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REASONS FOR THE INQu_IRY 

Background: Under the Land to the TiHer Law (LTTT) farmers who are 

tenants, sharecroppers or squatters will receive title to the land they farm, 

up to 3 hectares in MR 3 and MR 4, up to 1 hectare in MR 2 and MR -1, free. 

They must apply for title to the land they till, at their village. F«rmers ;who 

own rice land or secondary crop land may keep whatever they own and farm,. 

up to 15 hectares. They may also keep it if their parents, spouses, childr_en, 

or other legal heirs are farming it for them, or if they use hired labor to 

work it for them, provided they manage it themselves. In addition those 

owning family worship land registered before the date of the LTTT law, 

26 March 1970, may retain up to 5 hectares of it. Former farmers who are 

in the armed forces or who are refugees and whose farm land is still out of 

use may retain whatever they own and formerly farmed, up to 15 hectares, 

for future cultivation. ,But they must declare the land they own and f,.,rm or 

once farmed. This is necessary to protect them against any risk that their 

farm land might be distributed to or claimed by others. Persons who own rice 

land or secondary crop land "(hich they do not farm, and which is being farmed 

by persons other than their family (e.g. tenants, sharecroppers, squatters) 

must declare it. It'is subject to expropriation. Title to it .will be given to 

the tenant farmers, squatters, or sharecroppers now farming it, and tJ:ie 

owners will be paid for it. 
1 

1. For the legal requirements, see Article 5 Law No. 003/70, 26 March 1970; 
Article 6, Decree No. 072-SL/CCDD/PTNNN, 5June'1970; Ci'rcular No. 

(continued) 
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Reasons for this Research: Several major agencies of the Government of 

Vietnam and the United States tthe 'Ministry· of Land Reform, Agriculture, 

and Fisheries Development, the Ministry of Defense, the Office of the 

Associate Director for Land' Reform (ADI:.R) cif USAID, and' CORDS, MACV) 

are concerned that the above provisions of the hTTT law might be causing 

military pe'rsonn'.el'who are on a;ctive duty to lose farm land they, own or 

preventcthem frorri applying for title to land'they formerly rented or share-

cropped because, being on fulltime active duty as soldiers, they are unable 

·to farm now.· 

, ' 
This research endeavors to learn the effects of LTTT on soldiers and officers 

on active duty with the regular Army of Vietnam (ARVN), the Regional Forces 

2 
(RF), and the Popular Forces (PF) in MR 1, and it endeavors to learn 

soldiers 1 attitudes toward LTTT. 

" 

1. (cont'd) 7843-CCDD/HCTC3," 27 July '1970;' and' letters from the Mini"sfer 
of Land Reform, Agriculture, and Fisheries Development to Province 
'C!iiefs and Mayors; 19 June' 1970·and to Province Ghiefs, 25 June ·1970, 
(available in English from ADLR, USAID in Land Reform Memos Nos. 17, 

2. 

.. 20, ·z2, and 23). 

For the details of how tenants apply for-title,· how landowne-rs declare 
their land and how land declarations are verified, see the Land to the 

: Tiller Implementation Plan, p. 25 ff. 'in the English version, Annex 11 · 
for "Form A" on which landowners must declare land to be retained, 
Annex 12 for "Form B" on which landowners must declare land to be 
transferred, and Annex 13 for Application for Title. (Available in 
English at ADLR, USAID. ) . , 

Research has been done on the effects of LTTT on soldiers and officers of 
the ARVN, the RF, ,and_ the_ PF, and their attitudes towards LTT_T in MR 4 
and MR 3. These reports are available from ADLR, USAID in both English 
and Vietnamese. 

' . . 
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RESEARCH DESIGN 

- Respondents: 1, 562 soldiers were sampled. 681 are ARVN soldiers from 

the 1st and 2nd ARVN Divisions ;:md the 51-st Regiment in MR 1. .These are 

all of the·.major AR VN units in MR 1. 243 are RF soldie-rs and 638 are PF 

soldiers. All of. the soldiers sampled were natives of MR 1 befor"' they entered 

military service. 

Of the 68~ ARVN soldiers, 72% are enlisted men, 20% are NCO's and 8% 

are commissioned officers. Of the 243 RF soldiers, 3% are NCO's and 97% 

are enlisted men. Soldiers in the PF do not hold conventional military rank 

and none of them are commissioned officers. 

60% of the ARVN, 79% of the RF, and 76% of the PF soldiers and officers 

sampled were farmers or farm laborers before military service. Of all 

military 69% had been farmers or farm laborers. Unlike MR 3 and MR 4,-

where more soldiers plan -to work on farms after military service thap. had 

done so before, in MR 1, few.er soldie:rs plan to. return to farming •. 55% of 

the ARVN,. 70% of RF and 72% of PF, or ~4% of all military- intend to·f"-r-m 

or wor.k farm land after they are demobilized. 

Sampling Procedure: In Vietnam, 35% of all soldiers are in ARVN, 3.9% are 

in the PF, and 26% are in the RF. In the sample 43% are in ARVN, 41% are 

. . 
. in the PF, and 16% are in the RF. The sample is proportional to actual PF 

strength, slightly higher than proportional.to actual ARYN strength, and it 

is short on respondents from the RF. The sample of commissioned officers 

http:proportional.to


3 
is proportional to actual commissioned officer strength in ARVN. 

4 

A self-administering questionnaire and instructions were developed, pretested 

on 63 RF and PF soldiers in Long An Province, modified, then used. The 

questionnaire was administered to, ARVN soldiers and officers at military 

bases,and training centers, and to RF and PF soldiers at training centers 

and village outposts in MR 1. It was administered to them in group's; by 

Vietnamese personnel of Control Data Corporation and members of the-

P!l-Cification researc::h teams of CORDS, MR 1. No one was required to accept 

or complete the questionnaire. The procedure was to assemble a group, 

pass out the questionnaires, read the instructions, explain that all respondents 

would remain anonymous, answer any questions, and give them as much time 

as was needed to complete the questionnaire. The instructions and questionnaire 

are given in Appendix A. 

