban Me Thuot turned 

out to l:e brothers of another drawn and interviewed who admj_nistered the 

whole family estate. In such cases it ~1as our practice not to interview 

more than one member of the extended family anyway, and if more were 

drawn we would draw replacements once we identified them as close relatives. 

We interviewed one "extra" landlord not on our original list, part of 

a father-son combination orit:inally lumped tosether as memoors of an 

extended family, but later counted separately since their estate decisions 

~ere clearly not l:::einG made jointly. The elderly, retired father, inter

viewed first, sur.s:jested we also talk to his son about certain matters. We 

did, and found tha.t the two respondents discussed different pieces of land 

and had different plans for compensation use. 3o instead of countinc~ them 

together I have added the son as an extra, 25-hectare landlord, bringing 
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our total from 39 back up to 40 :i.nterviewees. This is not legitimate 

proceoure, but in view of the sample size limitations and biases already 

nismtssed, it was decided the additional interview was probably worth 

more than any further bias 1.t might introduce. 

Another source of bias shoul<l oo mentioned. We conducted our study 

too early to obtain a good landlord survey. Only about half of our 

sample had received any compensation at all, and most of them had received 

only part of their due. In addition, especially in the case of our first 

village, some land1ords had not yet accepted defeat in their attempts to 

retain their land, even where it had already ~en distributed; and as a 

result they had .not yet applied for compensation and were thus left out 

of our "uni verse." For all these reasons it seemed hardly worth the effort 

to obtain a larger sample than we did, and the results of our landlord 

survey must oo recognized as only tentative, preliminary indications at 

best. 

Dasie Int~rviewee Data 

Of the .40 landlords interviewed, 16, or 40~, could be classified as 

rural residents, and the rest, 60~, were urbanities. Only 7. 5% were 

:resident landlords livint; in the villages under study, while 92.5% were 

a.bsentees; but 7 of the 11 "absentee" rural landlords also rented out 

land in the:i.r own villages, and another lived so near as to be almost 

a resident of the village under study)59 (See Table 7-4.) 

359Previous surveys have concentrated on particular groups of landlords, 
as did ours, and there have been no random samples of the whole landlord 
universe :i.n South i.r:i.etna.m. It is, therefor, impossible to say what per
centage of the landlord uni verse is absentee or resident, rural or urban. 
The SRI Hamlet Resident Survey found that 57% of all tenants had landlords 
residing in the same village or district and 43% had !and.lords residing 
elsewhere. or in unknown locations,. This is interesting in itself but is 
clearly not the same as saying 57~ of all landlords are rural residents 
and 43% urban absentees, as both SRI and Dr. Bush did. Dr. Bush used an 



258 

The average amount of land expropriated was 99 hectares J:X3r interviewee 

family (usually the extEmded family), but the a.mounts ranged from 0.5 to 

1200 hectares, and the median was 3.5·.5~ The average for Hoa Binh Thanh 

Village alone was 28 3 hectares, while .for the other three villages i.t was 

38. (See Table 7-J.) The three largest landlords interviewed were drawn 

from the HBT Village files. 

The largest landlord discussed total holdings of an extended family 

numbering some 20 households, who retained 200 hectares of land, 100 

directly cultivated and 100 rAnted to tenants as Huong Hoa worship land. 

The other 39 families retained an average o.f 5.2 hectares, 1.7 directly 

oultiva.ted and J.4 rented out; and of the land rented out, 2.8 ha. is 

Huong Hoa worship hmd and 0. 7 is rented to relatives. Most of the land 

owned before the LTTT Program, 87.Stf>, had been acquired through inheri ta.nee, 

and another 2.6% as gifts from living relatives. The remaining 9.6% had 

been purcha.sed by the present, or expropriated, owner.360 

Eight of the interviewees were women. They averaeed 55.1 years old, 

and seven of them reported an avera.ge of 4.6 years of education. The 32 

SRI table which left out most of the unknown cases and thereby came up with 
a JO~ figure for absentee landlords--but equating tenants to landlords was 
illegj_ timate, anyway. The large landlords a.re a.lmos t all m-ban absentees, 
and each one had numerous tenants. 43~ of the tenants, therefor, could 
very well have been renting from only 10~ of the landlords. ~.nd the percent
age of rural resident landlords is probably much higher than 57.--See Brede, 
et.al., op. cit., Summary Volume, pp 17.5 and 205, 'Working Papers, Vol. lJ,-1, 
Table 18, p • .59, and Volume 4-2., Table 252.t p. C-145, and Henry C. Bush, 
Small Landlords Dei:;endence on Rent Income in Vietnam, Control Data Corp., 
ADLR, USAID, Vietnam, Oct. 1970, pp. 6-7. 

J60contrast this with the results of the SRI Hamlet Resident Survey 
(N=36 landlords), which reported 65% of the land inherited, 3% gifts a.nd 
32% purchased. Their Absentee Landlord Survey (N=l87) of Ordinance 57 land
lords (meaning only those families who once had more than 100 ha.) revealed 
54~ of the ho~dings (not heotarage, as above) were all or partly inherited, 
5% gifts ana 36% purchased.--Bredo, op. cit., Workin~· Papers, Vol. ~-1, 
pp. 79-80. 
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men averaged 57.2 years of age, and 31 of them had received an avera~e or 

0 0 f h l . 361 37 d t ted f 7 0 o. yea.rs o sc oo ing. respon en s repor an average o • 

residents per household (the other 3 discussed extended families totalling 

36 households) • 

Only one respondent was Chinese, the rest were all of Vietnamese 

descent.. Religious orientations were listed as 22 Buddhist, 1 Hoa Hao 

Buddhist, 2 Buddhist-Confucian, J Cao Dai, 7 Confucian (ancestor worship), 

4 Catholic and 1 Protestant. This is very similar to the religious 

preferences reported in the SRI Absentee Landlord Survey (.see Table 7-5). 

2. Rental Income 

Rental Income and Its Use 

The interviewees reported stipulated annual rents on expropriated land 

averaging 28.6 gia per hectare (N=J5). Two had 25% sharecropping agree

ments with their tenants,362 and .3 had no rental agreements. As shC\-J'n on 

Table 7-6, however, the average annual rent collected on this land was 

only 9.8 gia per h3ctare in 1968-69, or about l/J of the amount due and 

361one man and one woman avoided the education question. Compare these 
education averages with those of the farmers we interviewed: 119 men 
averaged J.l years of schooling, 63 women averaged 1.5. Our male education 
avera~e for landlords compares favorably with that of the 3RI AL3 (N=l80), 
which reported the following education levels for landlord household heads 
(a.nd a median age of 59): 

None 2~ 
1 yr. or less 6 
1-5 yrs. 28 

6-10 yrs. 
11-15 yrs. 
more than 15 yrs. 

33~ 
11 
21 

101% 

62 --Ibid., Vol. ~-2. p. B-60. 
3 SRI found 16% of a Delta tenant sample (N=l22) had sharecroppine agree

ments, 82% fixed-rent.--Ibid •• Vol. 4-2, Table 131, and Vol. 4-1, p. 75. 
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only 10.4% of the average yield.363 In 1968-69 the average landlord 

family in our sample received about 970 gia each year on land now 

Axproprlated, 1034 gia on all rented land • .364 Excluding Hoa Binh Thanh, 

the average rent received on expropriated land was roughly 370 gia per 

family. 

Averages hide the fact that 11 landlords (27.5%) had received no 

rents for the period in question (1968-71). Of these, 6 reported no 

rents since the mid-1940 1s, and one each claimed none since 1957, 61 

and 65)65 

The 17 landlords who retained tenanted riceland have agreements 

stipulating an average annual rent of 21 • .5 gia per hectare, somewhat 

less than on expropria.ted land. They actually collect slightly more on 

retained land, however, than on expropriated land, averaeing 10.8 gia 

per hectare over the last four years. 

363Average paddy yields by province for 1967.:.8 and 1968-9 can be calcu
ted from tables on pp. )2-.3 in Nien iam Thon Ke Non N hie Nam 1 6 
(Agricultural Statistics Yearbook 19 9 , Ministry of Land Reform and 
Agricultural Development, Saigon, 1970. These were weirhted by the number 
of hectares lost by each of our village la.ndlord samples to find the 2-year 
average annual yield for the whole sample--94 gia/ha. (using 50 gia=l M.T.). 
The resultinc~ 10.4% rent figure is close to Robert Sansom•s estimate for 
the Mekong Delta in 1966-7, which was 5-10~, except that we are weighted 
much more heavily in the secure An Gian~ area (which included 71% of our 
sample's hectarage), where Sansom reported rental averages of 25-40%. 
The 1968 Tet Offensive reduced rent collections of several landlords in 
our sample, but did not affect those from An Giang. --See Sansom, op. cit., 
pp. 60-1. 

J64At roughly .50 gia•l Metric Ton, 1000 gia•20 M.T. 

365The SRI ALS reported 60~ of their absentee, Ordinance 57 landlords 
(N=l87) seldom or never collected rents, and only 15% collected rents 
regularly. On the other hand, only 8~ of their HRS rural landlords (N• 
36) were unable to collect rents. --Breda, op. cit., Working Papers, Vol. 
4-li p. 62t and Vol. 4-2, Table 112. Our sample included only 9 Ordinance 
57 andlora families (22.5%), however, and 7 of these had land in An 
Giang. Drily 2 of them had 'been unable to collect rent--one who had land 
in An Giang, the other in Dinh Tuong. 
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The breakdown in Table 7-6 between cash and paddy received as rent 

should not be ta.ken as factual, since many landlords speak in terms of 

receiving so many gia of paddy when in fact their tenants sell the paddy 

at the market price and pay the rents in cash, rather than transport 

large volumes of paddy around. Because the rents are stipulated and 

tolerance (for crop failure) is bargained in terms of gia, and because 

the cash value of paddy has changed rapidly over the last few years, 

while the amount of paddy rent stipulated remained fixed, very few think 

of rents in terms of money. About 42% of our landlords indicated they 

normally receive rents in kind, 33% in cash, and 24% said some of each. 

(See Table 7-7.) 

In answer to the question, "What did you do with your rental income 

before the LTTT Program?", only 16% of 32 respondents cited productive 

investments outside the family, 22% named household investments such as 

education of children and house construction, and 78% listed consumption 

or religious· feasting. Of 19 who answered a similar question about 

current rental income from retained land, 11% spoke of non-family 

investments, 1&1/o of household investments, and 84% of general consumption 

and religious celebrations.366 (See Table 7-8) The vast majority of 

landlords in our sample have apparently used their rental incomes simply 

for consumption expenditure, and not for productive re-investment. 

Household investment, which can be considered both consumption and 

investment (in durable goods and human capital), education partaking more 

of the latter and house construction.perhaps more of the former (at least 

beyond a certain minimum level of comfort -- which few Vietnamese farmers 

366 Multiple answers were frequent, so the percentages exceed 100. 
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have reached, but most of our landlords probably had), was evidently a 

more important item in landlord budP,ets than indicated above. Only 10% 

of our landlords resided under a thatched roof, only 12.5% had floors 

of packed earth; but rather 77.5% had tile or concrete over their heads, 

87.5~ walked on floors of tile or cement, and 77.5% lived in houses 

walled with bricks or cement.367 (See Table 7-9.) Most of the landlord 

houses we visited were very comfortably, or even luxuriously furnished, 

especially by Vietna.roose standards. 

Of 37 landlords who discussed the educational attainments and occupa

tions of their children, 51~ had children who had already reached college 

level studies or had definite plans to get them there, and 7 of these 

families (19%)had children at the ~raduate level. (See Table 7-9.) 

Another 30~ had children at least to the 11th ~rade level or set that as 

their minimum ~oal. Only 19% neither had children who had reached the 

11th grade nor expressed an interest in seeing them achieve that levei.368 

It seems clear that investments in comfortable, well-built housin~ and in 

the education of children have been major expenditures of landlord 

families. 

Former Dependence on Rental Income 

Asked to estimate what proportion of their family income had been 

provided by land rents before the LTTT Program, answers ranged from 100% 

(5 landlords) down to zero (11 landlords). The avera~e for 37 responses 

was 29'% ( 3 did not know) , and many said it had been much more in ear lier 

years. or the 5 families (12.5%) totally dependent on rental income, 2 

were aged, retired r;entlemen, one of whom had been forced to borrow 

367compare this with the farmer sample. Table 6-16. 

36SThis can be compared with the .farmer group, Table 6-18. 
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heavily during the l~st 2 years while waiting for his compensation 

payments to begin, and the other had turned to his gro~ children for 

support. The other 3 families had been forced to go to work, one raising 

vegetables, one raising livestock and planting fruit trees, and one 

o-pening a restaurant and a soft drink wholesaling business.369 

Altoget~r six families, including the 3 just mentioned, said they had 

to change their economic aoti vi ties because of the LTTT Program. One had 

intensified work on secondary crops and another had 'begun comme.rcial 

trading activities. The loss of his rice paddy rents had forced the sixth 

landlord to give up a thrivine livestock business, in which he had been 

raising 15 to 20 hogs for market annually, because he no longer had a 

source of feed or investment funds with which to buy it. He wanted to 

use his compensation to help purchase a mechanical rototiller, so he can 

earn some income by plowing for others; but since he only had 3.4 hectares 

to lose, the compensation will not be nearly enough. Loss of rents in 

previous years (due to refusal of tenants to pay) had already forced five 

369In a1967-8 survey of 18? large, absentee landlords (ALS), SRI found 
21% were dependent on their children for support and 171' were entirely 
dependent on whatever rents they could collect from their tenants. None 
of this 38% was wealthy, and a few were impoverished. In a 1970 sample 
of 69!~ small, rural le.ndlords, Dr. Bush found only 1. 71' entirely dependent 
on rental incomes. He estimated his farmer landlords to be, on average, 
34. 2% dep:endent on rental incomes, assuming they collected rents equal to 
JO~ of the annual crop. This rental assumption is probably too high, as 
he later pointed out; but farmer landlords certainly collected higher 
average rents than the absentee eroup 1 and therefor higher rents than the 
Delta-wide average (60% of the ALS landlords seldom or never collected 
rents, while only 8% of the HRS rural landlords could not collect--See 
footnote ? , page 11.i., above.) --Ibid., Vol. 4-1, p. 62; Bush, Oct. 7 , 
op. cit., pp. iv, 5, a.nd 14-18; Henry C. Bush, "Small Landlords Dependence 
on Rent Income Survey," Memorandum from USAID, ADL.R./P&R./CDC, dated 28 May 
1971, PP• 5 and 8; and Henry C. Bush, "Further Data on Rent Income, Farm 
Income Other than Main Crop, and Mai.n Crop Gross Net Income," Memorandum 
from USAID, ADlR/P&R/CDC, dated 25 June 1971, p. 1. 
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other landlords to change occupations, seeking military or civil service· 

employment, opening a book store, o;r working up from laborer to a success-

ful manufacturer•s a.gent. 

Sli!~htly more than half of our sample claimed that the sudden loss of 

rents had created serious financial problems for their families. Fifteen 

(37.5%) blamed the LTTT Program for this, since they had been forbidden 

to collect rents for 2 years or more before receiving any compensation. 

Six were speaking of earlier times. Those with children in college were 

hard-pressed to continue their support, several had to borrow money, and 

one said he had to sell 2 houses and some jewelry in order to get by. 

Landlord Contribution to Agricultural Production 

In return for their rental incomes, the landlords provided very few 

productive services for their tenants. Only 10% claimed to have recently 

helped their tenants obtain fertilizer or seed or to have shared irrigation 

and drainage costs. Seven of them (18%) said they had financed the 

excavation of drainage and irrigation ditches or canals, but only 2 of 

these were recent, the rest dating back to the 19J0 1s--and six of them 

were An Giang landlords, including both of the recent cases.J70 

Nine landlords said they had at one time or another loaned money to 

tenants, but again at least 2 of these were speaking of the pre-1945 

period. Fifteen percent claimed to have offered.technical advice to their 

tenants on how to improve their crops, but most landlords admitted their 

tenants knew far more than they abont agricultural production. 

J70None claimed to have made any other capital improvements, such as 
buildings, sheds, roads, ponds or livestock shelters. These findings 
agree with those of the SRI study, which found both resident and absentee 
landlord groups providing almost no help or services to their tenants. 
Sansom reported that landlords often opposed canal construction on 
grounds that "it took portions of their land and led tenants to seek 
lower rents. 11 --Brede, op. cit., Working Papers, Vol. 4-1, pp. 77-9, and 
Sansom, op. cit., p. 156. 
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Only six landlords said their tenants had to receive their permission 

beforA tryine a new technique or method of prcxiuction or a new crop 

variety, but many who answered this question in the negative indicated 

they were describing a de f~cto situation, and not necessarily one that 

met their approval. Many of our landlords had fled to the cities in the 

late 1940 1s and were reduced to receiving no or only partial rents at 

the pleasure of their tenants. About half of them said they were still 

afraid to SJ)9nd the night in the villaee where they owned land. They had 

long ago lost control over what their tenants did. 

One such landlord livine in Can Tho expressed bitterness toward his 

tenants, whom he felt ~ad11 completely ruined his riceland with dikes and 

fruit trees." He recalled that in former times landlords could and did 

prohibit tenants from building dikes or canals and from planting fruit 

trees or secondary crops in order to protect the land. Another landlord 

in the same city confir~d that this attitude was held by many landlords 

in former times, and is still held by some. One respondent in Long 

Xuyen had recently refused a tenant request for i:ermission to plant 

fruit trees. Landlord attitudes along the Lower Mekong see~d somewhat 

less literal in this regard than in the two Upper-Delta provinces we 

visited. 

J• LTTT Com?:'nsation 

LTTT Compensation and its Uses 

Our landlord interviews were conducte.d too early to obtain definitive 

answers on the use of compensation funds. Only 21 of the 40 families had 

received any compensation at all, and many of these payments were for 

only part of the 1:.md expropriated. In all. a total of 41,000,087$VN 
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(ahout US$97,042) had be~n received from the i.nitia.l cE\sh payment.-; plus 

somG of the first year bonds, includinc the accumulated annual interest 

of 10~ from March 26, 1970. The 21 recipients averaged l,952,385$VN, or 

an equivalent of US$4,621, per (extended) family.37l 

One individual had not yet cashed his check, but of the 20 families 

who had, only 6 had invested the money in productive economic pursuits, 

while 11 cited consumption, debt repayment or religious celebrations. 

Three listed household investments, and 8 had put at least part of the 

money into interest-earn~ng bank deposits, treasury savings bonds or 

private loans. (See Table 7-10). 

Thirty-eight discussed plans for using future compensation payments 

(2 exi>ected no money and had no plans). Of this group, those planning 

productive investments and those listing consumption and debt repayment 

were almost evenly divided at 14 and 15, respectively, or 37% and 39%. 

Four, or 11~, were planning for house repairs or education exi:enses, while 

24~ spoke of savings institutions or private moneylending. 

Other questions asked toward the end of each interview f'ur.ther 

illuminated consumption expenditure plans. In all, 18 landlords (45rp) 

indicated they had invested in house repairs, remodellins or reconstruction 

last year and/or plan to do so in the coming year. Two-thirds of these 

specified LTTT compensation as the source of tunds. Only 22% reported 

making or planning consumer durable purchases last year or this year, 8% 

using compensation funds (most indicating they already had almost every

t bing they needed in the way of consumer durables). 

3'1lu .S. dollar equ:i.valents are calculated with the average legal exchange 
rate for the period, 422.5$VN=US$1. The legal rate was 14-10$VN,,,,US$1 in 
Novembe1· 1971 and rof:le to 4J5$VN=US$1 by September 1972, and was kept 
.fairly olose to the .free market rate j_n Hong Kong. 
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Consumption of ren+..a.l income from land ownership is one thing, but 

consumption of compensation payments represents a loss of capital savings 

to the family--an irreparable worsening of its economic position, in 

addition to real losses suffered due to inflation (which has been running 

at a rate more than double the 10% interest paid on compensation funds). 

All landlords interviewed were aware of this and expressed deep regret at 

the loss of their family estate, knowing this meant less future income 

for themselves and their heirs. For those who had been able to collect 

rents, savings bonds or bank deposits were a less attraoti¥e alternative, 

since interest rates were hardly keeping up with inflationt let alone 

providing any income. Those who had been unable to collect rents were 

happy to recover some of their investment, but few had any better idea of 

what to do l.ri th. their money. 

Many of their comments centered around the lack of good investioont 

opportunities, especially for the small amounts of cash received each year, 

and around the high rate of inflation, which was rapidly diminishing the 

original value of the compensation. Compensation was conceded by most to 

be fair enough in 1970, but reduced by half its real value by 1972)72 

Inflation was also blamed by many for a tight squeeze on their household 

budgets, forcing them to dip into their capital savings. Rents, where 

collected, had represented a real annual income unaffected by inflation, 

since they were fixed in paddy terms, and this income had ~en completely 

wiped out by the liquidation of land assets into fixed piaster amounts, 

carrying interest rates lower than the rate of inflation. Under conditions 

372compensation was calculated as 2.5 times average annual yields per 
hectare. but fixed in terms of piasters at a 1970 average price for paddy 
of 480$VN/gia. By the summer of 1972 that price was fast approaching 
1000$VN/gia. 
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of zero inflation the 10% interest paid on comi:ensation funds would have 

equalled 25% of the average annual crop, the legal limit for land rent, 

in addition to which capital values would have suffered no deterioration-

but not so under the actual conditions of more than 20% inflation.373 

Article 10 of the Land-to-the-Tiller Law guarantees the negotiability 

of the bonds received as part of landlord compensation. Only 9 of our 40 

landlords thought they could use their bonds as collateral for a bank 

loan, however, (though none had yet done so) while 9 others. including 3 

who had already inquired at some banks, said no one would accept them. 

Another said that banks would consider such a deal only if the amount of 

money represented by the bonds was very large. The other 21 landlords did 

not know. One of these who had already inquired said the government banks 

had no authority from higher echelons to accept the bonds as collateral 

or for purd1ase at a discount, and the private banks did not dare. One 

who said the banks would accept them noted that they would still require 

the signature of a third party as guarantor.374 

Sixteen members (40%) of our sample expressed an interest in obtaining 

such loans. One of these wanted to make needed house repairs, but the 

other 15 wanted to invest larger sums than they presently had at their 

disposal into productive enterprises. 

Complaints and criticisms 

The two major.complaints about LTTT compensation procedures were the 

373The Consumer Price Index for middle-income families in Saigon rose 2'lf, 
between March 1970 and March 1971, 18~ between March 1971 and March 1972, 
and 31% between March 197Z and March 1973.--Nien Giam Thong Ke Vietnam 
(Vietnam Statistical Yearbook), 1971. and Thong Ke Nguyet San (Monthly 
Bulletin of Statistics), 1972 and 197J, National Institute of Statistics, 
Saigon. 

374rt was later reported by officials in USAID/Saigon that the GVN granted 
its banks authority to accept LTTT land bonds as collateral for loans in 
April 1973 and that it was at that time planning to sell government-owned 
shares in· a number of manufacturing companies to ex-landlords in return for 
LTTT land bonds. --USAID/Saigon, April 1973. 
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·slowness with which initial ptqments were being disperBed, •ntioned by 

25 respondents, and the high level of corruption found at all levels of 

government in the :process, reurked by 20, or ~ or our sample. The two 

complaints were often linked; the latter was felt to be a pri• cause of 

the first, with much unnecessary delay caused by petty officials who were 

waiting for an offer of aoney before coapleting their part of the paperwork. 

OUr landlord interviews were conducted ftry early in the LTTT Progru 

before any landlords had actually receiyed their initial coapansation 

checks, and thus before many of the• had been ·toreed to Pt1t up a bribe. 

Our responses show .that of the 14 landlords interviewed between 25 

November 19?1 and 22 March 1972, only 21~ spoke of corruption, whereas of 

the 26 interviewed between May and 12 Septeaber 1972, 65~ did. Broken 

down another way, of the 19 who had not ;yet received any llOl'leY by the time 

of the interYiew, only 37"' complained of corruption, 'but of those who had 

received at least some ot their money, 62~ co•plained ot it. 

Corruption was the complaint most irritating to the landlord group. 

It certainly sparked the most vehement responses during our interviews. 

Only l~ of the respondents admitted paying bribes themselves, but 

this was a question we seldOll asked d.ireotly.375 Host of them spoke of 

frierids or relatives who had been forced to pay, saying they theuelyes 

had not yet done so due to personal contacts, influence, or to a preference 

to wait for their money rather than pay. They usually spoke with such 

outrage a.rd ~tailed knowledge of how the squeeze was applied, however, 

it was obviously a topic close to home. 

375Those giving bribes had been considered equally as guilty as those 
receiving them, under- the law• until September 1972. A ~~ decree now 
absolves the victim of corttuption and guarantees the return of his loss if 
reported, wt its impact is as yet unknown. 
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At village leftl, officials could delay distribution or a particular 

landlord• s holding, which the law required be completed before compensa

tion, until palms were greased; or they could classify the land in a 

higher or lower productive category, thus affecting the rate of oompensa-

tion per hectare. Province officials could easily keep someone 1 s pa:per-

work at the bottom of the stack until it was brought to their ilamediate 

attention with an appropriate consideration--the most conmon figure 

mentioned was ·25~ of the initial check (or 5"1 of total compensation) 

(an extra two years• delay would cost about that auch just through 

inflation--sOMe alternative!). 

Many landlords received their checks in Saigon, eome against their 

·will (having specified an address in the Delta), and met further delaying 

tactics there, even after having received official notification the check 

was ready, until a deal was MB.de to help expedite their "special" case. 

Provincial courts and district offices took their outs from inheritance 

cases, which are numerous since the Vietnamese have been slow to update 

land titles oYer the last decade or so. Much land is still registered 

in the names of deceased ancestors, a.Di legal docUMntation proving 

inheritance rights• such as birth certi.f'ica tes, are often non-existent. 

The complex and rigid Treasury procedures required of the heirs provide 

opportunities for corruption in many offices left out of normal Land.-to

the-Tiller processing.J76 

Such "deals" are seldOll suggested or made in the government offices 

involved. Contacts are 118.de on the outside, usually by low-level 

officials or clerks. Higher officials could claim innocence and ignorance 

J76Later information. indicated that (by 197J) many of these requireaents 
were being simplified and relaxed. --USAID/Saigon, April 19?J. 
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of ~.raft, and in some cases such claims could be valid. It would be 

incorrect to leave the impression tha.t all government officials are 

corrupt. Many of the landlords spec:i.fically exempted certain villages 

or certain officials from their allegations. All four of the villages 

we visited rated fairly high marks from our landlord sample for .honesty 

in compensation matters, and most of the allegations concerned officials 

in more distant, less-secure and less-accessible areas. In one of our 

provinces the PLAS seemed to ha.ve a very good overall reputation• al though 

allegations were levelled at other offices there; and in the other three 

provinces it was not clear how much the PLAS chief himself was involved 

(Rlthough he was suspect--otherwise some landlords would have gone to him 

tii th their complaints). Fear of reprisals keeps most landlords from 

makinr, specific allegations public; and suspicion that higher authorities 

are in on the take prevents them from reporting corruption to them or to 

police. 

The third major complaint about compensation, ~ntioned by 13 landlords, 

was that the 20~ cash--followed by 10% bonds for 8 years--formula resulted 

in such small dribbles of money, especially when reduced by intervening 

inflation, that productive investments could not be undertaken.377 A 

typical comment was: 

"The money comes out in such small dribbles and so late 
that nothing can be done with it. Inflation is destroying 
most of its value. Landlords don't even have enough land 
left to build a house on. Paperwork is so complex that 
opportunities are created everywhere for corruption. The 
asking price at province level is 2.5~ of the check. 11 

377This echoes the complaint of 66~ of the large ALS landlords inter
viewed by SRI, who said they would have invested their Ordinance 57 
compensation in commerce, industry or real estate if they had received 
it all in a lump-sum cash payment. As it was they said the amounts 
received were not large enough to make significant investments. Bredo, 
op. cit., Sunnnary Volume, p. 187. 
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Part of the complaint about dribbles concerns the practice of handlin~ 

each small plot of land separately, each plot requiring separate documen-

tation and many follow-up trips. The landlord holdin:.:: 15 or 20 plots 

scattered over several villages was common. 

One landlord had inherited 17 hectares of Huong Hoa worship land from 

his maternal e;randmother which had been in the family for 5 e.;enerations. 

He had collected rents from all his tenants for more than 25 years, and 

local officials all recognized him as the rit;htful heir and owner. Under 

the LTTT Pro~ram he is allowed to retain 4 hectares of orchard land, 

which he cultivates directly, and 5 hectares of tenanted riceland; but he 

cannot obtain compensation for the 8 hectares expropriated because he 

lacks le:c;a.l proof of inheri ta.nee rights (his mother and grandmother never 

had bi.rth certificates), even thour;h he still possesses land titles issued 

before the French came, as well as those reissued in French later, made 

out to his :;randmother•s ancestors. His complaint, naturally enoue;h, is 

that if tenants can have their cultivation and new ownership rishts 

con.firmed by villa.ge officials, it seems unfair that long-standins owner-

ship and inheritance rights of landlords .for compensation purposes cannot 

be confirmed in a similar manner, at least in cases where records are 

lost or non-exi.stant and where there are no competing claims .J78 

Only 11 landlords (28%) thought the amount of compensation per hectare 

was a fair price for their land, while 55% considered it too low. Six 

of the latter specified the effects of inflation as the reason for their 

answer. 27 respondents said they were receivinf an average of 124,000$VN 

37S A.s the compensation proe;ram pro[~ressed, many cases like this one were 
in fact handled routinely based on villat;e and province certification of 
inheritance rights. --U;5Aill/Saic;on, April 197J. 
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per hectare, while 17 of those who thoue;ht compensation was too lo-w 

claimed that a. fair price would be an averat~e 398 • 000$VN per hectare. 

One other complaint deserves mention. Two landlords in Can Tho 

claimed tht=tt the law expropriates thei.r riceland, but ].eaves them as 

owners of record of fra~mented residential plots in areas planted in 

trees and cla.ssified as ''orchard land" (where their former tenants built 

their houses). Their tenants i·Till not pay rent on this land nor will they 

purchase it, since the LTTT Pro!Tam has ~:i ven them the adjacent rice land 

and they consider the residential plots theirs too, ·while in fact the 

landlords still retain title and believe they are lef~ally subject to 

taxes on it. The landlords would rather have seen these plots expropriat-

ed. with the rest. 

4. Socio-Political Effects of LTTT: Landlord.Views 

Land Tenure Security 

Landlord comments on pre-LTTT land tenure arrangements confirm what 

we know from previous studies. 73% claimed to have written contracts 

with their tenants, 38% verbal (10% had some of both). Only 30% had 

contracts which had not yet expired or had been formally renewed, however; 

ta.cit renewal understandings were more common)79 

De ~ tenure .security under prevai11.ng political conditions was 

greater than this would appear to indicate, though. Only 18~ of our 

379SRI found that only about 37~ of their absentee landlord sample 
(N=l55) had written contracts with their tenants, and 63% verbal agree
ments. This could refer only to those still in force or formally renewed, 
in which case it would b3 close to our results. Their HRS turned up J4% 
or the rural landlords (N=35) with ·written contractQ, 66~ with verbal 
agreements (only half of the former were registered}. --Bredo, op~it., 
1·lorkinp; Papers, Vol. 4-2, P• B-35 and Table 115. 



274 

landlords thout~ht they could have evicted their tenants to take back their 

l~:md, and most of these sa1.d they could do so only for cause (such as non-

p~.yment. of rent). 68% of them admitted that, as.a matter of practice, 

their tenants could have retained cultivation rights for as long as they 

wished. 

Landlord-Tenant Relations 

5R.~ said their tenants had shown respect toward them and their 

reltttives oofore the LTTT Pror,ram, 8% said some had and some had not, and 

JO~ said none had. 35~ of the sample reported a change for the worse in 

tenant attitudes since the land was redistributed tmder LTTT. ~ieveral 

reported that tenants did not act very friendly toward them anymore, 

often not speakint(. to them a.t chance meetings in the market. One su:rmized 

they were embarrassed at takin.Q: away someone else's land. Another main-

tained friendly rela.tionships with his older tenants, but reported that 

some of the yotm~er men, who did not know how good his family had been 

toward tenants in farmer times, often became disrespectful. ~)ever al 

others reported that such attitudinal chans~es had already occurred in the 

more distant past. Some felt :i.t was for the letter, others would disa~ree. 

Typical comments were: 

"Before the 1940 1s, tenants had to show .:r,reat respect for 
their landlord. They had to bring clean paddy to his front door 
and to provide ceremonial labor and poultry, and so on. But all 
this changed after >lorld .Jar II, and reJati ons have become much 
more effa.li tarian and more friendly. 11 

11 I don't see them anymore, but they talk straie;ht to people like 
your nephew, who is also a landlord and whom they do meet. They 
don't act fearful or sub-servient to anyone anymore." 

"They used to be polite and respectful, and they would brint; 
the paddy rent to my house nicely cleaned and perform other small 
f'avors for me. In the last few years, however, they ceased all 
that. If I wanted my rent I had to go to them and insist on it, 
and I rot no more special favors." 

• 
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"In the old days tenants were the little brothers of their 
landlords, but after 1945 they became the fathers of their land
]Prds .11 

Relations with·Villare Leaders 

Twelve landlords (30:1,) observed chanr-es in the behavior of village· 

of.ficia.ls toward them since the LTTT Program l:egan.. One said relation-

ships had become more friendly than before, but the rest felt they had 

deteriorated. Paperwork delays and difficulties were cited, often in 

connection with alle~~ations of corruption. Accordiri,e to one large 

landlord with land in several villages: 

"Before 1945 village officials were small landlords and tenants 
of large landlords. They had to respect the wishes of landlords. 
Novi they treat farmer landlords like dirt and try to squeeze as 
much money out of them as possible--money to ha\re your land 
declared type A or B, money to complete routine LTTT paperwork 
so you can receive compensation, money to arrange the formal 
(but illecal) redistribution of abandoned land so you can get 
compensated for it. 11 

National Issues Related to LTTT 

Asked for their understandinc about why the government undertook the 

LTTT Prot~ram, Jl landlords responded. Of these 61% stressed political 

motives• to g:i.ve the poor farmers a stake in society so they would stop 

supportine the Viet Cong insurgency. A conunon expression was ttto buy 

the hearts of the people. H Two or these thought the Americans were 

primarily responsible, p.ressurinc; Saigon into the prot?;rams and promising 

to pay for it, for political reasons. 26cf, emphasized macro-economic 

·purposes, mostly that of encouraging an increase in production through 

the incentive effect of broader land ownership among the cultivators, 

thouP,h one saw an enhanced ability to tax as a government motive and 

another thoueht the zovernment was trying to push landlords into investing 

in more productive activities to stimulate economic development. 13% 
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cited social welfare objectives, to 11help poor farmers 11 and to redistribute 

incomes more equally (these last two points were freqtently mentioned by 

the other respondentst as well, as a means to achieve political or macro-

economic goals). 

Fully 85% of the landlord sample thought the LTTT Program was in 

fact helping the farmers, and 5~ more agreed in part. Most responses were 

similar, 11 0f course, they no longer have to pay rents nor worry about a 

landlord taking back his land. 11 One was more explicit: 

"Yes, it really helps them, not only by raising their living 
standards and their spirits, but also by enabling them to support 
their children through more schooling, especially in the new 
agricultural schools, in order to develop the agricultural sector." 

Two respondents were concerned about unfair losses to small landlords, 

especially those who lost their land because their sons were in the 

military and they were too old to farm it alone. Three who owned land 

in An Gian~ Province noted that many tenants were hurt by the )-hectare 

limit on land distribution, since many of them in the floating-rice areas 

had been farming 5 to 10 hectares before, but lacked adult children to 

claim all of it. One asserted that instead of holding this land until 

the tenant's children reached maturity or distributing it to landless 

workerst village officials were in effect selling it to the rich and 

infl~ential, .. thus creating a new wealthy class in the rural areas. 

Another problem cited in An Giang was that many small landowners who 

cannot effectively farm all their land (because someone is ill or their 

sons are in the military) are now afraid to rent any of it out for fear 

of losing it. So good land is being poorly used while poor families 

with labor to spare cannot rent it.JBO 

3SOWhile it is illegal to rent out the land, a landowner can cultivate 
it with hired labor9 though the latter technicall~ requires more :personal 
supervision and managenent by the owner than renting to a tenant does. 
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On the macro-economic question of how the LTTT Program will affect 

a.~~ricultural production • .50% or the landlords thoue;ht it would directly 

stimulate r:;reater pr«:tiuction efforts by the new owners, primarily 

th.rou:.:h the incentive effect, thouch two of them noted that the reduction 

of rents and the greater availability of agricultural credit to owners 

will place more investment capital in the hands of farmers, as well. A 

new .freedom to make desirable chane:;es and a loss of the fear that if 

productive improvements were made, the landlord would take back his land, 

were cited. Two of the more complete responses are instructive, both 

quoted from small, resident landlords who were quite unhappy with the 

loss of their land, rental incomes and financial security, but who were 

a.lso in close contact with their former tenants and other farmers: 

"As lont~ as tenants were workin~ my land, they were not 
interested in repairing dikes, canals, or drainage ditches, or in 
~ettint:: the utmost from the land, because they. had to share the 
increased output with me and because it wasn't their land, so why 
should they worry about improvements. But now that it is theirs 
they work very hard to take care of it and to try new seeds 11 

fertilizers , and crops to .(~et more income. tt 
• 

"Production is increasint: because the farmers are now working 
harder taking care of their land and tryin~ to get more out of it-
just like you would take care of your own house better than a 
r·ented one. They never acted like that as tenants. As owners, 
they seem to be more a~gressive farmers. tryin~ better ways to do 
thint~s." 

Another 207{, thoue;ht the effect of LTTT on prod.uction was inconsequential 

in either direction. Three of these respondents remarked that production 

is increasin~, but for other reasons, such as the introduction of Miracle 

Rice seeds, i~overnment prioe policies allowing hir,her prices for rice, 

f~ood weather and plenty of fertilizer. One felt that a sie;nificant rise 

in prcrl uction YfOttld come only after other e.;overnment proerams be came more 

effective, notably the aericultural extension proeram to teach farmers 

better methods. Another said farmers were not tryine to increase production 
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for fear of heavier taxes. 

Only 7 .5% thought the LTTT Program would +..end to reduce agri.cul tural 

production (J absentee landlords: 2 in Long Xuyen, An Giang Province, 

and one in Saigon).JBl One cited the disruptive effects of the )-hectare 

limit in An Giang; and the other two expounded the backward-tending 

supply curve of labor theory--that the farmers are es1aentially lazy and 

will only work hard enough to provide a. sufficient amount of food for 

their families, and so now that they no longer have to pay rents they 

will work less, invest less, and grow less than before. One of the latter, 

howfwer, admitted this was merely ci, personal opinion and. not based on any 

hard facts or rersonal verification. The other one, in An Giang, also 

noted that since large 18.ndlords are being eliminated, no one will take 

care of the canals, which will soon fall into disrepair with detrimental 

effects on production. This argument seems to have more substance,382 

and, given the lack of voluntary cooperation frequently observed. among 

Vietnamese farmers. it should oocome a matter of concArn for appropriate 

government agencies. 

'While the remaining 22.5'% said they did not know what production 

effect the LTTT Program would have, two of them observed that farm 

output is definitely rising, but that this may be attributable to other 

government programs encouraging agricultural development and to the 

increased availability in rural areas of consumer goods desired by farmers. 

They saw all farmers working harder than before, not just the new owners. 

381
0n1y J of the 10 An Giang landlords saw beneficial effects of LTTT 

on production, or JO%, compared with 57% of the other 30 landlords. 

382. But see page 264 above for evidence th~t very few landlords had made 
much investment it1 this direction, either, and in fact often opposed the 
construction of irrigation canals. 
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A majority of landlords (57.5~) thought that farmers now support the 

Saigon government more strongly l:ecause of the LTTT Program. )SJ Only 

15~ disagreed, while 27.5~ offered no opinion. Most positive comments 

centered around the idea. the government is now helping farmers more than 

the Viet Cong are, so they are more willing to help the government in 

return. Another point made was that those farmers who now own a piece 

of land have a much stronger desire for peace than before. They want to 

be left alone by both sides so they can cultivate and improve their land; 

and since in the areas under study it is normally the Viet Cong who 

intrude from eisewhere to stir up trouble, this desire for peace works 

aga.inst them and for the government. 

Opposing views expressed were that the LTTT Program would have no 

effect, since the farmers will follow whichever side seems stronger, or 

that everyone has already chosen sides and the LTTT Program will not 

change their minds. One man feared the LTTT Program will look like a 

concession to previous Viet Cong land reform efforts, and will actually 

cause farmers to support the VC more strongly for having forced the 

government into it. Other landlords would dispute this suggestion by 

saying the current GVN program goes much farther than the VC land reform, 

since the latter never attempted to eliminate all tenancy, and is 

recognized by most people as more fair, ,with provisions for landlord 

compensation the Viet Cong did not have. One landlord illustrated the 

existing polarization of political loyalties as he saw them: 

"One of my tenants, a widow. sent her daughter to study in My 
Tho and to obtain a government job there. The mother was captured 
by the VC, held for a few days and threatened with her life unless 

3§3SRI found that 53% of their ALS landlords thought a new land reform 
program would help win rural support for the government. --Bredo, op. eit., 
Summary Volume, p. 186. 
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she made her dauehter spy for them. The mother went to My Tho 
to see her dau~hter and just stayed there, leaving everything 
she owned behind. The Viet Cong gave her land to one of their 
members to farm, and the latter now receives full title to it 
under the LTTT Program. The original tenant crone to me to seek 
help in obtainine title and recovering her cultivation rights, 
but the law is quite clear--the Viet Cong tiller gets it. As 
to political effects, the mother will stay with the government 
side, but the Viet Cong LTTT-title-holder will no doubt remain 
loyal to his original tenefactors on the other side. 11 

Asked about what other factors, besides the land question, have the 

most important influence on villager political support for the government, 

or on the lack of it, 11 of the 24 responding384 emphasiz.ed the various 

agricultural and rural development progrruns as being very popul.ar among 

farmers. Said one resident landlord in Long Binh Dien Village, a former 

village chief: 

"There have been many development programs recently that the 
fa.l"mers like, which taken together have brought visible progress 
to the village, and these programs are ~rhaps even more important 
than LTTT--such as the community self-help program to build schools, 
canals and roads, the agricultural extension and credit programs, 
the new bridge (over Cho Gao Canal) • The farmers around here are 
tired of fighting. They want to be left alone now to run their 
farms and build up their comnrunity." 