Reliability: The instructions read to each group, the use of group--administered 

questionnaires rather than individual interviews, and the anonymity afforded 

by being in a- group assured that all respondents were exposed to identical-

conditions, equaHy free to give their opinions and invoke their biases. 

The ARVN field work was done in July 1971, and RF and PF field work was 

done in August 1971. , 

3. Sources: MACV J -1 and Territorial Forces Evaluation System (C), 
31 July,197,l; (CORDS/RAD). 
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It was planned that CORDS pacification teams would sample RF and PF 

·soldiers at randomly selected units in every province .~f MR 1. 70 .P~ were 

sampled in Quang Ngai. At this point, however, because o.f the imminence 

of national elections, province pai;:ification research teams ceased to b.e 

available. The other 92% of the RF and PF soldiers who became respon!l.ents 

were found at various training centers in MR 1. This field work was done by 

personnel of Control Data Corporation, 

With the exception of two armored cavalry squadrons, all ARYN sampled 

are in infantry units. The army mixes up persons of different income groups, 

different civilian skills, and different social types, rearranges them in terms 

of military skills taught to them, and assigns them in terms of military needs. 

Individual characteristics and differences likely to distort findings in thts type 

of inquiry (such as education, rank, occupation before military service, home 

town or home province, and land tenure status before military service) seem 

likely to be distributed randomly within each military service. The reliability 

of a sample this size (N=l, 562) from a universe which itself mixes up types 

of persons and in which individual respondents were selected randomly or 

4 
semi-randomly on the basis of chance availability, is very great. 

4. The reliability of the sample is shown by the following comparison. Of 
the respondents, 69% were or are farming or working on farm land. Of 
these (N=l, 055): 

79% grow or grew rice 
16% grow or grew secondary crops subject to LTTT 

2% grow or grew crops exempt from LTTT (sugar cane, tobacco, 
vegetables) 

3% did not say 

Of all hectarage under cultivation in MR 1: 

'80% is in .rice. 
17% is in secondary crops subject to LTTT 
3% is in industrial crops exempt from LTTT 

(continued) 

http:province.of


The Analysis and this· Report:. Larry Newberry and Henry C. Bush developed 

the research design. Vietnamese personnel of Control Data Corporation and 

the pacification research team of CORDS, Quang Ngai, did the fi._eld work. 

Roger V.· Russell analyzed the results .and _wrote-this report •. 

4. (cont'd) (Source: "Cultivated Hectarage in Vietnam by.Crops and Pro
vin.ces (1967) 11 , Research and Development Branch, Office of the Associate 

Director for Food and· Agriculture. [ADF A),. USA.iD, based on statistics of 

the Ministry of Land Reform, Agriculture, and Fisheries Development). 

6 

" 
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RESULTS 

Table 1 

SOLDIERS WHO FARMED LAND, WORKED ON LAND, OR RENTED OUT 
LAND, AND THEIR PARENTS 

Were or.Are Neifber Are Nor . Did 
Fannirg or Were Fanning Not 
Warltirg Llnrl . or Worl<irg Llnrl ·~ Total 

ARVN soldiers (N=681) 60% 37% 3% 100% 
Their parents 67% 27% 6% 100% 

RF soldiers (N=243) 79% 20% 1% 100% 
Thefr parents 85% 14%, 1% 100% 

PF soldiers (N::63 8) 76% 22% 2% · .. 100%. 
Their parents 86% 13% 1%· 100% 

All soldiers (N::l, 562) 69% 29% 2% 100% 

Table 1 shows that: 

1. Soldiers in MR 1 are predominantly rural. 60% of AR VN, 79% of 

RF, and 76% of PF are o;r were fa;rmers. 

2. The greater percentages of farmers in the RF and PF indicate that 

they are closer to the land than ARVN, which, until recent years, 

concentrated its recruiting in urban areas. The similarity in the 

proportions of farmers in the RF and PF indicates that they are 

recruited from the same elements of society. 
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3. Soldiers tend to do the same thing as their parents with regard to 

farming or not farming. In each branch, however, fewer soldiers 

than parents are farming. This reflects a nationwide, generational 

shift from agricultural areas to. towns and cities. 

Soldiers Who Were Farming or Working Land, and Their Crops: Soldiers 

who were farming or wo'rking land (N=l, 055) were asked about the principal 

cr()p they grew. 79% of:them grew. rice, while 16% of them grew secondary 

crops such as corn or beans which, like rice, are subject to the Land to t_he 
• • r 

Tiller law. Only 2% were engaged in cultivation of c:rops such as vegetables, 

pineapples, bananas, fruits, coconuts' sugar cane, and tobacco' which· are 

exempt from the Land to the Tiller program. 3% gave no response. 

•,: 

.; 
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Table 2 

LAND TENURE OF SOLDIERS WHO WERE FARMING 

Percentage Who: 

Were or are tenant farmers. 
sharecroppers, or ~quatters 

·were or are fa-rm laborers 

Owned some farm land and 
rented some 

Owned the land they farmed 

·Were or are landlords 

Total 

ARYN 
'Sotdiers 

(N=432) 

7% 

12% 

19% 

2% 

100% 

RF 
Soldiers 

(N=l93) 

52% 

19% 

3% 

25% 

1% 

100% 

PF 
Soldiers 
(N=487) 

54% 

4% 

12%· 

20% 

10% 

100% 

All 
Military 
(N=l,112) 

56% 

8% 

10% 

21% 

100% 

T'able 2 shows that the greatest percentage (56%) of soldier-farmers 'were or 

are tenant farmers, sharecroppers, or squatters. The second largest g-roup 

were owner/operators (21%). Landlords were the smallest group, comprising 

. 5 
5% of all.soldier-farmers. 