Seven others emphasized the negative effects of official corruption 

and abuse of power. A couple of them singled out the Phoenix Program as 

especially unpopular, alleging that 

11Its cad.res often arrest innocent people and hold them illegally, 
beating them in the process, until they or their relatives pay 
money for their release. Higher authorities cannot control their 
agents in the field, and ordinary people dare not denounce them. 11 

The last six said the most important desire of the people was for 

peace and security. If the government could guarantee these in the rural 

areas, they felt, the villagers would support the government. 

J84Fifteen responses were "don 1 t know, 11 another said, "only the LTTT 
Program is having much effecttt in this regard. 
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Regarding their knowledge of general landlord reaction to the LTTT 

Program, only 6 responses were wholly favorable, most of them citing 

previous difficulties in collecting rents as a reason. One small landlord 

was candid: 

"Most landlords have, because of their greater wealth in the 
past, been able to give their children fairly high levels of 
education already, and their children now occupy high positions 
and are doing well independently of land income. So the landlords 
are not really hurting very much." 

The largest group of answers, 50% of the sample, were partly favorable, 

partly unfavorable.385 Most of these indicated general acceptance of the 

main goals of the program as written, but unhappiness with the Wf33 compen-

sation was being handled, especially the complex paperwork, long del~s, 

loss of value due to inflation, piecemeal payments and bureaucratic 

corruption. Sa:i.d one large landowner: 

"Most landlords are unhappy about losing t.itle to their land 
but they see how the program will help the cultivators and the 
whole country, so they are willing to accept some personal 
sacrifice for the good of the many. The way the program is 
actually being administered, however, as opposed to the way it 
was designed, fills them with disgust at all levels of the 
government .. " 

Others of this group explained that landlords themselves were divided 

between those with generally favorable reactions and those strongly 

opposed to the LTTT Program--the favorable group described as large, 

absentee landlords who have been unable to collect rents for some time, 

or as "progressive" landlords willing to sacrifice f.or the national good, 

and the opposition described as small, resident landlords who have been 

able to collect rents, or as "conservative" individuals who scheme and 

3S5SRI found that 83% of their ALS landlords approved of the Ordinance 
57 land reform in principle (and in retrospect), compared with 56~ 
approval here of the LTTT Program in who.le or in part. (Brede, op. cit., 
Summary Volume, p. 186. 
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and plot to keep their land. One man split those opposed and unopposed 

between those whose land was in secure areas, and who thus could collect 

rents, and those whose land was in less secure areas. where they could 

not collect rents. 

Finally, 12 responses (30)0) were wholly unfavorable .386 The complaints 

mentioned have all been covered above. A few examples are quoted in 

summary: 

11:.Je have lost our secure property--money is insecure because 
inflation destroys its vaJ.ue. 11 

"Landlords are very unhappy about the time-consumi~ and 
costly red.tape requirements for compensation on every little 
piece of land and the multiple opportunities for corruption 
along the way. They are ~lso unhappy over the fact that, 
once they do get paid, they only get a small amount each year, 
not enou,cr,h to use as capital :i.n productive investment, and 
they apparently cannot even borrow on the bonds." 

• 
"Landlords have 'been hurt a lot--at least those who have 

been ahle to collect rents in recent years. Inflation, hit:~h 
interest rates on bank loans, delay in compensation payments 
and government corruption at all levels have combined to destroy 
many families." 

• 
" ••• Landlords have lost their land, lost the rent income 

from their savings. waited more than two years without 
compensation and then are eaten to death by petty bureaucrats 
takin~ their cuts at each level of eovernroont." 

386sRI reported 22% of their AL3 sample were strongly opposed to the 
idea of H new land reform program. --SRI, DV. p. 186. 



Chapter VIII 

LOCAL LEADERSHIP OPINION 

1. Village Leader~ 

Sample Selection 

In an attempt to ~ain additional insight into the processes of change 

occurrin~ in the villa~es and what part of them might be attributable to 

the LTTT Program, we interviewed a total of 35 village leaders, 10 in 

each village except Phu Thu, where we settled for only 5.387 The inter-

viewees included 2 village council chairmen, 3 village chiefs and one 

deputy village chief, 17 hamlet chiefs and one deputy hamlet chief, one 

a~ricultural commissioner, one elementary school principal, 4 school 

teachers, one medical dispensary chief, a Catholic priest,one rice mill 

owner and 2 storekeepers, all of whom had been both residents of and 

workin~ in their villages for at least several years (and in most cases, 

for most or all of their lives). 

These interviews are in the nature of an opinion poll, similar to 

the latter portions of the farmer and landlord interviews, except that no 

effort was made to be random in the selection of the interviewees. 

Villa,o:e officials and other "leaders" were sought who had had lonr, 

experience in the villa~e and whose occupation put them in frequent 

contact with a la.rp;e cross-section of village residents, enabling them 

·to observe the progress of village affairs and to comment on villagers' 

3S7Phu Thu was not only the smallest village in our survey, but also 
the most isolated. All of its school teachers and the principal, for 
example, resided in Can Tho and conmru.ted to Phu Thu daily on the water 
bus, and so they knew very little about life and politics in the village. 
1vhereas we averaged 5 hamlet chiefs in each of the other villages, only 
2 were accessible to us in Phu Thu. 
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attitudes and opinions. 

Village leader respondents included J2 men and J women, who reported 

an average age of 44.1 years and an average level of education of 5.5 

years. One was of Cambodian descent, but all the other J4 were ethnic 

Vietnamese. Twenty-seven regarded themselves as followers of a Buddhist 

faith, which included 9 members or the Hoa !:!!2. sect, J Cu Si, and 1 

Cambodian Buddhist. Seven followed the teachings of. Confucian ancestor 

worship without the Buddhist overlay, while the Catholic :priest was the 

only intervie~e professing the Christian religion. 

Progress and Problems of the LTTT Program 

The village leaders confirmed the statistical reports that most of 

the tenants in each village had applied for and were receiving, generally 

with no serious delay, ownership tl;t'.1:-es to.the land they had been tilling. 

The exceptions noted were tho~e tenan~s on Huong Hoa ancestral worship 

land, church land, village.land, Ordinance 57 land, those claiming tenancy 

rights to abandoned land,and those so sympathetic with their landlords 

{often a relative) they refused to apply for title. In addition, land 

reform officials in HBT Village were still processing applications and 

had not yet been able to deal with all eligible tenants. 

Huong Hoa land, church land and abandoned land are legally exempt 

from redistribution. The order went out to redistribute village land 

toward the end of our field research; and the redistribution to new tenants 

of land which had already been redistributed once under the earlier Ordinance 

57 land reform was also delayed, but finally approved. It was illegal for 

landlords to retain·tenanted land as directly cultivated even if their 

tenants refused to apply for title out of sympathy or fe,a.r or in consid

eration for a financial bargain with the landlord (all three reasons were 



reported)• and technically the Yillage was supposed to go ahead and 

expropriate the land in such cases for redistribution to a third party. 

This requirement of the law was successfully used in most cases to 

persuade the reluctant tenants to apply and to convince his landlord he 

had no choice; but many such oases remained to be resolved at the time 

of our interviews, especially in HBT Village, where landlords were 

reportedly puttine up much more resistance to the program than elsewhere 

and were iiL1;htine;, brow-beatin~, buying off• and pleading with their 

tenants not to apply for title, and where the 3-hectare redistribution 

limit per recipient often worked in the landlord's favor. Several cases had 

reportedly been carried to the land courts, usually involving newly 

declared Huon~ Hoa land of questi.c:nable lecality, especially in the two 

more secure villagE1s under study, Khanh Hau and HBT.388 

The village chief in Phu Thu said one of his hamlet chiefs was 

demanding a duck or 500 $VN (about one dollar, U.S.) for each title he 

delivered, so he and his men could share a celebration feast with the 

title-recipient. This' form of corruption may seem harmless enough 

compared with stories heard elsewhere, but when the Phu Thu Village chief 

found out about it he had the offending hamlet chief removed from office. 

Corruption was suspected (but unproven) in the "last-minute" decla.1:•ation 

of some parcels as Huong Hoa land in Khanh Hau, and stories of petty 

corruption in An '!iane Province (10-20, 000 $VN per title, or $20-$40 U .3 .. , 

.for land worth 15 to JO times that much) were repeated; but on the whole 

388see the section on Grievances in Chapter IX, below. 



286 

the title redistribution part of thA program was considered to be 

remarkably free of corruption.JA9 As one respondent put it. "petty 

c»orruption (or' the magnitude found in An Gian,~ Province) does not rea,lly 

hurt fammers who are recei vint~ free land worth 100, 000 $VN p:tr hectare, 

but it irr.i tates them. 11 

Only a small minority of the resident landlords had received 

compensation checks for land expropriated. Village officials did not 

know about the absentee landlords, since their comi::ensation requests were 

processed at province level. The village commissioner for agriculture 

in LBD reported that of 133 LBD landlords who had requested compensation. 

only 18 had received checks by March 1972, two years after their land 

had l:ieen dAclared legally expropriated and rents remitted. The situation 

was the same elsEn-rhere, thouP"h exact figures were not available. The 

delay was thought to be in Saigon, since most of the paperwork was known 

to ha,re clef.I.red the province level. 

Less than half of the respondents thought the rate of compensation 

per hectare was fair and about one third of them thout:ht it was too low 11 

the rest saying they did not knovr. One gentleman pointed out that while 

the rate of comy.:ensation w-as considered fa,ir in 1970, when it was calcu-

lated and converted to a fixed piaster amount, inflation had already 

severely reduced its real value by 1972, two years later, iiVith no relief 

from continued inflation expected in the near future. 

Very few other implementation problems were mentioned in the first 

JB9Naturally the village leader sample can hardly be expected to speak 
freely of a.lleged corruption among their own numbers. It was surprising 
so many spoke ~ls frankly as they did. The results of this survey tend to 
corroborate other information obtained on this subject, however. 
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three villaces. One respondent in Khcmh Hau was concerned about the 

dissent:l.on created in the villa:~e between landlords and tenants, and one 

in Phu Thu vras concerned by reports that many of the titles contained 

errors of land measurement and he wondered if they would ever be properly 

corrected. For the most part; however, the redistribution process was 

seen as f!Oinz smoothly with few real problems. The Phu Thu Village chief 

credited this success to increased security and the use of aerial 

photography. He did not think the LTTT Program could have been 

implemented in his village before 1969. 

More village leaders sounded off about "other problems" in HBT 

Village than in all three of the other villaees put together. Landlord

tenant conflicts were reportedly at a higher level in HBT, with one 

respondent saying "many people have been killed because of this program," 

and several reporting the local name for the program as "Nruoi Cay Do 

Ruot" (Spill the Tiller's Guts) instead of the official "Nguoi Cay Co 

!~uong" (Land-to-the-Tiller). The 3-hectare maximum limit was seen as 

too low to provide a satisfactory level of family income. The court 

system was considered stacked against the poor tenants• who were forced 

to battle ownership rights out with their landlords in court even, in 

some cases, after they received LTTT titles to the land. Other HBT 

respondents sympathized with the problems created for land1ords 1 

especially the small landlords who lost their rental income 2 or J years 

before receiving any com_p9nsation and then met difficulty in trying to cash 

their compensation checks unless they shared some of it with clerks and 

officials in province offices. One man complained because a policy 

~iving landlords Urttil September 15, 1970, to declare Huong Hoa land was 

not publicized until after the deadline, and many landlords were unaware 
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of ,it until too late.390 He thoueht there should have been a small 

retention limit for all landowners. regardless of whether the land was 

temmted or directly cultivated. 

All J5 of the villar~e leaders interviewed agreed that the LTTT-ti tle-

recipients were favorably impressed by the pro~ram, although 3 of them 

in HBT qualified this with the remark that some tenants had wound up 

losin~~ cultivation rights to some of their land because of the )...hectare 

limit. and more feared they would lose land in the future. The response 

was completely favorable in the first three villape s, however. TJ1e 

village chief in Phu Thu thouc:;ht the response was es~cially importB.nt 

in his villar;e: 

tt About 50% o.f the tenants in this villae;e were Viet Cong or 
VC sympathizers before the LTTT Program; but now, due in laree 
part to this program, they are beginnine to oolieve the eovern.ment 
is tryin.!~ to help them and they are much more cooperative and 
responsive than oofore. It 

Re:~ardinE landlord response, the t3eneral consensus seemed to be that 

the lare;er landlords did not really mind too much, since they had been 

unable to collect much rent for several years any-way and would receive 

enour::h comp:msation to invest productively elsewhere, but that the more 

numerous smaller landlords were very unhappy and felt' unfairly treated. 

Only about half of the interviewees thoue~ht the response of 

other villa:~e residents (aside from title-recipients and landlords) to 

the LTTT Pror~ram '1'1as completely favorable. ~3everal cited concern amonG 

390This ttpolicy11 was the result of an unauthorized decision by the chief 
of the An '1iane: Province Land Affairs Service, since the LTTT Law stated 
that tenanted Huong Hoa land could oo retained (up to the 5 ha. limit) only 
if it had been legally registeredas Huone Hoa land by the day the law was 
promul[~ated, March 26, 1970. The An Gian;S PLA.S chief was subsequently 
replaced because of this decision and his replacement was directed to go 
to court on behalf of the tenants to have the illegal Huong Hoa registra
tions striken from the official land reeister. 
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villagers for the poor families of landless farm workers who did not 

benefit from the LTTT Pro~ram, and they wondered how the government 

391 could help them. 

Three-fourths of the interviewees thoueht villagers could see positive 

benefits from the pro[~ram for the village as a whole, however, as opposed 

to its benefi ttine only the ti tlew!"ecipient group. The following 

composite ansiwer illustrates their reasons: 

"New owners can pay more taxes, can hire more labor to work 
for them and can contribute more (labor and money) to public 
Norks projects, so the whole village is richer than before. 
They work harder on and invest more in their own land to increase 
production. Since the distribution of wealth is more equal, 
villar,e society is more egalitarian; the new owners are more 
enthusiastic about things and take a more active part in 
community affairs. Everyone is happier because their friends, 
neighbors and relatives have received title to their land and. 
are 'better off than before. 11 

None of the village leaders in Khanh Hau said they had heard what 

the NT~F was saying about the LTTT Program. One respondent in HBT Village 

said he had heard the NLF cadre were trying to claim credit for the 

program, sayin~ they had conducted a land reform first. This theme was 

repeated by a respondent in Phu Thu, who said the NLF was also telling 

people in insecure areas that the government LTTT Program was a fraud. 

The Phu Thu Village chief said the Viet Conr; at first tried to divide 

tenants and landlords with propat;anda about the LTTT Prot:;ram, but they 

have since dropped that line and have not interfered with its 

implementation. 

Four interviewees in LBD Village discussed NLF reaction. In the 

391others noted concern about soldiers and their families who lost land 
becau.se they were away fip;htinrr, for the government and about the unfairness 
to small landlords, especially aGed villaf;e residents; and some concern was 
expressed about the dissention created by the program among villagers and 
even amonz re la ti ves (landlords vs. tenants). 



290 

Rarly days of the pro,-,ram (1970) the local Viet Cone; cadre told :people 

in tbe more distant hamlets of LBD nnt to apply for title, since only the 

NLF distribution of land was valid and the government was :o:ivinff rn~ership 

title8 to tenants so that :1 t could raise land taxe~ to levels hii;~her than 

the previous rents. They claimed the LTTT Prosram ~as unfair (to small 

landlords and landless workers). In areas of Dinh Tuong Province still 

firmly under their control they still forbid tenants to apply for title 

and hated the program so much they assassinated a land affairs cadre two 

'11eeks before our interview (in March 1972). One respondent pointed out 

that in LBD Villa~~e this propa.:~anda effort did not accomplish much, and 

that since the vc had 8.lready red:i.stributed lar,,;e areas of land to their 

own sympathizers, who themselves did not hesitate to apply for LTTT 

titles, the \TC themselves were major beneficiaries of the prof~ram •. 

One intervi.ewee in Phu Thu ha.cl heard that some tenants in the more 

isolated (and "less secure") areas believed the NLF line and were 

reluctant to apply for title, but none of the rest of the sample thour;ht 

so. !i.espondents in each of the first three villabes pointed out that no 

one taxed more heavily than the NLF itself did in areas within its reach, 

and that farmers w·ere pretty tired. of it. 

Economic Effects 

All but two of the village leaders said the former tenants had 

certainly oonefitted from receivin,~ ownership rights to their land. One 

dissident in Phu Thu said most of the title-recipients he knew were still 

pa.yinr.~ rent to their landlords, despite the transfer of ownership, and 

the other one in HBT complained that since a number of title-recipients 

had lost cultivation ri•~hts to some of their lanrl due to the 3-hectare 

limit, they were worse off than before. To all the rest, however, the 
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remission of rent::; and the freedom to manage one's farm as one pleased 

were obv1.ous f~ains. 

In response to an open-ended question, 11 To your knowledge on what 

are most of the former tenants spending their additional income (from the 

remission of rents )7n The most frequently mentioned responses were 

dQnestic consumption expenditures (57%), agricultural investments (49%) 

and house construction and repair (37~). Also mentioned were education 

for children (9%) 9 transportation (6~), public works (J~), and more 

leisure ( 3%). 392 

Regarding the disposition of the tenants' farm produce. now that they 

no longer have to use part of it for rental payments, most village leaders 

said the former tenants were both eating more and better food than before 

and also selling more on the market than before--a'response which is in 

complete agreement with the statistical results of our own farmer inter-

Yiews (see Tables 6-6 and 6-8). 

About 90% of the respondents agreed that the farmers in their 

villaGes had adopted a number of significant innovations in agricultural 

methods and techniques of prerluction during the last two years (such as 

the use of new seed varieties, machinery, more fertilizer and insecticides, 

the plantine of 2 rice crops instead of one, the planting of secondary 

crops and fruit orchards, the raising of more livestock, and the 

construction and use of more irrigation facilities); and about half of 

them said it appeared to them that the LTTT-title-reoipient farmers were 

adopting these innovations at a faster pace than the other farmers. Asked 

392Percenta~e fieures represent proportion of sample making each response, 
and multiple responses cause them to total more than 100. (N=35). 
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why this latter observation should be true, the explanations ~iven were 

that (1) the titlP--recipients now have more money (from rent remissions) 

to invest, (2) they can keep all their additional output. (3) they no 

longer have to ask permission from an often reluctant landlord to plant 

additional trees and crops or to dir_: irrigation ditches, (4) they no 

lon;~er have to fear possible eviction and the resultant loss of their 

investments, and (5) farmers simply take better care of somethinc: they 

own than they do of something someone else owns. 

Half of the villar.e leaders affirmed that some landlords, especially 

the smaller ones, were in a financial bind because of the LTTT Proeram, 

primarily because their rent receipts were cut off 2 or 3 years before 

they received any comp:msation for their land.. More than a third of the 

respondents knew of resictent land.lords ~..rho had been forced to chan .. ·e 

occupations or to look for work else·where because they had lost their 

rental income. These former landlords ivere en.c-a~~in'.: in a ';iide variA ty 

of new economic activities, includin:~: the retail tre.des, bus drivinc:, 

house construction, animal husbandry, rice millin;:,, workinL, as a wa.;::;e

earner in Sair'..on and on other peoples t farms, tenant farmin:.~, operat:tn~ 

a. sawmill, plan tin.~ a new orchard, perf ormin? tractor services for hire 

and i:mrkin~~ as an office clerk or secretary. 

'\s to their knowledr::e of what landlords were do inc: or plannin,:: to do 

with their compensation money, the list was equally as varied: invest 

in commerce, orchArds, buses, sawmill equipment, rice mill equipment, 

brick factories, small boat factories, furniture, house reconstruction 

(usually their own house), government savin::~s bonds, bank savin~s accounts, 

and inclus try. 
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3ocfal Effects 

V'i.llagers occasionally meet to,::ether to perform some task of public 

value, such as to repair or build bridges, roads, schools, dispensaries, 

canals, and villa~e offices or temples, or to hear speakers discuss new 

farming techniques, seeds, credit, land reform or other programs. Most 

(77~) of the village leader sample agreed that all farmers were attendine; 

a.nd pa.rticipa ting in such meetings and work projects more than they were 

a few years before, and that such participation was not limited to or 

dominated by any particular group. Only a few (17%) thought they could 

discern a sit~n:i.ficantly greater increase in participation by LTTT-title

recipients as compared with other farmers; but most of them (71%) did 

perceive a General change in the way ti tle-reoipient farmers conducted 

themselves in the community.. Title-recipients were seen to be more 

self-confident a.nd proud, happier and more satisfied with life; they have 

more money and a.re more willine to participate in and contribute to 

villa~~e projects; they see themselves as equal to others, not inferior 

as before; they are nicer to each other and more willin.f: to help 

authorities than before, but more age.;ressi ve in dealing with officials, 

merchants and landlords; and they have a ereater sense of freedom, 

1.ndependence and dignity than oof ore. 

All but two of the village leader sample said farmers were sending 

their children to school more reeularly than they were a few years before, 

and most of them thou~ht the farmers themselves were visiting with 

teachers and takin,~ a more active part in school affairs than before, as 

well~ About half the respondents reported that title-recipients had 

changed in this ree,;a.rd .more .than the others. Asked to explain why, most 

of the comments centered around the fact that 'because the title-recipients 
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had hif;her incomes they could better afford to keep their children in 

school than lJefore. Proper clothes and supplies are costly, and parents 

are also expected to contribute time and money to repairs and maintenance 

costs of the school. In addition, in many tenant families the mother had 

to hire her own labor out to others whenever she could, keeping older 

children at home to watch after youn~er children and livestock. One 

villar.e chief pointed out that their new land-owner status has increased 

the family pride of title-recipients, and that they now feel more of a 

social oblic~ation to r;ive their children a better education and to 

participate in comniunity projects such as maintaining the schools. 

An elementary school principal, who was critical of several aspects 

of the LTTT Pro~ram, had this to say about its effects on education: 

11 Before the LTTT Pro.a:ram only landowners sent their children to 
school (in the province capital) above the 5th r.rade, while tenants wanted 
only for their children to learn how to read and write and ~ave no thought 
to schoolin.c~ above the 5-year level; indeed, many never made it that far. 
Now many of the new landowners (former tenants) are supportinr; their 
children to secondary school in (the province capital), because they 
have more money and feel more like they can and should do so. They worry 
about whether their children will pass the 5th grade exams and thus be 
eligible to r;o on in the public schools, whereas before they did not care. 
Supportino; a child throuf~h school is expensive for farmers, and having to 
purchase clothes, school supplies, transportation (for some), and losing 
the children's help on the farm and around the house is too much for 
many families. The elimination of rents has helped in ma~y cases ••• Before 
the LTTT Pro~ram only landowners took much interest in meeting with 
teachers or in helping to maintain the school. Now many (former tenants) 
come to Parent-Teachers 1 Association meetim~s and contribute money and 
labor to repair and maintain old schools or to build new ones •1

1
1 

About half of the villar,e leaders thou~ht the title-recipient farmers 

were more willin~ to accept social responsibilities in the community than 

before the LTTT Program, but the other half could not yet discern any 

chanr,e. The first half said the former tenants were more concerned about 

village security than before and were more willini; participants in the 

Popular Defense Force, ''because they now have a stake in society to 

protect, 11 they a.re more active in the PTA and contribute more to schools 
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and other public and social welfare projects, accept more official 

positions in the hamlet arrl vill.etti:e governments, and more actively 

support rural development projects than before. 

Very few leaders thought other village residents were treating the 

title-recipients any differently than before, nor did they think other 

villaee residents were treatin~ former landlords and their families much 

differently socially because of the LTTT Pror;ram. 

More than three-fourths of the respondents said landlords formerly 

participated. heavily in village affairs and activities, but. only about 

one-half said they still did so. Eighty-nine percent agreed that tenants 

used to be fearful of their landlords, but only 6% thought they were still 

afra.id.. 3everal interviewees gave the Viet Minh much of the credit for 

this chanr~e • but most agreed that a lingering fear of eviction remained 

until the LTTT Program ended the landlord's legal claim to the land. 

In a strikine assertion of the decline of landlord influence over 

village affairs. 77% of the sample said village leaders used to come 

from wealthy and landlord family groups, whereas only one respondent (3%) 

listed them as the social origin of present village leaders 1 who were 

instead reported to be mostly middle and poor farmers or from no specific 

group. 

Political Effects 

Almost all of the sample denied that any one particular group of 

people presently controlled the village, but stated rather that all villa8e 

residents had equal influence because of the.election procedure now used 

in choosing villase leaders. Eighty percent said this represented a 

change over former times when landlord and wealthy families could purchase 

official appointments from higher authorities. The chan~e ~as mostly 



at t:ributed to the villar,e electiom, held in the last 5 or 6 years; but a 

few went back farther to ,:;ive some credit to the Viet Minh influence in 

chasin.:~ landlords out of the villa:.'.:e, to independence and the dismantling 

of the French colonial administration, to a cradual improvement in the 

political awareness of villa[r,e rAsidents, and to chanees at the higher 

levels of ·''~overnment which have now made villa;.~e positions much harder 

work and more hazardous than before wvhile the real remuneration from them 

has declined. 

The chiefs of all· four villa~es in our sample itJere from middle-level 

fax•min·:i: families; three Here lifetime residents of their villa,~;es, one 

had lived. in his .for 17 years. All had fairly recently been elected 

villa~e chief, two servint~ for only 2 years so far, one for 3 years, and 

one for .5 yea.rs; thou:::h all had held other positions in the villa.::;e 

office previously.. For. the most part they vlere expected to· be re-elected 

for another term in the next election, except .for some concern as to 

whether they would care to run a:.:;ain 'because of the hard work and low 

The qu~.li ties most often named by villa.,"e leaders as desirable in a 

villa.:,.e leaner «rere much the same as those listed by the farmer e~.mple. 

ttr,~rhr for and helpin~ ordinary citizens and not ~~i vin,; them a hard time" 

h.ea.ded both lists, mentioned b~r 60:~ of the villa.;,e leaders and 63% of the 

farmers. The leaders placed "equal and fair treatment for all" in the 

number two spot -with 54% (only 29% of the. farmers had listed it) while 

u.,.ood hearted, kind, polite and courteous" was .given a 37% ratin,r, (farmers 

;-:i;~we it 38%). :=omewh;::i.t more villace leaders (341i) listed "hones.tyP 

strai13htfor~1arclness, incorruptible" than farmers• but it remained. in 4th 

plnce. ('1ee Tables 8-1 and. 6-19), 
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More than half of the villa0e leaders (60%) thou~ht that the LTTT-

title recipients as a ~~roup had more influence over village affairs than 

before, and the reasons why are reveal inc:: because they have more money• 

because ownership makes them independent of fear, they hold more leader-

ship positions, are more active and express their opinions more often, 

because they now have guns (as members of the PDF), and because they have 

more money to pay off officials to get thines done. 

Most of the village leaders assured us that the villagers were free 

to vote in elections for whomever they choose, and that no one from the 

village office would give them a hard time la. ter if they did not vote at 

a.11. Several of the comments were more revealine, however: 

"In villa~~e elections they know the candidates and can Choose more 
wisely. These are fair. But in national elections villaeers do not know 
the candidatest and the latter usually arrange with province and district 
chiefs to assure their victory (for appropriate sums). Village and 
hamlet chiefs are told to make sure certain candidates get the most votes. 
Ballot stti.ffin;~, block voting, and placine; favored ballots on top of the 
stack for illiterate voters are common practice." 

"No one forces anyone to vote for certain candidates, so voters can 
vote for whomever they please; but very few polling places are watched 
closely durin:~ the counting and reportin~ phase." 

·"Some votes are bought with money, and some voters are threatened 
with .~uns and the draft." 

"Everyone must vote. If someone does not show up the hamlet chief 
must eo roust him out. It is the citizens' duty to vote and the village 
officials' duty to see that they do it. 11 

"Villa;~e officials will crtticize a person later, if he did not vote, 
when he com.es to the villae;e office for some document or permission to do 
somethin~. They will say that since he did not help them or execute his 
responsibility as a citizen during the election, why should the official 
help him nowr But generally it is just vocal criticism and nothing is 
done against the person. The officials finally go ahead and help him 
anyway, after voicing their displeasure. 11 

"No one in the village will cause him trouble (if he does not vote), 
but outside the village he can have problems i.f his voter registration 
card is not properly clipped or punehed." 

The reaso~s eiven by villa~e leaders as to why the government launched 
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the LTTT Pro.'~:rarn were similar to those given by farmers (see Table 5-?.0) • 

except that the leaders v1ere more inclined to ::ti ve more than one reason 

and only one .(J%, as opposed to 29·% of the farmers) said he did not know. 

The reason most often rentioned (by 63%) was 'the z~overnment•s desire to 

l1elp the poor farmers improve thflir economie condition, followed by the 

desire for social reform to remove excessive inequalities and to end the 

landlord oppre0sion of tenants, and ·by the desire to obtain i:'.,reater rural 

support in the war a~~ainst the NLF and in the next presidential elections. 

A few mentioned the need .for a;:;ricultural development to increase the 

prcx:luction of foodstuffs a.s the reason, wi t11 land reform seen as a. step 

i.n that direction. (:3ee Tahle 8-2). 

All but bJO of tbe respondents (94%) af!:reed that the LTTT Prosram was 

in fact helpin:~ farmers, a.nd w2.s the ref ore accomplishinr~ one of its major 

:,;oals ns they imderstand tbAm. 

Only a few (?076) said people credit the NLF with forcinr the ·~overnment 

into the LTTT Pro.:~;rarn, in whole or in part, which is not surprising, since 

all the villac:e leaders interviewed were openly anti-communist themselves. 

3ince many, if not most, outside observers do credit NLF pressure and 

appeals on the land :ts sue with precipitating govermrient action on this 

front, it i:-3 of interest to see how local officials explain this 

connection a,rn,y. Belmv are some of their comments. 

11 No one in th:i.a villa:~;e thinks the "'!iet Conr_·; land reform pro_:::ram 
forced the 3ai:;on ;_:,overnment into the LTTT Pro~~ra.m. The LTTT Pro~ram is 
nruch better than the Viet Con;.~ pro;_::ram, since the latter was desi.~Jned to 
allow maxinmm tc:i.xa.tion and did not really help the poor .farmer" Until 
1968 farmers in this hamlet, includin;:·; myself, had to pay 251o of each 
rice harvest and 10~~ of all other produce to the Viet Con6 ~ as well as 
the normal rent to the landlord. 11 

--Villa.~e leader :in Khanh Hau Village. 

n (No one ere di ts the NLF) because the reform actually star ten under 
President N,~o Dinh Diem in 1957, r~fore there was any trouble from the 
~liet Con[~~. -The LTTT Pror;1•ani ::t.s merely a continuation of that effort, so 
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:i.t was not forced by the Viet Cone." 
--VillaP:e leader in LBD Villap:e. 

. "The ri:overnment has r:one farther than the Viet Cong, who distributed 
small parcels (.5 hectare ) of land to many, but then demanded hirr,h taxes 
and took many chickens, ducks, etc. Also, they only gave land to those 
who followed them; and if a Viet Cong landowner was killed, they did not 
leave the land for his surviving family to farm, but instead they took it 
back to give to another 1Jiet Conr; soldier. The people got very tired of 
them, because they were not fair. 11 

--Village leader in LBD Village. 
"A small number have said (that the NLF deserves credit), but they 

are wrong because the government program goes farther and is far better 
than the Viet Cong land reform, and it was undertaken at a time when the 
~overnment was stron~ and the Viet Cong weak (after the 1968 Tet Offensive 
had failed). 11 

--Villa~e leader in Phu Thu Village. 
UThe \Tiet Cong were very arbitrary in distributing land. often taking 

it back and ~i ving it to someone else, and they taxed heavily and 
arbitrarily, demandin~ more if the farmer had more, leaving him only 
enou~h to live on and little incentive to increase production--very poor 
economic policy." 

--Villap-e leader in Phu Thu Villac;e. 
11 About 50% of the people understand enough to give credit to the 

NLF; but the government pro~ram is different in that it is more peaceful, 
it does not denounce the landlords but rather gives them fair compensation. 11 

--·nna,f\e leader in HBT Villar,e. 

The village leaders were asked whether they could give any examples 

of other problems, prov.rams. or issues, aside from the LTTT Program, which 

affect the popularity of the government among villar,e residents. A hizh 

percentage (46%) said they did not know; but 3116 listed various agricul-

tural development projects and public works, or cited economic develop-

ment efforts in general as havin~ a favorable impact among villagers; 23% 

complained that corruption, high taxes, inflation, the military draft and 

crime were having a negative impact; 9% said villagers merely wanted peace 

and security, and if the r,overnment could provide that they would support 

it; and 6~ said villagers supported the ~overnment because of its strong 

anti-communist stand.393 

few multiple answers cause these percenta~es to total more than 100. 
(See Table 8-3·) 
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At the end o.f each interview the same open-minded question wa.s asked 

of villagA leaders as of the farmers, "In your opinion, what other 

problems 1 aside from the LTTT Pro,J;ram, need to oo solved or improved in 

this villa,::e or district in order to make your life better and more 

sa.tisfyini~?" The responses were again very similar to those of the 

farmers, and the same ceneral rankings were obtained. Public works of 

various kinds were the most frequently listed need, cited by 3156 of the 

respondents, with agricultural development efforts a close second with 

26'Jt. and improved credit facilities third with 11%. (See Table 8-4). 

2, Province Officials 

!ntervfotoTs ·:vere obtained with the director of the c~overnment-sponsol"ed 

/!.'"'ricul tural Dev(!;)lopment Ba.nk (ADB) and with the chief of the Province 

A··:ricul tural Hf airs r;ervice in each of the four province capitals, in 

•·Jhich the respondents were asked to r.ive their assessment of the effects 

of the LTTT Pro~.~ra.111 in their province, particularly with respect to 

aGricultural development. 

One of the bank directors had only recently assumed his post in that 

province and s2.id he had not yet had time to :make many of the type of 

observations requested. All seven of the other interviewees remarked 

on the importance of the incentive effect of ownership, which they often 

termed the psycholo[ical factor, in increasin:~ production. LTTT-ti tle

recipients were reportedly workinb harder on their own land, investine 

more in its care and improvement, and investing more in new crops, 

machinery and other inputs just because the land was theirs and no 

longer belon.~::ed to someone else, and because they no lonser feared 

possible eviction and the resulting loss of invested capital. 
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In addition, six of the respondents noted that, alone with the 

increased incentive to invest, these new owners now had an increased 

availability of investment funds due to rent remissions and to the 

increased a.vailability of agricultural credit to title-recipients. All 

four of the ADB chiefs confirmed that they were loaning much more money 

to the LTTT-title-reoipients now than 'before they had received ownership 

Htlest simply because land ownership places them in. a much lower risk 

category than they occupied as tenants. One bank director remarked, 

11Even if the farmer suffers a bad crop and has to repay a loan late, the 

bank still does not fear default if it holds a land title as collateral." 

One respondent in Long An Province said the LTTT Prof,ram was causing 

an increase in the land a.rea under cultivation, since large landowners 

were being forced to put previously idle land under the plow for fear of 

losinz it to squatters or to the government for second-phase redistribution, 

and former tenants and squatters are bringing abandoned land back under 

cultivation so they can apply for ownership titles as tillers. 

The two officials interviewed in Long Xuyen noted that some fragroon

ta tion of land holdings was occuring in An Giang Province because of the 

3-hectare maximum limit on distribution, but they differed as to its 

effects on agricultural development. One of them thought such fragmenta

tion not only reduces the farmer's income and his savings potential for 

investment purposes, but would also make mechanization and the use of 

large-scale technology, which he saw as essential to agricultural 

development, more difficult. Even apart from fra~mentation. he saw the 

15-year ban on land transfers as perpetuating a pattern of small farm 

holdings and preventing the consolidation and large-scale mechanization 

he considered necessary for successful agricultural development, and in 
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this latter concern he was join~d 'by one of the officials interviewed in 

Loni~ lrn Province. 

The other An •:: ia.n~~ official acknowledt::ed some fra,zmentation, but 

dRniecl that it w-as necessarily harmful to developmental goals.. He saw- it 

as a positive in.flue nee forcin.1~~ rnany farmers (on reduced holdings) to put 

forth t.he additional effort and Ct).pi tal investment required to switch to 

double-croppint Miracle nice, in which the returns per hectare a.re far 

above sin3le-croppin'.~ vd th the traditional floatin~-rice variety )94 He 

noted that those farm families who are still farmint: 10 hectares of land 

are rarely interested in makin13 this switch, since :,fi th little effort 

they can maintain a satisfactor:/ .standard of livin~ by producins an 

annu::tl 650 :·:ia (ahout 13 metric tons) of traditional paddy; and they are 

afraid to rent or sublet their land out in ~:;maller plots to tenants who 

could apply thP. creater effort rRquired for double-cropping.. If the farm 

is reduced to 3 he eta.res, however, it can no looger produce enouch 

floa.ttnP' rice paddy (195 .-:-:ia, or about 4 M. T.) to feed a. family, so the 

farmer must try to apply the new double-cropping techniques with :Miracle 

Hice.. If he J.n successful, his J hectares can pre.duce up to 1800 ;;ia 

(36 11. T. ) of Miracle Rice paddy per year, or a1mos t 3 times as much each 

yeC1.r as 10 hectares of t'1e traditional floa tint~ rice. ~)mall plots of 

land, he noted, have not prevented the use of the mach:i.nes (tractors for 

plowin:~;, motor pumps for irri,'!,ation) necessary for more efficient 

fa.rmin_:;: tractors ha.ve been used extensively in An Giane: Province for 

?O or JO years, Rince the land is too hard for cows or buffalo to plow- .. 

J94This view was also held by one o.f the lar;:;er landlords interviewed 
i.n Loni~ Xuyen, An ':ia.n,p; Province. 



EVIDENCE FROM OTHER RESEARCH 

1. In Rural Villages 

A major research effort was conducted in 1972 for the U.S. Agency for 

International Development and the Republic of Vietnam Ministry of Land 

Reform, Agriculture, Fisheries and Animal Husbandry Developnent by the 

Control Data Corporation (CDC), under the direction of Dr. Henry c. Bu.sh, 

to determine the political effects of the LTTT Program.395 The study 

included behavioral observations in 44 rural villages of 9 delta provinces 

and 985 randomly selected, unstructured interviews with rural families in 

23 of these villages in 6 provinces.396 The field work was completed 

between January and June 1972. 

The CDC effort was complementary to our own in several r.espects, 

especially since it was undertaken during the same time period. Its 

primary focus was on political effects, rather than economic. It 

developed random samples of all village residents, rather than the 

stratified sample of farmers by land tenure groups that we sought. Its 

interviews were "unstructured," developed only around the general 

395Henry c. Bush, Gordon H. Messegee and Roger v. Russel, The Impact 
of the Land to the Tiller· Program in the Mekong Del ta. Control Data Corp., 
Vietnam, December 1972. (Sponsored by ADLR, USAID, Vietnam, under Contract 
No. AID-730-3449). 

396observations were made between January and March 1972 in the 
provinces of Chuong Thien, Dinh Tuong, Go Cong, Long An, Vinh Binh, Vinh 
Long, Kien Hoa, Kien Tuong, and Phong Dinh; but the interviews were 
conducted between April and June 1972, after the beginning of the "Spring 
Offensive" by the North Vietnamese and the NLF, only in the first six, 
since many of the less secure villages originally selected became 
inaccessible to the research team. 

303 
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questions of how the villape had chanr:ed in the preceding few years and 

what were the causes of that change, whereas our interviews were 

"structured" and more 11 in depth·," askinr for specific details about 

particular economic activities. The CDC sample was not only much larger 

than ours, including 985 interviews, compared to our total of 270, but it 

also included a much larger number of villar,es (23 compared to our 4) and 

can thereby claim to be more representative of the whole Delta. Although 

still biased toward somewhat more secure villat;es, it is less so biased 

than our sample. 

The composition of the sample was reported as follows:397 

"Of the 985 farm families interviewed: 

4~ are farm owners who own the land they farm because of LTTT 

8% are tenants who have applied for title to the land they farm, 
under LTTT 

15% are tenant farmers. Of these: 

56% farm worship land exempt from LTTT 
27~ farm village communal land, then exempt from LTTT but 

no lon,ger so. (.ford that communal land miESht 'be 
distributed had got around, and )0+% of these had 
already applied to their villa~es for title.) 

9% farm privately owned land subject to LTTT, not yet 
distributed 

3% farm relatives• land and presumably will not apply 
for title 

)~ farm church land, exempt from LTTT 
1% farm garden land, exempt from LTTT 
~~ farm land subject to LTTT but prefer tenancy 

17% are farmers who owned and farmed their land before LTTT~ 
Of these: 

21~ purchased their land under RVN 1s earlier land distribution 
program (Ordinance 57, 1956). 

4% are beneficiaries under LTTT in that they had never been 
able to pay for land applied for under Ordinance 57, and 
LTTT eliminated their unpaid debt and gave them clear title. 

397Ibid., p. 1). 
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71' are landless farm laborers 

2i are landlords or exlandlords whose land has been 
transferred to extenants under LTTT. 

l~ are landless skilled persons such as carpenters or 
shopkeepers 

l'f, are village or hamlet officials or local military who do 
not farm" 

100% 

Of the total number of farm operators in this sample, Bl'f, were tenants 

before the LTTT Program and only l~ cultivated their own land. This 

tenancy ratio is significantly higher than the 671' "best estimate" for 

the Southern Region discussed above,398 and indicates a bias in the 

selection of villages toward those with higher pre-LTTT ratios of tenants,399 

but it does not affect the general validity of the results summarized 

below. The 23 villages in which interviews were conducted were part of 

29 picked, as noted above, because LTTT Program. implementation seemed to 

be proceeding more rapidly than elsewhere; and it was found that these 

villages had also experienced a considerable amount of political and 

398see pp. 68 to ?2, above. 

399The villages in which these interviews were conducted were initially 
chosen to represent those in which LTTT implementation had progressed most 
rapidly, as opposed to another group in which little or no implementation 
of the LTTT Program had occurred. They were therefore the villages which 
showed up statistically as having relatively high numbers of approved 
LTTT applicants in proportion to an "assumed" tenant population, the 
latter estimated as a straight 60~ of the total village population in 
each village. The 60'f, ratio was taken as an average for the Delta as a 
whole, and naturally some villages would have higher tenant ratios and 
so:me lower than the overall average. A village with, say, an actual 8~ 
ratio of. tenants will more easily develop a higher percentage of approved 
applicants over an assumed tenant population figure of 6~; and, in fact, 
several of the sample villages had already exceeded 10~ ot the assumed 
tenant population. While CDC used the 60~ tenancy ratio of total village 
population as a Delta-wide average in their selection process, ?21' of 
their sample families were tenants before the LTTT Program, according to 
the breakdown reported above. See Ibid., p. 5. · 
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400 economic progress between January 1970 and January 1972. Interviewers 

were asked to call the respondents• attention to some of the positive 

changes that had taken place in the village, to ask them what they thought 

about these changes, and then to ask them why and how they thought these 

changes had occurred, without suggesting any answers. The LTTT Program 

was not mentioned by the interviewers unless the respondents brought it 

401 up. 

The mere correlation of more rapid LTTT implementation and improved 

economic and political conditions offers no evidence about possible 

causal relationships involved.402 The tabulated responses, however, form 

a clear picture of what the villagers themselves, out of their own 

observations and experiences, consider to be the major causes of the 

changes affecting their own lives and communities. (See Table 9-1.} 

Two-thirds of all villagers attributed the improved conditions at 

least in part to LTTT land redistribution and an equal number attributed 

them to improved security conditions (with many listing both together as 

causal factors). About 1/3 listed general economic causes and 1/5 thought 

improved farming techniques were important factors. It is also significant 

that, proportionately, 7 times more LTTT-title-recipients named new 

a~ricultural techniques and investments as causal factors than did 

tenants, and 6 times more title-recipients than tenants listed general 

4ooibid., p. 10. According to historical data generated by the Hamlet 
Evaluation System (HES) of the Civil Operations and Rural Development 
Support, Research and Analysis Directorate, Military Assistance Command 
Vietnam (CORDS/RAD, MACV). 

401
Ibid., p. 106-7. 

402
Fifteen villages selected for observation as examples of little or 

no LTTT implementation had also experienced improved conditions, but they 
w~re far behind and improving much more slowly than the 29 "dynamic" 
v111a~es. Ibid., p. 11. 
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economic improvements. CDC a.lso tabulated the numoor of title-recipients 

and tenants who mentioned that they or their fellow-villagers ~vere usinc; 

new at~ricultural techniques. They found that a much higher proportion 

o.f title-recipients showed an awareness of new technology than of 

tenants, and tha.t proportionately 9 times more new owners (18~) mentioned 

that they themselves were usinz these new techniques than did the tenants 

(2%). (See Table 9-2). 

These results "suggest stront:.ly either that the quicker and more 

enterprising farmers apply for their land under LTTT earlier and the 

ba.cb·.rard and unalert ones hang back, or tha.t LTTT itself stimulates them 

403 
to r;rea.ter awareness of agricultural possibilities available to thern. 11 

CDC was ooine; overly cautious in stating these two possible implications 

on an equal footing, since by their own data only 13% of the remaining 

tenants were farmint::: land then subject to LTTT redistribution. The other 

87% were stuck on land leeally exempt from redistribution, and their 

continued tenancy status can in no way be attributed to their personal 

characteristics. 404 These results are a valid oonfirma.tion of our own 

evidence of the important incentive effects of the LTTT Program. 

Once a respondent mentioned the LTTT Program or any other cause of 

the observed chanr-;es :tn the villar;e 9 CDC interviewers were then to prol:e 

more deeply for details and to ask what changes specifically are 

a.ttributable to it. Most of those discussin~ the LTTT Program attested 

to its effective redistribution of income, providin~ them tdth the 

increased means to raise their standard of livin~. About half of them 

403 Ibid., p. 43. 
404 

See Table 9-L 
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c:r:lid thA pron-ram r-esultf~d in more ~::ocial equality, more freedom, less 

fear of and exploitat,fon by landlords, and more unity and friendliness 

in the vi1lar:-e; and almost as many said the LTTT Prorram was ,C1'enera.tin.G 

more political support for the ~overnment, counteractin~~ Viet Com: 

propaP:anda and reducinr their influence in the villase. 4o5 

'.Jhen these responses were broken down by land tenure status t it was 

found that 16~ of all new owners said they were now working harder, 

farminr~ more (formerly abe.ndoned) land, adopting new techniques, and 

were now abl~ to buy more fertilizer, insecticides, machinery or 

livestock than be.fore because of the I.JTTT Pros:ram. This represents 23% 

of the ne~,1 owners who discussed the LTTT Pror:ram, a.nd is further evidence 

1~06 
of a positive incentive effect. 

,\ f~reater availability of investment funds was due partly to hip-her 

levels of retained income and partly to the ~reater availability of 

official agricultural credit. In reviewinr: AJ~ricultural Development Bank 

(ADB) reports for 1971, CDC found a. 983~t incree,se over the precedins yea:r 

in small loans, 50,000 $VN or less, and a 1J2% increase in lareer loans 

to individual farmers, compared with an increase of only 62% for a.11 

loans in Delta provinces.407 They found, as did we, that ADB officials 

4o5()ee Ibid., Table 13, pp. 46-48. CDC :percentages in the table referenced 
a.re based on the total sa:nple 9 whereas I am discussing them here as 
proportions only of the 68% who mentioned the LTTT Prosra.m, since the others 
were not asked. 

406Ibid. , Table 14, p. 1~9. 
4o7Ibid., p. 27. The inflationary rise in prices during the same period 9 

which must 'be discounted to obtain the rise in real credit availability, 
was around 17~ in Sai,~on.-- 11 Genera.l consumer price index exc.ludin::: rent 
for middle class families in Sai~on," Table 274, p. 314, Nien :~}iam Thonr.i: Ke 
irietnam, 1971 (Vietnam Statistical Yearbook 1971), National Institute of 
StB.tis tics, R~T'N, Sai;rnn, 1972. 
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considered farm owners better cred:i.t risks than tenant farmers. 408 The 

1971 ADB loans to farmers were repaid on time by more than 90% of the 

borrowers, and the other 10% merely had to be extended, due to crop 

failures or other emergencies, and were not written off. This compares 

with less than 20% of such loans that were repaid to ADB's 

predecessor agency between 1963 and 1966.409 

Commentin.\i on the fact that "31'% of all farmers, and 40% of all new 

owners, spoke of freedom from the landlord and from the indignities of 

his demands, because of LTTT, ° CDC concluded, 11 Jt is evident that LTTT 

had decreased inequality," and had this to say about its political 

i ·ri 410 s gni ca.nce1 

11 It is also e;ood for prospects of rural democracy and decreased 
insurrection. Political scientists conclude that equality is. one 
of the things that most revolutions and insurrections a.re about 
and for. Sociologists conclude that those down at the bottom of 
the social strata in any community are suspicious of authority 
(of police, clergymen, teachers, public officials), that they 
believe politics is to exploit the poor and that they lack self 
confidence. Psychologists conclude that when persons feel 
powerless with respect to public affairs they are cynical about 
politica.1 democracy and that, conversely, •feelings of efficacy 
and sense of gaining relative power with resi;ect to public 
affairs produce idealism about political democracy. 139 

"Economists increasingly conclude that if a nation or region 
s·omehow reduces inequality between strata or classes, then it 
has created a major condition necessary for self-sustainine 
economic development. Regression analyses of statistics of 75 
series of political and social indicators, from 133 countries, 
show that inequality of land distrabution among farmers correlates 
with lack of economic development. 0 

4osBu h M d R 1 •t 27 · . s , esser;ee an usse • op. 01 • , p. • 

409 Ibid., p. 28 .. 

410The following quotations and their footnotes are from Ibid., pp • 
.5.5-6. 
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" ••• (the same re.r:,ression analyses) indicate that an increase in land 
distribution which reduces inequality of holdings of farm land 
'appears ••• to be a potent pacifier ••• a one-point (out of 100) 
decrement in the land : ;ini index has the effect of decreasinc domestic 
violence by )~ •• • There ~vould appear to be much truth in the common 
118liefs about l~nd inequality and democra.tic instability. The 
distribution of wealth may be mor~ relevant politically and theoret
ically than its leve L. '.50 

•139 :·3ee for example Bernard P..erelson and Gary t\.. 3teiner, Human 
Behavior: An Inventory of :·kientific Findin,::s (Harcourt, Brace and 
World, 1961-~) pp. ll-89-90, and Charles C. Moskos and W. Bell, 'Attitudes 
towards Democracy, 1 in Attitudes (Penguin Modern Psychology ~3eries , 
Penc~uin Books, 1966) p. 69. 

"40 Bruce H. H.ussett, Hayr,.rard R. Alker, Jr., Karl W. Deutsch, and 
Harold D. Lassc-1mll, World Handbook of Political and Social 
Indicators (Yale University Press, 1964) pp. 1-12 on the great 
extent of the data, p. ~9G for the conclusion cited above. 

"50 aussett and others (cited in note 40). :See paq;es 237-8 for an 
explanation of the ~lini index (the higher the index the greater the 
inequalit~r of farm lMd); and pp. 320"'."1 for the above quotation. 
The •common beliefs about land inequality and instability 1---the 
hypoth~sis test.ed---are 1 that abo-ve-averar~e inequality (of 
distri bu.tion of ar;ricul tural land) promotes a.boire-average socia1 
and political discord or, conversely, that substantial equality 
~ans the existence of a lar:-:re and relatively prosperous middle 
class which will support the existin~ political system.• (p. 320)" 

CDC found that the LTTT Procram is ca.usinr: a strom:er identificatton 

a.monr• Del ta farmers with the national .r:,overnment. There is also evidence 

of '1increased identification, by local officials, with the villagers, 

be ca.use of LTTT," and "Relations between local officials and loca.l 

military and the villa:sers a.re less authoritarian, more personal and 

democratic in dynamic villar;es (where the LTTT Pro~ram was pro:-1,ressim~ 

:rapidly). n411 Their data, also showed that "Village and hamlet government 

officials are more representative of the people they ~overn because or 
LTTT( in terms C?f land tenure). n412 Ta.ble 9-3 illustrates this la,tter 

4111b·d 57 9 ~'pp. - • 

L~12Ibid., pp. 61-2. 
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point. In 1970, some 60-70% of villa~e residents were tenants, while 

only 27% of the villar,e and hamlet officials were. In 1972, after the 

LTTT Pro~ram ~ot underway and after a second round of village and hamlet 

elections in late 1970 and 1971, 75~ of the villaeers were owner

opera tors er LTTT .applicants as were 67f., of the local officials. The 

proportion of tenants, non-farmers and landlords holding official 

positions all dropped significantly. CDC notes that Ministry of 

Interior election statistics "show a high pe;rcentage of turnover (defeat 

o.f incumbents) in village and hamlet elections in late 19?0 and 1971. n413 

In analyzin;?.: their interview notes, the CDC researchers identified 

certain social values expressed by the respondents. They found that 

90~ of the values identified emphasize self-discipline, individual 

achievement, auste:ri ty, hard work and thrj.ft and the acquisition and use 

of more knowled:;e" (especially important was the education of children), 

qu1.te contrary to the traditional, Confucian, Vietnamese values emphasizing 

status and harmony ~md suppressinf!, individual initiative and social and 

414 technological chA-n;~es. The values expressed are middle-class values. 

CDC thinks that. at least in the Me.kon~ Delta, the LTTT Program, by 

crea..tinr~ s. large, new middle class, probably accelerated the shift from 

the traditional to the modern value orientation a,monf~ farmers, thus 

improving prospects for social and economic development and for more 

-peaceful political chanre. 41.5 

4l)Ib.d _1_., p. 62. 

414Ibid., pp. 7'3-4. 

415Ibid., p. 76. 
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"In sum, the Land to the Tiller Program is a splendid means 
to pacification. It ,creates equality among farmers and 
abolishes lifelong tendencies of tenant farmers to think of 
their lives 'as static, hopeless, poverty-ridden and of 
themselves as inferiors. It stimulates them to greater 
production and more investments in farming. It is helping 
change their values to those of the middle-class. It is 
helping turn a once-disaffected, politically neutral mass 
of potential and sometimes actual revolutionaries (formerly 
providing rice, information, labor and military manpower 
to the enemy) into middle-class farmers in support of the 
regime .11416 

2. Landlords 

Information on landlord1s use of compensation funds is scarce. Two 

surveys were conducted in the spring of 1973 that shed some additional 

light on the subject. The first one consisted of 100 questionnaires 

answered anonymously by landlords affected by the LTTT Program for the 

Landlord's and Ex-Landlord's Association. The questionnaires were given 

to Dr. Henry C. Bush, CDC, for analysis on April 4, 1973.417 

Of the 100 landlords responding, 57 had received part of their 

compensation and 22 were in the process of applying for it. Of these 

79 landlords, 57% said they were using or intended to use all or part of 

their compensation money for consumption purposes (household expenses, 

to repay debts and to buy things), 41% said they were dividing at least 

some of it among their children or other relatives, and 38% said they 

were or would put some or all of it into savings or investments. 

Regarding corruption in the compensation process, 10% said they were 

asked to pay someone a bribe, 24% said they were not asked, and 66% did 

416Ibid., p. 88. 

417Memorandum from Henry c. Bush, CDC, P&R/ADIB, to Mr. William Fuller, 
ADTS/ADLR, USAID, Saigon, "Findings of Survey of 100 Exlandlords, on 
Payments to be Compensated, and on Uses and Intended Uses of Compensation 
Money, 11 dated April 16, 1973· 
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not answer the question. 

Another survey of landlords was carried out in April 19?3 in 14 

provinces of the Mekong Delta by Pacification Studies Branch teams and 
418 . reported by Richard H. Eney. This report tabulates responses from 

307 landlords (out of 350 interviewed) who indicated they had already 

applied for compensation for land expropriated under the LTTT Program. 

Of these 307 responses, 223 had already received a first payment; 179 

were willing to answer the question about what they were doing or 

intended to do with the money they had received or expected to receive; 

and 128 declined to answer.419 

Of the 179 who were willing ~o answer, 52~ indicated they intended 

to divide their compensation among relatives~ They were.then asked how 

they expected their relatives to use the money. A total of 65~ intended 

to use at least some of the money, or expected their relatives to, for 

trade , business or money lending, 45~ intended or expected re la ti ves to 

"keep it," presumably for consumption expenses, 3~ said at least some 

of it would go toward the repayment of debts, and 15~ indicated at least 

some of it would be deposited in banks.420 

The Eney data indicate that those landlords receiving the larger sums 

41891Anticipated Use of Landlord Compensation· Payments, MR 4," Memorandum 
from Richard H. Eney, Chief, Land Reform Division, CG4/rm.o, dated May?, 
1973-

419This information was passed to me personally by Mr. Eney, based on 
other documents in his possession. It was omitted from Ibid. 

420
Another ~ of the responses were listed as nother," with a note 

indicating "build house" (4), and "build shop," "lease riceland," and "buy 
treasury bonds 11 (1 each). A final l~ indicated they thought their 
relatives would in turn divide their share up among their relatives. 
(These percentages total 15~ due to multiple responses.--See Table 9-4.) 
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of money more often expected to use at least some of it (or to see their 

relatives use it) for trade, business or lending or to put at least some 

of it in a bank, and they less often expected to have some of it kept 
421 for consumption or used to pay off debts. 

3. Grievances 

The U.S. Agency for International Development and the GVN Directorate 

General for Land Affairs collaborated in a joint study on "Grievances and 

Land-to~the-Tiller 11 in August and September, 19?2.422 The investigation 

was limited geog~aphically to t~e Mekong Delta and· the area around 

Saigon (MR 3 and MR 4). 42J The general conclusions of this review were: . . 

"The magnitude of complaints and grievances resulting from Land
to-the-Tiller appears inexorably low. Seriou~ grievances or 
disputes involve one to thr~e percent of far~rs and landlords 
participating in the pro~ram. Lighter _grievances classified as 
complaints, inquiries, demands, or requests encompass five to 
fifteen percent of the rural population. Neither the level of 
serious grievances nor that of lighter grievances appear to be 
severely detrimental to the overall impact of the program. There 
are, however, specific provinces (An Giang and Chau Doc) and 
particular villages where grievances and abuses may be impairing 
social objectives of the land reform. 

11 ••• The grievance system has tended to be a slow process for 
completing actions, but there are signs it is now speeding up. 
Disputes channeled through the judicial process are biased 
toward landlords, but are subsequently given balance by the 
Central Agency for Land Courts and the National Land Reform 
Council. Courts do not appear fully cognizant of either the 
letter or the spirit of the Land-to-the-Tiller Law ••• Generally, 

421Ibid., Table I, II, and III. Responses are tabulated for those 
landlords receiving 500,000$VN and up and for those receiving 2,000 9 000 
$VN and up. The actual number of landlords in each category, however, 
was not recorded. See Table 9-4. 

422Keith w. Sherper and Phi Ngoc Huyen, "Grievances and Land-to-the
Tiller," February 15, 19?3, mimeographed. 

423Ibid.' pp. 46-?. 
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the system is fairly open for an individual to the village level. 
The major exception is when villaee officials are a party to the 
grievance; in this situation there are some options available to 
the aggrieved, dependine; on his knowledge and motivation. However, 
most recourses beyond the villaee a.re inclined to be lone and dra~ 
out. possibly dissuadine some agr;rieved from pursuing them ••• " 

~ formal crievance system was established after the promulgation of 

the LTTT Law to handle erievances and complaints about it received through 

administrative channels, and a Special Land Court System was established 

outside the normal civil court system to handle the more serious disputes 

that mi~ht arise. In November 1971 local responsibility to conciliate 

la.nd distribution disputes was placed in the hands of the Yillage Land 

Distribution Committee (VIJ>C). which is Qomposed of the village chiefs as 

chairman, a village council representative, the village commissioner for 

land reform and a~riculture, the chief of the hamlet involved, and the 

village land rer,:tstrar.424 In many villaees, however, the older Village 

Agricultural Committee, established under the Diem Ordinance 57 land 

reform and composed of two landlords, two tenants and the village chief, 

was still hearing disputes, and in many other cases the village chief 

alone attempted to mediate disputes in the traditional manner without 

referal to any committee. 

Solutions or compromises obtained through the latter two methods may 

not be legally binding, but they are often accepted by both parties and 

the matter is dropped. In any case, neither disputant is obliged to 

accept a villa~e level decision, not even from the VLDC, and the aggrieved 

party retains the right to pursue the matter in court. 

424necree 138-LS/CCDD/PTNNN, Nov. 8, 1971. See Appendix A of Ibid. 
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"The kinds of cases handled by the vi~lar:e mainly .... concern 
who is the proper land owner , who is the proper tiller and 
boundary disputes •• (and are) often very complex, encompassing 
inheritance, family relationships, verbal and Hritten contracts 
sub-lea.sin"", exemption of land and new occupants tilline the 
land. Villa,'.""e level of-r:tc:\..q_ls rrif~diate the bulk of these 
disputes, seldom informiur (province authorities) of the 
probl~m or the outcome .. " -25 

The villar".e is snpposf:1d to report e;rievances and their disposition 

to thP- Province Land Affairs :Jervice (PLA~)), which in turn submits a 

conso.lidated mont.hly report to the DirectoratA CJeneral of Land Affairs 

(DrLA) in ')~i~:on; but in fact only 15 or 20;'7 of the villa,n:es made any 

reports at all, and these i;.rere sporadic and concerned mostly the more 

serious disputes. 

~Ji thin the Inspectorate of D0L:1. is a Grievance Office, wh:l.ch receives 

all complaints and rrievances about the LTTT Prof?'"am, includinr: newspaper 

rirt1.cles, letters sent directly to the DGLA and letters forwarded from 

Msemblymen and other P"overnm.ent r:-1.r~ncies or officials, as well as the 

monthly reports from subordina.te PLA3 offices. Complaints and inquiries 

arise mainly from misunderstandinz or ir:norance of some detail of 1.ttw, 

and they usually require no more than a return letter of explanation. 

Those cater~orized as grievances are the more serious dfaputes which require 

thA.t an investirration and some action be taken. 

From the beginninr of the LTTT Program until the end of August 1972, 

a period coverin~· the first 2 years and 5 months of the prof~ram, 7 ,150 

:.rrievances, complaints and :l.nquirie.s of all kinds had l::een received by the 

'DGLA, which, as a. proportion of the nurnoor of titles issued and landlords 

compansated by the latter date, represents only 1.5~ of those already 

affected by program. Most of these w-ere placed :tn the complaints and 
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inquiries category, which totalled 6,395, and most of them were received 

in the early months of the pror.;ra.m, reflecting uncerb,inties and a quest 

for more information. Only 755 were listed as serious ~rievanoes requir

in.r:i: more than a simple explanatory letter, 10.6% of the 7,150 total and 
. 426 

only 0.2~ of those affected by the program. 

Tables 9-5 and 9-6 summarize the complaints and inquiries and the 

r.rievances, respectively, received by the DGLA. Landlord complaints and 

inquiries account for almost 2/3 of the first lis't. About one-.third of 

the landlords were requestine: exemption from expropriation or asking 

about the worship land exemption, another third were asking about 

com"['.)ensation rep:ulations or volunteering land for expropria.tion, and 10% · 

were requesting retention of land for self-cultivation (not permitted under 

the law if tenants were currently tilling it). Tenant complaints and 

inquiries comprise less than a fourth of the list, with about a third of 

the tenants reportine disputes with landlords and 37% requestine land 

distribution. The small number of tenants initiating complaints and 

inquiries as compared with landlords, especially as a proportion of those 

a.ffected by the pro~~ram ( .003 of the tenants affected compared with .104 

of the landlords) no doubt reflect in part the higher education levels, 

,:r,reater savvy, experience and at;e;ressiveness in dealing with the government 

of the landlords; but it surely also reflects the Greater emphasis and 

speed of the government in implementing the distribution side of the 

prop:ram and in providing for local, \rillaf{'e-level responsibility in 

426ny Au.;:;ust 31. 1972, DGLA and USAID official statistics listed 585,856 
LTTT titles issued to 451,356 former tenants and compensation payments 
already made to 40,78'3 landlords.--Ibid., pp. 10 and 24. 
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loca1 mechanism to mediate landlord disputes and zrievances a.risin~ from 

the compensation process. 

Of the 755 serious :::rievances received, 50~ alle:3ed improper 

implementation of the LTTT Law by villac:e and province officials, 9% 
chd.rrted landlords or military personnel had hinclere d proper implementation 

of the law, and l 71i were a.bout direct disputes between landlords and 

tenants .. 

A further analysis of 449 dossiers (out of the 755 grievances cases 

on file at the DGLA) revealed a. total of 684 crievances, with some 

individuals reporting more than one.. Of these 684, about one-fourth 

allep:ed false rerdstry of worship land, one-fifth alleged landlord 

coercion of tenants, and about om~-third contained charges ae;ainst local 

officials of corruption, error, delay, refusal to implement the law or 

connivance with landlords to prevent land transfer. (See Table 9-7 .. ) The 

notorious :.m qia.nf~ Province case of 373 illegal declarations of worship 

land,accepted a.nd rep:iAtered after the LTTT Law was promulgated by the 

A.n r~ianz PLAS chief, is not included in this table • 1~27 If 1.t were t the 

false registry o.f worship land cat~p;ory would comprise 51% of the tota.L 

li-Z? An in~m2ti.;ation of these complaints was conducted, the An Gj_ang PLAS 
chief was removed from office, and his replacement was instructed to 
initiate court proceedin".'"s on behalf of the arr..".rieved tenants to have the 
ille~al entries stricken from the land redster.. During the first half 
of 1973, the An Gian? prosecutor was notifyins the 288 landlords involved 
that they had 15 days to "voluntarily" renounce worship land status. If 
they .failed to do so they would then be ta.ken to court. In neir:;hboring 
Chau Doc a province committee examined 134 ca.ses of allegedly false worship 
land and found 99 cases illeo:al. Those 99 landlords were also bein~ asked 
to "voluntarily" renounce worship land status. --Cables Can Tho 0033 and 
0061 from AM cc;NSUL/.CAN THO to USAID/ADLR/FSLB 7 Saigon, Subject: "Hi:ghlip-hts 
of Visit to An nian?" '+-6 April 73 " a.nd "i!iP-hl1~hts ·of Tri]2 to Chau Doc ' 
10-11 Apr. 73'" Ed Rooe sends t dtcL 9 Apr.. 7'3 and 14 Apr. ?3, respectively. 
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The :Jherper-IIuyen study provides a cross-check of this data. by 

analyzing grievances and complaints logged in files maintained separately 

by the Land Reform Division of U.SAID, CORDS. and nr. Bush of the Control 

rJat~ Corporation.. After elimina.ttn"" the du.plication and excludinr1 

specific 18.rge-scale violations in nine vill~p;es, they were let't with 

.t,1~~ complaints and disputes, listed by category in Table 9-8 and 9-9. 

Fal~e resistry of worship land again appeared as the largest proportion 

of rri_evancefl reported in the Del ta (MR 4) with 44%, almost all of them 

emanatinfC from the Hoa Hao, floating-rice area of An Giang and Chau Doc 

Provinces. Landlord coercion of tenants comprised 74% of the grievances 

in the re~ion around Saigon (MR 3) and the second largest category in the 

Delta (18i). 

A tabulation of ~rievances reported in 49 newspaper articles collected 

by the USAIB Land Reform Office in Can Tho, also revealed the principle 

categories of e;rievances as: 1) landlord repossession effort. 2) worship 

land claim, and 3) landlord retention claim (see Table 9-10). t~p:ain, a 

lar.o:e share ( 41%) of these rrieva.nces came from An Oiane and Chau Doc 

Provinces, but another 38~ were reported from Ba Xuyen Province, 

apparently as the result of an incident involving one or two villages.428 

A large portion of the more ·serious reported grievances are taken to 

court. The Special Land Courts were established under the Diem Ordinance 

57 Land Reform of 1956. So far only four Special Land Courts have been 

set up--in Saigon, Lonr, An, Dinh Tuong and An Gianr,--but by 1970, there 

428The 1+9 newspaper articles reported grievances involvinG a total of 
229 invididua.ls. The percenta~~es used above are of the 229 fip.:ure, not 
the number of a.rticles. 



320 

were 36 Courts of First Instance, which assume the responsibilities of 

~-=Jt:Ecial Land Courts where the latter do not exist separately. No fee 

is char~ed for land court suits. The PLAS Chief serves as a public 
I 

prosecutor and presents the required documentation to the court rep:arding 

each case. Judgements handled down by Special Land Courts are not final 

or bindini:~ until confirmed by the National Land Reform Council (NLH.C), 

which is an orran of the executive branch of r,overnment, composed of 

representatives of the Prime Minister, six ministries and the Directorate 

r}eneral of Planning. NLRC decisions are final and cannot be appealed. 

The Special Land Court System is only quasi-judicial, leavinv. the final 

decisions to the executive, in recop;ni ti on of the es·sential revolutionary 

or extra-ler.al nature of a land reform program as far-reachin~ as the 

LTTT law.429 

All provincial Land Court cases are first reviewed by the Central 

A~ency for Land Courts in the Ministry of Land Reform and Agriculture. 

The Commissioner 0..eneral of this agency presents his recommendations on 

each case to the NLRC, which then either approves or disapproves the 

recommendations. Between March 1970 and August 1972, only 659 cases had 

been received from provincial land courts by the Central Agency,385 had 

already been reviewed by the NLEC and 274 were being prepared for a 

January 1973 session.430 

An analysis of the 212 cases reviewed by the NLRC in June and October, 

1972, revealed the breakdown by cater.cry presented in Table 9-11. 

Disputes between landlords and tenants aris in{:, out of the LTTT Law 

comprised 69~ of the total, the 105 cases reviewed plus 42 of the cases 

429--,h d J.I • t 15 18 '::) erper an 1uyen, op.·c1 • , pp. - • 
430rbid .. , p. 17. 
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rejected. or the 105 landlord-ten'l.nt cases reviewed, 71~ involved land

lord attempts to retain ownership to their land, and another 3% 
represented landlord efforts only to collect back rent. The other 26fo of 

the cases were brout;ht to court by tenants· claimin~ tilling rights. 

(Table 9-12) • 

The hirh proportion of cases brou~ht to court by landlords, as opposed 

to those in which a tenant is plaintiff, demonstrates the effect of the 

hiGher levels of education, experience with government procedures, wealth 

and mobility of the landlords. 

The Land Courts ruled in favor of the tenants in.64% of this 105-

case sample, and all of these dec:'.i.sions were upheld by the NLRC. Of' the 

other '36%, however• ori_o;inally decided in favor of the landlords, more 

than three-fourths were overturned by the NIRC in favor of the tenants, 

lea.vine only 9% of the final decisions favorine landlords. Sherper and 

Huyen concluded that "The large percentage of Land Court cases reversed 

by the National Council indicate unfamiliarity of land law by the courts, 

strict interpretation of the letter and spirit of Land-to-the-Tiller by 

the NLRC, or a combination of these factors.n431 

In addition, 42 of the 46 cases rejected by the N'LRC were landlord

tenant disputes, and in all 42 c~.ses the lower court decisions had favored 

the l:mdlords. By rej~ctin?, these decisions out-of-ha.nd, therefore, the 

NLRC in effect ruled for the tenants in all of these cases. 

Considerine the total of 147 landlord-tenant disputes included in this 

sa.mple, the NLR.C reversed or rejected 48~ of the Land Court decisions. 

··:Jhereas the la.nd Courts had held in .favor of the tenant in 46% of the 

431Ibid., p. 20. 
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cases (67/147=.'J.-56), the NJ.RC jud;:,ements favored the tenant in 94% 

(118/1!~7=.939). 4'
2 

h lar'"';e proportion of the Land Court cases hn.ve been located in the 

provinces of Leno- An and ti.n Gianr, which tor;ether had accounted for 36~ 

of a.11 L.and Court cases involvinP'. LTTT. One problem noted wlth the 

:::'.pecial Land Court System was the lon.~ delay and nu~rous hearinp;s a. 

typical case must underr:o before a judgement is reached. A tenant farmer 

must often travel loner distances to the province ca pi ta.l for monthly 

heertngs, only to have his case postponed again for lack of some 

document or deposition, and many farmers becoroe discouraged from 

pursuing the matter further. 433 

To determine the nature and extent of unreported grievances and 

complaints related to the LTTT Program, the Sherper.Huyen team obtained 

the cooperation of Vietnamese employees of provincial CORDS offices, who 

interviewed village officials in 72 villages, at least 3 villages per 

province in 17 provinces of the Southern Region (Mii J and MR 4). The 

officials reported a total of 194 disputes and grievances during the 

preceeding 6 months, of which 4 3% had been settled by the village, 355& 

had gone to the courts and 22% remained unsettled. Less than 2/3 of the 

villages kept records of disputes, and only 8% sent copies of them to the 

dist~ict office for information.434 

Almost half of the disputes (45%) involved tenants against tenants 

(multiple applicants) over "who should get title," or tenants against 

43~bid., PP• 21-22. 

p. 18. 

L~ J'+Ibi· d. , 37 9 pp. - • 
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landlords over the tenants• status as the bona-fide tiller, or whether 

the land wns exempt from redistribution {mostly worship land challenges). 

Another JO% invol-ved mostly landlords in conflict over "who owns the land" 

in the first place and other disputes about compensation. (See Ta.ble 9-l'j.) 

,~.s to lesser ttrequests, demands, complaints concerning LTTT or land 

for farming•" the village officials reported a total of 559 in the survey, 

more than three"".'fourths of them requests for land from landless laborers 

and military :personnel (87% if veterans and their families are included). 

(See Table 9-14). 

The results of this survey indicate that about 2 • .5% of all landlords 

and pre-LTTT tenants had broU;ght serious grievances to village authorities 

durinr, the 2.5 years of the .program, and that about 5% of the entire rural 

population had voiced lesser complaints and requests.435 

:3herper and Huyen also reviewed field reports from official (U .s. 

advisory) visits to villages and Pacification Attitude and Analysis 

Surveys (PM.:3), the latter consisting of actual surveys with rural people 

on the land reform and other matters. Reports of petty corruption in the 

distribution process were frequently made through these channels, thoo:gh 

not elsewhere. . This "squeeze" consisted of small payments to local 

officials for each title distributed--small in relation to the value of 

the title or the value of the annual rent formerly paid. It appeared t9 

be specific to particular villages or hamlets, and other villages could 

be identified where this form of corruption did not exist. 436 

The major Control Data Corporation study cited earlier also analyzed 

the "complaints, needs• problems and grievances" mentioned by the 

43.5 . . Ibid., pp. 38 and 40. 
436Ibid •• pp. 42-45. 
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vil la~~ers in their unstructured interviews. Most of these concerned 

economic or ~~ricultural problems, but 21% of the sample voiced technical 

or administrative complaints arjainst the r,overnment about the LTTT Proc:ram 

or its other ar;ricultural policies, and most of these were complaints 

that the LTTT Program does not help the landless laborers or the tenants 

on ancestral worship land. 11ost resident ex-landlords (95~ of them) 

complained about the delay in the compensation procedure, but they 

comprised only 2% of all farmers. Some title applicants complained of 

delay and a few noted errors in the title received. 2.5% of the LTTT 

title-recipients complained that they still had to pay token rent or 

that ex-landlords demanded back truces. About 1% complained of landlord 

coercion or of abuse of authority by lo.cal officials ~37 (See Table 

9-15 for a summary of this part of the CDC analysis.) 

4. Corruption 

USAID Officials were concerned about reports of corruption connected 

with the LTTT Program. Informed sources explained that, as far as they 

could tell, corruption in the title application and distribution process 

was fairly widespread, though many village.s seemed to be completely free 

of it, but that the level of payments required from tenant farmers was so 

low438 as to be little more than n minor irritant to them, and that it 

417 . ' . ' 
- Push, Messep.;ee and Russell, op. cit., pp. 67-72. 

4J8Typical reports indicated payoffs of VN $200 to VN $.500, thoul~h in 
some villages it went a.s high as V!T $5,000 to VN .$10,000, for ea.ch 
8.pplication or title processed. An average title, however, was worth 
be tween v~r $150, 000 and VN $200, 000 by officia.l reckoning in 1970, and 
more than that on the free market. Sven the higher levels of squeeze 
reported did not approach one year's lef~al · rent· level, which was 10% of 
the official value of the land. (l.00/2.5)x .25=.10 



32.5 

was by no means a matter serious enour.;h to damage the political or 

economic impact of the pro;:;ra.m. 

lleports of much higher levels of corruption in the landlord 

compensation process were common, and USAID Officials were more worried 

about it than about the "tea money" sometimes required from farmers. 

Bribes to province and central government officials,. in order to expedite 

the paperwork, were frequently reported to be as much as 20 to 40~ of 

the value of the initial compensation check (which itself, however, was 

only 20% of the total amount of com?'nsation, plus accumulated interest).439 

!fa.rd evidence was difficult to acquir~, however, and what .few surveys 

were made, such as the survey of 100 ex-landlords reported above, 

indicated that only about 10% of the ex-landlords would admit to 

personally having paid or being asked to pccy- a bribe (although 66% did 

not answer the questiort). 440 

The primary cause of corruption.was considered to be delay or the 

opportunities for delay in the administrative process, along with 

W1certainty or ignorance on the part of private individuals as to their 

rights or the procedural requirements involved. Where these were 

reduced to a minimum, as in the title distribution process, the level of 

corruption was low. Jfuere, however, documentary requirements were complex 

and strict, and where there was not administrative emphasis on speed of 

execution, as in the landlord compensation procedure, corruption rose to 

higher and more irritating levels. 

4J9It should be noted that even the highest levels 0£ payoff reported 
in the landlord comµmsation process amounted to only 8~ of the total 
value of compensation, since there were no reports of squeeze extending 
to the cashin.:: of land bonds ( • 40x. 20 • • 08) • · 

440 ' . .··· 
Bush to Fuller Memo, April 16, 1973, op. cit., P• l. 
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5. Legislation by Executive Decree--Worship Land Retention 

Our own research and some investigative probing in Long An Province 

and Saigon turned up one clear example or legislation by executive decree 

in the Land-to-the-Tiller Program, in which the executive branch changed 

the wording and violated the intent of the basic legislation when it 

issued its implementing decree, producing a compromise favoring the 

landlords. 

Several cases illustrating abuse of the Huong-Hoa worship land 

retention provision were on file in the Long-An Pr9vinee Special Land 

Court •. One man in Khanh-Hau. his wife and eight children were on record 

as owning a total of 50 hectares or Huong-Hoa Land (this may not be all 

of it, tenants claimed the family had declared 80 hectares of Huong-Hoa 

Land and even had a young grandson listed as an owner). The family head, 

who bought and registered most of this land just days before the LTTT Law 

was promulgated, brought a large number or his tenants to court for 

refusing to pay rent. The tenants claiiwed rights to title under 

paragraph 5.2 of the LTTT Law, which limits the ~ount of Huong-Hoa Land 

each gia toe can retain to 5 hectares. The Province Land Affairs Service 

Chief recommended a court decision in favor of the landlord, based on the 

wording not of the law, but of paragraph ? or the implementing decree.441 

The word gia-toc confused many American ad.visors. because it was 

commonly translated merely as "family," as was the word gia-dinh. But 

the word gia-toc is quite different from the word gia-dinh, as every 

Vietnamese knows, and the two are not at all confusing even to the most 

44lit was reported to me later that although the Long-An Land Court 
found in favor of the landlord in these cases, at least some of those 
decisions were overturned by the NLRC in Saigon (see p. 320 above), but 
my information was incomplete and not specific. 
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illiterate tenant farmer. The implementing decree promulgated by the 

executive branch changed the wording of that provision from gia-toc to 

moi so-huu-chu sang-lap (al'\V property owner who established it), which 

simply rewrote the law. This is evidence not only of landlord influence 

at the highest levels, but of their cleverness as well. A more correct 

tr.anslation of gia-toc would be "a five-generation family•" while gia

dinh is ''a nuclear .family. 11 

The establishment of Huong-Hoa Land is an ancient Vietnamese 

tradition. The net income from its operation must be used for five 

generations to worship the family ancestors in whose honor it was 

established. During this time it passes into the custody of the eldest 

male descendant of each succeeding generation; it cannot be sold (except 

under certain stringent conditions), nor can it be claimed by another in 

payment of an overdue debt. It does not belong to the inheritor as 

personal property, but to the whole gia-toc, for which the inheritor 

acts as custodian and must perform certain costly religious duties, such 

as the annual feasts on death anniversaries, connected with the worship 

of deceased ancestors, Any important decisions about Huong-Hoa Land must 

be approved by the Hoi-Dong Gia-Toe, the extended family council including 

all relatives bearing the same surname. This is well-established law.442 

Records of floor debates in the Vietnamese House of Representatives 

show that the assemblymen made clear distinctions among a gia-toc, a gia

dinh, and an individual owner. When answering a suggestion to lower the 

442See Vu-Van-Hien, Che-Do Tai-San tron Gia-Dinh Viet-Nam. Ta I 
(Property Regimes in the Vietnamese Family, Vol. I , Bo Quoc-Gia Giao-Duc, 
(Ministry of FAucation), Saigon, 1960, pp. 145-210. 
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IIuon«·-Hoa retention limit from the Lower House Provision of 15 hecta:res, 

the chairman of the Cammi t tee on Acri culture , who vras presentinrT. the bill 

para~raph for floor debate and vote, said that since t~ey had already 

decided (in the 1956 Ordinance 57) that a number of individual landlords 

may retain 15 hectares, he could think of no reason why a whole gia-toc 

should not have right to retain the same runount. 443 

Another representative objected to the gia-toc limitation .as too 

restrictive, precisely because several individuals within the same gia-toc 

are often the recipients of separate parcels of HuonG-Hoa Land. He 

recommended the word. r·ia-toc be amended to read moi nr:uoi duoc thu-huong 

(each recipient). 444 Still another representative objected for similar 

reasons and wanted the word r;ia-toc chan.;ed to read·gia-dinh (nuclear 

family. )~5 Neither of these proposals was approved, and the gia.;..too 

limitation became law (with the Senate reducing the amount from 15 to 5 

hectares). 

There are other references in the debate to the fact that a gia-toc 

includes "very many older brothers, younger brothers (anh em can also 

include cousins), younEer and older paternal uncles related to each 

446 other," but enou[;h has been said to illustrate the point. The 

executive interpretation of gia-toc as "any property owner" cannot be 

le,:z:ally justified, nor can the failure of the courts to declare that 

interpretation invalid. 