5. Other studies validate the findings that few soldiers or officers are rural 
landlords. See:'(l) Report of the Study of Living Standards: Republic of 
Vietnam Armed Forces: Army (by the Social Behavioral Division of the 
Combat Development·& Test Center of the Ministry'of Defense, Vietnam) 
1, 042 soldiers were interviewed in 1968. 2% stated they own some kind of 
income-prod11cing property. Presumably some of.the 2% ow:n urban property, 
so less than 2% own· arid rent out land. (2) Small Landlords' Dependence on 
Rent Income in Vietnam (report to USAID/ADLR by Control Data Corporation, 
October f970). Of 594 rural landlords inter.;i~wed in coa;tal provinces of 
Centra} Vie_tnam, 3% were founci to be military personnel. See Table 4, p. 22. 
(3) A study recently completed by the Ministry of Defense indicates there are 
2, 691 persons who own farm land subject to transfer to others under LTTT, 
among more than 1, 000, 000 military_ personnel. (Cited in memorandum of 
c.onversation, 27 September 1971, by Wiil c.· Muller, ADLR files, USAID) • 

. . · 
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Table 3 

LAND TENURE OF SOLDIERS' PARENTS 

Parents Parents Parents Parents-
of ARVN of Rf of PF of All 

Percentage Who: Soldiers Soldiers Soldiers Military 
(N=455) (N=207) (N=545) (N=l,2CJ7) 

Are t_enant farmers, share- 49% 42% 48% 47% 
croppers, or squatters 

Are farm laborers 7% 11% : 5% 7-% 

Own some farm land and 14% 7% 1'0% .11%· 
rent some 

Own the land they farm 26% 37% 24% 27% 

Are. landlords 4% 3% 13% 8% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 

One can see by comparing Table 2 with Table 3 that: 

1. Land tenure of the soldier-farmer closely approximates that of his 

pare?ts. _As was the case with soldier-sons, the largest group of. 

parents was tenant.farmers, sharecr;,ppers or squatters, and the-

second largest group was owner/operators. 

·2. B'etween generatiO:iis there is a_ 9% decrease in landlords and owner I 
... 

operators, and a 9% increase in tenant farmers, shareci:_oppers and 

squatters. The sons are.poorer in land than their parent~. 

3. Landlords comprise the smallest catego'ry ·among parents of ARYN and 

parents of RF. Among parents of PF, however, the proportion more 

than triples compared to ARVN and RF; 13% are fandlords. 
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Table 4 

Question: "Who is now tilling the land you once tilled?" 

Respqnses: ARVN RF PF Al. l Milifar}': 
(~12) (N=l94) (N'=498) (N:=l, 104) 

I am still tilling it. 10% 25% 17% 15% 

My wife and children 26% 33% 32% 30% 61% 

My relatives 18% 11% 16% 16% 

My friends or neighbors 4% 2% 3% 3% 

Tenants· 1% 2% 3%. 2% 6% 

Refugees or squatters 1% 1% 1% 1% 

No one. The land is not in use. 12% 15% 16% ":J 26% / 

I don 1t know. 15% 10% 7% 11% 

Other 4% 0% 2% 2% 

No response 9% 1% 3% 5% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 

Table 4 shows that: 

1. The land of most soldier-farmers (61%) is still being tilled by 

themselves, or their immediate faffiily or relatives .. and thus ·is 

not likely to be lost because of LTTT, 

2. 6% .could lose th~ir land if the friends, neighbors, refugees, -squatters 

or tenants now on it apply. for title· under LTTT. Given the itrength 

of Vietnamese local intra-hamlet ties and personal ties of friendship, 
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it appears highly unlikely that friends or neighbors would apply for 

title to a soldier's land; refugees might, but would be likely to return 

to their previous homes; 6 while squatters and tenants probably would 
,• 

apply for title. Thus, not 6%, but less than 3% of these soldiers will 

probably lose their land to oth'7r~. 

: 

3. · 26% do not know who is tilling the land they once tilled, or say that 

no one is tilling it. This reflects the great insecurity in MR 1 which 

has caused large amounts of land to be closed off from farming • 
. · . ~ ~ . 

What Soldiers Think of the Land to the Tiller Program: See Tables 5 and 6 • 

. ' 

6. E.g. in 1970, in interviews of 387 refugee families in Central Vietnam, 
90% of whom had been farmers, ail of whom have been refuge~s· for more 
than 5 years, 86% said that when security permits they plan to return to 
their native villages. Only.18% said they would be willing to se~tle in any 
other village permanently. ·(Refugee Concern About·Squatters on Their 
Former Land, report to Pacification Studies Group, CORDS, MACY, 
for ADLR, ·usAID, by Control Data: Corporation, April 1970)~ p. 2. 

••• - «'C • -. 
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Table·5 

SOLDIERS' ATTITUDES TOWARD LTTT 

Question: "What is your opinion of the Land to the Tiller law? 11 

Those Who Are Those Who Have 
or Were Famiirg Never Farrn:!d or All 

Responses: or Worl<irg m l.arrl Worked on Land Mili:ary 
(N=l, 005) (N=557) (N"=l, 562) 

I completely approve of the law. 70% 59% 66% 

I approve of this law in general, 11% 11% °11% 
but I disapprove of some of its 
provisions. 

I neither approve nor disapprove 13% 20% 15% 
of this law. 

I completely disapprove of this 2% 2% 2% 
law. 

Other 1% 4% 2% 

Did not say 3% 4% 4% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 



Table 6 

""' .... 
SOLDIERS' ATTITUDES-TOW/1.RD .. ;L'.\'TT: .ARVN, ·.RF AND PF COMPARED 

Question: "What is your opinion .of the Land to the Tiller Law? 11 

.AJplUve ci. this 
C.a:r:q:iereJy 1a.v in GreraI, Nei1her .A±:proJe Ca:rq:ielcly Did 
AH?=e of h.t Dsaw=e of ror Dsawrove Dsaw=e Not 
thisLaw &:me Proviskns of this 'Law ci. this la.v amr Say 

Those who are or W!iJre farming 
or working on land 

ARVN (N=;351) 66% 13% 10% 3% 2% 6% = 100% 
RF (N:.18?) 78% 5% 15% 1% 0% 1% = 100% 
PF (N=469) . 70% 12% 13% 2% 1% 2% = 100% 

S oldie rs of all 3 (N=l,005) 70%. 11% 13!'/o •2% 1% 3% = 100% 
services who we re 
or are farmers 

Those who have never farmed 
or worked on land 

ARVN (N=3 30) 58% 12% 19% 1% 4% 6% = 100% 
RF (N= 5 8) 55%' 19% 26% '0% 0% 0% = 100% 
PF (N=l69) 61% 6% 21% 3% 5% 4% = 100% 

Soldiers of all 3 (N=557) 59o/~ 11% 20% 2% 4% 4% = 100% 
services who have .. 
never been farmers 

Total: all soldiers (N=l,562) 66% 11% 15% .. 2% 2% 4% = 100% 



Tables 5 and 6 show that: 

L Most soldiers (66%) completely approve of LTTT. 

2. A greater percentage of soldier-farmers than soldiers who were not 

farmers approve of LTTT. 

15 

3. Among soldiers who were or are farming or working on land, more RF 

than ARVN or PF owned the land they farmed. Also more RF were 

farm laborers. More are still farming their land, either by themselves, 

or their wive's or relatives. RF who were or are farming show the 

highest percentage of complete approval of LTTT. RF who were not 

farming show the lowest percentage of complete approval of LTTT and 

among non-farmers, more RF than soldiers in other services qualify 

their approval (i.e. approve of LTTT but with reservations). 

In MR l the RF are like the PF in· MR 3 and MR 4 wit.h respect to LTTT. 

The PF, in MR l as in MR 3 and MR 4, are closer to the land. A 

member of the PF is almost by definition a man who chose the PF be

cause he did not want to leave his village. RF, on the other hand, are 

used anywhere in the province, may be .based anywhere in the province, 

and are sometimes used to support ARVN outside the province. The 

PF stays in the village. This means members of the PF, in matters 

of land, are closer to the village government; the Village Land Reform 

Committee, have access to details of land transfers and rentals in the 

village, and can be presumed to be better informed than the RF on 

matters concerning land in their particular villages. The PF are closer 

to the land. In MR 3 and MR 4 the PF are tlJ_e most land-poor of the 
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services, and the most pro-LTTT among military services.. In MR 1 where 

the amount of farm land is inadequate, where most farming is sub-subsistence 

anii where most soldiers in all military services are land-poor, the RF, .not 

the PF, is the most land poor among the services. Apparently closeness to 

to the village and residence constantly in the village are factors in this near 

zero-sum game of who gets what in farmland-starved coastal Vietnam. The 

following shows that the RF are poorer in land tenure than the PF in MR 1: 

Stages oI land tenure and land status from the lowest to the htghest 

Farm Tenant or Owning some and Owner-
Laborer· Sharecrcpper renting some Q:>etator Landlord Total 

RF 19% 52% 3% 25% 1% 100% 

PF 4%· 54% 12% 20% 10% 100% 

In land-starved coastal Central Vietnam the really poor in money and status 

are landless farm laborers. Tenancy is not looked.down on. Farm tenants are 

considered village middle class. Note that: 

81% of RF were tenants, sharecroppers, farmers who owned some land and 
rented some, owner-operators, or landlords. 

96% of the PF were. 

29% of the RF owned some farm land and rented some, or were owner
operators, or landlords. 

·42% of the· PF were. 

26% of the RF owned the land they farmed, or were landlords. 

30% of the PF were. 
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The RF among military services are the poorest in land in MR I. And 

like the poorest in land in land-rich MR 3 and MR 4, more of them com

pletely approve of the Land to the Tiller program. 

Those who are poorest in land are likely to also be the poorest in other 

resl'ects in a land-short region, which is primarily agricultural and wl)ich 

does not and cannot produce enough food to feed its inhabitants, as is true 

of MR 1. Among the poorest in land tenure, the, RF, those RF who were 

not farming or working on land before military service are the least. 

likely to "make it" to land ownership, or even .to tenancy from which, by 

LTTT, to progress to land ownership. Not surprisingly, those RF who were 

not farmers or working on land before military service in MR 1, like 

those PF who were not farmers or working on land before military. ser~ 

vice in MR 3 and MR 4, are the least pro-LT TT. More of the RF who 

never farmed than of PF or ARVN are indifferent to LTTT. More are for 

it, but disapprove of some of its provisions. 

4. In all branches, a negligible percentage (2'/o) completely disapprove of 

LTTT. 

The soldiers were asked why they approve or disapprove of LTTT. Examples 

of their reasoDoS follow: 
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Complete Approval of LTTT: 

by ARYN' 

This law is very just and suitable to the poor people's' aspiration. We welcome 
President Thieu, for declaring this law. 

.., 

This law is a social revolution in Vietnam. 

I see that the farming is a main profession of Central Vietnamese people, 
therefore I decided to practice it. I fully approve of this law. 

I· ag-ree with the LTTT law because: 
* I am a farmer. 
*. I am a proletarian, this law will bring in a better life to me. 

Because the tenants will own ·the land whfrh they are tilling. For landlords 
who can not directly cultivate they will be paid satisfactorily. by the GVN; with 
that money they can ao trading •. 

I 'approve of it because I'm p·oor, I'm a refugee and I was oppressed by land
owners. 

This law is considered as an agricultural revolution of RVN II. 

Because of the war, I don't farm, but I've heard that the LTTT law is suitable 
to farmers. 

The LTTT law brings in a better life to farmers, simultaneously the expro
priated landlords will not lose their interest as under the Land Reform policy 
of the Communists, or the land reform program ordinance #57 in which the 
tiller paid for the land distributed. 

I have the above idea because under this law the government s_uppor.t.~ f?-rmers 
on both the spiritual and material side. 

The LTTT law is very suitable to the majority of Vietnamese 'farmers. 75% 
of Vietnam is poor, was dominated from many years ago by foreigners, thus 
the landowners class got all farming land, consequently the majority of farmers 
had to work as tenant farmers only. 