4h3Ha.-N,~:hi-Vien (House of Representatives), Bien-ban Phien ho 
Nrhi-Vien (Session Minutes of the House of Represena.tives 
H/DB/DT, J ::>ep 1969, He public of Vietnam, pp. 81-2. 

444Tb'd 9') ..... ]. • ' p. t:,,. 

445~, p. 94. 
446Ibid., P• 95. 



Chapter X 

CONCLUSIONS AND SPECULATIONS 

This chapter will seek to summariz~ the major economic and socio-

political effects of the LTTT Pror-:ra.m, following .the format presented in 

Table 1-1. The first nine chapters of this mono~raph were written before 

the precipitous. fall of the Republic of Vietnam. As this chapter is beine 

drafted, however, it is clear that the LTTT Program will not finalize the 

history of social, political and economic reform in the Mekong Delta. 

Already there are reports that the new governnent of South Vietnam has 

declared the LTTT Program abolished and is preparing to place the stamp 

of its own ideological formulations on the socio-political and economic 

institutions of rural Vietnam.447 The. remainder of this discussion has 

therefore become rather more academic than acticipa.ted, and will deal more 

with 0 what mirr,ht have been11 than the author is normally inclined to do, 

recognizing the large amount ·or present uncertainty as to what the future 

holds for the Delta farmer. 

EnouP,h evidence is reported above, however, to credit the LTTT Program 

with siv,nificantly favorable effects, in both the economic and political 

spheres, in three of the four Mekonp; Del ta villages we studied. The 

other surveys reported in Chapter IX indicate that our own results were 

not unique and were more or less indicative of what was ,going on through-

out the lari-ser part of the Delta. 

The LTTT Prop:ram had been almost completed before the .demise of the 

Republic. By February 1975. title applications had been approved for · 

44711 New Land Reforms for South Vietnam," The New York .Tines, Oct.19 ,1975. 
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1,297,132 hectares. and titles had actually been dis.tributed for 1.136, 705 

hectares throughout Vietnam. 448 The approved hectarage represented 45.8~ 
of the estimated national total of riceland crop-hectarage in 1973-4, and 

a larger proportion of the actual hectarage cultivated annually.449 

The Program had established an institutional foundation of small, 

family-owned farms run by an energetic and experienced class of farmers. 

It had re-oriented the rural incentive structure in ways which held high 

promise for rapid economic development in the future. It had redistributed 

wealth and income in ways which had profound implications for the more 

equitable distribution of social status and political power in the future, 

as well as for greater social ju~tice itself. The formerly small middle-

class of owner-cultivators had been enlarged to a position of both 

numerical and economic dominance in the rural areas, and the ramifications 

of that development would have taken years• perhaps generations, ti_ w.ork 

themselves out on the social and political fabric of Vietnam. 

1. Economic Effects 

The purely economic effects of the LTTT Program were predominantly 

44811Terminal Project Appraisal Report" for Land Reform in Vietnam, Agency 
for International Developnent, Department of State, washington, D. C., 
October 7, 1975. 

449 ' ' No recent data are available on the amount of land double-cropped• and 
it has grown considerably in the last 5 years •. Official agricultural 
statistics include estimates of total oroP-heotarage per year only, which 
double-counts areas double-cropped. A total of 2,830,100 hectares was 
reportedly planted to rice in the 19?3-74 growing season, 890,400 hectares 
of which were in high-yield varieties. If half of the high yield hectarage 
represented a second crop, the hectarage approved for LTTT title distrib
ution would have represented 54.4~ of the total land area under rice 
cultivation. --Dao San Kinh te Nong Nghiep, 1974 (Bulletin of Agricultural 
Economics, Special Issue), Ministry of Agriculture, Saigon, 19?4, p. 26. 



331 

favorable, gitren the overall objectives or agricultural development and a 

more equitable distribution or income. The only significantly unfavorable 

economic effect was the inflationary impact of the program's landlord 

compensation payments, which were neither balanced by increased tax 

revenues nor paid for by the ·former tenants, and which were only partially 

offset by increased budgetary support from declining foreign aid receipts. 

Agricultural Production 

There is considerable evidence, as presented in the chapters above, 

that by giving ownership titles to th~ farm operators the LTTT Program 

vastly impro.ved their incentives to invest more capital, labor and 

managerial resourcesi'lto improving ~ir farm~ and increasing i:roduction, 

and that it also gave many or them an important new freedom to make 

investment decisions and to implement th.em. In the cultural and economic 

context of the Mekong Delta, in the early 19?0•s, such incentives on the 

part of new owner-cultivators ware apparently mu.ch stronger than the 

combined landlord-tenant incentives or the former system. 

In addition, a major effect of the LTTT Program was to increase the 

amount of funds available to the new owner-cultivators, who num"bered about 

one-half of all the farDBrs in the Delta• The complete remission or rents, 

coupled with only minor increases in rural taxes and no attempt to have 

title-recipients pay for their land, increased the disposable incomes or 

former tenants by the amount of tl:J.eir previous rent levels, still significant 

in many areas. The ownership title was also the key to qualifying for the 

much larger amounts or Agricultural Development Bank credit being made 

available in some area~. 

The result or improved inoentiws and the greater availability of 

investment funds was the larger average number of new investments per title-
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recipient farmer as compared with tenant farmers in three villages, 

reported in Che.pter VI, above, ~ the larger percentage increases in 

production also reported for that group. Official prcxiuction estimates 

for the entire. Southern Region indicate that favorable production trends 

were the rule and that the production declines reported among title-

recipients in the broadcast-rice area of Hoa Binh Tha.rth Village 

represented a minor exception. Rice production increased by 41% between 

the 1969-70 crop and 1973-74 in the Southern Region, from l.~,307,400 

metric tons ')f paddy to 6,073,500 M.T., and total agricultural production 

for the nation as a whole increased by 36-;~ durint~ the same 4-ye.ar period. 4.5° 

;.")ince. by the 1960 1s Delta landlords were not p;enerally performinE any 

service to enhance the productive efforts of their own tenants• no 

productive . ai:;ricul tural services w·ere lost by severinp: the lana.J.o.a:·a-

tenant. connection. The same can c;enerally be saj_d about socially;...pro-

rluctive servic8s-.-mthinp:. or ~ocinl importance wa.s bein~ performed for 

the tenn.nts by their landlords. C•n the other hand, the government was 

AD;.~a·::ed in c:t many-faceted and rather successful program to upr;rade 

ap:ricultural services a.vailable to all .farmers--cren.it, extension, 

rural Pducation, transportation and communication, ma.rketing, water 

control, Pnd the provision .of moclern agricul tura.l inputs such as hic;h-

yieldirn: seeds, fertilizers and insecticides. 

The LTTT 18.W did. restrict the r-ir,ht of ne~·r owners to sell their 

land for 15 years, and as such vrould have· tended to perpetuate the 

45oibid., p. 23 and 27 • and Nien Giam Thant; Ke Nong N;:;hiep, 1970 
(Agrici:ifE'li'ral Statistics Yearbook), Ministry of Agriculture, Saieon, 1970, 
p. JJ. 
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existing small-farm sizes. In a country with plenty of labor, however, 

(the underemployment and unemployment :rate in 1973 was estimated as 

between 15 and 20% of a total labor force of about 8 million)45l this is 

not a bad thine at Vietnam's stage of development (with a tiny and very 

slowly growing industrial sector), The average size of existing Delta 

farms was not sub-optimal, especially with the potential offered by the 

Miracle Rice varieties of seed. 

3ome additional fragmentation of farm operating units was occurinE in 

Hoa Binh Thanh, and reportedly elsewhere in the floating rice areas. and 

some of this 1rms not desirable in that it did result in plots too sm~ll 

to support an average family under traditional techniques· of floating 

rice (low yield) cultivation. 1:Jhere this was in fact forcing farmers 

more rapidly into irrigated double-cropping of Miracle Rice, however, as 

reported by some, it could be listed as a long-run favorable effect for 

developmental purposes. Our own research indicated the immediate effects 

of the fragM3ntation and disruption forced on HBT farmers by the LTTT 

Program were demora.lizing and productively adverse, but that in fact those 

farmers still tenants on small plots of le.nd were showinr, the wa.y to a 

More productive future in this area. Floating rice areas occupy a minor 

(although by no :means insignificant) portion of the Delta, however, and 

fragmentation .of farm operating units could not be attributed to the LTTT 

Program elsewhere. 

·1·'iith respect to the land area under cultivation, there "1ere perhaps 

some minor losseP due to landowners' reported refusal to rent out land 

previously but no lon;~er intensively cultivated by themselves (renting 

4.5111Bconomic Background Data," Joint Economic Office, USAID, Saie;on, 
July 26, 1974, p. 2. 
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it out wa,s i.n fact ille:~al), for fear of seein~~ it expropriated, preferinG 

instead to cultivate it by themselves less intensively than would have 

been possible by rentin3 it out in small plots to able-bodied tenants. 

This was no doubt a short-run phenomenon, however, as the law permitted 

such landOimers to use all the hired labor they wished to farm such land, 

which could certainly include hiring supervisory labor. The prohibition 

was only against rental agree100nts, with a tenant paying the landlord so 

much per year for the use of his land.· There was nothing said against a 

landowner payin(~ a. worker so much a day for the use of his labor. It 

surely would have been only a, matter of time oofore landowners fully 

appreciated the distinction. 

Probably more than offsettinr·; this minor loss in 1a.nd area intensively 

cultivated was·the reported increase in land area cultivated due (1) to 

the .foar by abandoned or fallo;,.; land owners of losing it if they did not 

bring it back into cultivation ::i.nd (2) to the expectation of gaining 

title to such land if brou;~ht back under cultivation by former tenants, 

squatters and others who knew of 1.ts whereabouts. 

Marketable ~urplus 

The chief contr1 bution of thP. lr:tnd reform to ~-ncreased ma.rketin,:: of 

rice paddy was throup:h 1 ts stimulat1nr~ e.f'l'"ect on production. ~·r:t thout the 

sut:istanti~l T"1Se in product1on, 1 t ·ts proba'IJ1e that paddy sales ~lfoul("f_ 

ha\Te dropped relat1_ve to demand as a. result of the LTTT Pro~:~ra,m. 

The evidence presP-nted in Chapter VI recardins the LTTT title-recipient 

"mar~:::inal propensity to consume (MPC) disposable paddy" ma.kes it pretty 

clear the former tenant's income-elasticity of demand for food is positive, 

and that they tended to consume (or use as feed) a higher proportion of 

any incremental rice paddy at their disposal the smaller the increment. 
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:olith rents abolished, with no payment for the land received exacted from 

former tenants, and with land tax.es on redistributed land remitted 

completely for one year and then remaining at very low levels (total 

rural property taxes amounted to less than 1.0~ of the value of the 

total rice harvest inl97J~4),452 the amount of paddy remaining in the 

hands of former tenants increased by about the amount of their former 

rents, and their on-farm consumption would have increased by a portion of 

that a.mount. 

Many landlords had formerly received rental payments in kind (in rice),, 

out of which they retained at least a portion i'or their own household 

consumption. The LTTT Program, by abolishing this source of rice, forced 

these landlord families onto the market to purchase their consumption 

needs, thus increasing the total market demand for rice. If the level of 

production had remained unchan~ed, there is no question but that increased 

farm consumption by former tenants and higher market demand by ex-landlord 

families would have reduced the marketable surplus relative to market 

demand, assuming the- landlords did not substantially reduce their daily 

rice consumption habits. 

As it turned out, the land reform program, by enhancing investment 

incentives and simultaneously makinf~ a larger aggregate pool of investnent 

funds available (throueh abolished rents and more accessible cred~t) to 

up to 50'% of the Del ta farmers, a.t a time when the vastly more profitable 

Miracle Rice seeds were being introduced and1made readily available 

452"GVN Tax Performnce," attached to Enclosure 3 of letter from Rol:::iert 
S. Ingersoll, Acting Secretary of State, to the Hon. John Sparkman, 
Chairman, Committee on Foreign Relations, U.S. Senate, March 18, 1975· 
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(alonh with all the required technical knowle~e and modern inputs) 

through other government procrams, no doubt contributed in larr;e measure 

to the rapid (~rowth in total ricA production, and therefore to the 

resulting increase in the marketable surplus. The point is that a net 

positive effect on the marketable surplus can only be attributed to the 

LTTT Program as a result of its stimulating effects on total production, 

and that due credit must also be given to the favorable timing and 

p1 .. ogressive economic environment surroundint: the program. This favorable 

environment includes, I should add, the ready availability of non-

a~:ricul tural consumer goods, durable coods, houP ing materials anct. c~:pi t:q.1 

e4ul.pment the farmers desired to purchase with the money earned from 

sellin:~ rice. It is these itemn which provide tre ree.l and basic incentive 

to produce more rice for the market in the first place--the possibility 

of an actual rise in the farmer's real standard of living, his real income. 

Distribution of Income 

There is no question that the LTTT Program effected a major redistrib-

ution of weal th and income from the landlords to the tenants. N'he ther 

measured as the percentage reduction in cultivated land area tenanted, 

in the numl:::er of farmers renting or in the Gini index of land ONnership 

distribution by size, it is clear that the LTTT Pro;:ram, a.s the capstone 

of two decades of reform, had a major effect on the dfatribution of land-

4.53 based weal th. Close to half of the tota.l rfoeland area in South 

Vietnam 1..ras redistributed under the proeram from landlords to about half 

of all farm operti.tors. If, <1,S estimated, some 6.5% of all farmers were 

tenants before LTTT and :15% remainPd tenants afterwards, 77% of the tenants 

became owners unner the pror,ram. 

4.53see Chapter V, above, for a discussion of these measures of land owner
ship distribution amon;:r f<1.rmers in the villa.res under study. 
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Nor was the decree of income redistribution resulting from the transfer. 

of productive land resources diminished by purchase payments from the 

former tenants to either the landlords or the government, or by hit:,her 

taxes. The new mmers received the full amount of remitted rents in real, 

inflation-proof rice paddy 9 while government compensation payments to the 

landlords rapidly lost their real value due to high levels of inflation 

and a lack of productive investment mechanisms and opportunities. Where 

production costs equalled approximately 25% of the annual harvest and 

rents another 25~, the remission of rents raised the proportion of the 

rice harvest left for the farmers' use by around 50%. 

In addition, there is the more important question of incremental income 

distribution as agricultural development proceeded and aver.age fa.rm 

productivity increased. The LTTT Program eliminated the non-cultivating 

landlord's claim on any future increases in production (on all but about 

15% of the riceland) and assured that the farmers themselves would share 

such oonefits with only hired labor and their local e;overnments (since 

local truces were bound to increase eventually). 

Employment 

The LTTT Program was appar~ntly havine a positive effect on the rural 

demand for labor, with enhanced investment incentives and increased 

investment funds coming at a time when extremely profitable, labor

intensive, modern technoloGy was available in the form of the high-yield, 

Miracle Rice varieties. permitting, in lare;e areas of the Delta, a switch 

from sinp;le-croppinz to irrigated double-cropping patterns of cultivation. 

In addition, farmers were spending a significant portion of their 

hir.;her incomes on such thin~:;s as housing materials• construction labor, 

basic household furniture, local education and other services, in effect 
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replacini'. at leaf3t a portion of th0.ir former landlord• s demand for more 

luxurious and more o.rten imported itell'Is and for education abroad ·11ith a 

:;reater demand for .·:.-oods and services produced locally. This effect was 

also increasin.. ~ a(~• ;re '~:ate demand for domestic labor. 

There was some increase in investment in domestic industry and 

commerce by landlords, using their compensation payments, as indicated in 

the discussions of Chapters VII and IX, above. The ,1·;overrunent was slow 

to encou.ra.0:e or facilitate this use of funds, however, and its total 

impact was probably minor, es~c5.a.11y with infla tirm so r.;tpidl;r P.rort.tn·,. 

the real value of these funds and corruption in the compensation process 

eating away a:t their nominal value, as well. Other ,l~overnment programs 

provided subsidized credit for productive investments of many kinds, and 

the principal positive effect of the LTTT Program on industrial employmEnt 

was to help redirect aggref~ate~ demand avray from imports and toward the 

more basic, domei::tica.lly produced goods and services desired by poor 

farmers, and thus to increase the profitability of investment in these 

areas. 

Industrial Development 

The income transfer and production effects of the LTTT Program im reased 

the disposable income of lower-income farmers, resulting, as noted above, in 

a greater effective demand for the kinds of manufactured goods, construction 

material~ and services desired by that economic strata. The positive 

a~·~ricul tural production effects alone meant that more food and industrial 

crops would re available to support the domestic industrial sector, to 

reduce import requirements, and perhaps to eventually provide some surplus 

for export, thus conserving and earning foreie;n exchang_:;e needed for 

industrial investment. Part of the landlord compensation funds were being 
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invested in domestic industry and commerce. but for the reasons noted 

above this probably had a very minor impact. More important was the rapid 

,cr.rowth of the private rural banking system. many of these banks capitalized 

in part with landlord funds, building a more efficient financial capability 

to attract savings from not only the ex-landlords, but eventually from 

the masses of farmers themselves, and to serve as a mechanism to transfer 

rural savings to productive non-agricultural investments as rural 

development progressed and rural incomes increased. The production and 

income effects of the LTTT Program and the stronger institutional 

foundation the program was helping to build in rural areas greatly 

enhenced the future prospects of enterprises like the rural banks, and 

this had profound implications for the success of the economic development 

process .for the nation as a whole. 

Infrastructure Development 

The paies above report an increasing farmer interest in local projects 

to build and maintain schools, roads, bridges, health facilities, 

irrie;ation canals, and the like, and a :=ipeci!il interest in the education 

of their children. Many interviewees spoke of landownership status as a 

stimulus to farmer participation and ini tia ti ve in local projects a.nd 

activities, althou[~h hard, convincing evidence of the LTTT Program•s 

effects in this rerrard was not obtained. 

With rents abolished and farm productivity rising, due to new technology, 

the local land tax potential was risinc;, and that can be attributed in 

lar2~e part to the LTTT Proe;ram. Influential and predominantly (in terms 

of power) urban-based landlords had managed to keep both land taxes and 

rural infrastructure investment law, until for reasons of political 

strategy the central government undertook to raise rural development 
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expenditures in more recent years (but without raisinr: rural taxes 

cd;::nificantly). There 0eemed to he little res is ta.nee among the new 

owners to at least a moderate increase in land taxes, and certainly 

there was an ex}:€ctation that such an increasA ilTOuld occur "to help pay 

for the land.° Combined with the farmer•s interest in improving his own 

local facilities, it r,.,rould no doubt have been even more acceptable to most 

farmP-rs to raise his "developmental taxes rt to cover desirable local 

pu.blic ·works. This was already l:eing done on a very modest scale in 

conjunction ~..ri th some of the "self-help" rural development programs, with 

the central government contributin€'; materials, and such programs seemed 

to be enthusiastically received. 

ThA contribution of the LTTT Prot;ram to the potential infrastructure 

development of the rural areas can only be listed as positive. 

Inflation 

Since the apparently detrimental effect of the LTTT Program on the 

marketable surplus of rice wa.s more than offset by concurrent increases 

in production, the. only sir~nificantly negative macroeconomic. effect of 

this land redistribution ·1Jas its inflationary impact on prices. Landlord 

compensation payments were supported by neither an increase in tax 

receipts nor payments from former tenants, and they were only partially 

offset, alon;:'. 1.,Ti th the rest of the 1jovernment deficit, by U .:·J. hudi;etary 

support (from the sale of U.S.-financed imports) and ~:overnment borrrnvin;:: 

from the private sector. The U.S. provided U3 $40 million in direct 

support of the estimated US $400 million LTTT Program. It is not clear 

. that the rest of the economic aid actually provtded was at a.11 higher 

because of the LTTT Program than it would have 'been without it, since the 

decisions on annual aid rnat:nitudes 1.Yere the result of political realities 

and compromises in the U.S. Consress and bore little relation, in the 
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early i97ot s, to the amounts requested by the President. 

Ead the landlords saved all of their compensation funds they would 

hav8 prevented the inflationary effects. In fact, however, they were 

spending a large portion of them for consumption purposes and investing 

in consumer durables, house :repair and re construction and business 

activities of various kinds, all of which increase aggregate domestic 

demand insofar as they purchase domestic goods and services. 

Nor wer~ the farmers counteractin("'.I' these pressures by selling the 

rice representinc: remitted rents and savinc; the cash proceeds.. They were 

consuming more rice at home, reducing the amount marketed out of norma.l 

yieldG reh.ti ve to an ar,grega te demand made higher by new ex-landlord 

market requirements~ and they were selling the rest not in order to save 

cash, but in order to pU:rchase other consumer and investment r;oods and 

serYices, increasinc; ag:_:;;regate dem;md :relative to supply. 

Insofar as increasert investment and work incentives raised the forner 

tenants 1 productivity per hectare and per unit of capital expended and 

c~used him to substitute more work and output for formerly leisure time, 

a counte:r-infla.tionary .force was created in the form of higher production. 

The evidence indicates this counter-force of productivity growth was 

probably of some si~~nificance, but it was probably not large and rapid 

enough to bc'llance the short ... term inflationary impact of the unsupported 

compensation payments I) 

2. 

The LTTT ProL:ram, like most land reforms, was undertaken primarily 

for reasons of political strategy,in this case in the struggle aeainst the 

Viet Cong insurgents. The general success of this and other elements of 
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tho r:0rmblic of Vietnam's "counter-innur1;:~mcy 11 e. ffort in the l!ekon:~ lJfll ta 

r~rluced the insur;::8nt force;:; to very 101r1 leve.11:1 of potency in the early 

1970's, Cne of the ironiAr: of the tragic conflict in Vietnam is that by 

1975 the RVN had apparently won the Viar of insur~~ency, considered the 

most intractable by their American allies, and then lost the conflict due 

to a classic battlefield blunder to a conventional invading army of 20-

some mobilized divisions. 

The fpcus of the research reported in this volume, ho~ever, was not 

related to the more i!l]Jl1ediate and primarily strategfo objectives of the 

LTTT Pro~~ra.ro so much as to its more lont:~:-run impact on the lfietnamMe 

society and pOli ty and. how it mi:~ht help or hinder long-run ffoals of 

economic developP1ent. Our evidence on political and social matters is 

more scanty than on the economic effects, and thereforo our conclusions 

are more SfX:!CUlative. ·!hat clues and opinions we did find, as discussed 

in the chapters above, tended to confirm rather than contradict normal 

theoretical expectations, ~~iven the nature of the reforms and the context 

in which they uere under taken. 

It seems to the writer that the LTTT Program can te credited with 

sip:nifica.nt contributions toward conditions 1) more conducive to political 

stability than had existed before, 2) tha.t would lead to a more equitable 

distribution of social status and political power, as well as of wealth 

and income, J) establishing the ba.sis for ,:?;reater institutional flexibility 

in the future, 4) broadeninz the base of the natione.1 talent search to 

include a much larger proportion of farm families, and 5) stimulatinc more 

favorable social attitudes tovmrd change and innovation. These. conditions 

would have provided a more favorable institutional framework for the 

processes o.f modernization and economic development. 
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Political Stability 

Ma.ny of the more vivid descriptions ~r our interviewees were of the 

inequities and injustices of the old landlord-tenant system. Most of the 

farmers in our sample viewed the elimination of that system as a positive 

contribution toward p,reater equity and social justice. 

'Jith few exceptions, landlords were no longer in a position to 

exercise excessive influence in community affairs, to demand menial 

services and excessively high rents from tenants, and to put themselves 

above the law i.n their dealinf~S 1d th tenants and village officials. Much 

of. this had occurred before the LTTT Program, and considerable credit must 

be given to the influence of the Viet Minh, Viet Cong. Hoa Hao and other 

peasant-based movements; but the LTTT Program severed the last legal link 

with the old tenure system and formally established a new one, with no 

small psychological impact on former tenants, even in areas where de facto 

landlord influence had almost been eliminated aJ.ready. 

'Ti th ownership, former tenants received a, security of income probably 

as important to most of them as the increase in income level8 pr·o1tidec.i l.Jy 

the remission of rents. New titie-recipient farmers no longer had to fear 

that the return of peace and political stability would bring landlords ho.me 

to demand higher rents, to threaten them even implicitly with eviction, 

and to exercise such pervasive social and political control as in the 

prewa.r era. 

It was to be expected that a government implementing such reforms and 

providing such important benefits should enjoy greater active and passive 

political support, and less active opposition. from its beneficiaries, 

a.nd we found contrary evidence in neither our own research nor in the 

relevant research of otherse The exact degree of the greater political 
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was clear that support for the insur~ents in the Delta was waning in the 

early 19701s as the whole package of the government's rural developnent 

programs was being favorably received. 

Nor was political stability reduced by any discernable Hleadership 

Rap" created by the further reduction in landlord influence and power. 

Landlord control over local public affairs had seldom been exercised 

through their direct involvement as village officials; but rather through 

the appointntent of "trusted" tenants or ~ela.tives to key positions. Some 

of these officials retained some positio~s in _local affairs, but were now 

catering to anew political power base a~d, in the case of former tenants, 

were operating with a new.sense of personal status and independence as new 

landowners themselves. In other cases the more recent village elections 

were disposing of the old slate of officers and installing a new one more 

in tune with the new political realities of the village. The LTTT Program 

deserves credit for only a complimentary role in this process. Many 

farmers interviewed recognized it as an historical process beginning many 

years ago, with two recent village elections seen as the most significant 

recent steps in a chain of events that had transferred village political 

control from the exclusive domain of wealthy, landlord families to a 

popularly-elected group of· middle-class and even poor farmers. So~ 

former landlords questioned the quality of the new village leaders, but 

most farmers seemed to feel much more satisfied with them as representative 

of and working for their own interests. In any case, although the 

official village positions were seen as much more work for much less 

actual remuneration than before, the four villages we visited had filled 

them with capable and respected men. 



hn increased level of conflict between landlords and tenants could 

have been da.ma.cin~;:. to political stability• bnt disputes leadin[~ to physical 

harrassment or violence were surprisingly few and isolated and, as 

discussed in Chapter IX, the level of non-violent landlord-tenant disputes 

settled within the villa.r,e framework or in the Special Land Courts vras 

~xtremely low. Since in most cases the aggrieved party was the landlord 

losinf~ his land, and since the landlord had to depend on the government 

for security a~ainst the insurGents, the anger of a landlord seldom led 

him into a direct challenge against the government. Many of the former 

tenants, on the other hand, did have the option of providing more help to 

the insurf;ent forces; but since they saw the government siding with them 

af~ainst the landlords in the LTTT Pro[:;ram they were more willing to let 

the le2r,al processes take place peacefully, including the lone, drawn-out 

court proceedinr;s, where necessary,. 

Another threat to political stability during a land reform program can 

stem from irre0ularities in the implementation of the law by local 

authorities or from extensive corruption in the process, whether irreGular 

or noto Again. as discussed in the preceding chapter, the LTTT Program 

seemed to oo remarkably free of either irrec;ularities or corruption in its 

implementation, particularly in the distribution of land titles to the 

former tenants. .Jhere bribery 1ims reported in cormection with title 

distribution it was with rare exceptions for snch small amounts--"tea" 

money or a, duck for a celebration feast--as to be no more than a minor 

irri t:mt to farmers receivini1, the e;ift of cherished landowne.rship. 

Corruption wc:ts reportedly much more serious in the landlord compensation 

process, and a lar,_:i;e number of landlords were livid with rage over the 

situation. Again, however, the landlords were trapped. Their numbers were 
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nm.:i.J_l, the,y did not dare do anythin:, iJhich could seriously dama,:e 

political Etabilit~1 anrl ','/eakPn thn ,·:overnrnent side, and the;y- could find 

no 0olace -Ln 1 :o:i.ni over to or ~~tren .. ·thRnin::: the hand of the communfots. 
I 

rrl:-r-:\y needed the v·:overnment more than it needed them. 

Thiq is not to say that the LTTT Pro1~ram completely solved the 

1ems of poli ti.cal :tnstabili ty fa.cin.,'; the Hepu.blic of Vietnam, for 

olwiou:·11y :tt did not. It is to , hovmver, that at least in lar,:)~e 

parts n!:: the Hekon: .. : Del te. it ·~..rould appet1:r the land reform had a sta.bilizinl~ 

effect and that there 'lf:3.s no evidence of any fi,:1;nificantl;y destablizing 

~ffects. The rele.tive stability of the early 1970'~1 allowed the 

·~overnrrient tc implement several rural developmental projects in the Del ta 

.·rhich werr:; producin.~. sorne very pof.d..ti ve economic results. 

D'istribution of :Jocial Jtatus and Political Power 

r" tremendous amount of presticc,e and socinl status accompan1es the 

o·.-mershlp of·:\ piece of land in \,tietnamese ~>ociety, n.s opposed to bein,·:~ a 

landle9-=; tenant. t:ven ·ri thout an increase in real weal th and income, the 

rr~distribution of land effected a p;reater redistribution of social status 

and, with it, poli tica.1 influence vd thin the local community than most 

Americans unfamiliar with 'i/ietnamese cultural characteristics would 

ree.lize. In addi Hon, the actual redistribution of income that did 

.'.:\ccomp;:my the lanr 11TBB si?nifknntly lart~e and further enhanced the social 

position and political :influence of the former tenants• as it •voulct in 

most sodeties. The simple fa.ct that the ti tle-reci.pients v'rere better 

2.ble to pay the small, "tea-money, 11 b:ribes required for timely official 

::1ervice on routi.nfl m.?.tters enhanced their ab:iH ty to use the system to 

their 01,.rn a.clvanta.?e .. 

Op?.ratin:-~ from much reduced circumstances and 1·dthout their former 
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18.ndownership basA, landlord families saw the j,r economic and social 

positions seriously eroded, and with those positions also Went nruch of 

their former political power and influence, especially within the local 

communities where they lost their land.. Hany landlord sons retained 

influential military or governmental positions due to their education 

and .family connections, but they would not be able to rely on the same 

"wealthy landlord" base to secure the future of their sons. 

With the rise of a landed, small-farmer class into numerical and (at 

least potentially) social and political dominance in rural. are.as, and 

with the prospective fall of most of the landlord class back onto more of 

a de}')3ndence on their own intelligent efforts for future success, a more 

e.:;ali tarian social polity was being established with brighter prospects 

for modern economic development .. 

Institutional Flexibility 

The LTTT Program provided a major input into the creation of a larger 

"middle-class" of small owner-cultivators in the rur~l area~ of the Delta, 

and there was some evidence 1 t was helping to encourage anr9 stimulate 

broarte:r participation by farmers in local pol:i ti. M.l and social affa.it's. 

The Pro~ram was responsible for a further sizeable reduetion in the 

economic and political power of the landlords and many or the traditionally 

elite families of the villaee, and it was simultaneously raising the 

economic and poli tica.1 power potential of lower and middle income groups 

of farmers. This had profound implications for the future development of 

local institutions--their character, their power structure, their chief 

concerns, activities and operating procedures, a.nd their flexibility to 

meet the changin,;~ needs of a modernizing agricultural sector. 

A military-dominated elite had actually taken the political reigns of 
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power from the landlords, but it was a modernizing elite that sought the 

active support of the rural population and that saw itself as building 

the institutional base for more rapid economic progress and broader 

political participation in the future. So even though institutional 

flexibility based on broader participation became for the moment more of 

a potential and an ideal than an actuality, it was nevertheless a real 

potential that was closer to achievement than before, with positive 

implications for future economic progress. 

National Talent Search 

~'1ith the reduction in rural class. distinctions, formerly polarized 

between the wealthy landlord elite and the broad mass of poor and.landless 

tenants and farm workers, with a relatively small middle-class of owner

cul tivators in between, it could be expected that vertical social 

mobility would be enhanced and would improve as the years went by. So 

many old attitudes and social rigidities were no longer relevant and 

could no longer be sustained. 

In addition, it seemed that a latent interest and support among 

farmers for various aspects of rural developnent, such as the improvement 

of educational facilities and opportunities, was being mobilized, and that 

ownership status and the social possibilities and responsibilities it 

~onferred deserved some of the credit. Government-sponsored program to 

develop rural infrastructure (and hopefully to gain more political 

support thereby) were indeed being met with considerable enthusiasm by 

Delta farmers, with a resultant expansion of educational and economic 

opportunities for rural youth, providing the promise of a fuller and 

more efficient futUI".e utilization of the nation's resource pool of human 

talent. 
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~:Jocial AttitudAs Toward Change and Innovation 

The LTTT Pror};ram represented a major chanFe in the institutional 

~itructure of land mmership and tenure in Vieti1am. Its obvious benefits 

»'1on it a welcome reception a.man:.; most Del ta farmers. In a context ·tlhere 

the traditional land tenure institution was distasteful, but where previous 

attempts to alter it ext:ralee;ally had brought conflict and danger, the 

experience of a le1.:al and relatively peaceful reform of such magnitude was 

enli:;hteninr~. Many of the farmers in our sample discussed other new ideas 

and innovations they would like to see tried or, in the case of new 

production techniques, intended to try themselves (or were already doin;:~ 

so). The possibilities for improvement through change and innovation were 

frequently recoJ,nized, and there was no hankerin:;r, (except among a few 

landlords) for a return to the "r.,.ood old days," nor. even for a continuation 

of the current status quo.. The Mekong Delta seemed to be poised for a 

period of significant and rapid economic and social chani;e toward a more 

equitable and efficient society .. 

As the discussion in Chapter I indicatesp a reformation of landownership 

institutions is only one step in the process of modernization--the process 

of rationalizing social, economic and political activities and relationships 

to take advantar~;8 of the productive potential offered by modern scientific 

~nd technolo~~ical knowledr:e.. That step was a difficult one• takinic~ three 

decades, ln '3outh Vietnam; but it had been successfully completed before 

the .fall of the Republic of Vietnrun in 1975., F,,,xcept for the achievement 

of political and military peace. a. favorable institutional framework had 

apparently been established for rapid ac~ricultural development. 
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The long-hoped-for conclusion of the war and the achievement of peace 

in 1975 left political control in the hands of a col!llWlist governJlent that 

lost.little time in announcing the abolition of the Land-to-the-Tiller 

Reforms and its own intentions to re-distribute land<Mnership. The 

ultimate nature of landownership institutions in South Vietnam is 

therefore yet to be determined, and whether the communist institutions 

.will be as successful in stimulating and sustaining higher agricultural. 

productivity as the small-farmer ownership pattern established by the 

LTTT Program will no doubt be an intriging topic of future analysis and 

debate. 
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Appendix 

LAND-TO-THE-TILLER POLICY 
IN .THE 

REPUBLIC OF VlET-NAM 

Following is an unofficial translation of the complete textot Law No. 
003/?0 of March 26, 19?0 governing the Land-to-the-Tiller Policy in the 
Republic of Viet-Nam. 

Chapter I 

OBJECTIVES-MEASURES TO lE APPLIED 

Article I 

Land-to-the-Tiller Policy set forth by this law is aimed at: 
-Providing ownership to farmers by.making those people actually 

cultivating landowners and allowing them to receive ·~ of the benefits 
from their labor. 

-Equal opp0rtunity for advancement among all farmers. 

Article II 

In order to achieve the above-mentioned objectives, the following 
measures shall.be applied: 

1. Expropriate with fair compensation lands which are not directly 
cultivated by landowners tor distribution free of charge to faraer.s. 

2. Elillin.ate tenancy, and land speculation by middlemen. 
3. Distribttion of commnal riceland. · 

Chapter II 

SCOPE OF APPLICATION 

Article 3 

This law applies to riceland. and secondary cropland belonging to 
priyate persons or legal entities, under public or private jurisdiction. 

Article 4 

Lands recorded in . the Land Register under the name of one owner will 
be considered as a single property unit. Any transfer not registered 
prior to the promulgation date of this law is null and void. Lands 
registered separately under the names ot a man and his wife shall be 
considered as a single private property unit, except in case 0£ marriage 
under the separate property system. 
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Article 5 

This law does not apply to the following categories of land: 
l •. Land presently directly cultivated by landowners or their spouses 

or parents or children or legal heirs not exceeding fifteen hectares. 
Landowners directly cultivating their land have the right to hire laborets 
to farm. 

2. Ancestral worship land (Huong Hoa, Hau Dien, and Ky Dien) and 
cemetery land not exceeding five hectares :for each family. 

j. Land presently owned by religious organizations. · 
Lf,. Industrial cropland and orchard land (e;xQluding crops having a 

life of less than one year). 
;. Industrial building sites. 
6. Salt fields, lakes arid ponds, and.pasture land on livestock taraa 
?. ·Land designated on maps for urban· planning, residential areas, 

and gra"Vesites~ 
8. Land in experimental centers and agricultural demonstration 

projects. · 
9 •.. Land specifically reserved in Montagnard tmons and h~ets in 

accordance with Decree-Lawa·oo3/6? and 0'34/6? dated August 29, 1967. 
10. Land for public interest. 
11. Land that. has . neV'er been planted in rice and is cleared after 

promulgation otthts law. · · 

Article 6 

Categories of lands indicated in itents 2, 3. 4, .5, 6, 8, 10 a.nd 11 of 
Article 5 shall be governed by separate supplemental laws. 

Any.chattge.in·land.use aimed at avoiding application of this law 
shall be, .considered null and void. 

Chapter III 

LANDLORD COMPENSATION 

Article .? 

Landlords having land expropriated will be cowapensated quickly and 
fairly. 

The rate of compensation will be determined by a Special Comittee. 
This Committee shall be established by a Decree. 

Article 8 

The rate of compensation shall be equivalen~ to two and one-halt 
times the annual paddy yield ot the land. Annual yield mans the average 
yield during the .past five years. 

Article 9 

Landlords shall be compensated &coordirig to the following standards: 
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-20 p!rcent of the value or the expropriated land shall be pa.id 
im11ediately in cash. 

-The re-.inder shall be paid in bonds guaranteed by the Governmnt 
over eight years and bearing 10 percent interest• 

In case land ownership and usutru.ct right belong to two ditterent 
persons, the compensa.tion to eaoh shoo.ld be determined by the Special 
Comittee •ntionad above. · 

Article 10 

Bonds 1IW1' be pledgf)d, transferred, . used as ~nt .ot hypothecs 
and payment or land tax, or to buy shares in irivate or national 
enterprises. 

Article 11 

Rights or privileged creditors, pledgers, hypothecators or heirs will 
become the creditors• right with respect to·the amount or compensation 
to landlords baSed on the legal status ot the land in the Land Register. 

Chapter IV 

lENEFICIARIIS 

Article 12 

Land tor distribu.tion will be distributed tree of ·charge to each tana 
.family with a aaximw1 area of: 

-Three hectares in southern Viet-Nam 
~One hectare in Central Viet-Na.a. 
A farm f'ami]Jr is comprised of' parents. spouses and children lirlng 

together in a house and listed. on the tudly card. 

Article 13 

Land tor distrimtion shall be distributed in the tollcwing order of 
priority: · 

1. Present tiller: Present tillers are those people culti•ating land 
belonging to another person. 

2. Parents, SPQUse or children of war dead who will directly cultivate· 
the land, it they have su'taitted an application. 

3. Soldiers, civil servants and cadre when discharged or retired who 
will directly cultivate the land, it they have su\nitted an application. 

4. Soldiers, civil se"ants and cadre who had to abandon cultiYation 
because or the war, if' they have sul:aitted an application in order tor 
their taai.lies to direct4' cultivate the land. s. Farm laborers who will directly cultivate the land., it they haw 
submitted an application. · 

In any· ease, land distribllted added to the land already owned cannot 
exceed the area fixed in Article 12. 
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Article 14 

Persons receiving.land are exeapted troa registration tax, staap 
tax. land administr,ative tees and all .other:tees relating to the transfer 
ot land, and shall be exempted from aJ\V tax related to the distrih.tted 
land in the first year. 

Article l!) 

Persons receitlng distributed land must directly cultivate the land 
themselves. 

For a period or .fifteen years starting from the date he beooms owner .• 
the person receiving land d.istrihlted under this law cannot transfer 
ownership, or· agree to establish real right on the land received except 
in case or. pri9r official authoriz.ation. A person (or his spouse) who 
has sold <U.stributed land will not be given land a·secand time. 

Article 16 

Any. farmr who has recti!li ved. expropriated land w.tder Ordil)ance 57 or 
former French-owned land and has not ooapleted purchase payments to the· 
Goverm9nt shall . be exempted from payment or· the balance due.. •. Persons 
who have paid over So.percent of the.purchase price will not be subject 
to Article 15, paragraph 2 ot this Law. · 

Chapter V 

PUNITIVE MEASUR'tS 

Article 17 

Any person acting· to prevent implementation of this law will. be 
sentenced f'rom six months. to three years imprisonment or fined from VN$ 
20,000 to VN$ 200.000 or both. 

Article 18 

Any l~dlor.d as determined in Article .5, paragraph l ·who refuses 
to direcUy eultivate his land shal.l have his entire property expropriated 
without compensation. 

Article 19 

Any .farmer tlolating Article 15 by not directly cultivating the land 
will be expropriated without compensation. The land shall be redistrib
uted to other farmers under the pro-visions ot this law•. 

Article 20 

Any lawsuit that.occurs u the inlpleentation of this law Will 
be under the jurisdiction· of the Land Court. compased of professional 
judges. 
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Any violation of provisions regarding penal law will be under 
jurisdiction of the Civil Court. 

Chapter VI 

COMMON PROVISIONS 

Article 21 

Regulations for implementation of this law shall be fixed by Decree. 

Article 22 

Any provisions contrary to this law are cancelled. 
This law will be promulgated according to emergency procedures and 

published in the Official Gazette of the Republic of Viet-Nam. 



SAMPLE SELECTION AND INTERVIEW METHODOLO:XY 

Most of the first three and one-half months in-country was spent 

drafting, translating, pre-testing, editing and printing three basic 

interview forms for use in the field. Standard interview forms were 

used for two reasons. First, the detailed nature of the economic 

information desired made it imperative to write most of the responses 

down during the interview, despite its disadvantage of introducing a 

more formal atmosphere into the discussion. Second, with my wife and 

I conductin~ most of the interviews ~eparately in order to obtain a 

larger sample,' the forms were necessary to insure comparability of our 

separate sets of interview responses. 

In ·translating preliminary English drafts into Vietnamese we 

received invaluable assistance from Mr. Nguyen-van-Hieu and Mr. Le-Tin 

of the Control Data Corporation, who were especially helpful with the 

more technical terms. 

Ten pre-test interviews were conducted in An-Phu-Tay Village, Binh

Chanh District, Gia-Dinh Province, chosen mostly for its proximity to 

our residence in Cholon. After much editing and rewriting, sufficient 

copies were mimeographed for our project. 

It would have been helpful to have spent more time pre-testing and 

rewri tinE1, the forms before committinr, them to the printer. But our 

research time ~as limited, and we spent as many weeks in the preparation 

phase as we dared. We continued to identify errors, omissions and 

unrealistic or poorly-phrased (for rural Vietnamese comprehension) 

questions during subsequent field interviews. With only two people 

conducting the interviews, however, we were able to maintain sufficient 
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control while using the forms mostly as a topic guide and a record of 

responses, rewordin~ questions to achieve communication and making the 

necessary corrections as we went alon~. 

OUr field operating procedure was to contact the USAID province 

advisor for land reform and, after making courtesy calls on interested 

American advisory officials, to rely on him and a letter from the 

Directorate General of Land Affairs to introduce us to the Vietnamese 

Province Land Affairs Service chief. From the latter we obtained a list 

of all landlords who had applied for compensation payments for land 

expropriated in the village under study. We stratified these according 

to the number of hectares lost and drew a sample of 10 for each village 

out a hat, weighting the sample so that each stratum was represented in 

rou~hly the same proportion as its share of the total hectarage expro

priated. This procedure reduced the sample bias toward the numerically 

greater small landlord ~roup and gives a fairer representation of the 

piaster amounts of compensation involved, the disposition of which is 

our chief interest. 

Either the USAID land reform advisor or someone from the Province 

Land Affairs Service introduced us to the chiefs of the district and the 

villa1~e where we wished to conduct our interviews. The Village Office 

was a source of current population, agricultural and land reform data. 

The village chief passed us on to the chiefs of the hamlets chosen for 

research based on security assessments by the district and village 

chiefs. After the first village we limited ourselves to those hamlets secure 

enough for us to enter unescorted on a routine, daily basis. 

The establishment of close rapport with and the elimination of 

suspicion among the village residents were high on our list of priority 

activities. We found that the presence of my wife, who is Vietnamese 
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as my research assistant was helpful in this regard, especially among 

.the women; who often seemed fearful of a lone American male. On the 

other hand, my appearance also seemed to dispell fears that my wife was 

a government tax ar:ent. 1tJe were an unlikely team for either government 

to send to the field, and only .true students would be working like we 

were--this seemed to be the reaction. 'de thus made it a point to be 

seen and to make our initial approaches together, although we normally 

conducted our interviews separately. 

From each hamlet chief we obtained a list of all household numbers 

in his. hamlet, making it clear that we were not taking names. 1t1e drew 

these numbers out of a hat until we obtained a number .of rice farmers 

proportional to the hamlet's share of villar,e population, for a total 

of 15 farmers in the village. 'de then asked the hamlet chief to show us 

the location of each· house we had drawn; and this normally resulted in 

short visits to each house, complete with introductions by the hamlet 

chief (a valuable aid to later rapport), and explanations of how they 

were selected and of their anonimity in our study. 

There was always great interest in our method of drawing lots out 

of a hat; and it elicited expressions of approval of the fairness of our 

research efforts and of the fact that we would take the trouble to inter

view even the most out-of-the-way, poor and illiterate farmers, if we 

happened to draw their numbers. Accordingly, we often took the extra 

time to perform the drawing in the presence of the hamlet chief and his 

deputies, or in some fairly public place, asking the observers to take 

turns drawing the.numbers. 

VVhat we actually drew were 15 sets of 3 farmers each, to give us a 

total of 45 farmers. For comparative purposes we desired to interview 

15 present tenants, 15 LTTT title-recipients and 15 original owner-



cultivators in each village. OUr practice was to interview each of the 

15 farmers whose lots we had drawn, to determine his tenure status, and 

then to ask him to show us the houses of one neighboring farmer in each 

of the other two categories. This procedure introduced a random element 

in our selection process while enabling us to interview an equal number 

of each category. The hamlet chief could usually tell us which households 

were farmers and which were not (even then his memory was not always 

accurate), but it was a rare chief who could look at his family register 

and remember for certain whether each household was a tenant, a new 

owner or an old owner. 

In addition to the farmers and former landlords , we interviewed ten 

hamlet chiefs, village officials, merchants, resident schoolteachers and 

other village leaders to elicit their opinions and observations about the 

matters under study. There was no attempt to be random in this group of 

interviews. 

One problem was the lack of interviewee availability, which was 

especially acute during the first two months in the field due to the 

harvest season and Lunar New Year (Tet), preparations. -We intentionally 

adopted a low-key approach, making it clear that we did not wish to take 

the farmer away from pressing work requirements or other commitments and 

responsibilit]es, since government delegations usually took the opposite 

attitude, and as a result we often had to make several trips back before 

we caught the respondent at home with a couple of hours to spare. In our 

first and fourth villar,es we were ocoassionally able to make advance 

appointments that were of some help (though many were forgotten by 

people who are not accustomed to making appointments); but we were 

cautioned against this practice as an unnecessary risk in our second and 

third villages 11 which were somewhat less "secU.re." '!he interviews 
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averaged between t~o and three hours each. 
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Distributed or 
Allocated La.ndsl 

General Recipients 

Land Development Centers 
Cai San I 
Cai San II 
Other 

Sub-total 

TOTAL DISTRIBUTED OR 
ALLOCA'IED 

Undistributed or 
Unallocated Landsl. 

Cultivated 

Table 3-1 

STATUS OF EXPROPRIATED AND FORMER FRENCH LANDS 
AS OF JULY 15, 1968 

Ordinance :ZZ Former French Total 
Farmers Hectares Farmers Hectares Farmers Hectares 

116,741 250,563 7.562 21,860 124,303 272,423 

2,8?0 8,608 1,905 5,?15 4,?75 14,323 
1,130 2,823 -- -- 1,130 2,823 
2,000 4,884 -- -- 2,000 4,884 
6,000 16,315 1,905 5,71.5 7,905 22,030 

122,741 266,878 9,467 2?,5?5 132,208 294,453 

-- --

tf.l 

s-
c+ 
!-'· 
O> 
c+ ...,. 
Q 
~ 
...... 
)> 

21,000 63,227 100,425 163.652 
Uncultivated2 -- 121,896 -- 51,300 -- 173,196 I~ Status Unknown2 -- -- -- !20.240 -- 50,240 
TOTAL UNDISTRIBUTED OR 
UNAU..OCATED 21,000 185,123 -- 201,965 - 387,088 
GRAND TOTALS - Land Acquired 452,001 229,.540 681,541 
1 Allocated means applicatiom for purchase have been received, approved Village level and being 

_processed further, 
2 Both categorjes are estimates reflecting a condition of uncertainty but present a reasonably accurate 

picture. 

Source: "Activities of Land Reform Directorate," July 16, 1968 (Monthly Activities Report) by Directorate 
General of Land Affairs and "Abstracts from the 1967 Am.ual Report, Directorate General of Land 
Affairs, GVN° by Land Reform Staff, USAID. 

Reprinted from William Bredo, et. al., Land Reform in Vietnam, Summary Volume, Stanford Research Institute, 
Menlo Park, Calif •• 1968, p. n. 
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Table.3-2 

A. PERCENTArrE OF TOTAL AREA OF HOLDINGS BY TENURE IN 1960-61 

Rented, . Rented, 
OWn.er- privately ptiblicly Other Total 
OJ!!rated -owned -owned tenure hectares 

.. · l 
Coastal Lowlands 57.2~ 18.5f, 20.af, J.6f, 464,911· 
. . 2 
Southern Region · 35.2 ,54.9 ?.6 2.3 2,046,872 

All 27 Provinces J9.J 48.l 10.l 2.5 2,5ll,?8J 

B. PERCENTAGE OF Ni.JMBER OF HOLDINClS BY TENURE IN 1960-61 

Owner- Other Total 
operated Rented tenure Mixed number of 
onll onlz only tenure holdings 

Coastal Lowlands 1 27:.4f, 10.?~ 3.~ 56.0~ 695,98~ 

Southern Region 2 21.9 44.4 5.3 28.5 1,175,829 

All.27 Provinces 23.9 Jl.8 4.8 39.5 1,871,810 

SOURCE: Phuc Trinh ve cuoo Kiem Tra Canh No tai Viet Nam l 60-61 
Report on the Agricultural Census of Vietnam , Agricultural 

Economics and Statistics Service, Saigon, 1964, Tables 7-9 and 
-14-16, pp. Jl-J and )8-40. · 

1The · <bastal Lowlands included . 9 provinces: Binh Dinh, Binh Thua.n, 
Khanh Hoa, Ninh Thuan, Phu Yen, Quang Nam, Quang Ngai, Quang Tri and Thua 
Thien. The same area included 10 provinces in 1970. 

2 . 
The Southern Region included 18 provinces: An Giang, An Xuyen9 Ba 

Xqr~n, Bien Hoa, Binh Duong, Dinh Tuong, .Gia Dinh, Kien Hoa, Kien Giang, 
Kien Phong, Kien Tu.ong, Leng An, Lorg Khanh, Phong Dinh, Phuoc TUy, Tay 
Ninh, Vinh Binh and Vinh Long. The same area included 24 provinces in 1970. 



Table 3-3 

LAND O>JNERSHIP DISTRIBUTION IN THE SOUTHERN REr~ION, 1955, INCLUDING 01·J"NER.S Ol\TLY 
REPUBLIC OF VIETNAM 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 
Cumulative Cumulative (X -X 1)x 

Size Percent "/; of Area Percent cf, of (Y +Y 1) (~+~:1)= 
Category Number of owners owned of area fn n-owners area ram olumns 
(n) (hectares) of Owners (X -X 1 ) n n- (X ) 

n 
{hectares) (Y -Y 1 ) n n- (Y ) 

---11 
col. (7) (3)x(8) 

1. 0.1-4.9 183,670 72.44 72.44 360,000 16.44 16 .. 44 16.44 1190 .. 9 

2. 5.0-9.9 37,110 14.64 87.08 284,000 12.97 29.41 45.85 671.2 

3. l0.0-49.9 26,840 l0.59 97.67 526,000 24.02 .53.43 82.84 877 .. J 

4. 50.0-99.9 3,550 1.40 99 .. 07 273,000 12.47 65.90 119 .. 33 167.1 

5 .. 100.0- up 2,330 0.92 99.99 747,000 34.11 100.01 165.91 __!22.6 

TOTALS 253,500 99.99 2,190,000 100.01 3059 .. 1 

rrini Index = 1-.3059 = .. 6941 Average per owner = 8.64 hectares 

SOURCE: Columns (1) through (7) are obtained from Jilliam Breda, et. al., Land Reform in Vietnam, ~vorking 
Papers, Stanford Research Institute, Menlo Park, Calif., 1968, Vol. IV, Part I 1 Annex Table A-2, 
and are from a 1955 study of 14 provinces in the Southern Region by the Directorate of Land 
Administration .. 
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Table 3-4 

LAND Ori1'JERSHIP DISTRIBUTION IN THE SOUTHERN RE1HON, 1966, INCLUDINr: 01·•JNERS ONLY 
REPUBLIC OF VIETNAM 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7} (8) (9) 
Cumulative Cumulative (X -X 

1
)x 

Size Percent % of Area Percent % of (Y +Y 1) <r+11- )= 
cater_:ory Numoor of.Owners owned of area fn · n- cB1ubl~~ owners area rom 
(n) (hectares) of OWners (x· ~x 

1
) (Xn) (hectares) (Y -Y 1) (Y ) col. ( 7) (J)x(8) 

n n- n n- n -
1. 0.1-0.4 24,185 13 .. 1 13.1 6,046 o.6 o.6 o.6 7.9 
2. 0.5-0 .. 9 24,972 13.5 26.6 18,729 i..9 2.5 3.1 41.9 

3. 1.0-2 .. 9 68,001 36 .. 7 63.3 IJ6,003 13.9. 16.4 18 .. 9 693.6 
4. 3.0-4.9 27,681 14 .. 9 78 .. 2 no,722 11.3 27.7 44.1 657.1 
5. 5.0-9.9 22,850 12 .. 3 90.5 171,378 17.6 45•3 73 .. 0 897 .. 9 .\...A) 

-'1 

6. 10.0-19.9 10,592 5.7 96.2 158,869 16.3 61.6 106.9 609.3 
0 

7 .. 20.0-29.9 2,931 1.6 97.8 73,261 7.5 69 .• 1 130.7 209.1 
8. J0.0-49.9 2,043 l.il 98.9 81,710 8.4 77.5 146.6 161.J 
9. 50.0-99.9 1,389 0.8 99.7 104,140 10.7 88 .. 2 165.7 1)2.6 

10; 100 .. 0-114.9 143 0.1 99.8 15,443 1.6 89.8 178.0 17 .. 8 

11.. 115. 0- up 412 0.2 100.0 9911449 10.2 100.0 189.8 38.0 

TOTALS 185,206 100.0 975,750 100.0 3466 .. 5 
Gini Index = l - .3467 = .6533 Average per owner = 5.27 hectares 

SOURCE: Columns (1) throush (7) are obtained from ;:Iilliam Bredo, et. al., Land Reform in Vietna.rn, dorking 
Papers , Stanford Research Institute, Menlo Park, Calif. , 1.968, VoL. IV, Part I, Annex Table A-2, · 
and are based on 1966 land tax records sampled from 15 Provincial Tax Offices in the Southern 
Re~ion. 



Table 3-5 

LAND O>lNERSHIP DIS'IRIBUTION IN THE SOUTHERN RE(}ION, 1955, INCLUDINC~ LANDLESS TENANTS AND OviNER.3 
REPUBLIC OF VIETNAM 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 
Num"ber of Percent Cumulative Cumulative (X -X 1)x 

Size Owners & of owners ~ of owners Area Percent cf, of (Y +Y 1) cr+ri-1)= 
CateF;ory Landless & tenants & tenants Owned of area fPon?- n n-area Columns 
(n) (hectares) Tenants (X -X 1) n !!::__ 

(Xn) (hectares) (Y -Y 1) 
n n-

(Y ) n col. (7) (3)x(8). 

1. 0 222,no1 46.701 46.70 0 0 0 0 0 

2. 0.1-4.9 183,670 38.62 85.32 360,000 16.44 16.44 16.44 634.9 

3 .. 5.0-9.9 37,110 7.80 93.12 284,000 12.97 29.41 45.85 357.6 

4. 10.0-49.9 26,840 5.64 98.76 526,000 24.02 53.43 82.84 467.2 

5. 50.0-99.9 J,550 0.75 99.51 273,000 12.47 65.90 n9.33 89.5 

6. 100.0 - up 2.220 0.49 100.00 74z 1 000 24.ll 100.01 165.91 _81.J 

TOTALS 475,610 100.00 2,190,000 100.01 1630.5 

Gini Index = 1.0 - .1631 = .8369 Average owned per person = 4.60 hectares 

lEstimated as 46.7rf, of all farmers (see pp. 76 and 77, above) and assuming an insignifioant number of 
landowners did not farm at all. 

SOURCE: Same as Table 3-3· 
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Table 3-6 

LAND OWNERSHIP DISTRIBUTION IN THE SOUTHERN REGION, 1966, INCLUDING LANDLESS TENANTS AND OWNERS 
REPUBLIC OF VIETNAM 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (?) (8) (9) 
Number of Percent Cumulative Cumulative (X ~x )x 

Size Owners & o~ owners 'Ii of owners Area Percent cf, or (Y +Y 1) (Yn+yn-1)• 
Category Landless & tenants & tenants owned of ·area trBm n- ~ n-1 area Co umns 
(n) (hectares) Tenants (X -X 1) n n- (Xn) (hectares) (Y -Y 1) _ n n- (Yn) col.(7) (J)x(8) 

-
1. 0 134,ll.5 1 42.00• 42.00 0 0 0 0 0 

2. O.l-0.4 24.18.5 7.57 49 • .57 6,046 0.62 0.62 0.62 4.7 

3. 0.,5-0.9 24~972 7•82 .57-39 18,729 1.92 2.54 3.16 24.7 
4. 1.0-2.9 68,001 21.30 78.69 136,003 13.94 16.48. 19.02 .4Q,5.l 

,5. 3.0-4.9 27,681 8.67 87.36 . 110,722 n.35 27.83 44.31 J84.2 
\..,..) 
--.J. 
N 

6. ,5.0-9.9 22,8.50 7.16 94.52 171,378 17.56 45.39 73.22 524.3 
7. 10.0 ... 19.9 10,592 3.32 9?.84 1.58,869 16.28 61.67 107.06 J.5.5-4 
8. 20.0-29.9 2,931 0.92 98.76 73,261 7.51 69.18 130.85 120.4 

9. 30.0-49.9 2,043 o.64 99.40 81,710 a.37 77.55 146.73 93.9 
10. 50.0-99.9 1,389 o.43 99.83 104,140 10.67 88.22 165.77 71 .. 3 
ll. 100.0-114.9 143 o.04 99.87 15,443 1.58 a9.ao 178.02 7.1 
12. ll5.0- up 419 0.13 100.00 99.449 10.19 99•99 189.79 24.7 

TOTALS 319,321 100.00 975./150 .99.99 2015.8 

Gini Index • 1.0 - .2016 • .7984 Average owner per person • 3.06 hectares 

lEstimated as 42.0% of all farmers (see page 76 and 77 , above) and assuming an insigni£icant number of 
landowners did not farm at all. · 

SOURCE: Same as Table 3-4. 



Table H 

SIZE DISTRIBUTION OF OPERATING FARMS IN THE SOUTHERN REGION, 1968 
REPUBLIC OF VIETNAM 

(1) (2) (J) (':+) (S) (6) (?) (8) (9) 
Percent Cwmlative Cu.mulative (I -X )x 

Size or f, ot Area Percent f, of (Y +Y 1) (Yn+yn-1)• 
Category Number of Farmers Farmers Farmed of Area Area t n n- ! n-1 rom Co wnns 
(n) (hectares) Farmers (Xn-1n-l) (In) (hectares) · (Y -Y 1) (Yn) col.(?) (3)x(8) n n-

l. 0.1-0.4 46 10.5 l0.5 12 l.O 1.0 l.O l0.5 
2. 0.5-0.9 68 15.5 25.9 41 3.3 4.3 5.3 82.2 
3. l.0-1.4 99 22.5 48.4 104 8.J 12.6 16.9 JBO.J 
4. 1.5'.""1.9 33 1.5 55.9 53 4.2 16.8 29.4 220.5 

w 
5. 2.0-2.9 18 11.1 73.6 162 12•9 29.7 46.5 823.1 --.J w 

6. 3.0-3.9 39 8.9 82.5 121 9.6 39.3 69.0 614.l 
1. 4.0-4.9 21 4.8 8?.J 86 6.9 46.2 a5.5 410.4 
8. 5.0-1.4 29 6.6 93.9 166 13.2 59.4 105.6 697.0 
9. 1·5-9-9 10 2.3 96.2 82 6.5 65.9 125.J 288.2 

10. 10.0-19.9 8 1.8 98.0 100 8.0 73.9 1)9.8 251.6 
n. 20.0-29.9 4 0.9 96.9 88 1.0 ao.9 1.54.8 1J9.J 
12. 30.0-49.9 2 0.5 99.4 63 5.0 85.9 166.8 8J.4 
13. .50.0-99.9 --1... 0.1 100.l ....!7§.· 14.0 99.9 185.8 130.l 

TOTALS 440 100.2 12.54 99.9 4130.7 
Gini Index • l.O - .4131 • .5869 Average per farmer • 2.85 hectares 

SOURCE: Hamlet Resident Suney, Land Reform in Viet.naa. Working Papers, Stanford Research Institute, 1968 
Vol. IV, Part 2, Table 289, •Operating Fara Size.• 
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Table 5 ... 1· 

VILLAGE STATISTICS 

Villa~e 

Population 
Number of Households 
Residents household 

Area (ha.) 
Cultivated rieela.nd (ha.) 

Khanh 
!!!:!L.... 

;,599 
?73 

1.2 

1,606. 
992 

Long 
Binh 
Dien 

4, '738 
829 

5.7 

l,200 
1,005 

Distance from province capital (km) 4 11 
Province capital Tan An My Tho 

HES Security rating A B 

Proportion of hamlets studied 5/5 4/? 

SOURCE: Village offices. 

Phu 
Thu. 

6,1?8 
l,OOO· 

6.2 

1,486 
1,104 

Hoa 
Binh 
Thanh 

1),163 
2,144 

6.1 

5,438 
.5,290 

4 9 
Can Tho Long Xuyen 

B A 

. 2/4 ?/7 
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Table 5-2 

PROGRESS OF LTTT HtOGRAM AT TIME OF VISIT 

Long Hoa 
Khanh Binh Phu Binh 

Village Hau P.!!n Thu Thanh 

11/71 
1-3/72 4-5/?2 6-8/72 Time of -1/72 

Official LTTT Goal (ha.) soo 600 1000 4100 
--proportion of cultivated rioeland .50 .60 .91 .78 

Land Subject to LTTT according to 
village officials (ha.) Jl6 600 600 2419 

--proportion of cultivated rioeland .32 .60 .54 .46 

LTTT title applications approved (ha.) 274 551 441 2158 
--proportion of' cultivated riceland .28 .55 .40 .41 
--proportion of land subject to LTTT .87 .92 .74 .89 

LTTT titles distributed (ha.) 247 524 411 1595 
-...;proportion of cultivated riceland .25 .52 .37 .30 
--proportion of ha. approved for 

distribution .90 .95 .93 .74 

Number of LTTT applicants approved 224 481 464 13.52-1 
--proportion of all households .29 .58 .46 .63 

Number of LTTT title recipients 214 428 464 101¥ 
--proportion of all households .28 .52 .46 .47 
--proportion of applicants approved .96 .89 i.oo .75 

lThese were preliminary estimates, since the number of mltiple applications 
for different plots of land by the same farmer was not known. The OOLA 
computer print-out for March 197J listed HBT Village as having approved 
applications for 2241 ha. for 1197 different farmers and as having 
distributed titles for 1610 ha. to 877 different farmers. 

SOURCE: Village offices. 
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Table 5-3 

Population Data - Khanh Hau Village 

lJ-year 
Proportion Proportion Growth 

Hamlet 122§. of total 121.! of total Rate 

Nguyen Huynh Duo 1239 .)8 26?9 .48 l.16 

Moi 373 .12 496 .09 .33 

Thu Tuu 529 .16 892 .16 .69 

Nhon Hau 636 .20 ?21 .13 .13 

Nhon Cau .14 _fil>1 .14 ~ 

Total Village 3241 1.00 5595 1.00 .73 

Female 1655 .51 3286 .59 .99 

Male 1586 .49 2309 .41 .46 

No. of households 590 773 .31 

Ave. household size 5.5 7.2 .31 

SOURCES: 1958--Hendry, p. 11. 1971--Village office • 

Table 5-4 

KHANH HAU INTERVIEWEE DATA 

15 present 14 title 15 owner- 44 
Total 

Interviewees : Male 
Female 

Average 

Age of interviewee: Ma.le 
Female 

Education (yrs. ) : Male 
Female 

No. of household residents 

tenants recipients cttltivators Village 

12 
3 

54.8 
45.7 

2.8 
0.7 

7.3 

8 
6 

54.8 
30.7 

3.0 
1.) 

1.7 

12 
3 

47.9 
.41.7 

4.? 
2.3 

9.7 

32 
12 

52.2 
37.2 

3.6 
1.4 

8.3 



Table ,2=.5.! 

OWNERSHIP OF RICE LAND IN KHA.NH HAU VILLA.GE, 19.58, BEFORE ORDINANCE 57 

(1) (2) (J) (4) (5) (6) (?) (8) (9) 
Cmmla-

~ o:t tive '/> o:t Cmmla-
No. of total total ~ or tive '/, o:t From Col. 3 

Area or holdiMs land- land- land- No. or total total Col. ? times 
(n) (hectares) owners owners owners ha. ha. (Yn) (Y +Y 1) Col. 8 n n-

1. ' 0.1-2 60 46.2 46.2 52.23 5.6 5.6 5.6 258.7 

2. 2-3·9 25 19.2 65.4 70.82 ?.6 13.2 18.8 )61.0 

3. 4-5.9 14 10.8 76.2 69.71 7.5 20.7 33.9 )66.1 

4. 6-7.9 11 8.5 84.7 ?5.?l 8.2 28.9 49.6 421.6 \,...) 

~ 
-...J 

5. 8-9.9 6 4.6 89.J 54.03 5.8 J4.? 63.6 292.6 

6. 10-100 13 10.0 99.3 279.55 30.2 64.9 99.6 996.0 

1. lOo+ _L 0.8 100.l J2J.86 J!j.O 99.9 164.8 lJl.8 

TOTAL lJO 100.1 925.91 99.9 282?.8 

Gini Index • l.O - .2828 • .717 A..erage holding 1111 7 .12 ha. 

Note: Includes commnal and pagoda land.. 

SOURCE: 1958 tax rolls, Village of Kha.nh Hau, as reported in Hendry. op. cit., 33, with !Ii.nor 
recal.culations to separate largest landowner. 



Table~ 

DISTRIBUTION OF RICELAND OllHERSHIP ORDINANCE 57, KHANH HAU 19;8 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (.5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

Cunmla-
"' or tbe ~of 

No. of total total "' or From Col. 3 
Area of holdings land- No. of total Col. 7 

(hectares) owners owners owners ha. ha.(Y ) (Y +Y 1) Col. 8 n n n-

1. 0.1-2 '168 60.2 60.2 .168.6 18.2 18.2 18.2 1095.6 

2. 2-3.9 21.9 82.1· 163.1 17.6 35.0 54.0 1182.6 

3. 4 ... 5.9 ·19 6.8 88.9 92.6 10.0 45.8 81.6 554.9 \....) 

4. 6-7.9 11 J.9 92.a 75.7 
C5 

8.2 _54.o 99.8 )89.2 

5. 8-9.9 6 2.2 95.0 54.0 5.8· 59•8 113.8 250.4 

6. 10-100 14 5.0 100.0 371.9· 40.2 100.0 159.8 799.0 

7. lOo+ 0 0 100.0 0 0 100.0 200.0 0 -
TOTAL 279 100.0 925.9 ioo.·o 4271.7 

Gini Index .• t.o - .427 s .513 Average holding • J.J2 hectares 
Decline from Table 5-Sa •-20.l~ 

SOURCE: calculated f'rom·Hendry, op. cit., Table J.l and 3.4, PP• JJ and J9. 



Table~ 

DISTRIBUTION OF HUVATELY OWNED RICELAND Ill KHA.NH HAU BEFORE THE LTTT PROORAM, 1970 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (?) (8) (9) 

Ctmmlative Cumlative 
of ~or ~of Hect.a.rage f, of '/; of From. Col. 3 

OwnershipStratum land..- total total owned total total Col. ? times 
(n) (hectares) owners owners owners area area(Yn) (Y +Y 1) Col. 8 

__!!_ n-

1. .01-.49 27 9.4 9.4 7.55 o.a o.a o.s 7.5 
2. .50-.99 45 15.6 25.0 J4.8J J.6 4.4 5.2 81.l 

3. 1.00-1.49 50 l?.4 - 42.4 62.40 6.4 10.8 15.2 264.5 
4. l.so-1.99 40 13.9 56.3 6?.09 6.9 l?.? 28.5 396.2 

\,,....;> 

s. 2.00-2.99 47 16.3 ?2.6 UJ.40 ll.6 29.3 4?.0 ?66.l -.....] 

'° 6. 3.00-3.99 26 9.0 81.6 88.53 9.1 JB.4 6?.? 609.3 
?. 4.00-4.99 10 J.5 ss.1 45.30 4.6 43.0 81.4 284.9 
a. 5.00-?.49 22 7.6 92.7 140.6.5 i4.4 .5?.4 100.4 ?63.0 
9. 7.50-9.99 9 J.l 95.8 77.95 a.o 6,5.4 122.8 380.7 

10. 10.00-19.99 ? 2.4 98.2 84.6? a.1 ?4.1 139 .. 5 334.a 
ll. 20.00-29.99 1 0.3 98.5 28.98 3.0 ??.l 151.2 45.4 
12. 30.00-49.99 2 0.1 99.2 ?4.00 ?.6 84.7 161.8 113.3 
13. 50.oo+ 2 _Qd 99.9 150.0l 15.4 100.l 184.8 129.4 

TOTALS 288 99.9 915.36 100.l 41?6.2 

Gini Index • 1.0 - .418 s .582 Airerage holding • 3.39 hectares 

SOURCE: 1970 Land Tu: Register. Village office. 



Table~ 

DISTRIBUTION OF HUVATELY OWNED RICELAND IN KHANH HAU AFTER THE LTTT PROGRAM, 1972 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6} (7) (8) (9) 

Cumulative Cumulative 
No. ot' if, of· <f, of ~of· '/, of From. Cole J 

Ownership Stratum land- total total He eta.rage total total Col •. ? times 
(n) (hectares) owners owners owners owned ar"ea area (Y ) (Y.+Y 1) Col. 8 n n n-

1. .01-.49 37 7.8 ?.8 10.87 1.1 1.1 8.58 

·50-~99 86 18.l 25.9 58.01 . 6.1 7.2 8.3 150.23 
3. 1.00-1.49 150 31.6 57.5 180.85 18.9 26.1 33.3 1052.28 
4. l._50-1.99 58 12.2 69.7 96.66 10.l 36.2 62.3 760.06 

w 
5. 2.00-2.99 61 12~9 82.6 144.01 15.1 51.3 8?.5 ll28.75 (X) 

0 

6. 3.00-3.99 40 8.4 91.0 129.81 lJ.6 64.9 116.2 976.08 
7. 4.00-4.99 10 2.1 93.0 45.39 4,/7 69.6 1)4.5 282.45 
8. 5.00 ... 7.49 19 4.0 97.1 lll.12 11.6 81.2 1.50.8 603.20 

9. 7.50-9.99 6 1.3 98.4 51.52 5.4 86.6 167.8 218~14 

10.00-19.99 .6 1.3 99.7 77.57 8.1 9lh7 181.J 235.69 
11. 20.00- up 1 0.2 99.9 20.01 _g 99.9 194.6 38.92 

TOTALS 474 99.9 955.82 99.9 5454.38 

Gini Index • 1.0 - .~5 = .455· Average holding a 2.02 hectares 
Decline GI from 1970 to 1972 • -21.8~ (owners only) 
Decline in GI from 1957 to 1972 = -36.5~ (owners onl.Y) 

SOURCE: 1970 Land Tax Register and preliminary LTTT Program records (as of Sept. 1972) • Village Office. 
The has been adjusted to compensate for34 unidentified cases of multiple titles distributed 
to the same tenant for different plots of land. 



Table 2::1. 

DISTRIBUTION OF RICELAND OWNERSHIP IN KHANH HAU 
AMONG OWNERS AND mNANTS, I£FORE AND AFTER ORDINANCE • 1958 

a. Before Ord. Pi: 
(1) . 2) {J) (4) (5) (6) (?) 

Cumulative 
1' of "' of 

Cumulative 
No. of total total 

"' of Frm Col. 3 
Ownership Stratum owners & owners & owners & total Col. 5 tbles 
(n) (hectares) tenants tenants tenants area (Y ) (Y +Y 1) Col. 6 n n n-

0 u,7 67.J 67.3 0 0 0 
2. 0.1-2 60 15.l 82.4 5.6 5.6 84.56 
3. 2-J.9 25 6.3 88.7 13.2 18.8 ll.8.44 
4. 4-5.9 14 3.5 92.2 20.7 33.9 ll8.6.5 
5. 6-7·9 ll 2.8 95.0 28.9 49.6 138.88 
6. 8-9.9 6 1 • .5 96.5 )4.7 63.6 95.40 \.iJ 

?. 10-100 13 3.3 99.8 64.9 99.6 328.68 CD 
I-' 

8. lOo+ __! 0.3 100.l 99.9 164.8 49.44 
TOTALS 397 100.l 934.05 
Gini Index • 1.0 - .093 • .907 Average holding owned • 2.33 hectares 

b. After Ord. 27.: 
1. 0 ll8 29.7 29.7 0 0 0 
2. .1-2 168 42.J 72.0 18.2 18.2 ?69.86 
3. 2-J.9 61 15.4 87.4 35.6 _54.0 831.60 
4. 4-5.9 19 4.8 92.2 45.8 81.6 391.68 
5. 6-7·9 11 2.8 95.0 ,54.0 99.a 279.44 
6. 8-9.9 6 1.5 96.5 59.8 113.8 l?O.?O 
1. 10-100 14 3.5 100.0 100.0 159.8 559.30 
8. lOo+ _Q 0 100.0 100.0 200.0 0 

TOTALS 397 100.0 3002.58 
Gini Index • 1.0 - .JOO • .?OO Average holding owned • 2.33 hectares 
Decline in GI .from Table 5-?a • -22.8~ 

SOURCE: Calculated f'rom Hendry, op. cit., Tables 3.1, J.4 and J.5, pp. JJ, J9 and 45. 
Column (5) is from Table 5-5a and b, above. 
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Table 5-Ba 

DISTRIBUTION OF PRIVATELY OWNED RICELAND IN KHANH HAU.VILLAGE 
AMONG OWNERS AND TENANTS, JEFORE LTTT PROORAM 11 19?0 

1) with ·Regining Tenants Estimated as 55: 

(1) . (2) (3) euJtltive (5) (6) (?) 

Percentage Percentage Cumulative 
Number of of total of total Percentage From Col.J 

Ownership Strat~ Owners & Owners & Owaers & of total Col.5 ti.mes 
(n) (hectares) Tenants Tenants Tenants . area(Y ) (Y +Y 1 )Col.6 

___ ---- ___ n_ n n- _ 

1. 0 256 4?.l 47.1 0 0 0 
2. .01 .... 49 27 5.0 52.1 0.;8 0.8 4.0 
3. .50-.99 ~5 8.3 60.4 4.4 5.2 4J.;2 
4. 1.00-1.49 50 9e2 69.6 10.8 15.2 139.8 
5. 1.50-1.99 50 (.4 77.0 17.7 28.5 210.9 
6. 2.00-2.99. 47 8.6 85.6 29.3 47.0 404.2 
7~ 3.00 ... 3.99 26 4.8 90.4 )8.4 67.7 325.0 
8. . 4.00-4.99 10 1.8 92.2 43.0 81.4 146.5 
9. 5.00-7.49 22 4.6 96.2 57.4 100.4 401.6 

10. 7 • .50 ... 9.99 9 Li'? 97.9 65.4 122.8 208•8 
11. 10.00-19.99 7 1.3 99.2 74.1 139.5 181.4 
12. 20.00- up -2 0.9 lOOol 100.1 174.2 156.8 

TOTALS .544 100.l 2222.2 

. Gini Index = 1.0 - .222 = .778 Average holding owned • 1.79 ha. 

2) With Rema;Lning Ten~ts Estimated as 115: 

L. 0 316 52.3 52.3 0 0 0 
2. .01-.49 27 4.5 56.8 o.8 o.8 3.6 
3. .50 .... 99 45 1.5 64.3 4.4 5.2 39.0 
4. 1.00-1.49 50 8.3 72.6 10.8 15.2 126.2 
5. 1.50 ... 1.99 40 6.6 79.2 17.7 28.5 188.1 
6. 2~00 ... 2.99 47 7.8 87.0 29.3 47.0 )66.6 
7. 3.00-3.99 26 4.3 91.3 )8.4 67.7 291.1 
8. 4.00-4.99 10 l.? 93.0 43.0 :81.4 1)8.4 
9. 5.00-7.49 22 J.6 96.6 5?.4 100.4 )61.4 

10. 7.50 .... 9.99 9 1.5 98.1 65.4 122.8 184.2 
11. 10.00 .... 19.99 7 1.2 99.3 ?4.1 139.5 167.4 
12. 20.00 .... up -2 0.8 100.l 100.1 174.2 1J2·4 

TOTA.LS 604 100.1 200,5.4 

Gini Index= 1.0 -·.2005 = .7995 Average holding owned = 1.61 ha. 

SOURCE: 1970 Land Tax Register, Village Office. 
Column (5) is from Table 5...6a, above. 
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Table 5-8b 

DISTRIBUTION OF PRIVATELY OWNED RICELAND IN KHANH HAU VILLAGE 
AMONG OWNERS AND 1.ENANTS, AFTER LTTT PRO:IRAM, 19?2 

With Remaining Tenants Estiuted as :l~: 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
Cumulative 

Percentage Percentage CUmulative 
Number of ot total of total Percentage From 

(7) 

Col.) 
Ownershi2 Stratum OW'ners & Owners & owners & of total Col.5 times 
(n~ ~hectares} area(Y ) (Y +Y 1 )Col.6 

2. 
3. 
4. 
5" 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 

10. 
11. 
12. 

2) 

1. 
.2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
1. 
8. 
9. 

10. 
11. 
12. 

Tenants Tenants Tenants n n n- _____ 
0 70 12.9 12.9 0 0 0 

.01-.49 37 6.8 19.7 1.1 1.1 7.5 

.50 .... 99 86 15.8 35.5 7.2 8.3 1)1.l 
l.00-1.49 150 27.6 63.1 26.l 33.3 919.l 
l.;o-1.99 58 10.? 73.8 36.2 62.3 666.6 
2.00 .... 2.99 61 11.2 85.0 51.3 87.5 980.0 
3.00-3.99 40 7.4 92.4 64.9 116.2 859.9 
4.00-4.99 10 1.8 94.2 69.6 1)4.5 242.1 
,5.00-?.49 19 3.5 97.7 81.2 1,50.8 527.8 
7.50 .... 9.99 6 1.1 98.8 86.6 16?.8 184.6 

l0.00-19.99 6 1.1 99.9 ~.7 181.J 199.4 
20.00- up _! 0.2 100.l 99.9 194.6 ~·2 
TOTALS 544 100.1 4757.0 
Gini Index • l.O - .4?6 • .;24 Average holding owned • 1.76 ha. 
Decline in GI between 1970 and 1972 • -32.6~ (See Table 5...Sal) 
Decline in GI between 1955.and 1972 • -42.2~ (See Table 5-?a) 

With Remaining Tenants Estimated as ll~: 
0 130 21.5 21.5 0 0 0 

.Ol-.49 37 6.1 2?.6 1.1 1.1 6.7 

.50-.99 86 14.2 41.8 7.2 8.3 117.0 
l.00-1.49 150 24.8 66.6 26.1 33.3 825.8 
l._50-1.99 58 9.6 76.2 )6.2 62.3 598.1 
2.00-2.99 61 10.1 86.3 51.3 87.5 aa3.8· 
3.00 ... 3.99 40 6.6 92.9 64.9 116.2 766.9 
4.oo-4.99 10 1.7 94.6 69.6 1)4.5 228.? 
5.00-1.49 19 3.1 97.7 81.2 1,50.8 467.5 
7 • .50-9.99 6 l.O 98.7 86.6 16?.8 u,7.8 

l0.00-19.99 6 1.0 99.7 .. 94.7 181.J 181.3 
20.00- up _! 0.2 99.9 99.9 194.6 J§.2 

TOTALS 604 99.9 4282.5 
Gini Index • 1.0 -.428 • .572 Average Holding owned • 1.58 ha. 
Decline in GI between 1970 and 1972 • -28.5~ (See Table 5-8a2) 
Decline in GI between 1955 and 1972 • -J?.2~ (See Table 5-?a) 

SOURCES: 1970 Land Tax R!tgister and prel~ I..'rl'T Progru records (as of 
Sept. 1972), Village Office. Column l5) is froa Table 5-6b1 above. 
The data has been ad.justed to compensate for 34 unidentifiea. cases 
of multiple titles. for different small plots ot land, distributed 
to the same former tenant. 
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Table 5-9 

TYPE OF HOUSE ROOFING IN KHANH HAU. 19.58-1971 

fype of Roofing 

Thatch 

Corrugated metal or pressed 
cement·fiber 

Tile 

Proportions of households in: 
Ng.H.Duc & Ng.H.Duc .& Khanh Hau 
Moi Hamlets Moi Hamlets Village 
19,58(N•299) 197l(N-41J) 19Zl(N=773) 

.85 

0 

.15 

.25 

.33 

.42 

.39 

.32 

.29 

SOURCES: 1958--Hickey, P• 27. 1971--Village Office. 