The LTTT law makes farmers own farming land and landowners will receive 
some money paid by the government for the land compensation. This law is 
against the land reform policy of communism, it lets the farmers obtain 

everything of which they were exploited, no more paying to· landowners! I 
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I have the above ·opfnion because: 
* The LTTT law helps farmers own farming land, ·preventing them from 

being sweated by landowners. 
* Normalize the life of poor farmers. 
* Help farmers to increase the productivity ••• 
* No more-abandoned land. · 

by RF 

By instruction of the agrarian cadre I understand·well·this law. I believe and. 
approve of this law, because it helps farmers have land for tilling. 

· This law is very reasonable, it fl'attens. all injustice, there is·no discrimination 
between the rich and the poor, we will have a better life and our country will 
be more prosperous. 

I completely approve ·of the LTTT law because it· makes sharecroppers formerly 
now own farming land. Also I hope the government will provide me with a plot 
?f land to grow some secondary crops after discharge from the military service. 

by PF 

Under the LTTT law, the Vietnames·e people will have a new, better· life, 
suppressing the bully problem -from many years ago• 

I approve of the LTTT law and I hope the government will proxi<i<O! a tractor· 
such as Kubota'to every farmer. That's the thing I would like. 

I see the law may help the poor people, while the landowners may. exploit 
industry. 

I think the law brings prosperity to many farmers who so far must work as 
tenants-. The institutfon of this law is a concern .of the government with regard 
to the fa:rmers. 'It is regrettable that this space is too narrow whic.h doesn't 
allow me to say all I know about the -LTTT law,, 

I approv~: of the LTTT· law because it helps the poor people, but in my opinion 
I worked in fishing, I like the government to help the fishing worker· buy some 
boat engines. 

I approve of the 'law because giving land to the poor people ·is alSo profitable 
a great deal to the society - on the contrary, the plantation cannot be preserved 
if handed down to descendants of the landlords. 



Approval of the LTTT Law in General, but Disapprov:al of Some of its Parts: 

by ARVN. 

The law is helpful in general, but it's not suitable with s9me regions as in 
Central Vietnam, e.g. there is a little land with many people and the com
pensation of the government to landowners paid by bonds is not adequate. 

Because LTTT is lacking good will, (and this is a general deficiency in the 
society), thus one pays attention. only to the exterior form. 
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I approve but in my village, lands are distributed to those who already have 
it and not to landless people? This makes the wealthy people richer!'! : 

I don't agree with the law implementation, it isn't applied seriously, ·there.i~ 
some corruption among village chiefs and district chiefs. I approve because 
it helps· a little the tenant farmers. 

I approve of this law because it is ·equalizing the land among farmers and 
landlords. But I disapprove of the GVN dispossessing land of the landlords who 
have little land, but cannot cultivate because of security. 

Because I see many cases of claims addressed to the government in news
papers e.veryday • .Besides it is the first ·step, deficiencies cannot be avoi_ded, 
but in general the LTTT law is a progressive accomplishment. " . .• 

I approv.e very much of the law. In my village the process is differen,t from 
the government policy. I have 10 hectares of land which will not be lost if_ I 
have a sum of money. This is a form of bribery. 

I have the above idea because I see that the LTTT law is appropriate to South 
Vietnam, but in Central Vietnam the farmers don't profit much from it. 

My family doesn't possess -land and I have to rent land from landowners,. L, 
view that the LTTT law is to· help the landless families, but it also causes 
damages to landowners whose land. is exprop·riated •. 

Accor:ding to this law, the landowners who have to join the army, will-los.~ 
their. land. I am expecting that the GVN will have.a program for helping these 
people. 

Land to the Tiller law, is already promulgated, but in Quang Ngai farmers are 
not pro:vided land yet! J 

I have a little land, I cannot cultivate it directly because I have to join the 
army. According to this law, I lose my land. I don't want to receive money. 
I would like to ask "shall I get back my land when I ani released from the 
army? rr 
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by RF 

Thanks to the promulgation of the LTTT law, some tenant farmers have a 
better life because they get some more land, but simultaneously, at some 
places there are some disagreements between landlor_ds and tenant farmers 
because they didn't understand the LTTT law. But in my case, I undersfood 
the law. 

I approve of the law in general, but disapprove of some of its sections as: 
. * The expropriation of heritage land when the son has to serve 'in the ... 

army. 
* The case of old men who can't farm so they hire some farmer's to ·clil

tivate their land for subsistence, now that land is expropriated, they' re 
very unhappy. 

The law is very helpful to the poor and landless people. It is a fair la.;.,. 
But some authoritie·s have taken advantage of this law by proviC!ing go~d 
land to their relatives, and some lando.;...ners are not satisfactorily compen
sated. 

by PF 

I approve of the LTTT law because it makes poor people own farming land, 
but·I disapprove of it· because that law has not been applied Y":t ·at the Central 
Vietnamo · · '; 

I approve of the law in the sense that the government buys the land of rich 
owners to distribute to the poor people. But I don't agree with the point that 
the land inherited from their ancestors by the soldiers who cannot till it, 
and must give to a sharecropper, i:s bought by the government and allocated 
to the latter. 

The question IH3 has some points I don't agree with. The law says that only 
thos.e who till the land directly can have it. As to soldiers and civil servants 
they will not be allocated any land; if so, how can th.eir wives and' children live 
in their village? . 

I need the LTTT law, but at my native.village, I don't see any implementation 
of the law. I requ~st the government take. care of th'e. implementation of this 
law at my village. 

I agree with some points of the law, others I don't. As a military man, I have 
he<!-rd of it, but have not studied it yet, or been instructed by anyone. I onl:y 
irn:ow this faw, but not its policy ·and details. For example, does the .gov~rri-

··ment expropriate my land? If do:~u~;,nts w'ere available, I would study the~ 
further. . ' . . . · · · · ' · 

-: 
I've a question, that is, my family with tlir.ee so;,_s went to the army (myself 
and two brothers). My mother is old, my father is dead. Now can I rent my 
land out or will the government expropriate it? 