Table :2-10 

TYPE OF HOUSING OF KHANH HAU FARMER SAMPLE, 1971-2 

ProEQrtions of: 
All 44 15 present 14 Title- 15 OWner-

Type of Housing tenants reoiEients cultivators !armers 

Roof: Thatch .53 .43 .13 .36 
Corrugated metal .2z .oz .13 .16 

Sub-total .80 .50 .26 .52 

Pressed cement fiber .07 .14 .20 .14 
Tile .l~ .36 .53 .34 

Sub-total .20 .50 .73 .48 

Walls: Thatch or bamb6o .60 .43 .13 .39 
Wooden .21 .33 .18 
Brick or cement .40 .36 .53 .43 

Floor: Packed earth .8? .79 .67 .77 
Cement .07 .07 .05 
Tile .07 .14 .33 .18 

Proportion repairing, 
remodelling, or re-
constructing in 1971-2 .73 .93 .6? .77 
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Table 2-11 

OWNERSHIP OF SEIEC'l'ED CONSUMER DURABLES AND VEHICLES IN KHA.NH HAU 
19?1 SAMPLE COMPARED WITH 1958 

Hendry•s1 

15 present 14 title- 15 owner- All 44 68 farmers 
Item tenants recipients cultivators farmers in 1958 

Wardrobe .93 .86 1.00 .93 .6; 

Glass-front cabinet.20 .43 .40 .)4 .4? 

Chinese character 
fresco .27 .29 .60 .39 .43 

Sewing machine .40 .?l .73 .61 .18 

Radio .73 .64 .87 .75 .04 

Television .07 .02 

Wall clock .27 .36 .33 .32 .)4 

Pressure lamp .40 .57 .87 .61 .46 

Bicycle .60 .57 .40 .52 .37 

Scooter or motorbike - .07 .33 .14 .07 

Sampan. hand .07 .07 .13 .09 T 

Sampan, motor .07 .07 .o; T 

Proportion of house-
holds purchasing 
consumer durables 
in 1971 or planning 
to in 1972 .47 .36 .40 .41 

l Hendry 11 s findings have been recalculated to make them more comparable 
with our.farmer survey by assuming all 32 of his non-farmers fell into the 
"lower class, 11 as Hickey reported. and deducting a proportionate number 
from those in that class listed as owners of each item, then recalculating 
the "all classes" column from the remainder to produce the estiMted 1958 
farmer ownership proportions used here. This resulted in slightly higher 
fractions owning each item than for Hendry•s whole sample of 100 households. 
--See Hendry, PP• 203 and 206., and Hickey, p. 235. 
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Table 5-12 

DEBT INCIJENCE BY LAND TENURE STATUS, KHANH HAU 

LTTT title All 
Tenants reciJ2ients Owners farmers 

% borrowing in 1958 76 46 66 

% borrowing in 1971 ·73 64 .53 64 

'1i of 1971 sample borrowing 
for farm expenses or 
investments only 33 28 13 25 

·'I> of 19?1 sample borrowing 
for consumption purposes only 6 7 13 8 

~ borrowing for both reasons 34 29 27 31 

SOURCES: 19.58-•Hendry, p. 206 (N=68, 46 tenants and 22 OW"ners) 
1971--Farwter interviews (N-44 0 15 tenants, 14 LTTT title 

Relatives 

recipients and 15 owner-cultivators) 

Table 5 ... 13 

MAJOR SOURCES OF CREDIT, KHANH HAU 

1958 
(N=9.5 loans) 

36~ 

Neighbors, friends & others 21 

18 Government 

Hui 

Storekeepers 

Landlords 

Moneylenders 0 

100~ 

SOURCES: 1958--Hendry, p. 218 
1971--44 farmer.interviews 

19?1 
(N•3? loans) 

27% 

35 

27 

0 

3 

3 

:..._,£ 

10~. 
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Table !2-14 

CHANGE OF IEBT STATUS OF DEBTmS IN KHANH HAU 

All 33 
1969-71 debtor 65 
Change in 12 11 LTTT- 10 owner- !armers debtors1 

Debt Status tenants recipients cultivators in lm in 1958 

f, increasing 42 9 40 JO 52 

ti> decreasing 33 55 30 39 19 

f, no change 25 36 30 30 29 

f, growth in average 
debt 1969-71 32 .... 4 116 39 

~ growth in average 
debt 1969-71 with 
lar~est exoluded2 38 -39 39 0 

1 Including landless laborers. --Hendry, P• 210. 

2:Excluded are one tenant•s loans of 160,000$VN in 1969 and 200,000$ in 
1971 for duck farm operating expesses, one title recipient's loan of 
160,000$ in 1971 for house construction, and two 1971 owner-cultivator 
loans, 150,000$ for a wedding and 100,000$ for house construction. Without 
these, average loans rose tram 17,545$ to 24,182$ for the tenants and from 
33,125$ to 46,143$ tor the :dwne~-C'illtivators, wldle taUing frOM So,Jl'.3$ 
to J0,6U$ for title-recipients. (Only those borrowing were considered 
in calculating these averages.) 
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Table 5 .... 15 

OWNERSHIP OF FARM IMPLEMENTS, KHANH HAU, 1958 and 71, 
AND PROPORTION WHO HIRE LABOR 

LTTT title 
Tenants recipients Owners All farmers 

ImElement w !22! 1221 w !22! ·W 1971 

Hand Plow •. 43 .27 .07 .55 .20 .47 .18 

Harrow .39 .27 .14 .45 .27 .41 .23 

Roller .32 .27 .14 .45 .27 .36 .• 23 

Threshing Sledge .61 .67 .50 .59 .47 .61 .55 

waterwheel .,18 .45 .27 

Motor Pump .13 .36 .60 •36 

Rototiller .13 .05 

Proportion of £armers 
purchasing implements 
in 1971-72 .27 .43 .40 .36 

Proportion.of farmers 
who hire labor .• 87. .93 1.00 .43 .93 

SOURCES: 1958--Calculated from Hendry, Tables 4.1 and 10.2, pp. 57 and 
206. Hendry8s 6 owner-tenants have been included here in the 
owner column. (N•66, 44 tenants and 22 owners) 

1971--Farmer interviews (N-44, 15 tenants, 14 LTTT-title recip
ieHtS and. 15 Qwner-aultivators) 
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Table 5-16 

RICE PRODUCTION AND DISPOSITION IN KHANH HAU VILLAGE 

15 14 title4 15 owner All 44 
present recip- cul ti- farmers 

Average tenants ients vators 

Present holding of paddy land (ha.) 1.2 1.6 4.o 2.3 
Ha. received under LTTT 1.5 

Gross paddy1production per fa.rm, 
340 393 1157 635 1971 (r;ia) 

Annual yield/ha. 171 (gia) 285 244 292 280 
Annual yield/ha. 169 (gia) 190 157 187 181 
Annual yield/ha.,before •69 186 150 195 184 
(% increase 1969-71) (50) (55) (56) (55) 

Portion of riceland double-
cropped, 1971 .84 .92 .74 .80 
Portion of riceland double-
cropped, 1969 .49 .46 .48 .48 

(% increase 1969-71) (71) (100) (54) (67) 
Yield~crop ha., 1971 ~g~a~ 154 127 166 154 
Yield crop ha., 1969 gia 127 107 126 122 
(~ increase 1969-?l) (21) (19) (32) (26) 

Stipulated rent/ha.before LTTT(g}a)J4.l )0.4 32.0 
Stipulated rent/'69 annual yield ha. .18 .19 .18 

Percentage increase or decrease in 
last 2 years of ~rice paddy usel: 

Gross paddy production 50 56 .56 54 
Ren.t - 3 -94 0 -44 
In-kind labor payments 51 6) 53 54 
Home consumption and feed 4 9 8 8 
Paddy sales 2 104 219 77 97 
Disposable paddy 61 91 56 6) 

(MPC disposable paddy3} (.OJ) (.06) (.05) (.05) 

1A gia is a unit of dry meas.ure equal to 40 liters and to 1.1)) bushels. 
One gia of paddy can range from 16 to 24 kilograms in weight, depending on 
the variety of .rice, its quality and its moisture content. Taking 20 kilos 
per gia as a ~ood average, 50 gia will equal one metric ton. 

2Gross paddy production minus both rent and in-kind labor payments. 

)Marginal Propensity to Consume (and use as feed) disposable paddy 
equals the change in home consumption and feed divided by the change in 
disposable paddy. It is calculated from the absolute amounts of change, 
not from the percentage change figures shown in this table. 

4Two interviewees omitted as confused or mixed cases. One was still 
fighting her/ landlord ~n court over whether lane\ .was Huong. Hoa, and . the 
other was ) 8 owner, )/8 title-recipient, and 1/4 tenant. 



Table 5-17 

·A,, POPULATION DATA -- LONG DlEN VILLAGE 
(1) 

1971 
Popu-

Hamlet lation. 

Long Dinh 327 
Dien Thanh Loi 1228 
Bi.nh 983 
Long Thanh 836 

Sub-totals 3374 
Dien My 446 
Binh Hoa 434 
Thanh Loi 484 

Sub-totals 1)64 

Village Total 4738 
Female 27?8 
Male 1960. 

B. LONG BINH DIEN INTERVIEWEE DATA 

Total: 

Interviewees: Male 
Female 

Average: 

Age of Interviewee: Male 
Female 

Education (years): Male 
Feliale 

Number of Household Residents : 

(2) 
f, of 
total f, of total 
village population 
popu- in Hamlets 
lation Survezed 

6.9 9.7 
25.9 )6.4 
20.7 29.1 
iz.6 24.8 

11.2 100.0 

9.4 
9.2 

10.2 

28.8 

58.6 
41.4 

as f, 
Reported total 
Number farmers 
of. Rice Hamlets 
Fa.:rmiers Survezed 

22 6.2 
129 )6.3 
130 )6.6 

Z4 20.8 

355 99.9 

Number of Households: 
Average Household Size: 

1.5 Present Title 
]:!nan ts Reci:eien.ts 

4 4 
11 ll 

49.5 63.0 
42.4 48.5 
4.) l •. ) 
2.6 1.9 
8.1 6.8 

SOURCE: Col •. 1-5. Ta.ble LBD Village Office. Jan. 1972. 

(6) (?) 
Number Col. 6 
of as f, of 
Farmers total 
Inter- Inter-
viewed viewed 

3 6.7 
18. 40.0 
15 33.3 

9 20.0 

45 100.0 

\.;.) 

'8 

829 
5.7 

Owner- All 
Cultivators £!!!!rs 

9 17 
6 28 

57.2 56.8 
52.7 47.0 
4.4 .).6 
1.7 2.2 
6.6 7.2 



Table 5-lBa 

OWNERSHIP DIS'mIBUTION OF PRIVATELY OWNED RICELAND IN LONG BINH DIEN VILLAGE, 
IEFORE THE LTTT FROORAM, INCLUDING GlNERS ONLY 

(1) (2) {J) (4) (5) (6) (?) (8) (9) 
Cmmlati ve Cwmlati ft 

Number 'f, of percentage . f, of percentage From Col. 3 
Ownership Stratum· of land- total of total Hectarage total of total Cole 7 times 
(n) (hectares) omers owners owners Owned area area (Y ) (Y +Y 

1
) Col. 8 ___ n_ n n-

1. .Ol-.49 48 15.9 15.9 13.83 1.4 1.4 1.4 22.J 
2. .50-.99 42 14.0 29.9 Jl.?O J.2 4.6 6.0 84.0 
3. 1.00-1.49 42 14.0 43.9 50.98 5.1 9.7 14.3 200.2 
4. 1.,50-1.99 28 9.3 53.2 48.46 4.8 14.5 24.2 225.1 
5. 2.00-2.99 44 14.6 67.8 10?.12 10.? 25.2 39.7 519.6 

VJ 
6. 3.00-J.99 31 l0.3 78.l 106.94- 10.6 35.8 61.0 628.J ~ 

1. 4.00-4.99 15 5.0 83.1 68.32 6.8 42.6 ?8.4 392.0 
a. 5.00-?.49 24 8.o 91.1 149.11 14.8 57.4 loo.o 800.0 
9. 7 • .50-9.99 5 i.1 92.8 39.69 3.9 61.3 118.7 201.a 

10. 10.00-19.99 17 5.6 98.4 222.49 22.l 83.4 114.? 810.3 
n. 20.00- up --2 l.? 100.l 166.23 16.5 99.9 183.3 311.6 

TOTALS 301 100.l 1004.87 99.9 4255.2 

Gini Index .a 1.0 - .426 • .574 Average size of holding owned s 3.)4 hectares 

SOURCE: 19?0 Land Tax Register. LBD Village Office 



Table 5-18b 

OWNERSHIP DIS'IRIBUTION OF PRIVATELY OWNED RICELAND IN LONG BINH DIEN VILLAGE 
AFTER THE.LTTT PROGRAM 11 INCLUDING OWNERS ONLY 

(1) (2} (J) (4)' (5) (6) (?) (8)- (9) 
Cumulative Cwmla.tive 

Number 1'· of percentage tf, of percentage From Col. J 
OwnershiE Stratum .. of land- total of total He eta.rage total cf total Col. ? times 
(n) (hectares) mmers owners owners Owned area area (Y ) (Y +Y 1) Col. 8 n n n--
L. .01-.49 84 12.6 12.6 23.59 2.4- 2.4 2.4 30.2 
2. .50-.99 105. 15.7 28~3 72~ 77 . 7.3 9.7 12.1 190.0 
3. 1.00-1.49 296 44.4 72.7 348.38 35.2 44.9 54.6 2424.2 
4. l._50-1.99 67 lO·.o 82.7 n2.27 ll.J _56.2 101.1 1011.0 

\...,...) 

5. 2.00-2.99 62 9.3 92.0 146.37 14.8 71.0 12?.2 118).0 '° N 

6. 3.00-3.99 . 19 2.8 94.8 63.47 6.4 7?.4 148.4 415.5 
7. 4.00-4.99 ll 1.6 96.4 50.56 5.1 82.5 159.9 255.8 
8. 5.00-7.49 17 2.5 98.9 104.9? 10.6 93.1 175.6 439~0 

9. 7.50-9.99 3 o.4 99.3 24.79 2.5 95.6 188.7 75.5 
lo.· 10.00- up -1 o.4 99.7 42.zo 4.4 100.0 195.6 78.2 

TOTALS 66? 99.7 990.87 100.0 6102.4 

Gini Index ss 1.,0 - .610 a: .390 Average size of holding owned = 1.49 hectares 
Decline in GI between 1970 and 1972 ~ -J2.1% (See Table 5-18a) 

SOURCE: 1970 Land Tax Register and preliminary LTTT·redistribution records as of Feb. 1972, LBD Village 
Office. Estimated adjustments have been made in the data to compensate for 87 cases where the 
same tenant received.more than one LTTT title (for different parcels of land). 
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Table 5-19 

OWNERSHIP DISTRIBUTION OF PRIVA'IELY CliNED RICELAND IN LONG BINH DIEN 
AMONG ONNER.S AND TENANTS, JBFORE AND AFTER LTTT PROORAM, 1970-1972 

(With Remaining Tenants Estimated as 136) 

A. 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (?) 
Cumula.tive 

Percentage Percentage Cumulative 
Number of of total. of total Percentage From Col. 3 

OwnershiE Stratum OWners & Owners & Oifners & of total Col.5 times 
{n~ (hectares} Tenants Tenants Tenants area(Yn) (Y +Y 1)Col. 6 n n-

0 567 65.3 65.3 0 0 0 
2. .Ol-.49 48 5.5 70.8 1.4 L.4 7.7 
J. .50-.99 42 4.8 75.6 4.6 6.o 28.8 
4. l.00-1.49 42 4.8 80.4 9.7 14.3 68.6 
5. i.so-1.99 28 3.2 83.6 14.5 24.2 77.4 
6. 2.00-2.99 44 5.1 88.7 25.2 J9.7 202 • .s 
f • 3.00-3.99 31 3.6 92.3 35.8 61.0 219.6 
8. 4.oo-4.99 15 1.7 94.0 42.6 78.4 133·3 
9. 5.00-1.49 24 2.8. 96.8 57.4 100.0 280.0 

10. 1.so-9.99 5 o.6 9?.4 61.3 118.7 n.2 
lL. 10.00 .... 19.99 17 2.0 99.4 83.4 144.7 289.4 
12. 20.00 ... up -2 ~ 100.0 99.9 183.3 uo.o 

TOTALS 868 100.0 1488.5 
Gini Index • l.O - .149 • .851 Average holding owned • l.16 ha. 

B. After LTTT: 
1. 0 201 23.2 23.2 0 0 0 
2. .Ol-.49 84 9.7 32.9 . 2.4 2.4 23.3 
3. .50-.99 105 12.1 45.0 9.7 12.1 146.4 
4. 1.00-1.49 296 )4.1 79.1 44.9 54.6 1861.9 
5. i.50-1.99 67 7.7 86.8 56.2 101.l 778.5 
6. 2.00-2.99 62 7.1 93.9 71.0 127.2 903.1 
7. 3.00-3.99 19 2.2 96.1 77.4 148.4 326.5 
8. 4.00-4.99 ll l.J 97.4 82.5 159.9 207.9 
9. 5.00-1.49 17 2.'0 99.4 93.1 175.6 351.2 

10. 7.50 .... 9.99 3 0.3 99.7 95.6 188.? 56.6 
llo 10.00- up 0.2 100.0 100.0 195.6 sa.z 

TOTALS 868 100.0 4714.l 
Gini Index • l.O - .471 • .529 Average holding owned • 1.14 ha. 
Decline in GI due to LTTT Program • -3? .8~ ( cotinting both tenants and 

c:Mners) 
SOURCE: 19?0 Land Tax Register and preliminary LTTT redistribution records 

as of Feb. 1972, .LBD Village Of~ice. Adjustm.e~ts have been made 
to compensate for ~? cases of multiple LTTT-title distribution 
(for more than one pa.reel or land to each tenant) • Column ( S) is 
from Table .5-lBa and b0 above. 
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Table 5-20 

HISTCRICAL TRENDS IN OWNERSHIP DISTRIBUTION OF LAND, 
LONG BINH DIEN VILLA.GE, 1931-1972 

OWnel"ship Percentage of Individuals 
Stratum Owning Riceland. OnJ:...t 
~heotaresl !2J!· ~ 00 ~ 

0-1 4).1 63.0 45.6 38.9 29.9 28.3 
1-5 )8.5 33.1 42.l 57.8 53.2 68.2 
5 .... 10 12.l 2.9 7.2 2.8 9.6 3.0 

10-50 5.9 0.1 4.8 0.5 1.0 o.4 
50 .... 100 0.3 0 0.2 0 0.3 0 

100-500 0.01 0 0 0 

Totals 99.91 99.1 99.9 100.0 100.0 99.9 

Number of 
Individuals 
Listed as 
Owners: 178? 414 458 936 301 66? 

SOURCES: 1931 and 1962: Sansom. OE• cit., P• 72. 
1969 and 1972: Village Land Register, LBD Village .Office. 

Sansom•s 1931 figures are from Yves Henry, Eoonomie Agricole de 
19Indochine, Imprimerie d 8Extreme-<>rient, Hanoi, 1932, P• 164, 
and are for the whole district of which LBD Village comprised 
over one-third. His 1962 figures came from Dinh Tuong Province 
Land Service records, but are believed to be uncorrected for 
multiple parcels of land owned by the same individuals. and 
thus seriously biased downwards. 
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Table 5-21 

RICE.PRODUCTION AND DISPOSITION IN LONG BINH DIEN VILLAGE 

14 15 Title 15 cwner 
P.resent

4 
recip- cul ti- All 44 

Tenants ients vators Farm rs 

Paddy land holding (ha.) 1.) 1.3 1.9 l.S 
Ha. received Wlder LTTT 1.3 

Gross Paddy Production per farm, 
1971-2 (gia)l 184 167 259 203 
Annual yield/ha. 1971-2 (gia) 136 1)0 133 133 
Annual yield/ha. 1969-?0(gta) 157 138 147 147 
Annual yield/ha.before 169 gia) 159 1)8 156 152 
(cf, increase last 2 years) (-13) ( ... 6) (-10) (-10) 

Portion of rioeland double-cropped, 
1971-2 .27 .35 .32 .31 

Portion o:r riceland double-cropped, 
1969-70 .25 .20 .38 .29 
(~ increase 1969-71) ( 6) ( 78) (-18) ( 6) 
Yield/crop ha., 1971-2 (gia) 107 97 101 101 
Yield/crop ha., 1969-70(gia) 125 115 107 114 
(cf, increase in 2 years) (-14) (-16) (- 6) (-ll) 

StipulateQ. rent/ha. before LTTT(gia)26.9 24.9 25.s 
Stipulated rent/1969-70 annual 
yield .17 .19 .19 

Percentage increase or decrease in 
last 2 years or (rice paddy use) : 

Gross paddy production -13 - 5 -11 -10 
Rent - 6 -100 0 ... 53 
In-kind labor payments -18 .... 10 -12 -13 
Home consumption and feed - 4 21 - 4 5 
Paddy sales and debt repayment -19 21 -15 -11 
Disposable paddy2 -14 21 - 7 - 2 
(MPC disposable paddy)) (.09) ( .56) (.20) (-.86) 

1see Note 1, Table 5-16. 
2Gross paddy production minus both rent and in-kind labor payments. 

3see Note J, Table 5-16. 

40ne tenant was omitted from production, investment, rent and yield 
calculations because she had been farming for only two years. 
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Table 5-22 

TYPE OF HOUSING IN LONG BINH DIEN VILLAGE, 1971-2 

Percentages or: 

All 45 593 Houses 
15 15 Title 15 Owner Farmers of the 4 829-House 

Present recip- cul ti- Inter- Southern Village 
Type of Roofing Tenants ients vators viewed Hamlets Total 

Tile or concrete 13.3 13.3 . 60.0 28.9 9.8 7.0 
Corrugated metal 40.o 26.7 . 13.3 26.7 28.0 27.4 
Thatch 46.? 60.0 26.7 44.4 62.2 65.6 

Walls 

Brick or cement 20.0 13.3 53.3 28.9 
Wood 53.3 60.0 40.0 51.1 
Thatch or bamboo 26.7 26.7 6.7 20.0 

Floors 

Tile 0 6.7 53·3 20.0 
Cement 20.0 13.3 6.7 i3.J 
Earth 80.0 80.0 40.o 66.7 

Percentages Re-
pairing, Remodel-
ling or Reconstruct-
ing in1971;...72 40.o 66.7 66.7 57.a 

SOURCE of last two columns: LBD Village Census, 1971-2. 



Table 5-23 

OWNERSHIP OF SELECmD VEHICIES AND CONSUMER DURABLES 

Percentage owning at least one: 
15 Present 15 TiUe 15 Owner-

~ Tenants Recieients cultivators 

Chinese-character fresco 40 6o 53 
Glass-front cabinet 40 33 47 
Wardrobe cabinet 73 93 93 

Wall clock 13 33 53 
Pressure lamp 33 40 33 
Sewing ma.chine 40 53 60 
Radio 67 67 93 
Television 0 0 13 

Bicycle 53 73 73 
Motorbike 20 13 40 
3-wheeled Lambretta 0 0 0 
Light truck 0 0 0 
Bus 0 0 0 
Automobile 0 0 0 
Sampan, motor 0 0 7 
Sampan, hand 0 ? 0 

Percentage of households 
purchasing consumer durables 
in 19?1 or pl.a.ming to in 1972: lJ 40 13 

LONG BINH VILLAGE, 1971-2 

Average 
Humber Vill~e Census Results 
OWned. per Total Average 
Household, Humber Number 

All 45 Sample of Owned in Owned per 
Farmers 45 Farmers Village Household 

51 .93 
40 .53 
87 1.)8 

33 .33 
J6 .)8 
51 .51 199 .24 
76 .78 .512 .62 
4 .04 9 .01 

67 .91 284 .)4 
24 .J6 61 .07 
0 0 8 .01 
0 0 2 .002 
0 0 l .001 
0 0 0 0 
2 .02 2 .002 
2 .02 21 .OJ 

22 

SOURCE of last two columns: 19?1-2 LBD Village Census,· Village Office. Total mmiber of households 
reported in the census was 829. 

\.....,) 

'° --.J 
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Table 5-24 

CHANGE IN DEBT STATUS OF DEBTORS IN LONG BINH DIEN VILLAGE, 1970-?2 

All 26 
Of 8 Of 9 Title Of 9 Owner- Debtor 

Debt Status ot those Tenants Recipients Cultivators Farmers 
Borrowing in l2b2 or 1271-2 

~ Increasing Debt 25 67 89 62 
~ Decreasing Debt 13 22 0 12 
ctft, No Change 63 11 11 27 

<1' Growth in Average Debt 10 l ?3 36 

Of those Borrowing in 1962 N=Z N-8 N-8 N•23 

~ Increasing Debt 14. 63 88 57 1' Decreasing Debt 25 0 JO 1' No Change 71 13 13 13 

Of those·BorrOW'ins in 12£1-2 N=? N=8 N-=9 N•24 

~ Borrowing for: 
Farm ex:penses & investments 

only 43 63 56 54 
Consumption only 43 0 11 8 
Both Reasons 14 38 33 38 
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Table 5-25 

OWNERSHIP OF FARM IMPLEMENTS IN LONG BINH DIEN VILLAGE, 19'72, 

And Percentage or Far•r Sample Who Hired Labor 

Percentae:es owning or: 
15 Present 15 Title 15 OWner- All 45 

Implement Tenants Reciments Cultivators Farmers 

Hand Plow '7 33 20 20 
Harrow 7 27 20 18 
Roller 7 33 20 20 
Threshi~ Sledge 60 47 40 49 

Motor Pump 27 47 60 44 
Rototiller 0 0 0 0 

Percentage purchasing new 
implements in 1971-2 20 27 27 24 

Percent!;ge who hire labor: 100 93 100 98 

Note: The 1971-2 Village Census counted a total or 150 motor pumps, 29 
insecticide sprayers, and no rototillers owned by village residents. 



Table 5-26 

PRODUCTION AND DIS·POSITION OF RICE PADDY, 1969-70 and 1971-72 CROPS 

Rice Area Paddy 
Cultivated Production ~ in-kind 

Location, Nuniber, & Tenure Annually per ha. "' in-kind Labor 2 'f, Home Use 
Status of Farms Averaged per farm(ha)~s)l rent Payments '1' Seed & Feed f;·. Sold 

44 Khanh Hau, 1969 2.27 3,614 ?.4 11.7 30 .. 9 50.1 
1971 2.27 5,596 2.7 lL,7 21.6 64.o 

15 tenants. 1969 1.19 3,802 15.9 9.9 31.7 42 .. 5 
1971 1.19 5,.692 10.3 10.0 21.9 57 .. 8 

14 new owners,1969 1.61 3,130 17.1 11.4 43.6 27 .. 8 
1971 1.61 4,888 0 .. 6 12.0 30.6 56.8 

15 owner-cult.~969 3.96 3,740 1.7 12.3 26.6. 59.5 
1971 3.96 5,8)8 1.1 12.l 18.6 68.2 

+:-
0 

44 LBD Village. 1969 L.55 2,942 9.5 12.5 30.1 48.0 0 

1971 1.53 2,656 4.9 12.1 35.1 47.9 
14 tenants, 1969 1 .. 35 3,132 13.9 12.0 24.1 49.9 

1971 1.35 2,714 15.1 11.4 26.7 46 .. 8 
15 new owners , 1969 1.27 2.758 18.2 12.7 39.3 29.8 

1971 1.28 2,602 0 12.0 49 .. 9 38.0 
15 owner-cult., 1969 2.00 2,9)8 1.2 12.7 28.6 57.5 

1971 
97 Dinh Tuong farmersJ, 

1.95 2,6.54 L.4 12.6 31.1 _54 .. 9 

Sansom•s sample
111 

66-67 1.52 2,.588 11 lJ 1 43 32 

45 ·Phu Thu, 1969 1.05 1,672 6.7 5.5 79.7 8.1 
1971 1.12 1,922 2.3 5.2 73.0 19.6 

15 tenants, 1969 1.14 1,594 8.9 5.3 77.5 8 .. 3 
1971 1.14 1,674 6.4 5.3 77.6 10 .. 8 

16 new owners 11 1969 1.21 1,602 8.9 5.7 79 .. 6 5.8 
1971 1.20 2,122 0.9 4.2 68.1 26.9 

14 owner-cult. , 1969 0 .. 78 1,918 0.5 . 5 .. 5 82.8 11.J 
1971 1.00 1,952 0 6.7 75 .. 4 17.9 



Table 5-26 (cont.) 

Rice Area Paddy 
Cultivated Production cfo in-kind 

Location, Number & Tenure Annually per ha. f, in-kind Labor 2 '1' Home Use 
Status of Farms Averaged per farm(ha) (kgs.)l rent Payments % Seed & Feed 

46 HBT Village, 1969 5.99 1,540 ll.l 20.0 6.7 22.6 
1971 5.25 1,736 4.2 19;4 8.9 25.5 

15 tenants, 1969 3.17 1,916 14.2 20.1 6.1 26.0 
1971 3.12 2,993 10.6 16.0 5.6 23.9 

15 new owners, 1969 6.13 1,240 20.4 24.6 9.2 25.0 
1971 5.19 1,301 1.8 25.3 11.9 33.7 

16 owner-cult. , 1969 8.50 1,610 4.9 17.6 5.7 19.9 
1971 7.32 1,524 o.4 18.6 9.9 22.2 

1Production averages have been converted from gia to kilograms by assuming each gia weighed an 
average of 20 kg. 

2seedpaddy is included in "home use and feed" in the first 3 villages, where it comprised a -small 

!..§,Qld 

39.6 
42.0 
33.6 
43.9 
20.8 
27.4 
51.9 
48.9 

(1-2~) and stable fraction of total production. Single-transplant cultivation is practiced in Khanh Hau 
and LBD, double-transplanting in Phu Thu, and broadcast cultivation (both floating and non~floating) in 
HBT. Only in the latter area does seed paddy require a significant and variable proportion of each·year•s 
crop. 

~obert Sansom interviewed 97 rice farmers in two villages of Dinh Tuong Province, LBD and Than Cuu 
Nghia. The paddy disposition results were similar in both villages and only the aggregate averages were 
reported. --Sansom, op. cit., pp. 74 and 100. 

NO'IE: The table following this one (5-27) is provided for comparison with an earlier study of the 1968-9 
crop by an agricultural specialist. Khanh Hau and LBD are both in single-transplant areas, Phu 
Thu in the double-transplant and HBT in the broadcast rice areas. 

~ 
0 
"-' 



Table BL 
PRODUCTION AND DlSPOSITION OF RICE PADDY, 1968-9 CROP 

(From USDA-AID Study by Ray S .. Fox) 
Rice Area Paddy ~ in~ 

Number and Tenure Planted Production ~·in- kind 'It Con-
Status of Farms per Farm per ·ha. kind Labor % <!> sumed 1' 
Averae:ed ~ha.2 ~kg:. l · Rent Payments Seed Feed at Home Sold 

112 Single TransElant1 2.00 1,900 9.2 5.5 2.0 10 .. 9 )6 .. 1 36.2 
33 owned only 1.87 1,973 0 7.,,9 2.2 10 .. 8 36.5 42.5 
69 rented only 1.84 1,895 lJ.l 4.J L.9 12.6 37.3 30 .. 9 
11 owned & rented J.45 1,791 11.3 6.o 2 .. 4 4 .. 6 J0.3 45.5 

18 Double·Trans;ela.ii.t 1.60 2,021 8.8 14.l l.J 5.3 .54-9 15.6 
2 owned only 0.85 2,4?1 0 4.8 2.4 7.1 57 .. 1 28.6 

16 rented only 1.69 1,993 9 .. 5 14.9 L.2 5.1 _54 .. 7 14.6 

35 Broad.east {non-floating~ 1.66 2,045 7.9 5.1 5.8 J.8 44.4 33.0 
14 owned only· 1 .. 23 2,385 0 2.7 4.6 5.9 _54.8 31.9 
17 rented only 1 .. )6 1,919 13.0 4.1 5.8 2.0 49.4 25.7 
4 owned & rented 4.48 1,877 11.0 9.5 3.6 25.0 43 .. 8 

87 Broadcast~floatingl 3.81 1,480 1).0 22 .. l 7 .. 9 4 .. 8 25.1 27.2 
35 owned only J .. 93 1,400 0 19.0 9.1 5 .. 2 29.3 37·5 
44 rented only 2.89 1,527 22.4 21.3 7.4 4.8 26.8 17.4 

8 owned & rented 8.32 1,556 19.4 29.5 6.7 4.0 14 .. 1 26.4 

1or total area planted, 5.5% was double-cropped. Fox has apparently double-counted this area, as 
agricultural economists are wont to do. 

SOURCE: Ray S. Fox, Rice- Cost of Production in Vietna.m--196a/69 Rice Crop and Preliminary Estimates for 
!2.ZQ, U. S. Agency for International Development, Saigon, Vietnam, March l.970, Tables l and 2, 
PP• 19-20. Farmers were interviewed in? provinces of the Southern Region: An Giang, Ba Iuyen., 
Dinh Tu.ong, Gia Dinh, Long An, Phong Dinh, and Sa.Dec (plus two in the Coastal Lowlands, not 
reported here). The percentage calculations are mine. 

+ 
0 
N 
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Table 5-28 

POPULATION DATA -- PHU THU VILLAGE 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
Percentage 

Percentage or total Col. 4 as 
or total popu.la.tion Number of percentage 
Village in hamlets Farmers ot total 

Hamlet PoE!!lation Po!!!lation surve~d Interviewed interviewed 

Phu Thanh 2712 43.9 71.5 33 73.3 
Phu Hoa. 1083 l?.5 ~ 12 2:§d_ 

Sub-total 3795 61.4 100.0 45 100.0 

Phu Trung 868 14.0 
Phu Hung 1515 24.5 

Sub-total 2383 )8.6 

Total 6178 99.9 

Number or Households: 1000 
Average of Household size: 6.2 

SOURCE: Village Office, May 1972 

Table 5-29 

PHU THU VILLAGE INTERVIEWEE DATA 

15 Present 16 Title 14 Owner- All 45 
Tenants Recipients Cultivators Farmers 

Interviewees: Male 9 11 8 28 
Female 6 5 6 17 

Average 

Age or Interviewee: Male 56.0 ,54.4 57.1 55.7 
Female 42.2 51.4 43.3 45.3 

Education (years): Male 1.7 1.6 2.1 1.8 
Female 0.3 o.a 0.7 o.6 

Number of Hous'ehold 
Residents 7.8 7.3 6.8 7.3 



Table 5-30 

RELrrnous PH.EFER~NCES AMCNG FARMER SA1'1PLr-: AND ALL VILLACTE ESIDENT3 t BY VILLA'~, 1971-2 

( Percenta,(.~es) 
Khanh Hau Lon?" Binh Dien Phu .Thu Hoa Binh Thanh Total 

Sa.mole 7illa.:::·:e Sample -.iillac-;e Sample \iilla,~~e 5ample Villase Sample 
ReliP:ion N=44 N~837 N=45 N=4738 N=45 N=l256 N=46 N=l3478 N=l80 

Buddhist: Traditional 50 42 51 29 73 61 2 44 
Hoa Eao 29 83 91 24 
Cambodian 7 2 

Confucian (ancestor 
worship) 14 34 29 64 2 3 11 

Buddhist & Confucian 16 4 
Cao Dai 36 20 4 6 11 5 0.2 lJ 

Christian: Catholic 4 0 .. 4 L.3 9 9 2 
Protestant 0.4 0.7 

Other 0.1 

. 100 100.l 100 99 .. 8 99 100.0 101 100 .. 2 100 

SOURCE-: Villa.g-e Statistics were provided by the respective villa;-:e offices durin:; the period of our 
survey in 1971-72.. Khanh Hau kept reli.o:ious preferences by household, LBD and HBT by person-, 
and Phu Thu officials said their fir,ures included only adults, al thou~h the total seems too 
small to have included all adults (1256 is only 20~ of the total village population and is 
only 26% preater than the total number of households). The HBT data includes· an obvious error, 
since 4. 316 of its population are of Cambodian descent and practice their own brand of Budd..l-iism, 
but are apparently included here as Hoa Hao, which they certainly are not. In addition, one of 
our HBT sample said he was Buddhist, but disclaimed beinp:: of the Hoa Hao sect, while the Villa~e 
Office does not list any in that category, either. 

g 
+:-



Table 5-3la 

OWNERSHIP DISTRIBUTION OF PRIVATELY OWNED LAND IN PHU THU VILLAGE, 
BEFORE THE LTTT PROGRAM, 19?0, INCLUDING OWNERS ONLY 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 
Cumulative Cmmlative 

Number tf, of percentage '/: of percentage From Col. 3 
OwnershiE Stratum of land- total of total Hectarage total of total Col. 7 times 
(n) (hectares) owners owners owners Owned area area (Yn) (Yn+Yn-1) ·col. 8 

1. .Ol-.49 ?9 l?.5 17.5 24.29 1.7 l.? l.? 29.8 
2. .50-.99 73 16.2. 33.7 53.05 3.8 5.5 1.2 116.6 

3. 1.00-1.49 62 13.5 47.2 76.80 5.5 n.o 16.5 222.8 
4. 1.so-1.99 41 9.1 56.3 71.58 5.1 16.1 27.1 246.6 

5. 2.00-2.99 50 ll.l 67.4 124.42 8.9 25.0 41.1 456.2 ..p:-
0 
\J\ 

6. 3.00-3.99 37 8.2 75.6 129.)6 9.2 34.2 59.2 485.4 

?. 4.00-4.99 26 5.8 81.4 ll4.45 8.2 42.4 ?6.6 444.3 
a. 5.00-7.49 35 7.7 89.1 216.26 15.4 57.B 100.2 171.5 
9. 7.50-9.99 22 4.9 94.0 195.93 14.0 11.8 129.6 635.0 

10. 10.00-19.99 23 5.1 99.1 285.77 20.4 92.2 164.o 8)6.4 

ll. 20.00-up 4 ~ 100.0 109.74 _z.& 100.0 192.2 173.0 

TOTALS 452 100.0 1401.65 100.0 441?.6 

Gini Index • 1.0 - .442 = .558 Average size of holding • 3.10 hectares 

SOURCE: Phu Thu Village Land Register, Village Office 



Table 5-3lb 

OWNER.SHIP DIS'IRIBUTION OF PRIVATELY OWNED LAND IN PHU THU VILLAGE, 
....;;.....;~ THE· LTTT PROGRAM. 1972, INCLUDING OWNERS ONLY 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 
Cumulative Cumulative 

Number f, of percentage f, of percentage From Col. 3 
Ownership Stratum land- of total Hect.a.rage total total Col. 7 times 
(n) (hectares) owners owners owners owned area area (Y ) (Y +Y 1 ) Col. 8 

-- n ..!L....!!-

1. .Ol-.49 191 21.9 21.9 51.84 4.1 89•8 
2. • 50-.99 180 20.6 42.5 124 .. 76 9.8 i3.9 18.0 370.8 
3. 1.00-1.49 245 28.1 70.6 280.15 22.0 35.9 49.8 1399.4 
4. 50-1.99 102 ll.7 82.3 173.84 13.7 49.6 85.5 1000 .. 4 
5. 2.00-2.99 69 7.9 90.2 166.43 13.1 62.7 112.3 887.2 
6. 3.00-3.99 32 3.7 93.9 107.37 8.4 71.1 133.8 495.1 
7. 4.00-4.99 13 1.5 95.4 56.31 4.4 75.5 146.6 219 .. 9 -t:"" 

8. 5.00-7.49 24 2.8 98.2 144.88 11.4 86.9 162.4 454.? ~ 
9. 7.50-9.99 13 1.5 99.7 116.36 9.1 96.0 182.9 274.4 

10. 10.00- up --1. 0.3 100.0 50.56 4.0 100.0 196.0 58.8 

TOTAIS 872 100.0 l.272.50 100.0 5250.5 

Gini Index == 1.0 - .525 = .475 . Average size of holding • 1.46 hectares 

in GI due to LTTT Program • -14.~ (owners only, see Table 5-3la) 

SOURCE: Phu Thu Village Land Register, Village Office, as of May 23, 1972. In addition to the land 
tabulated above, the records indicated that another l.26.94- ha. had been expropriated but not yet 
redistributed., there were 25 hectares of cong dien and 1.05 ha. of hau dien, or publicly
owned ·land (cong dien is land hau dien is land has given to village 
for religious purposes), for a total of 1431.49 hectares. 

The data has been adjusted to compensate for the issuance of mul.tiple LTTT titles to the same 
new owners. 
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Table 5 ... 32 

OWNERSHIP DISTRIBUTION OF PRIVATELY OWNED LAND IN PHU THU VILLAGE 
AMONG OWNERS AND TENANTS, IEFORE AND AF'IER LTTT FROORAM, 1970-72 

(With Remaining Tenants Estimated as 128) 
A. Before LTTT: 

(1) (2) (3) ,(4) (5) (6) 
Cumulative 

Percentage Percentage Cumulative 

{7) 

Numb!r of .of total of total 
Owners & Owners & Owners & 

Percentage From Col.3 
Ownership Stratum 
(n) (hectares) 

L. 0 
2., .Ol-.49 
3. .50-.99 
4. 1.00-1.49 
5. 1.50-1.99 
6. 2.00-2.99 
7. 3.00-3.99 
8. 4.00-4.99 
9. 5.00-7.49 

10. 7.50 ... 9.99 
11. 10.00-19.99 
12. 20.00 - up 

Totals 

Tenants Tenants Tenants 

5931' 56.7 56.7 
79 7.6 64.3 
73 7.0 ?l.3 
62 5.9 77.2 
41 3.9 81.1 
50 4.8 85.9 
37 3.5 89.4 
26 2.5 91.9 
35 3.3 95.2 
22 2.1 97.3 
23 2.2 99.5 
4 o.4 99.9 

1045 100.0 

of total Col.5 times 
Area(Y ) (Y +Y l )Col.6 __ ...,.n_ n n~ __ 

0 
1.7 
5.5 

11.0 
16.l 
25.0 
)4.2 
42.4 
57.8 
?1.8 
92.2 

100.0 

0 
1.7 
7.2 

16.5 
27.1 
41.l 
59.2 
?6.6 

100.2 
129.6 
164.0 
192.2 

0 
12.9 
50.4 
97.4 

105.7 
197.3 
207.2 
191.5 
330.7 
272.2 
360.8 
76.9 

1903.0 
Gini Index = 1.0 - .190 • .810 Average holding owned • 1.)4 ha. 

B. After LTTT: 
L. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 

10. 
11. 