Disapproval of LTTT: 

by ARYN 

I have the above idea because my parents are fishermen. In the past time, 
they had land and permitted another to live on it for a certain period. Now 
he uses the LTTT law to refuse to turn back this land to my parents. 

I don't approve because the government has promulgated the LTTT law, but 
actually in my native village its implementation is not what the radio and 
press have said. 
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Before I entered the Army, my wife and I had 4 hectares of land, just enough 
to make a living, and during the time I served in the Army, the LTTT law 
was published by the government. Now only my wife tills this land, as if it 
was given to a tenant, it would be lost under this law. Hence, my wife end_ea
vors to cultivate all the land to retain it, and the result obtained is quite small. 

I don't approve of the LTTT law because actually I don't have the manpower to 
cultivate it. I must wait for my son to grow up to keep on tilling. I have an 
old mother! If I sell to the government as land expropriated for allocation to 
tenants, the price is so cheap that it cannot constitute a sufficient amount of 
'funds for change of profession. Alas!! Some years later, when my song.rows 
up, and I will be discharged from the Army, what can I do with such small 
money while I have to bring up many children? My situation will be made 
critical by poverty, and this would be avoidable if my land were not expropria
ted. 

I disapprove because the LTTT law creates many contradictions be tween 
landowners and tenants. If I agree with the law, I will lose my land. 

by RF 

I approve oftheLTTTlaw, butl 1veaquestion, i.e. dollosemyrentedout 
land, because I have to serve in the army? (My wife and children have not 
enough ability to cultivate that land.) 

I have 2 hectares of land, I cannot cultivate it, so I rent it to somebody else. 
It is not fair if the GVN buys and gives it to poor people. 

by PF 

Even though I am not a farmer, I don't approve of the LTTT law because the 
effect of this law is dispossessing the ownership of landlords and an inadequate 
compensation will make the economic structure become bad. 

Only the farmers profit by thi~ law, but the landowners suffer much loss. 



Table 7 

WHY SOLDIERS ARE FOR OR AGAINST LTTT 

Reasons: 

Approving 

LTTT helps the poor. 
LTTT helps the farmers. 
LTTT promotes social justice' and equality. 
LTTT benefits the respondent •. 
LTTT brings prosperity to the -people." 
I.,TTT will make South Vietnam ecop.om.i-

cally and politically strong. 

Total 

-
Disapproving of all or part 

LTTT implementation is ~l~w ci/ corrupt. 
LTTT discriminates against soldiers. 
LTTT is harmful to respondent. 
LTTT is slow to compensate and unfair to 

landlords. 
LTTT discriminates against landless 

laborers and refugees. 

Total 

Total Approvals and Disapprovals 

Number of 
ResponseS 

286 
259 
203 

7.0 
64 
53 

935 

43 
42 
40 
22 

21 

.168 

1, 103 

Pe,:centage: 

26% 
23% 
·133· 

6% 
6% 
5% 

84% 

4% 
4% 
4% 
2% 

2% 

16% 

100% 
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As Table 7 shows, 84% of the soldiers' responses were in favor of LTTT, 

. 7 
while 16% were opposed -- exactly the same as in MR 3. Most favor 

LTTT because it will help the poor, will better the farmers as a class, or 

will promote social justice. Many also say that it will benefit them personally, 

or will help to make Vietnam strong. Of those who disapprove of all or 

part of LTTT, the most common reasons were that LTTT implementation. 

is slow or corrupt, that LTTT discriminates against soldiers, or t:\'.\at LTTT 

harms the respondent. Some also pointed out that LTTT gives land to those 

who already have it, but does nothing to help the large class ol poor landless 

laborers in Central Vietnam. Most based their opiniop.s of LTT~ on notions 

of fairness or on pragmatic assessment of its effect on them or their s.ocial 

class. Although very few show awareness of the political or ideological 

effects that LTTT might have in the struggle against the Viet Cong, most say 

it will help the poor and will reduce social injustices and ip.equalit~ •. These 

~· ideologically, what the war is about to the little man. 

7. See Soldiers and the Land to the Tiller Program in Military Region 3 of 
Vietnam, (report to .ADLR/USAID by Control Data Corporation, November 
1971) Table 7. 
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Table 8 

OFFICERS' ATTITUDES TOWARD LTTT COMPARED TO SOLDIERS.' ATTITUDES 

.Question: "What is your opinion of the Land to the Tiller law? 1! . 

Responses: 

I completely approve of the law. 

I approve of this law in general, 
but I disapprove of some of its 
provisions. 

I neither appro:ve nor disapprove 
of this law. 

. .. 
I completely disapprove of this 
law. 

Other 

Did not say 

Total 

ARVN & RF 
Conunissioned 
Officers 

(N=52) 

54% 

27% 

13.% 

0% 

6% 

0% 

100% 

.ARVN & ~F 
Privates 

(N=725) 

64% 

9% 

. 17% 

3% 

2% 

5% 

100% 

The reader is reminded tliat the sample includes privates, noncommissioned 

officers, and conunissioned officers. The reader is also reminded that up 

to this point we have used the word "soldiers" to mean all military per-

sonnel. In this table and in the following conclusions, we contrast conunissioned 

officers' attitudes towa-rd LTTT to those of ordinary soldiers (from Privates 

up to. Corporal" I) and exclude nonconunis sioned officer.s .(sergeants and s ~ior 

sergeants). We do this for two reasons: (l).it enables.us to c.ont,rast military 

personnel at the extremes of military and social :cank, educ~tion, and work. 

Also t2) noncommissioned officers in-the armed forces of Vietnam are usually 

persons who have served 8 or more years in the military. Unlike most 
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commissioned officers of company ·rank and most privates, most of them are 

career soldiers ("lifers"), rather than civilians serving in uniform: The . 

respondents represented in this table were taken only.from ARVl"( and the RF. 

None of the PF are commissioned officers. All of the officers are of com

pany grade. 

It is evident from Table 8 that: 

1. Most military personnel, officers and soldiers, completely approve 

of the Land to the Tiller program. 

2. Three times as many officers as enlisted men·(as percentages of 

different wholes) disapprove of certain provisions of the law. 

3. 10% more enlisted men than officers (i.e. more of those from the 

lower strata of society) approve completely of LTTT. 

4. Almost all of the officers found in the sample are of the rank of 

captain or lower, and thus, like almost all privates, are poor. 

However, 70% of the officers are urban, while 30% are rural. 

Among the enlisted men, the percentages are reversed; 30% are 

urban and 70% rural. 

: 5. The other main differences between officers and enlisted men are 

found in education (secondary schooling or more for .officers com

pared to primary schooling or less for enlisted men); and in 

occupaticin (white collar work, desk work,. and supervisory work 

. fo.r officers, compared to labor or manual work--for privates). 
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Given the makeup of the sample and the data in Table 8,. it may be inferred 

that: 
.· 

,. 
1. LTTT does not divide officers and ordinary soldiers within the military -.-

services. 

i. LTTT does not divide city people from farmers. 

3. Most persons, -reg~rdle_ss of class, occupation, education or location, 

are for LTTT; 

Soldiers, and Their Families, and What They Have Done About Their Land: 

See Tables 9, 10, and ll. 



Table 9 
00 
N 

ALL SOLDIERS, AND THEIR FAMILIES, A.ND WHAT THEY HAVE DONE ABOUT THEIR LAND 

Filed Filed 
Filed Form A FormB LTTTHts arer Responses 
for to Re!ain fur Ccrnp- Had No (Ex-tenants, Ex-

What they Think of LTTT: 'Iitl.e Land ensati.on Effect Farm Laborers) Total 

I co.mp~etely approve of this· law. 6% 13% 3% 65% 13% 100% 
(N=l, 201) 

92% of 
I approve of this law in general, 8% 24% 4% 41% 23% 100% the 
but I disapprove of some of its soldiers 
provisions. (N=l67) 

I neither approve nor disapprove 5% 10% 2% 75% 8% 100% 
of this law. (N=249) 

I completely disapprove of this law, 18% 18% 3% 38% 23% 100% 
(N=34) 

8% of 
Other (N=30) 0% 3% 3% 30% 64% 100% the 

a:ld:iers 
Did not say (N=6 l) 5% 3% 0% 31% 61% 100% 

All soldiers of all categories of 7% 13% . 3% 61% 16% 100% 
approval ordisappr":'al (N=l, 562) 

Percentage in each military service: 
ARYN· (N=681) 5% 11% 3% 56% 25% 100% 
RF (N=243) 6% 19% .2% 67% .6% 100% 
PF (N=638) 8% 13% 4% 64% 11% 100% 

All soldiers (N=l,562) 



Table 10 

ALL SOLDIERS AND THEIR FAMILIES; WHO' ARE FOR OR AGAINST LTTT, 
1,'"AND WHAT THEY HAVE DONE' ABOUT THEIR LAND 

.AJ.:!?rore cf. lhis • 

~ Law in General, Neill= AJ::prove ~ Did 
AJ::prme of b.:t IlBafP.rove cf. mr Dsaw rove Dsawrove Not 

Effects ·of LTTT: this law ~ Pro&i::ns of this Law cf. this Law amr Say 

LTTT has had no effect 69% 7% . 20% 1% 1% 2o/o 
·on him. (N "'9 57) 

Filed for title. (N::l 0 0) 66% 13% 12% 6% Oo/o 3o/o 

Filed Form A to 64% 19% 12% 3o/o 1 % 1 % 
retain land, (N~04) 

Filed Form B for comp en- 72% 15% 9% 2% 2o/o Oo/o 
sation for land, (N"46) 

Other .respqnses (ex-tenants, 51% 15% 8% 3% Bo/o 15% 
· ex-farm laborers) (N~55) 

All soldiers of all cate- 66% 11% 15% . 2% 2% 4% 
gories of effect (N=l, !'&) 

Total 

100% 

1 OOo/o 

100% 

100% 

lOOo/o 

100% 
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<'"> Table 11 

LAND TENURE OF SOLDIERS WHO WERE FARMERS AND 
WHAT THEY HAVE DONE ABOUT THEIR LAND'' 

Filed Filed Filed 
LTTT Has FonnAto FonnBfur for No 

Percentage ·who: Hid No Effud: MaiI1 larrl Ompemaficn Title Other Response 

Owned the land they farmed 57% 22% 3% 5% 5% 8% 
(N=235) 

Owned some farm land and 52% 21% 10% 4% 3% 10% 
rerited 'some (N=l 15) 

Were tenants, sharecroppers, 61% 13% 2% 11% 4% 9% 
or squatters (N=585) 

Were or 'are landlords 58% 25% 7% 5% 2% 3% 
(N= · 59) 

Total (N=994) 

* Please note that soldie'rs \.v!io were former farm labo·rers and are not entitled to file 
have· been excluded from this table. 

= 

= 

= 

= 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 



31 

Taples 9, 10, and _11 show _that: 

1. More tb,an half of all soldier"! in MR 1. say that they are i;iot affected 

by LTTT. Only 7% of the.sample report they filed for title even . . . . . . . 
though 40% are tenant farmers, sharecroppers, or squatte.rs. More 

than half .of the owner-operators, owner-tenants, and landlords did 
< - - • • • • 

nothing, although technically every owner of rice or secondary crop . . . 

land is req'!-ired to register his land. 

2. 61 % of tlie' ~oldiers who were or are i:e,;,arits, sha·recropper~ ··or squatters 

did nothing. Only 11% of them filed for title. This c'ontrast·s· markedly 

with soldiers in MR 3, where thre~ tiines the percentage Hied' for 

title: 8 Among those few who did file 'f~r title, (N=fOO); ~majority 

(66%) approve completely of LTTT. Nevertheless, this 'is sfrlldngly 

low compared. to MR· 4, where 9S% of those who" filed fo~ title approve 

. '. . 9 
completely of LTTT, and MR 3, where 86% do. 