0 
.Ol-.49 
.50 .... 99 

1.00-1.49 
1.50 .... 1.99 
2.00-2.99 
3.00 ... 3.99 
4.00-4.99 
5.00-7.49 
7.50 .... 9.99 

10.00 .... up 

173 2 
191 
180 
245 
102 
69 
32 
13 
24 
13 

--2._ 

16.6 
18.3 
17.2 
23.4 
9.8 
6.6 
3.1 
1.2 
2.3 
1.2 

-2.!1 
Totals 1045 100.0 

16.6 
)4.9 
52.1 
75.5 
85.3 
91.9 
95.0 
96.2 
98.5 
99.7 

100.0 

0 
4.1 

13.9 
35.9 
49.6 
62.7 
71.1 
75.5 
86.9 
96.0 

100.0 

0 
4.1 

18.o 
49.8 
85.5 

112.3 
133.8 
146.6 
162.4 
182.9 
196.0 

Gini Index = l.O - .437 • .563 Average holding owned • 1.22 ha. 

0 
75.·o 

309.6 
1165.3 
837.9 
?41.2 
414.8 
i75.9 
373.5 
219.5 

5§.'B 

4371.5 

Decline in GI due to LTTT Program = -30.5~ (counting both tenants and 
owners) 

1 rncludes 465 LTTT-title recipients and an estimated 128 remaining tenants. 
2Includes 45 completely dispossessed landlords and an estimated 128 remaining 

tenants. 
SOURCE: Phu Thu Village Land Register, Village Office, 1970 and with LTTT 

changes posted as of May 23, 1972. See Source note for Table 5-3lb, 
above. Column (5) is from Table 5-3la and b, above. 
Post-LTTT data has been ad.justed to compensate for the issuance of 
multiple LTTT titles (for different small parcels of land) to the 
same new owners. 
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Table·5-33 

RICE PRODUCTION AND DISPOOITION IN PHU THU VILLAGE 

15 16 Title 14 Owner 
Present recip- culti-4 All 45 

Average Tenants ients vators Farmers 

Paddy land holding (ha•) 1.22 1.24 1.00 1.16 
Ha. received under LTTT Program .09 1.21 .04 

Gross Paddy Production per Farm, 
1971-2 (gia)l 96 127 98 108 

Annual yield/ha.,1971-2 (gia) 84 106 98 96 
Annual yield/ha.,1969-?0(~a) 80 80 85 81 
Annual yield/ha. ,before l · 9(gia) 95 86 74 86 
(~. increase 1969 t~ 71) ( 5) (32) (15) (18) 

Portion of Riceland double-cropped, 
71 .... 2 .13 .26 .18 .19 

Portion of riceland double-cropped, 
69-70 .03 .03 .ll .05 
(% increase 1969-71) (352) (781) (58) (270) 

Yield/crop ha., 1971-2 (gia) 74 84 83 80 
Yield/crop ha.'· 1969-?0(gia) 77. 78 77 77 
(~ increase 1969-71) (-4) ( 8) (8) ( 4) 

Stipulated Rent/ha. before LTTT(gia) 
Stipulated Rent/1969-70 annual 

10.75 12.3 11.5 

yield .13 .15 .14 

Percentage increase or decrease in 
last 2 ~ears of ~rice padg_y usel: 

Gross Paddy production 5 31 14 18 
Rent ... 25 -87 -100 -59 
In-kind labor payments 6 ... 4 60 16 
Home consumption and feed 5 12 3 ? 
Paddy sales & debt repayment 36 512 77 178 

Disposable paddy
2 8 46 12 23 

(MPC disposable paddy3) (.57) (.25) ( .23) (.28) 

lsee Note lt Table 5-16. 
~Gross paddy production minus both rent and in-kind labor payments. 

3see Note 3, Table 5-16. 
4nue to military clashes on his land one owner-cultivator of J.14 ha. 

produced nothing in 1969•70. For purposes of the comparisons made on this 
table his average production of previous years was substituted for 1969-70• 

5one tenant is omitted from rent figures since his rent was stipulated 
in cash, VN$3.500 for 1.43 ha. · 
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Table 2-34 
TYPE OF HOUSING IN PHU THU VILLAGE, 1972 

(Percentages of Sample) 

15 Present 16 Title 14 OWner All 45 
Roofing Tenants Reci;eients Cultivators Farmers 

Tile or concrete 0 6.3 7.1 4.4 
Corrugated metal 60.0 37.5 35.7 44.4 
Thatch 40.o 56.3 57.1 ;1.1 

Walls --
Brick or cement 0 6.3 7.1 4.4 
Wood 46.7 37.5 28.6 37.8 
Metal sheets 0 0 14.3 4.4 
Earth 0 0 7.1 2.2 
Thatch or bamboo 53.3 56.3 42.9 51.l 

Tile 20.0 12.5 21.4 l?.8 
Cement 20.0 12.5 14.3 15.6 
Earth 60.0 75.0 64.3 66.7 

Percentages repairing, 
remodelling, or recon-
structing in 1971-2 33.3 56.3 57.1 48.9 

Table 5-35 

OWNERSHIP OF SEIECTED CONSUMER DURABLES AND VEHICIES AMONG PHU THU SAMPI.E, 
1972 

Percentage owning at least one: 
15 Present 16 Title 14 Owner All 45 
Tenants Reci:eients Cultivators Farmers 

Chinese-character fresco 13 19 21 18 
Brass Altar fixtures 27 31 57 J8 
Glass-front cabinet 13 13 7 11 
Wardrobe cabinet 53 69 57 60 
Wall clock 27 25 7 20 
Pressure lamp 20 50 J8 36 
Sewing machine 73 69 38 60 
Radio 80 75 86 80 
Television 0 0 0 0 
Bi: cycle 0 0 0 0 
Motorbike or scooter 7 0 0 2 
Sampan, motor or hand 93 94 93 93 
Sampan, motor 80 75 64 73 
Sampan, hand 13 31 36 27 
Percentage of households 
purchasing consumer durables 
in 1971 or planning to in 1972: 0 19 18 
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Table 5 ... 36 

CHANGE IN DEBT STATUS.OF DEBTORS IN PHU THU VILLAGE, 1970-72 

Debt Status of ·those Of 8 Of 9 Title Of 7 owner-
Borrowing in. 12ZO or z2 Tenants Recipients Cultivators 

% Increasing Debt 63 100 43 
~ Decreasinr, Debt 13 0 43 
% No change 25 0 14 
% .Growth in Average Debt +6? -6 -13 
or those Borrowing in 12ZO N=Z Nm3 N=? 
% Increasing Debt 57 100 ·43 
% Decreasing Debt 14 0 43 
cf, No change 29 0 14 

Of those Borrowing in 12!2 N=8. ~ N-6 

'f, Borrowing for: 
Farm expenses & investments 
only 50 56 50 

Consumption only 25 22 17 
Both reasons 25 22 33 

. Table 5-3Z 

OWNERSHIP·OF FARM IMPLEMENTS IN PHU THU VILLAGE, 1972 
And Percentage Who Hire Labor 

Implement 
Hand Plow 
Harrow 
Roller 
Threshing Sledge 

Power Weed Cutter 
Motor Pump 
Rototiller 

Percentage purchasing new 
implements in 1971-2 

Percentage who hire labor: 

Percentages owning of: 
15 Present 16 Title 14 Owner-
Tenants Recipients Cultivators 

0 
0 
0 

8? 
0 
0 
0 

0 

93 

0 
0 
0 

63 
0 

191 
7 

13 
100 

0 
0 
0 

64 

? 
7 

21 

14 

86 

· or All 24 
Debtor 
Farmers 

?l 
l? 
13 
+l 
N=24 

59 
24 
18 

~ 

52 
22 
26 

All 45 
Farmers in 
Sample 

0 
0 
o. 

71 
2 
9 
9 

9 
93 

1 One title-recipient farmer C>Wns a rototiller jointly with 6 other farmers 
(each having an equal 14~ interest in it), in a cooperative venture called a 
to h~p. enoouraged with a government loan,while another owns one by himself. 
The two are counted here as 1.14 farmers , or ?cf, of 16. 



POPULJ\TION DATA 

Hamlet 

Hoa Lont~ 
Hoa Phu 
Hoa Hao 
Ca Lau 
Hoa Thanh 
Hoa Loi 

Villa~e Totals 

Male 
Female 

Number of Households: 2,144 
Average Household ~Jize: 6.14 
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Table 5-38 

HOA BINH THANH VILLA-.E, 1972 

Percentar;e 
of total 
Villar,e 

Population Population 

4,541 )4.5 
J,351 25.5 
1,626 12.4 

483 3.7 
1,796 13.6 
1,366 10.4 

1J,16J 100.l 

6,305 47.9 
6,858 52.1 

Number of Percentar.~e 
Farmers of total 

Interviewed Interviewed 

16 34.8 
12 26.1 

6 13.0 
J 6.5 
6 lJ.O 

-2 M 
46 99.9 

'.:>OUR.CE: Villa~e Office, July 1972 

TYPE 

Table 5-39 

OF HOUSINI~ IN HOA BINH THANH VILLM~E, 1972 
(Percentage of Farmer Sample) 

ftoofin·~ 

15 Present 15 Title 1 16 Owner- All 46 
Tenants Recipients Cultivators Farmers 

Tile 13 40 50 35 
Pressed cement fiber 0 20 0 7 
Corru 1~ated metal 7 0 31 13 
Thatch 80 40 19 46 

'·!alls 

Brick or cement block 0 7 6 4 
:,food 40 53 88 61 
Metal sheets 13 0 0 4 
Thatch 47 40 6 30 

Floors 

Tile 0 7 0 2 
Cement 0 0 6 2 
;food 93 87 94 91 
Earth 7 7 0 7 

Percentages repa1r1n~, remodelling, 
or reconstructin~ in 1971-2 53 73 50 59 

1rncluded in this column is one house presently under construction (tile 
roof, tile floors, cement block walls). The interviewee had already torn 
down his old house made of thatch and was temporarily residinf, with his 
brother. 
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Table 5-40 

OWNERSHIP OF SELECTED OONSUMER DURABLES AND VEHICLES AMONG HOA BINH THANH 
SAMPLE FARMERS, 1972 

Wardrobe cabinet 
Glass-Front cabinet 
Chinese-character fresco 
Brass altar fixtures 
Table and chair sets 
Worship table or cabinet 
Wood plank bed (bo !!:!l) 

Wall clock 
Pressure or electric la.mp 
Sewing machine 
Radio 
Television 

Bicycle 
Motorbike or scooter 
Sampan or tac ran (motor or 
hand) - -

Sampan,.. or tao ~. motor 
Sampan,· hand 

Percentage of sample 
purchasing consumer durables 
in 19?1 .or planning to in 
1972 

Percentage owning at least one: 
15 Present 15 Title 16 Owner- All 46 
Tenants Recipients Cultivators Farmers 

. 60 73 88 ?4 
2? ?7 81 46 
20 20 ·25 22 
27 47 75 50 
4? 67 100 ?2 
80 73 100 85 
53 60 94 70 

13 13 44 24 
40 67 100 ?O 
2? 40 81 50 
53 67 81 67 
o 0 19 ? 

33 40 75 50 
0 13 ?5 13 

8? 100 100 96 
60 '73 94 ?6 
40 33 50 41 

20 53 50 41 
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Table :2""41 

CHANGE IN DEBT STATUS OF DEBTORS IN HOA BINH THANH VILLAGE, 1970-72 

Debt Status of those Of 15 Of 10 Title Of 14 Owner-
Borrowing in 12ZO or Z2 Tenants Reci:eients Cultivators 

~ Increasing Debt 53 70 64 
% Decreasing Debt 40 20 21 
cf, No change 7 10 14 

% Growth in Average Debt -11.7 -66.2 +75.2 

Of those Borrowing in 12ZO N=l3 !t:2 N-=11 
% Increasing Debt 46 40 55 
% Decreasing Debt 46 40 27 
tf, No change 8 20 18 

Of those Borrowing in 12!2 N•l4 N•lO Nal3 
% Borrowing for: 

Farm expenses & investments 
only 43 20 31 
Consumption only 7 50 J8 
Both reasons 50 30 31 

Table 5-42 

OtJNERSHIP OF FARM IMPLEMENTS IN HOA BINH THANH VILLAGE, 1972 
And Percentage Who Hire Labor 

Percentae:es owning of: 
15 Present 15 Title 16 Owner 

Of all 39 
Debtor 

Farmers 

62 
28 
10 

-20.1 

Nu:29 . 

48 
38 
14 

~ 

.)2 
30 
38 

All 46 
Farmer 

Implement Tenant Recipients Cultivators Sample 

Hand Plow ' 47 33 75 52 
Harrow 47 20 69 46 
Roller 47 20 69 43 
Threshing sledge 0 0 13 4 
Paddy cart 0 0 6 2 
Motor pump 47 40 63 50 
Rototiller 0 0 13 4 
Threshing machine 0 0 6 2 
Percentage purchasing new 
implements in 1971-2 33 13 44 30 

Percentage who hire labor: 100 93 100 98 
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Table 6-1 · 

INTERVIEWEE DATA FROM FIRST THREE VILLAGES 
(Khanh Hau, Long Binh Dient and Phu Thu) 

45 45 Title 
Present1 Recip-

Total Tenants ients 

Interviewees: Male 25 23 
Female 20 22 

Aver~e: 

Age of interviewee: Male 54.4 56.0 
Female 42.8 44.3 

Education (years) : Male 2.6 2.0 
Female l.? 1.5 

No. of Household residents 7.8 1.2 

44 owner 
Cul ti- Al.l 1)41 vators farmers 

29 ?? 
15 57 

53.3 5'+.5 
46.? 44.4 

J.9 2.9 
1.4 1.5 
?.? ?.6 

10ne tenant has been omitted from production, rent and yield oaloufa.tions 
in the following tables because she had only 'been farming for two years. 

Table 6-2 

INTERVIEWEE DATA FROM HOA BINH THANH VILLMGIE, 
AN iGIANG HtOVINCE 

15 15 Title 16 owner All 46 
Present Reoip- Culti- Farmers 

Total Tenants ients vators 

Interviewees: Male 13 14 15 42 
Female 2 l l 4 

Average: 

Age of Interviewee: Ma.le 46.2 44.6 47.2 46.o 
Female 36.0 _58.0 ,56.o 46.5 

Education (years): Male 3.3 3.0 3.6 3.3 
Female 1.5 0 0 0.8 

No. of household residents 9.1 8.1 1.9 8.2 
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Table 6-3 

PROPORTION OF ANNUAL PADDY HARVEST PAID IN RENTS l 
IN 1969 AND 1971, BY VILLAGE AND LAND TENURE STATUS 

Present Tenants LTTT-title ReoiEients .1969 
Village 19§9 !21! !§2 !27.! Total 

Khanh Hau .1;9 .103 .184 .006 .171 

Long Binh Dien .163 .1;3 .190 .ooo .178 

Phu Thu .142 .100 .104 .010 .119 

3-Village Total .158 .116 .171 .006 .165 

Hoa Binh Thanh .178 .122 .228 .021 .207 

1calculated only from those farmers specifying paddy rents, eliminating 
those reporting cash rents and adjusting for land owned in mixed cases. 
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Table 6-4a 

AGRICULTURAL INVESTMENT BY LAND TENURE STATUS 
Khanh Hau, Long Binh Dien, Phu Thu 

TYPE OF INVESTMENT 

Singie to Double-cropping 
Within last 2 yea.rs 
Planned this year 

Increased Fertilizer per ka. 
Within last 2 yea.rs 
Planned this year 

New Irrigation Canal or Dike 
Within last 2 years 
Planned this year 

Planting Secondary crops 
ltJi thin last 2 years 
Planned this year 

Raising Fish 
within last 2 yea.rs 
Planned this year 

Increased Animal Husbandry 
within last 2 years 
Planned this year 

New Breed of Livestock 
within last 2 years 
Planned this year 

New Farm !Mplements 
within last year 
Planned this year 

. TOTAL NEW INVESTMENTS 

AVERAGE NEltl INVESTMENTS PER 
FARMER 

PURIFIED GROUP AVERAGES1 

NUMEER MAKING INVESTMENT 
Present Title- Owner-
Tenants Recipients Cultivators 

(n=44) {n• 45) (n-=44) 

11 
4 

22 
7 

3 
3 

3 
3 

6 
0 

8 
9 

1 
2 

5 
3 

90 

2.05 
1.69 

16 
7 

27 
12 

6 
5 

5 
2 

10 
1 

20 
10 

2 
0 

5 
7 

135 

3.00. 
3.05 

10 
8 

21 
. 15 

3 
2 

0 
2 

2 
2 

11 
15 

3 
5 

7 
7 

113 

All 
Farmers 
(n=l33) 

37 
19 

70 
J4 

8 
7 

18 
3 

39 
J4 

6 
7 

17 
l? 

338 

~ight mixed cases have been withdrawn from the tenant category, leaving 36; 
one title-recipient was withdrawn since he still rented part_ of his rice
land; and five Ordinance 57 land-recipients were withdrawn from the owner
cultivator category, leaving 39. The five Ord. 57 farmers alone averaged 
3.00 investments. the eight mixed tenants averaged 3.63. Of the latter 8, 
4 are part LTTT title-recipients and 4 are part owners. 

An analysis of variance computation performed on the "purified group aver
ages" reported above for the first three villages indicates the differ
ences among them are significant at the 99% level of confidence (o(=.01). 
Below are the results of that computation: 
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Table 6-4a {cont. ) 

Sum of Degrees of Mean 
Sguares Freedom Sguare F Ratio 

Category means 36.29 2 18.15 F• 18.g5 .. 5.03 
3. l 

Within groups 419.29 116 3.61 F.99(2,116) • 4.80 

Total 455.58 118 

Table 6-4b 

Af1RICULTURAL INVESTMENT BY LAND TENURE STATUS 
Hoa Binh Thanh 

NUMBER MAKING INVESTMENT 
Present Title- Owner- All 

TYPE OF INVES'MNT Tenants Recipients Cultivators Farmers 
~n~l ~n-42} ~n-44} ~n•lJJl 

Single to Double~cropping 
Within last 2 years 7 2 4 13 
Planned this year 4 3 4 11 

Increased Fertilizer per ha. 
Within last 2 years 9 5 6 20 
Planned this year 5 6 5 16 

New Irrigation Canal or Dike 
Within last 2 years 4 4 4 12 
Planned this year l 1 3 5 

Planting Secondary Crops 
Within last 2 years 5 l l 7 
Planned this year 0 0 0 0 

Raising Fish 
Within last 2 years 2 0 6 8 
Planned this year 0 1 0 1 

Increased Animal Husbandry 
Within last year 2 1 0 3 
Planned this year 1 0 3 4 

New Breed of Livestock 
Within last 2 years 0 0 0 0 
Planned this year 0 0 0 0 

New Farm Implements 
Within last year 2 1 4 7 
Planned this year 3 l 3 ? 

TOTAL NEW INVESTMENTS 45 26 43 114 
AVERAGE NEW INVESTMENTS PER 

FARMER 3.00 1.73 2.69 2.48 
PURIFIED GROUP AVERAGES1 J.30 1.50 2.42 



418 

Table 6-4b (cont.) 

1r1ve mixed cases have been withdrawn from the tenant category, leaving 
io. one was withdrawn from the title~recipients, leaving 14, and four 
Ord. 57 land recipients we~e withdrawn from the owner-cultivators, 
leavin~ • The four Ord. 57 farmers averaged 3.50 investments, the 
five mixed tenants averaged 2.40. Of the latter, 3 were part LTTT 
title-recipients and 3 were part owners (one was both). The one 
mixed title-recipient was part owner-cultivator and had ma.de or planned 
5 new investments. 

An analysis of variance computation performed on the '"purified group 
averages" reported above for Hoa Binh Thanh Village indicates the 
differences among them are significant at the 90~ level of confidence 
(o< = .10). Below are the results of that computation: 

Sum of Degrees of Mean 
Freedom Sguare F Ratio 

Category means 19.12 2 9.56 6 
F• 5:~l = 2.58 

Within groups 122 • .52 33 3.71 F=.90(2,33) = 2.48 

Total 141.64 35 

Table 6-40 

PROPORTION OWNING FARM IMPLEMENTS BY LAND 'IENURE STATUS, 
FIRST THREE VILLAGES 

45 45 Title 44 Owner-
Present Recip- Cul ti- All 134 

ImElement Tenants ients vators farmers 

Hand plo"W" .11 .13 .14 .13 

Harrow .11 .13 .16 .13 

Roller .11 .16 .16 .14 

Threshing sledge .71 .53 .50 .58 

Motor pump .13 .33 .43 .30 

Rototiller 0 .02 .11 .04 

Proportion purchasing 
implements in 1971-2 
(or planning to) .16 .27 .27 .23 
Proportion who hire labor .93 .96 •95 .95 
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Table 6-.5a 

AGRICULTURAL INVESTMENT AVERAGES BY TENURE STATUS AND VILLAGE, 
BASIC TENURE CATEGORIES 

owner 
Present LTTT-title Culti- Total 

Village and !?!OVince Tenants Recipients vators Sample 

Khanh Hau, Long An 1.87 2.4J 2.80 2.36 

Long Binh Dien, Dinh Tuong 1.79 2.73 2.40 2.32 

Phu Thu, Phong Dinh 2.47 3.75 2.50 2.93 

Hoa Binh Thanh, An Giang 3.00 1.73 2.69 2.48 
-- -

First Three Villages 2.05 3.00 2.57 2.54 

All Four Villages 2.29 2.68 2.60 2.53 

AGRICULTURAL INVESTMENT AVERAGES BY TENURE STATUS AND VILLAGE, 
. 11 PURIFIED1t TENURE CATEGORIES 

Owner 
Present LTTT-title Culti- Remaining 

Village and province Tenants Recipients vators Owners 

Khanh Hau, Long An 1.71 2.43 4.oo 2.62 

Long Binh Dien, Dinh Tuong 1.69 2.73 3.00 2.36 

Phu Thu, Phong Dinh 1.67 3.93 2.00 2.58 

Hoa Binh Thanh, An Giang 3.30 1.50 3.50 2.42 - --
First Three Villages 1.69 3.05 3.00 2.51 

All Four Villages 2.04 2.67 3.22 2.49 
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Table 6-6 

RICE PRODUCTION AND DISPOSITION IN THE FIRST THREE VILLAGES 
(Khanh Hau, Long Binh Dien, and Phu Thu) 

44 45 title 44 owner- All 133 
Present Recip- Cul ti- Farmers 

Average Tenants ients vators 

Paddy land holding (ha.) 1.3 1.4 2.4 l.? 
Ha. received under LTTT .0) 1.3 .01 

Gross paddy production per 
farm, 1971-2 (gia)l 20? 223 514 314 

Annual yield/ha. 1971-2 (~ia) 169 165 220 192 
Annual yield/ha. 1969~70 (gta) 144 126 162 147 
Annual yield/ha. before 869 gia) 14? 126 168 151 
(% increase last 2 years) (l?) (31) (36) ()1) 

Portion of riceland double-cropped, 
1971 .42 .53 .55 .51 

Portion of riceland double-cropped, 
1969 .26 .24 .40 .32 

(% increase 1969-71) (59) (120) (35) (58) 

Yield/crop ha., 1971-2 <ra) 119 108 141 12? 
Yield/crop ha., 1969·?0 gia) 114 102 115 111 
(~ increase in ·two years) ( 4) ( 6) (23) (14) 

Stipulated rent/ha. before LTTT(gia) 27 23 
Stipulated rent/1969-?0 yield .19 .18 

Percentage increase or decrease in 
last two leaxs of ~rice padQ._y use~: 

Gross paddy production 18 30 36 30 
Rent - 7 -96 - 2 -49 
In~kind labor payments 15 27 37 29 
Home consumption and feed 2 14 4 7 
Paddy sales and debt repayment 41 150 55 65 
Disposable paddy2 22 58 37 38 
(MPC disposable paddy)) ( .05) (.16) ( .04) ( .08) 

1 A g__ia is a unit of dry measure equal to 40 liters • One gia of paddy can 
range from 16 to 24 kilograms in weight, depending on the variety of rice, 
its quality and its moisture content. Taking 20 kilos per gia as a good 
average, 50 gia will equal one metric ton. 

2Gross paddy production minus both rent and in-kind labor payments. 

3Marp.:inal Propensity to Consume (and use as feed) disposable paddy equals 
the change in home consumption and feed divided by the change in disposable 
paddy, and it is calcul~ted from the absolute amounts of change, not from 
the percentage change figures shown in this table. 



421 

Table 6-7a 

PERCENTAGE GROWTH IN PADDY ffiODUCTION BY TENURE STATUS AND VILLAGE, 
1969-70 to 1971-2 

Present Title Owner .. Total 
Village 8 province .Tenants recipients Cultivators Sample 

Khanh Hau, Long An 50 56 56 54 

Long Binh Dien. Dinh Tuong .... 13 - 5 -11 .;..10 

Phu Thu, Phong Dinh .......2 ...1! 14 18 

First Three Villages 18 30 36 30 

Hoa Binh Thanh, An Giang 55 3 - 3 14 

Table 6-7b 

PROPORTION OF FARMERS DOUBIE-CROPPING AT LEAST PART OF THEIR RICELAND 
OR PLANNING TO IN THE COMING YEAR 

~ increase in number of 
Number of Planning to in farmers double-cropping 
Farmers & Vill!;ge 1962-70 1971-2 12z2-z2 from 1962-ZO to 1222-2 

44 Khanh Hau .59 .91 .95 62 
44 Long Binh Dien .36 .41 .48 31 
45 Phu Thu .09 .47 .64 625 
46 Hoa Binh Thanh .17 .41 .46 163 

1st Three Villages 

44 tenants .32 .55 .61 93 
45 title-recipients .29 .62 .73 154 
44 owner-cultivators ~ .61 !lQ _22 

133 Total .35 .59 .68 98 

Hoa Binh Thanh 

15 tenants .27 .73 .73 175 
15 title-recipients .• 07 .13 .20 200 
16 owner-cultivators & ~ .44 ill 
46 Total .17 .41 .46 163 
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Table 6-8 

RICE PRODUCTION AND DISPOSITION IN HOA BINH THANH VILLAGE 

1.5 15 title 16 owner- All 46 
Present Recip... CUlti- Farmers 

Average Tenants ients vators 

Paddy land holding (ha~) 
Ha. received under LTTT 

3.4 5.3 
.2 4.2 

Gross paddy Production per farm, 
1971-2 (gia)l 466 338 

Annual yield/ha. 1971-2 <zia) 
Annual yield/ha. 1969-70 gta) 
Annual yield/ha. before 169 gia) 
(% increase last 2 years) 

150 65 
96 62 
83 66 

(56) ( 5) 

Portion of riceland double-cropped, 
1971 .24 

Portion of riceland double-cropped, 
1969 .07 

()t increase 1969-71) (2)6) 

Yield/crop ha., 1971-2 (fia) i21 
Yield/crop ha., 1969-70 gia) 90 
(% increase in 2 years) (35) 

Stipulated rent/ha. before LTTT(gia) 21 
Stipulated rent/1969-70 yield .22 

Percentage increase or decrease in
3 last two years of(rice paddy use): 

Gross paddy production 
Rent 
In-kind labor payments 
Home consumption and feed 

. Paddy sales and Q.e ht repayment 
Disposable paddy'¥ 
(MPC disposable paddy5) 

lsee Note 1, Table 6-6 •. 

55 
16 
23 
42 

102 
78 

(.25) 

.008 

.003 
(200) 

65 
62 

( 4) 
202 

.3z 

3 
-90 

4 
25 
47 
34 

( .44) 

2Average for 14 title recipients: one paid cash rents. 

7.6 
0 

558 
76 
81 
77 

(-5) 

.02 
(53) 
74 
79 

(-7) 

-3 
0 
4 

-10 
... 6 
.. 7 

( .44) 

3Based on figures adjusted to a constant hectarage level. 

4aross production minus rent, in-kind labor paym9nts and seed. 

5see Note 3, Table 6 ~ ·6. 

456 
87 
77 
74 

(13) 

.02 
(151) 

82 
75 

(9) 

14 
-44 

9 
14 
26 
21 

( .27) 
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Table 6-9 

DEBT INCIDENCE AND CHANGE BY LAND 'mNURE STATUS--FIRST THREE VILLAGES 

45 45 title 44 owner-
Present recip.... oulti- All 1)4 

Percentages Tenants ients vators Farmers 

Borrowing in 1969-70 56 42 52 50 
Borrowing in 1971-72 58 58 52 .56 
'f, Increase in No. borrowing 4 37 0 12 
Borrowing both years 51 36 44 44 

Borrowing in 1971-2 
--for farm expenses only 27 Jl 23 27 
--for consumption only 9 7 9 9 
--for both reasons 22 20 20 21 

Borrowing more than 2 years ago 27 J6 )4 J2 
Borrowing the same as 2 years ago 22 11 11 15 
Borrowing less than 2 years ago 13 18 14 15 
Did not borrow either year _]1 ~ 41 _]1 

100 101 100 100 

~ of those who were debtors 
2 years ago who 

--increase their debts 36 32 52 40 
--decreased it 24 42 26 JO 
....... borrowed some amount 40 26 22 _2Q 

100 100 100 100 

Average debt ~r debtor 
--in 1971-2 32.231$ J2,17J$ ,58,826$ 40,)66$ 
--in 1969 ... 70 25,160$ 37,974$ JJ,652$ Jl,709$ 

--% growth in ave. debt 28 -15 75 27 
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Table 6-10 

DEBT. INCIDENCE AND CHANGE BY VILLAGE 

Khanh Hau LBD Phu Thu HBT 
Percentages ~N=44l ~N=4!2l (N = 45) (N = 46) 

Borrowing in 1969-70 61 51 38 63 
Borrowing in 1971-2 64 53 51 80 

--fo increase in Noo borrowing 4 4 35 28 
--~ borrowing both years 50 47 36 59 

Borrowing in 1971-2 
--for farm ~xpenses only 24 29 27 2( 
--for consumption only· 9 4 11 24 
-~for both reasons 30 20 13 JO 

Borrowing more than 2 years ago 23 36 38 52 
Borrowing the same as 2 years ago 23 16 7 9 
Borrowing less than 2 years ago 30 7 9 24 
Did not borrow either year ...£2 42 ...!±1 .Ji.. 

101 101 101 100 
~ of those who were debtors 

2 years ago who 
--increased their debts 15 57 59 48 
--decreased it 48 13 24 38 
--borrowed same amount _]J_ ~ 18 14 

100 100 101 100 

AveraBe debt ~r debtor 
--in 1971-2 52,661$ 47,.583$ 17,870$ 47,267$ 
--in 1969-70 37,796$ 34,913$ 17,706$ 59,146$ 

--fo growth in ave. debt. 39 36 1 -20 
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Table 6-11 

SOURCES OF CASH CREDIT, FIRST THREE VILLAGES, 1971-2 

Amount Average 
Number f, of of loans cf, of loan 

Source of loans total ~lOOO•s~ total ~lOOO's} 

Government 29 '.3Jf, 1}56.0$ 45f, 46.8$ 

Relatives 27 '.31 822.0 2? '.30.4 

Friends & neighbors 26 '.30 _565.5 19 21.7 

Landlords 1 1 40 1 . 40 

Moneylenders 2 2 14 0.5 7 
Pawn shops 1 1 '.30 1 '.30 
Commercial credit 1 1 200 200 

Totals (?5 debtors) 87 99'f, ;027.5$ l00.5f, )4.8$ 

Table 6-12 
SOURCES OF CASH CREDIT BY LAND TENURE STATUS, 1971-2 

FIRST THREE VILLAGES 

Source 

Government 

Relatives 

Friends & neighbors 

Landlords 

Moneylenders 

Pawn shops 
Commercial credit 

Total 

Number of loans 
--fo of total. 

26 debtor 
present 
tenants 

% of % of 
loans amoants 

25 
25 
38 

'.3 

'.3 

3 
_.2. 

100 

'.32 
)?f, 

'.35 

9 
22 

5 
1 

4 

24 

100 

Amount of loans (1000 1s) 838$ 
--~ of total 28~ 

--f, of total gov•t. credit 22f, 

26 debtor 
title 

recipients 
% of % of 

loans amounts 

'.34 
'.38 
28 

100 

29 
))f, 

50 

25 
24 

99 

836.5$ 
28f, 

)lf, 

23 debtor 
owner 

cultivators 
% of % of 

loans aiuount 

42 

'.31 

23 

4 

100 

26 
)Of, 

47 

'.39 

lJ 

o.4 

99.4 

l'.35'.3$ 
4.5~ 

4?f, 
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Table 6-13 

SOURcES OF CASH cm;nrT BY. VILLAGE' 1971-2 

28 debtors 24 debtors 23 debtors 30 debtors 
in Khanh Hau in LBD in Phu Thu in HBT 

Source 
% of % of % of % of % of % of ~ of % of 
loans amount l?ans a.mount loans amount loans amount 

Government 

Relatives 

Friends & neighbors 

Landlords 

Moneylenders 

Pawn shops 

Commercial credit 

Number of loans 
--1' of total 

28 

28 

33 

3 

3 

3 

101 

36 
30~ 

Amount of loans (1000 1s} 
--% of total 

of total gov•t. credit 

28 

33 

21 

3 

l 

2 

14 

61 

29 

11 

102 101 

1474.5$ 
33~ 

27~ 

28 
24~ 

79 

20 

l 

9 

39 

48 

4 

100 100 

1142$ 
26% 

60~ 

23 
l~ 

10 

27 

62 

1 

9 

47 

44 

100 100 

411$ 

"" 3~ 

32 
27~ 

11 

40 

50 

101 

1418$ 
32~ 

10~ 



Table 6-14 

FARMERS VIEW OF AGRICULTURAL EXTENSION EFFORTS 

46 
44 45 Long 5 All l~ Hoa 

45 reeiP- cul ti- anh Binh Phu First 3 Binh 
Percentage of Respondents who: Tenants ients vators Hau Dien Thu Villages Thanh --
1. Were not interested in learning new 

agriciiltural techniques 27 10 27 I 12 18 33 I 21 I 17 
2. Only recently became interested in 

I~ learning new agricultural techniques -2 14 18 4 20 I 12 I ~ 3. Totals of (1) plus (2) 32 24 45 22 53 33 
4. Obtained most of their information 

about agricultural techniques from: 
a. Friends, neighbors & relatives 64 58 45 39 51 78 56 85 
b. Agriculture extension agent or 

+=-local agriculture extension office 29 J8 48 43 J8 33 38 15 N 
c. Tenants or farmers union 4 11 4 2 18 0 7 0 --.J 

d. village officials 9 7 7 7 11 4 7 9 
e. Other 0 4 11 7 2 7 5 0 

5. Obtained. most of their information 
about agricultural techniques by: 
a. Word of Mouth 64 53 5? 48 53 73 58 85 
b. Personal observation 7 13 11 9 16 7 10 0 
c. Attending village meetings 29 36 39 48 29 33 31 13 
d. Radio or printed material 9 4 14 9 11 7 9 7 

6. Thought the distribution of technical 
information had improved in recent 

184 years 64 73 80 69 64 I 72 I 74 
7. Had ever met the local agricultural 

186 I extension agent 51 62 68 62 33 60 I 57 
8. Had ever heald. him speak about 

agricultural techniques 47 58 66 177 60 33 I 57 I 41 
9. Thought the extension agent had info 

which could help him increase produc-
ti~ ~ 53 57 I 75 51 24 I 50 I 39 



Table 6-1,2 

FARMERS VIEW OF FARMERS 1 ASSOCIATIONS OR COOPERATIVES 

First Three Vill es: 46 
45 title 44 owner 44 45 Long 45 AlllJ4 Hoa 

45 reciP- cul ti- Khanh Bitlh Phu First 3 Binh 
Percentage of Respondents who: Tenants ients vators Hau Dien Thu Villages Thanh 

1. Said there was a farmers union or 
cooperative nearby 67 53 66 70 ·98 18 62 17 

2. Said many people were mem'bers 40 36 36 50 .51 11 3? 7 
3. Were members themselves 16 18 18 20 24 7 l? 2 
4. Said they wou1d join if there was 

one nearby 24 29 20 I 43 - 31 I 25 I 22 
5. Thought farmers' unions or coops 

I 68 could help farmers 40 53 50 40 36 l 48 I 22 

~ 
OJ 
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Table 6-16. 

TYPE OF HOUSING BY LAND TENURE STATUS. 
FIRST THREE VILLAGES 

Percentages of: 
45 45 title 44 owner-

Present Reoip... Cul ti- All 1)4 
Type of Housing Tenants ients vators Farmers 

Roof: 
Thatch 4? 53 32 44 
Corrugated metal 42 24 20 ~ Sub ... total S9 7l 52 ?3 

Cement Fiber 2 4 ? 4 
Tile or Concrete _.2 18 41 22 

Sub-total 11 22 li8" 2? 

Walls: 
Thatch or bamboo 4? 42 20 37 
Wooden 36 J8 J4 36 
Brick or Cement Block 18 20 39 25 
Earth 0 0 2 0.7 
Metal 0 0 5 1.5 

Floor: 
Pa.eked Earth 76 ?8 5? ?O 
Cement 13 13 ? 11 
Tile 11 9 36 19 

Percent~e ReI!!;iring, 
Remod.elling 1 or Re-
constructing in 1971-2 49 71 64 61 

Average Amount Spent 
($VN) 80,3?5 191,043 294,462 197,300 

Number Repairing, etc. 20 JO 26 76 
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Table 6 .... 17 

OWNERSHIP OF SELECTED CONSUMER DURA.BIES 
BY LAND TENURE STATUS, FIRST THREE VILLAnES, 1971-2 

45 45 title 44 owner 
Present Recip- Cul ti- All 134 

Item Tenants ients. vators Farmers 

A. Percent!_ge Owning 
at least ·ene: 

Table & chairs 100 100 100 100 
1t1ood plank bed ( bo van) 100 96 95 9? 
Wardrobe cabinet 73 82 84 80 
·14"orship table or cabinet 84 87 95 89 
Glass-front cabinet 24 29 32 28 
Brass altar fixtures 24 29 39 31 
Chinese character frescos 27 36 4.5 36 
Wall clock 22 31 32 28 
Pressure la:mp 31 c-49 52 44 
Sewing machine 51 64 57 57 
Radio 51 69 89 77 
Television 0 0 7 2 

Bi:oycle 38 42 39 40 
Motorscooter or motorbike 9 7 25 lJ 
Sampan. hand-operated 7 16 16 13 
Sampan, motorized 29 27 25 27 

Percentage of households 
purchasing consumer durables 
in 1971 or planning to 
in 1972 20 31 JO 27 

B. Averf:ge Number Owned per 
Household in SamEle: 

Table & chair sets 1.78 2.11 2.05 1.98 
1i'Jood plank bed ( bo van) 1.84 1.96 1.91 1.90 
Wardrobe cabinet .98 1.18 1.52 1.22 
worship table or cabinet 1.27 1.64 1.82 1.57 

c. Aver!ge Number of Items 
per Household: 

Purchased last year .24 .49 .25 .33 
Planned for purchase 
this year .16 .31 .27 .25 

Purchased last year or 
planned for purchase 

.40 this year .BO .52 .57 



Table 6-18 

FARMERS' GOALS FOR THEIR CHILOO.EN 11 S EDUCATION 

. First Three Vill es: 46 
45 title 45 Long 5 All 134 Hoa 

Percentage of Res122ndents with 45 recip- Khanh Binh Phu First 3 Binh 
Children who: Tenants ients vators Hau Dien Thu vµ+ages Thanh -

1. Had school-age· children ( 6-11 yrs.) 
not in school 11 14 8 I 0 2 37 I 11 I 27 

2. Had indefinite school goalsl for 

I I their: a) sons 87 83 64 I 10 82 76 76 68 
b) daughters 88 62 60 67 81 63 71 63 

3. Specified an educational goal of 
10th grade or above for: a) sons 7 6 33 124 18 0 I 15 I 9 ~ 

b) daughters 6 3 29 22 14 0 13 6 
w 
I-' 

4. Specified an educational goal of 
between 1st and 9th grade for: 

a) sons 7 11 3 I ii 0 24 

I 
9 I 

24 
b) daughters 6 35 11 6 37 16 31 

l Includes, to the question "How far would you like to see your children go in school 111 • the most common 
responses of, "as far as they are able to go," "as far a.s they want to go," and "as far as we are able to 
support them," as well as several "it doesn't matter," and "I don't know. 11 
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Table 6-19 

QUALITIES MOST DESIRED IN A VILLAGE OR HAMLET CHIEF BY FARMERS 

Number of Times Percentage of 
Mentioned 18? Farmers 

Quality or Characteristic Mentioning it 

1. Helps & protects villagers, 
looks after their interests, 
doesn't make things difficult 
or oppress them 118 63 

2. Has good intentions & is well-
mannered, polite 71 38 

3. Fair & even-handed, executes 
responsibilities without 
favoritism or delay 55 29 

4. Honest & incorruptible, does 
not take bribes 40 21 

5. Capable, intelligent, wise, 
understanding, knows how to lead 
people and solve problems 22 12 

6. Courageous, sticks to high 
principles, defends village 
interests 11 6 

7. Patriotic 7 4 
8. Implements government programs 3 2 
9. Miscellaneous 7 4 

10. Respondent 11did not know" 29 16 

Table 6-20 

FARMER OPINIONS ABOUT WHY THE GOVERNMENT IMPLEMENTED THE LTTT PROGRAM 

Number of Times Percentage of 
Mentioned 187 Farmers 

Opinion Mentioning it 

1. To help the poor people and 
thereby make the country stronger 97 52 

2. To achieve greater social equity 
·& justice, to end landlord 
oppression 53 28 

3. To obtain popular support and 
thereby.shorten the war 24 13 

4. To increase agricultural production 9 5 
5. To reduce crime 2 1 
6. To seize power over people 2 1 
7. Respondent said he 0did not know" 54 29 



Table 6-21 

PRIORITY VILLAGE EXPRESSED BY FARMER SAMPLE, BY VILLAGE AND COMPARED WITH 1967 
HAMLET RESIDENT SURVEY OF SRI 

Number of resJ?2nses from sa:m:eles of: 
All 1S7 

Percen~es of: 
46 in 46 in Long 48 in 47 in Hoa Our survey o:f SRI survey of 

PrioritI: Need Khanh Hau Binh Dien Phu Thu Binh Thanh Farmers 187 Farmers .254- Farmers~l967) 

Land problems resolved 0 1 1 0 2 1 37 
Credit 5 3 1 9 18 10 36 

Agricultural assistance -2 -2 10 10 2Q. 16 ~ 
Equipnent 3 5 8 6 22 12 15 
Livestock 1 1 1 2 5 3 9 
Other agriculture 1 1 2 4 8 4 J 

Public Works .ll !.2. ll 26 ~ 44 6 
Roads 20 0 10 6 19 
Bridges 13 4 11 4 32 17 
Canals & water control 4 3 1 16 24 13 ~ 

vJ 

Schools 7 4 3 5 19 10 VJ 

Health facilities 4 2 0 4 10 5 
Electrification 4 4 0 8 16 9 
Other public works 4 l 1 1 ? 4 

Better administration 0 l 0 1 2 l J 
Other Government help 2 0 0 0 2 1 4 
Security 1 3 0 0 4 2 10 
Peace 2 3 5 2 12 6 3 
End to defoliation 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 
Lower cost of living 0 0 1 0 1 0.5 2 
Help landless poor 2 1 2 0 5 3 
Other 0 1 1 1 3 2 3 
No Needs 3 10 10 0 23 12 6 
Do not know 5 11 10 9 35 19 1 

SOURCE: The SRI percentages are calculated frcn. wm. Bredo, op. cit., Summary Volume, Table 17, p. 175· 
The Hamlet Resident Survey conducted by the Stanf'ord Research Institute included 5.54 farmers, 
93 of whom were landless farm workers, from whom. these responses have been tabul.ated. 
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Table 7-1 

OWNER.SHIP DISTRIBUTION OF LAND F:XPROPRIATED FROMLBD LANDLORDS, 
AND NUMBER OF INTERVIEdF.ES CHOSEN 

Number of % of Total % of Number chosen 
Ha. lost Landlords Landlords ~ Total Ha. for Intervi~w 

0.1-5.0 59 67 136 21 2 

5 .. 1 ... 10.0 16 18 115 18 2 

10.1-25 .. 0 8 9 135 21 2 

25.1-100 .. 0 .4 5 164 25 3 

100 .. 1+ 1 1 104 16 1 

TOTALS 88 100 654 101 10 

Source: LTTT Form "B" files, Dinh Tuong PLAS, My Tho, as of January 
14, 1972. 
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Table 7-2 

HECTARAOF. AND NUMBER OF LANDLCRDS BY AMOUNT F.X PROPRIA. TED• 
ALL FOUR VILLAGES 

A. Hectare Stratum 
Hectares % of 
on file 0.1-2.0 ,2.1-10.0 10.1-2,2.0 22.1-20.0 20.1+ Totals Total 

Khanh Hau 17 52 36 0 85 190 6 

LED 136 115 135 54 214 654 21 
Phu Thu 103 121 216 58 0 498 16 

HBT 149 136 411 297 843 1836 _2§. 
TOTALS 405 424 798 409 1142 3178 101 

~ of Total 13 13 25 13 36 100 

B. 
Number of 
applications 

Khanh Hau 10 8 2 0 1 21 7 
LBD 59 16 8 2 3 88 JO 
Phu Thu 39 17 15 2 0 73 25 
HBT _2Q 16 -2 -2 10 110 _]§. 

TOTALS 158 57 50 13 14 292 100 
1, of Total 54 20 17 

__ ,4 
5 100 

c .. 
Number of 
landlords 

Drawn 6 11 11 3 9 40 
Interviewed 6 3 8 9 14 40 
Drawn as % of 
:those on file 4 19 22 23 64 14 

.Source: Compensation applications (Form "B'*) on file in the Province 
Land Affairs Service as of 23 Nov 71 (Khanh Hau), 14 Jan 72 
(LBD), 29 Apr 72 (Phu Thu), and 24 Jul 72 (HBT). Not all 
landlords expropriated had yet applied for compensation as of 
these dates. 



Table 7-3 

A VERN1E HECTARE:3 EXPROPRIATED PER LANDLCIW 

Village On File Drawn Interviewed 

Khanh Hau 9.0 . 15.8 39.1 
LBD 7.4 '31.4 37 .. 5 
Phu Thu 6.8 11.5 36.9 
HBT 16.7 62.2 282.9 
All Four 10.9 30.2 99 .. 1 
First Three 
(e}tcluding HBT) 7 .. 4 19.6 37.8 

Sou:rce: Same as Table 7-2 .. 

Table 7-4 

LOCA. TION OF LANDLCllD SAMPLE 

Number Percentage 
1f illar;es studied 3 7 .. 5% 
Other rural villa~es 11 27.5 
District sea.t 2 5 

Total Rural 16 40 

Province Capital 10 25 
Other provinces 3 7.5 
:~.lai~on-Cholon 11 27.5 

Total Urban 24 . 60 



Buddhist 

Confucian 

Christian 

Cao Dai 

Hindu 

Other 
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Table 7-5 

RELICHOUS ORIENTATION OF LANDLORDS 

ALS 
(N=l28) 

63% 

18 

15 

1 

1 

2 

100% 

Our Sample 
(N=40) 

62.51' 

17.5 

12.5 

0 

0 -·--
100% 

Source: Breda, op. cit., vorkine; Papers, Vol. 4-2, p. B-60. 
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Table 7-6 

RF:NTS COLLEC~~D BY SAMPLE LANDLORD(), 1968-71 

Year 

1968 

1969 

1970 

1971 

On land retained 
(224 ha.} 

Cash Paddy 
(1000$VN) (gia) 

53 22_58 

54 2543 

17 2358 

44 2451 

On land expropriated 
(J262 ha.l 

Cash Paddy 
{lOOO~VNl ~f;iaL 

JOO 38 t .547 

303 37,040 

70 18.894 

0 1,987 

'lith Cash rents converted into paddy eguiv~lent: 1 

Year 

1968 

1969 

1970 

1971 

1968-69 
Annual averar:,e 
per family 

(N=40) 

Annual avera~e 
per hectare 

1268-71 
Annual averar,e 
per hectare 

On land retained 
~~ia2 

2476 

2675 

2392 

2526 

64 

lLO 

10.8 

On land expropriated 
{Eia} 

39, 782 

37,779 

19,036 

1,987 

970 

Total 
~4126 ha .. l 
Cash Paddy 

{lOOO~VNJ (gia} · 

353 40,805 

357 39,583 

87 21.252 

44 4,438 

Total rent collected 
~giaL 

42,2.58 

40,454 

21,428 

4,513 

1,034 

9.9 

1usinri: averare prices per 100 kg .. of ordinary paddy at provincial rice 
mills in the Mekon~~ Del ta reported in Nien Giam Thong Ke Nong Nghiep 
(A~ricultural Statistics Yearbook), 1969, 1970, and 1971. Ministry of 
Land Reform and Ar.ricultural Development, Saigon. These were converted 
into r;ia firi:ures by dividinc_; by 5 (assuming an average of 20 krr,. per 
~ia), resul tinf~ in the followin~ averap:es: 1968--243$/gia, 1969H 
410$/eia. 1970--493$/eia, and 1971--.586$/gia. . 
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Table 7-7 

IBHCEN'l'AGE OF LANDLORD() ~mo REClnVE H.F;NT.3 IN KIND AND IN CASH 

(1) (2) (3) (4) 
ALS Al.S HRS Our 

late 5o•s late 6o•s 1967 Sample 
~N=l28l ~N=28l ~N=J2l ~N=JJl 

In kirid only 43% JO 75 42 

In cash only 49 53 25 33 

Some.of both _9 1Z 0 24 

101 100 100 99 

Source: Bredo, op. cit., Working Papers, Vol. 4-2, pp. B-39 and 
B-41, and Tables 124-8. 
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Table 7-8 

USE OF RENTAL INCOME BY LANDLORDS 

Expenditure 

Consumption 
Religious feasts 

Savinps 
Land purchase 

Taxes 

Education 
House Construction 

Apricultural Investments 
Non-av.ricultural 

Investments 

Lost Rents (N=32) 
Number Percentar,e 

24 
1 

25 

2 
1 
3 

2 

6 

3 

2 
5 

22% 

16% 

Current Rents (N=l9) 
Number Percentage 

15 
1 

16 

2 

3 

3 

1 

84% 

16% 

11% 

Note: Multiple answers were common, so percentares add to more than 100. 
Av,ricultural investments consisted of• for lost rents: farm improve
ments--2, livestock--2, and farm machinery--1; for current rents: 
livestock--1. Non-agricultural investments consisted of, for lost 
rents: nuoc mam sauce plant--1, commercial trading and moneylending--
1; and for current rents: book store--1. 

The total landlord sample = 40. F;ip.;ht landlords had not been 
receiving rents in recent years. 
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Table 7-9 

TYPE OF HOUSE--LANDLORD SAMPLE 
(N=40) 

Roof: Number PercentaE~e 

Thatched 
Corru~ated metal or 
pressed cement 

Tile 

Flat-top concrete 

,falls: 

Thatched 

.,Joode n, board 

Brick or cement 

Floor: 

Packed earth 

Cement 

Tile 

4 

5 

26 

5 

1 

8 

31 

5 

1 

34 

10% 

12.5 

65 

12.5 

20 

77.5 



Table 7-10 

USE OF LTTT COMPENSATION FUNDS 

Uses of Funds 
already received 

~N=20l : 

Number Percentage 

Productive investment 6 ~ 

Agriculture 2 
Industry & Commerce 5 

Household Investment 15 

House repairs 3 
Education of children 1 

Savings . 8 40 

Treasury bonds 4 
Bank deposits 6 
Private loans 1 

Con~umption 11 

Household consumption 6 
Debt repayment 6 
Religious celebrations 1 

Undecided NA 

Note: Multiple answers cause percentages to exceed 100. 

Planned uses of 
expected funds 

(N=38) 

Number Percentage 

14 m 
5 

10 

4 11 

3 
1 

-2 24 

4 
4 
1 

12 
14 

2 
0 

The total landlord sample = 40. Two landlords did not think they 
would receive any compensation funds and therefore did not answer 
this question. 
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Table 8-1 

QUALITIBS MmT DESIRED IN VILLACE LEADERS BY VILLAnE LEADERS 

Number of Percentage of 
Times 35 Leaders 

Quality or Characteristic Mentioned Mentioninp; it 

1. Helps & protects villagers, 
looks after their interests, 
doesn't make things difficult 
or oppress them 21 60 

2. Has f~ood intentions & is well-
mannered, polite 13 17 

). F'air & even-handed, executes 
responsibilities without 
favoritism or delay 19 54 

l~. Honest & incorruptible, does 
not take bribes 12 34 

5., Capable, intelligent, wise 
understandin~, knows how to lead 
people and solve problems 9 26 

6., Courageous, sticks to high 
principles, defends villap;e 
interests 4 11 

7., Patriotic 2 6 
8., Implements government pro~rams 0 0 
9. Miscellaneous 6 17 

10. Respondent "did not know" 0 0 

Note: To compare with farmer responses, see Table 6-19. 

Table 8-2 

VILLAGE LRADE~H. OPINION ABOUT WHY THE nOVE~NME:NT LAUNCHED THE LTTT PR.OGRAM 

Number of Percentage of 
Times 35 Leaders 

0Einion Mentioned Mentioninp it 

L. To help the poor people and 
thereby make the country stronger 22 63 

2e To achieve greater social equity 
& justice, to end landlord 
oppression 14 40 

)., To obtain popular support and 
thereby shorten the war 14 40 

4 .. To increase a.tr,ricul tural production 4 11 
5. To reduce crime 0 0 
6. To seize power over people 0 0 
7 .. Respondent said he "did not know" 1 3 

Note: To compare with farmer responses, see Table 6-20. 



Table 8-J.· 

OTHER. DE'rCHMJNAN.T~-.~ ( BESim-:: . .i LTTT) OF CJOVERNMENT POPULMU:TY OF LACK THEREOF• 
AS '.)~EN BY VILLA1 :-p, LEADE!t:_l 

Determinant 

1. f?ural public works, ap;ricul tural 
and _economic development projects 

2. Corruption, hir~h taJCes ,military 
draft, inflation. crime 

'3. Better security, peace, anti-communist 
policy 

4. H.espondent "did not know 11 

Table 8-4 

Numl:er of 
Times 

Mentioned 

11 

8 

5 
16 

Percentar,e of 
35 Leaders 

Mentionin~ it 

Jl 

23 

11+ 
46 

ffiIORITY NEED:) ~t:XPRES::3ED BY VILLA\rE LEADEH :~AMPLE 

Need 

Furthe~ Land Questions Resolved· 
More Credit 

Avricultur.al Needs 
Equipment· 
Livestock 
Other Ar:riculturai Needs 

Public :,forks 
Roads 
_Bridr•'.eS 
Canals, draina~e, irrigation & 

flood control works 
Schools 
Health facilities 
r~lectrification 

Other (wells & ponds) 

Better Administration 
Other r:overnment Help (economic devel.) 
Security 
Peace 
End to Defoliation 
Lawer Cost of Living, Less Inflation 
Help Landless Poor 
Olher 
No Needs 
Don't Know 

Number of 
Times 

Mentioned 

3 
4 

~ 
0 
5 

. 11 
2 

2 

2 
5 
1 
2 
1 

l 
2 
2 
2 
0 
2 
2 
3 
4 
2 

Note: To ·compare with farmer sample, see Table 6-21. 

Percenta~t,e of 
35 ~aders 

Mentionirn,: it 

9 
11 

26 
11 

0 
14 

2* 
6 

6 
14 

3 
6 
3 

3 
6 
6 
6 
0 
6 
6 
9 

11 
6 
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Table 9-1 

MAJOH CAUSES OF CHANCTES: ·tfuat New Owners and Tenants Say Did It 
(Many name more than one cause, so percentages total more than 1000) 

Things changed in the villar:~e New Owners 
(N=483) 

Security (military help, village security 74% 
no more VC terrorism, no more VC 
11 tax 11 squeeze) 

LTTT land distribution (which ends 70 
tenancy and ends rent) 
Roads (also brid!!,es, waterway develop- 2 
ment or repair, and transportation 
linka~e to towns) 

ChanF!'es in farminP' methods (miracle rice, 35 
2 rice crops, increased secondary crops, 
more use of fertilizer and insecticides, 
mechanization, improved irri~ation, 
improved animal husbandry 

Economic causes (less poverty everywhere JO 
in .SVN, increased trade, more jobs, agri
cultural credit, ~ood prices for rice) 

Natural causes (r,ood crops, hir,h yields, 10 
f~ood weather, no natural disasters, or God) 

\fi.llagers• initiative (much hard work, 6 
careful s pendim~ , increased unity and 
community and self-help) 
Villaae ryovernments• res nses to 5 
villa~e needs self-development projects, 
:a:ood village and hamlet government, more 
schools, instruction in farming methods, 
trainin~ in villaf,e self-protection) 

Tenants 
(N=l48)l 

68% 

40 

2 

5 

6 

8 

4 

7 

All Villagers 
(N=985) 

68 

3 

20 

32 

10 

10 

7 

TOTAL 232% 140% 217% 
1 The reader is reminded that 79 other tenants had somehow already got 

word that most communal land would also be distributed under LTTT 
and had already applied to their villages for title. Also, it is 
clear from other research that tenant farmers think of themselves as 
tenants until they receive title to their land. It is possible that 
some of these tenants had already applied for title under LTTT but 
did not mention that they have done so, simply identifyin~ themselves 
as tenants. In cases where they did so mention, or if they remarked 
that they till privately owned land (in which case the interviewer 
would ask), we classify them as "applicants." Persons known to have 
applied for title are not included as tenants. 

Reprinted from Henry C, Bush, nordon H. Messegee, Hoger V. Russell, The 
Im ct of the Land to the Tiller Pro(rram in the Mekon()" Del ta, Control 



446 

Table 9-2 

AWAFt.ENE:J:) OF AmtICULTURAL IBCHNIQm:s: New 
(Many mentioned more than one technique so 

Af-rricul tural techniques fttributed to 
farmers in their hamlet or villR;'::e 

Use of fertilizer or insecticide or both 

Use of farm machines such as tractors 
or rotqtillers 

Increases in rice yields, use. of miracle 
rice seed, or conversion of rice land to 
2-crops 

Increase in secondary crops or in fruit 
or vef-;etable production 

Increases in poultry and animal husbandry 

Percentap:e who ment~oned that they 
themselves q.se one or several of the above 

'110TAL 

Reprinted from Ibid., p. 42. 

Owners and Tenants Compared 
percentar,es total more than 100) 

~6 of New Owners % of Tenant 
/'Jho Spoke Farmers .. fuo 
of It 3:Eoke of It 

83% 56% 

72 49 

35 17 

18 17 

10 4 

18 2· 
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Table 9-3 

LAND OdNERSHIP AND TENANCY AMONG VILLA.GE AND HAMLET OFFICIAts AND THEIR 
CONSTITUENTS, IN THE DELTA, ffiFORE AND AFTER LTTT. 

Land Tenure 

Farm owners (owners before LTTT, 
owners, because of LTTT, and 
applicants for title under LTTT) 

Tenant Farmers 

Landless; not farming 

Landless; laborers 

Landlords or ex-landlords . 

TOTAL 

Officials in Villagers in 
Offi- Villa- 23 dynamic 23 dynamic 
cials gers Villages Villages 

in 1970 in 19?0 in 1972 in 19?2 

23% 1616 

27 60-70 

40 

10-20 

10 4- 5 

100% 100% 

7 

26 

0 

100% 

75% 

15 

1 

7 

2 

100% 

l 11 Officials in 1970" is taken from Land Owners hi and Tenanc Amo Vil
lage and Hamlet Officials in the Delta Control Data Corporation to 
ADLR, USAID. March 1970, p. 28), N-679 from Lon~ An and 4 delta 
provinces. 

"Villagers in 1970" is derived from Land Reform in Vietnam (Stan.ford 
Research Institute to USAID. 1968, 4 volumes). 

"Officials in 197211 consists of 54 village and hamlet officials, 50 of 
whom were interviewed in our random sample of 985 village families in 
6 provinces and 4 of whom happened to mention their land tenure or 
that they do not own land or farm, in our behavioral observations in 
44 villages in 9 provinces. 

"Villagers in 197211 is our random sample of 985 farm families minus 50 
whose family heads are village or hamlet officials. 

Repinted from Ibid., p. 62. 



Table 9-4 

ANTICIPA'IED USE OF LANDLORD COMPENSATION PAYMENTS 11 MR 4 
(From the Eney Memorandum) 

Anticipated Use by 
Landlord or his Relatives 

1. Trade, business, and/or lending 

2. Deposit in banks 

3. "Kept," presumably for 
Consumption Expenses 

4. Repayment of Debts 

. Of those Receiving: 
Of all 179 Landlords Less than More·than More than 
Answering: $VN.500,000 $VN500,000 $VN2,000,000 
% of 179 % of 285 (% of 150 (% of 135 (~ of 42 
Landlords uses listed ·uses listed2. uses listed) uses listed) 

64.8 40. 7· )4.0 48.1 47.6 

14.5 9.1 5.3 lJ .. 3 21 .. 4 

44.? 28.1 33.3 22.2 16.? 

30.2 18 .. 9 24.7 12.6 9.5 
5. Divide among other Relatives 1.1 o .. 7 -- 1.5 -- f: 
6. Other 

co 
_b2 ~ 2.7 ~ 4.8 

TOTALS 159 .. 2 100.0 100.0 99.9 100.0 

NOTE: Column 1 adds to more than 100~ due to multiple uses listed by some landlords. 

SOURCE: Calculated from Richard H. Eney, "Anticipated Use of Landlord Compensation Payments, MR 4, 11 

Report from Chief_, Land Reform Division, CG4/RRO, dated May ? , 1973· · 
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TA.BLE 9-5 

COMPLAINTS OR INQUIRmsl 

Number of 
Cate,~ary 

Or~~anizations (e.r.r. TFU) 

A.cr,encies (primarily letters received by other 
~overnment ar:encies). 

Newspapers (letters and articles) 

By landlords 

-Request retention of land for self-
cul tivation 441 

-Request exemption from expropriation 1,021 
-Offers for voluntary expropriation 52 
-Ask about compensation re~ulations 1,260 
-Ask about declaration regulations 53 
-Matters related to worship land 301 
-Disputes with tenants 203 
-Miscellaneous problems ~ , 3 

By Tenants 

-Request to continue cultivation 57 
-~equest land distribution 558 
-Disputes with landlords 492 
-Miscellaneous problems 382 
-Request direct purchase from landlord 11 

1,500 
TOTAL: 

Cases 

91 

321 

260 

4,223 

1,500 

6,395 

Percentage 

1.4 

5.0 

4.1 

66.o 

10.4 
24.2 
1.2 

29.8 
1.3 
7.1 
4.8 

21.1 
99.9 

23.5 

3.8 
37 .• 2 
32.8 
25.5 

_Jh2 
100.0 

100.0 

l Jtepo:rt on c3ettlement of Disputes from LTTT, Aup:ust 1972, DGLA. 

Source: Keith W. Sherper and Phi Ngoc Huyen,Grievances a.nd Land-to-:-the
Tiller in Vietnam, A.I.D., Dept. of State, washinp:ton, D.C., and 
DGLA, Ministry for Land Reform and At-3riculture and Forestry 
Development, Sai~on, Feb. 15, 1973, p. 11. 
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Table 9-6 1 

ACTIONABLE mrmv ANCES 

Actionable UrievanMs 

Disputes between landlords and tenants not 
related to villa~r.e or PLAS officials 

Disputes and f\rievances regardinp· villa,1\e 
personnel not carryinr out their duties 
properly 

. Disputes and r:rievances rer~ardimr PLAS 
personnel not carryinr: out their duties 
properly 

Grievances that h.ndlords or military 
have hindered implementati.011 of the law 

Miscellaneous matters related to the 
L TTT Pr o.c~r am 

Inspection of personnel f:~rievances 
indirectly related to LTTT 

1 Heport on Settlement o.f Disputes 11 August 1972 

Number 

131 

255 

124 

70 

98 

.:n 
755 

Percenta.r:e 

17.4% 

33.8 

16.4 

lJ.O 

10.2 

100.1'% 
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Table 9-7 

rm.mv ANCES AND DISPUTES FROM DCTLA RF.CORDSl 

Caterrorv of Grievance 

False re~istry as worship land, by 
la,nrllords 

Coercion of tenants, by landlords 
F;victions: 46 
Threats or violence: 58 
Collectinr back rent: 23 
Annullin,r~ or preventinr: transfer: 8 

Refusal to implement LTTT, or connivance 
with landlords, by villare officials, to 
prevent or annul transfer 

Refusal to implement LTTT: 48 
Connivance with landlords: 41 

Error, py local officials 
Distributed exempt land: 31 
Distributed land to other than present 

tillers: 21 
Title .issued for only part of plot: 12 
Paid compensation twice: 1 

Corruption for money or land, by officials 
Demand money to process compensation: 14 
Demand money to process title applications: 13 
Distrihuted land to friends, relatives who are 

not tillers: 9 
Unspecified corruption: 10 
Demand payment for title distribution: 1 

Demand for exemption of their land, by landlords 
AlleP,e it was or was intended to be worship 

land: 9 
Aller:e special hardships: 33 
Claim they are owner-cultivators: 5 

Delay, hindrance in compensation, by GVN 
officials alle~ed by landlords 

Demand for LTTT implementation or for title, 
by tenants or apPlicants 

Tenants or applicants ineliGible for title 

Number 

162 

135 

89 

65 

47 

38 

41 

36 

Percentaee 

2J~ 

19 

13 

10 

7 

7 

5 

6 

5 
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Table 9-7 (cont.) 

. Category of Grievances· 

Alleged to be hired laborers: 9 
Not actual tillers: 16 
Not "real" long-time tenants, but "new" 

recent or '.'subtenants u: 7 
Unspecified reasons: 4 

Delay in distribution titles by GVN 
Officals, alleged by applicants 

New Owners afraid; want to return titles 

·Malfeasance by local officials against 
landlords 

Threat to transfer or expropriate land if 
owners do not pay back taxes: 2 

Falsifying landlord's declarations to 
obtain land: l 

Urging tenants to apply for exempt land: l 

Land-grabbing by hoodlwns 2 mainly military 
Rent shakedown by non-owners: 2 
Use of force to·impede application for 

title: 2 
-Eviction and land-grabbing: 7 

TOTAL: 

Nwnber Percentage 

4 1 

5 l 

4 l 

2 

684 lOCP/o 

1 
A universe of 449 dossiers involving 684 grievances, with the noted 
exceptions. If an individual had multiple grievances, each grievance is 
tabulated. In cases of unspecified nwnbers of tenants, they were consid
ered as four complaints (an asswnption of 2 1/2 ha./tenant and 10 ha/land
lord .. ) 

2 Not included is one village listing 80 tenants (counted as 1). 

3 Excluded are one case of 137 and one case of 595 farmers displaced by 
ARVN squatters; they are not necessarily tenants and it may he outside· 
LTTT: 

Reprinted from: Ibid., pp .. 27-8. 



Table 9-8 

GRIEVANCE AND DISPUTES IN MR 4 
Category of Grievance No. Percent Distribution and Exception: 

False registry as worship land, by 
landlords 459 44 34-3 (75%) in An Giang. 102 (22%) in Chau Doc. 
Coercion of tenants, by landlords 183 

Evictions: 45 
Threats or violence: 50 
Annulling or preventing land 

transfer: 33 
Collection of or claims for 

back rents: 55 

Refusal to implement LTTT, or connivance90 
with landlords to annull·or prevent land 
transfer, by village officials 

Refusal to implement LTTT: 24 
Connivance with landlords: 66 

Error, by local officials 
Distributed exempt land: 14 
Distributed land. to other than 

present tiller: 0 
Title issued for only part of 

plot: 16 

30 

Corruption for land or money, by 84 
officials 

Demand money to process compensation: 
13 

Demand money to process title 
applications: 18 

1 Not included in tabulation. 

18 

9 

3 

8 

28 evictions (62%) in Chau Doc. 
25 threats or violence (50%) in Bae Lieu. 

14 preventions or annullments of title (42~)Ba.c Lieu. 
All back rent claims occurred in Phong Dinh. All 

were TFU mediations. In 1 of 36 villages of Sadee, 
all applicants were forced to pay back rents.*** 

In .! of Kien Giang•s 34 villages there are ~ 
"general disputes" X 

In .! of Kien Phong•s 45 villages there are 
"numerous disputesn I 

In ! of Vinh Long's 64 villages, officials refuse 
to act on "the majority" of applications I 

ll (85%) in Phong Dinh. 

10 (55%) in Kien Phong. 

~ 
\J\ 
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Table 9-8 (cont.) 

Category of Grievance No. Percent Distribution and Exception: 

. Distributed land to friends• 
relatives who are not tillers : 12 

Demand payment for title 
distribution: 41 

Demand for exemption of their land, 
, py landlords 63 

Allege it was. or was intended to be 
worship land: 38 

Allege special hardships: 15 
Claim they are owner-operators: 10 

Delay, hindrance in compensation by GVN 
officials, alleged by landlords 

Demand for LTTT implementation or for 
title, by tenants or applicants 0 

Tenants or applicants ineligible for 
title 48 

Alleged to be hired laborers: J 
Not actual tillers: 13 
Not "real" long-time tenants, but 11 new11 , 

recent or 11subtenantsu: 32 

Delay in distributing titles by GVN 15 
officials, alleged b,y applicants: 

New owners afraid: want to return titles 0 

Malfeasance by local officials against 
landlords 0 

l·Not included in tabulation. 

6 

4 

0 

5 

2 

0 

0 

! o.f Kien Phong 1s 45 villages. VLDC distributed· 
an entire island to nontillerst 595 are exc.luded 
from· LTTT titlee 1 15 (Jn) in Sadee, 13 02i) 

Chuong Thien. In l of Kien Phong 1s villages, 
about 200 have tribes for titles. In 1 
village of Kien Phong have pa.id bribes for 
titles .. 1 

28 (58'%) in An Giang. 10 (26%) in Kien Phong. 

20 (47%) in Dinh .Tuong. 

11 (85%) in Kien Hoa. 
·20 (63%) are in! of Kien Tuong•s 13 villages .. 

13 (87%) in Kien Hoa. 

+=-
'$ 



Table 9-8 (cont.) 

Category of Grievance No. Percent Distribution and Exceptions 

Land-grabbing by hoodlums, mainly 10 1 
military 

Rent shakedown by non-owners: 4 
Use of force to impede applications 

for title: O 
Evictions and land-grabbing: 6 .! case of 12.Z evicted by military, in Chau Doc*** 

TOTAL: 1,025 100~ 8 villages, of 733 having LTTT goals in MR 4, 
violating LTTT in major ways, and 1 flagrant case 
of land-grabbing by military persons. 

l Not included in tabulation. 

Sources: USAJ.D/ADLR and CORDS/MR 4 records. 

Reprinted from Ibid. , pp. 30-1. 

-G:" 
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Table 9 ... 9 

GRIEVANCE AND DISPUTES IN MR 3 

Category of Grievance Number 

False registry as worship land, by landlords 

Coercion of tenants, by landlords 
Evictions: .58 
Threats of violence: 5a 
Collecting back rent: 12a 
Annulling or preven_ting transfer: 1 

76 

Coercion of officials, by_ landlords: Violence 1 

Coercion of landlords 11 by tenants: Violence 1 

Refusal to implement LTTT, or connivance 15 
with landlords, by village officials to 
prevent or annul transfer 

Refusal to implement LTTT: 10 
Connivance with landlords: 5 

Error, by local officials 2 
Distributed exempt land: 2 

Demand for exemption of their land, by landlords 2 
Allege it was or was intended to be worship 
land: 2 

Delay, hindrance in compensation~ by GVN 1 
officials, alleged by landlords 

TOTAL: 103 

aAll cases in LonR: An Province 

b47~ in Long An Province; 33% in Bien Hoa Province 

Peroent 

5 

74 

1 

2 . 

2 

1 

100~ 

Sources: USA ID/ ADLR and CORDS /MR3 records, reprinted from Ibid.• p. 29. 



Table 9-lOl 

COMPLAINTS AND GRIEVANCES FROM VIETNAJ.ESE NEWSPAPERS 

1971 Jan.-June 12Z2 Total 
Cases Individuals Cas~ Individuals Cases Individuals ~ of 229 

1;forship land claim 0 27 4 25 10 52 22.7 

Unjust distribution 4 5 3 5 7 10 4 .. 4 

Compensation squeeze 1 1 3 3 4 4 1.7 

Landlord retention claim ll 45 1 1 12 46 20.l 

Labor contract fraud 1. 14 0- 0 1 14 6.1 

Landlord repossession effort 4 25 1 60 5 85 37.1 

Compensation request 2 2 2 3 4 5 2.2 

Miscellaneous 2 2 4 ll 6 _l1 5.7 

Total 31 121 18 108 49 229 100.0 

1 "Summary of Newspaper and Directly-Reported Complaints," Memorandum by Richard Eney, Director of Land 
Reform, CORDS/MR.IV, Can Tho, to files, August 24, 1972. 

Source: Ibid., P• 32. 

~ 
\,J\ 
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Table 9-111 

Categories of.Cases Reviewed by the National Land Reform Council (NLRC) 

June October Total Proportion. 

LTTT disputes between landlord and tenants 
or ex-tenants 52 53 105 .495 
LTTT disputes between tillers and former 
tillers 14 6 20 .094 
Disputes 'between middlemen and tenants 4 1 5 .024 

Disputes between tenants and village 
officials 0 l 1 .005 
Cases rejected (of which 42 were land-
lord-tenant disputes) 21 25 46 .217 

Cases postponed 7 17 24 .113 
Cases which the NLRC declared the Courts 
incompetent to judge 7 2 9 .04) 

Cures not involving LTTT 0 2 2 .002 
105 107 2)..2 1.000 

1 Records of the Commissioner G·eneral of Land Courts, DGLA. 

Source: Ibid., .p. 19. 

Table 9-12 1 

LANDLORD-TENAN'l' DISPUTES REVIE;HED BY THE NLRC 
IN JUNE AND OCTOBER, 1972 SESSIONS 

Claiming tilling rights, by tenants 

Claiming land back, by landlords 

Claimin~ back rent, by landlords 

Claiming both land back and rent, by landlords 

Claiming both tilling rights and exemption 
from lease contract, by tenants 

Number 

24 

61 

3 

14 

Percent 

23 

58 

3 

13 

105 100% 

1 Analysis of the records of the Commissioner General of Land Courts, 
OOLA. 

Reprinted from: Ibid., p. 21. 
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Table 9-13 

Nature of Disputes in 72 Village Survey 

42 

28 

15 

(22%) 

(15%) 

concern 

concern 

concern 

concern 

Reprinted from: Ibid., p. 39. 

"who should get title, 11 (e.g. multiple 
applicants, between applicant and 
landlord regarding tiller's status, 
between present and former tiller, etc.) 

"who owns the land" 

whether the land is included or exempt 
from LTTT, mostly registry as worship 
land. (An Giang interviewers comment: 
"many disputes about false worship land 
not stated by village authorities") 

disputes about compensation 

Table 9-14 

REQUESTS/COMPLAINTS IN 72 VILLAGE SURVEY 

Source Number Percent 

Landless laborers 289 52 

Veterans, veterans• families 49 9 

Soldiers or paramilitary 150 26 

Landlords or exlandlords 39 7 

Civil servants 23 4 

Landless but skilled persons having 9 2 
other occupations 

559 100% 

Reprinted from: Ibid., p. 40. 



Table_2=!.2 

COMPLAINTS, NEEDS, PROBLEMS, GRIEVANCES 
{Some had more than one proble.m, so percentages sometimes total more than 100.) 

Com12laintsa needs 1 m:ob- Long An Go Con~ Dinh Tuong Vinh Long Vinh Binh Chuong Thien All 6 Provinces 
lems 1 PTievances 1 by type N=l48 who N=J07 whoN=l50 who N=l81 who N=l12 who N=8? who N=985 who 
(~ee text for details) had 152 had 131 had 112 had 160 had 176 had·137 had 868 

problems problems problems problems problems problems problems 

Economic problems 35% 11% 26% 35% 691' 72% 33% 

Basic agricultural handicaps 10% 5% 17~ 18~ 2J% 22f, 14% 

Technical problems 14% 8%. 5% 4% 6% 17% 9f, 

Insecurity hazards 16% .3% 1% l~ Of> 31% 8% 

Technical or administrative 20% 14'1> 2J% 13% 59% 15% 21% 
~ 

°' complaints against GVN re 0 

LTTT or agriculture 

Complaints of abuse of authority 
by officials 2% 2% 2f> 1% ~ 0% 1% 

Worries that the ex-landlord 6% L.7% 1% 1% 0% of, 2% 
might return and take back the land, 

. complaints that the ex-landlords still 
hounds them for token rents or back 
truces, or fear of what might happen if 
they had the courage to apply for title 

Total 103% 42% 75% 88%"" 157% 157% 88%"" 
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. Table 9-15 (cont.) 

Notes: 

Economic problems are complaints about prices. The overwhelmingly pre
ponderant one is that the prices of fertilizer and insecticide are so high 
they cannot afford enough of them. 

Basic agricultural handicaps are mainly that their vill~ge or hamlet does 
not have enou~h land. Others are that they need help to clear more land, 
need help to fix the irrigation dam, have poor soil, or salt water 
intrusion, etc • 

. Technical problems are that they do not know how to use insecticide, that 
their livestock die for want of vaccines, and such. 

Insecurity hazards complain of occassional mines or booby traps in some 
field, or of VC instrusion and VC "tax" squeeze. 

Technical or administrative complaints against GVN re LTTT or agriculture, 
which oarticularly interest us, are regrets that the program does nothing 
for the landless, P,rievances about the administration of LTTT (e.p,. by an 
applicant that he applied long ago but had not received title; e.g. by ex
landlords that they have not been compensated yet) or about agricultural 
policies other than LTTT {e.g. that ADB loans are slow or inadequate.) 

A note on each province's grievances re LTTT: 

1. In Long An 13% of those 20% are complaints about the 11 ba.d fit" of LTTT, 
that it leaves some out {e.g. by tenants on worship land who do not 
see why they should pay rent forever, exlandlords who say they lost 
by LTTT, landless laborers who say they r,ot nothing,} 7+% are 
administrative grievances (e.g. by exlandlords that they have not 
been compensated yet and by tenants who applied long ago and have not 
yet received titles.) . 

2. In Go Cong 91, of those 14% are complaints by those left out of LTTT 
(the landless and tenants .on land, particularly worship land, exempt 
from LTTT). 4~ are administrative grievances (by exlandlords that 
they have not yet been compensated, by applicants that their title 
has not yet been received or that their title has an error in it.) 
1% complain that ADB loans are too hard to get and too small when one 
does get them. -

3. In Dinh Tuong 17~ of those 23% are about the 11 bad fit" of LTTT to the 
landless and those farming land in tenancy which is exempt from the 
proGram, and some from relocated refugees that although they have 
received title where they now farm they eventually want to return 
and receive title to land in their native villages. 4~ are 
administrative grievances (that compensation is slow.,) 2<f, complain 
that ADB loans are slow or inadequate, that more miracle rice seed 
should be available, or that insecticides are not of good quality. 
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Table 9~15 (cont.) 

Notes: 

4. In Vinh Long 3~ of those 13~ are complaints that LTTT excludes the 
landless and those farming worship land in tenancy. 8~ are 
administrative grievances and most are complaints that they applied 
long ago· but have not yet received title. 2% are that ADB loans are 
slow or inrudequate. 

In Vinh Binh 58% complain that LTTT does nothing for the many landless! 
Vinh Binh is 6o+% Cambodian, and our sample there was 73% Cambodian. 
They are poor. 6'11i complain of high prices. When, as in LTTT, they 
do receive help from the GVN, more seem grateful than seems true of 
ethnic Vietnamese, as Table 13 shows. And when, as in our interviews, 
somebody is listening, they tell you of their poverty.and of the many 
land.less. Vietnamese Cambodians tend to be more communi ty-mind.ed and 
less individualistic than ethnic Vietnamese. 

That LTTT does nothing for many landless is their only complaint about 
LTTT. There is only one administrative grievance, about failure of 
the Land Court to act. 

6. In Chuong Thien 14% are complaints that Lm leaves out many (the 
landless,· families of war dead, disabled veterans 9 and tenants paying 
rent on worship land.) A few object that the law extends to Viet Cong 
and ex-Vie.t Cong families. One is an administrative grievance, by a 
farmer who applied years ago but still has not received his title. 

Re complaints about LTTT in all provinces: 

1. Complaints that LTTT does nothing for some (the landless, and those 
who are tenants on worship land) are the oniy quantitatively significant 
grumble. 15% of all farm families interviewed murmur that somehow 
some land should be found for the landless. 27'f, of such complaints 
are made by tenants and the landless (N=l48 and 79. respectively); 
4o% of all landless laborers so complain. 

2e Complaints about how LTTT functions: 

a. 18 of 19 exlandlords want their compensation money and have not yet 
received it. This is 95°/; of all in-village exlandlords, but only 
2% of all farmers. 

b. 12 of 79 applicants for title applied long ago but complain that 
they still have not yet received title. This is 15% of all 
applicants but only 1% of all farmers. 

c. 7 complain of title issued by mistake, then recalled; or of errors 
in their title, usually in the size of the plot. This is only • 7% 
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Table 9-15 (cont.) 

of all farmers. Two complain of landlord coercion (crop seized, 
eviction.) This is nil. 

3e Miscellaneous worries pre-or post-LTTT, 19 in an..--2~ of all 
respondents : 

a. 12 new owners still pay rent or token rent to exlandlords or 
complain that exlandlords hound them to pay back taxes. This 
is 2.5~ of all new owners .. 

b. Tenants Who are unwilling to app,~y for title, for sentimental 
reasons or because they are afraid of what might happen, are 
only 2 of 148. 

4. Com laints of abuse of authorit in some offices, 8 in 
of all farmers. Each is unique. Two allege corruption. 

One expressed doubt that the land he farms in really worship land 
and therefore exempt from LTTT. Net assertions of injustice are 
only 5. Examples: 

"Brother died and funeral expenses too much.. Borrowed from neigh
bor, couldn 8t pay back, so had to let him farm the land. Then 
LTTT, damn, so neighbor declared he had farmed that land for JO 
years, so officials gave him title. Chief of village got money. 
Now he is in jail since last month. 11 

(in Long An) 

"One landowner falsely back-dated his land as worship land and so 
registered it with connivance of PLAS, so his land may not be 
expropriated and distributed. No way from village records to 
disprove it. It is back-dated to 1958 and in 1958 there was no 
village government here. The village was under Viet Cong control 
until 1970." 

(in Dinh Tuong) 

Reprinted from: Bush, Messegee and Russell, op. cit., pp. 67-70. 
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