In addition, 6% of tho'se who filed for title disapprove completely of 

LTTT. In MR 3 and MR 4 no one who has filed for title disapproves 

of the program. This suggests that many of those who have tried to 

8. Source: Soldiers and the Land to the Tiller Program in Military Region 3 
of Vietnam, (report to USAID/ .A:DLR by Control Data Corporation, 
November 1971) p. 36. 

9. See Soldiers and the Land to the Tiller Program in Military Region 4 of 
·Vietnam,. (-report to USAID/ADLR by·Control Data·Corporation, August 

1971) Table 7, and Soldiers and·the Land to the Tiller Program·in Miii- .: · 
tary Region 3 of Vietnam, (the same source, November 197l)·Table 10. 

·.,, 
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obtain title in MR 1 have not succeeded. This reflects a consensus 

from a variety of sources that LTTT in MR 1, so far, is very limited 

oi merely token. A totai of 40 reports on provinces· and villages in 

Central Vietnam, consisting of surveys of villages by research cadre, 

field reports by land reform advisors, discussions with province and 

village officials, and conferences of advisors to MR 1 and coastal 

MR 2, show .that in most villages in Central Vietnam LTTT is not being 

implemented because much land is closed off to farming by insecurity, 

landlords oppose it, many tenants and sharecroppers are unwilling or 

afraid to apply for title, and most village officials are unwilling or 

unable to enforce the law, encourage applicants, and distribute 

·tenanted or sharecropped land. The statistics of the Directorate-Gen-

eral of Land Affairs also show that LTTT implementation in Central 

10 
Vietnam is thus far small in s.cale. District senior advisors report 

11 
that it is going well in only about .13-15% of the villages in MR 1. 

In addition, as shown in Table 7, the most frequent reason for dis-

approval given by soldiers is that LTTT implementation is slow or 

corrupt. 

3, The percentage of approval is the lowest (51%) in the "Other" category. 

This co:qiprises primarily <;lX-tenants, .ex-farm laborers, and refugees: 

in other words, those who stand to gain nothing under LTTT. 

10. The reports are on file in CDC, P&R, ADLR/USAID and also ·in ADLR/ 
USAlD central files. 

11. "LTTT Implementation, Land Disputes, and Land Out of Use, as Indicated by 
HES Village Quarterly Updates, 31 March, 30 June and 30 September, 1971", 
(report to ADLR/USAID by Control Data Corp, Nov. 1971) Tables 3, 4 & p. 10. 
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4. 25% of the landlords filed Form A's to retain their land. A Form A 

can be filed only by someone. who is still working his land, i. e. an 

owner-operator, not a landlord. However, the distinctions between 

Landlord, tenant and owner-operator are not so well defined in MR 1 

as they are in MR 3 and MR 4. In practice, sharecropper or tenant 

status sometimes shades into farm laborer status, and the landlords' 

functions sometimes include actual management. Nevertheless, 

probably many of these Form A's are illegal or in error. 



\ 
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Soldiers in MR 1 and What they Did, or Should have Done under LTTT: 
!'' ... 

1. 44% of the sample" did, or should· have- done, .something under LTTT. 

Of this number (N=684): 

' . 
10% filed Form A's. 

3% filed Form B's. 

7% filed :for title. 

11% filed Form A 1 s most of which are probably false. 

9% :filed false Form B's. 

2% filed :falsely for title. 

18% were tenants who should have filed for title, but did not. 

16% were squatters or sharecroppers who should have filed for title, 
but did not. 

5% were landlords who should have filed Form B's, but did not. 

28% were owner-operators or owner-tenants who should have filed 
Form A's, but did not. 

100% 

2. 56% of the sample correctly did nothing under LTTT. 
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12 
SOLDIERS IN .. MR 1, MR 3, AND MR 4 GOMP,ARED 

Table 1 . 

SOLDIERS WHO FARMED LAND, WORKED LAND, OR RENTED OUT LAND 

Were or.Are Neilrer Are ror Did 
. '· : 

Fannir.g or Were Farming Not 
Worldrg 1aa:l or Worldtg 1.arrl Say_ Tota~ 

All soldiers in MR 1 69% 29% 2% 100% 
(N=l, 562)" 

All soldiers in MR 3 32% 68% _0% ~00% 
(N=l, 201) 

All soldiers.in MR 4 62% 36% 2% 10'0% 
(N=l, 003) 

Table 1 shows that both MR 1 and MR 4 are preponderantly rural, while MR 3 

is heavily urban. 

Table 2 

"LAND TENURE OF SOLDIERS WHO WERE FARMING 

All s·oldiers All Soldiers All Soldiers 
Percentage Who: inMR 1 inMR 3 inMR 4 

(N=l, 112) (N=380) (N=622) 

Were or are tenant _farmers, 65% 47% 59% 
sharecroppers or squatters. 

Were or are farm laborers •. 8% 13% 11% 

Owned s o~e farm lan:d and 10% 7% 5% 
rented some. 

Owned the land they· farm:ed. 21% 32% 22% 

Were or are landlords. 5% 1% 3% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 
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Table 3 

LAND TENURE OF SOLDIERS' PARENTS 

Parents of Parents of Parents of 
.All Military .All Military .AD. Military 

Percentag<) wh9: inMR 1 in MR 3 in Jy):R, 4 
(N=l, 207) (N=557) (N=664) 

Are tenant farmers, share- 47% 37% 53% 
croppers, or squatte_rs. 

, 
Are farm laborers. · 7% 16% 10% 

Own some· farm land and 11% 8% 10_% 
rent some. 

Own the land they farm. 27% 36% 24% 

Are landlords. 8% 3% 3% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 

Comparing Table 2 with Table 3, it is evident that more parents ar".,,land~. 

lords or own the land they farm than are sons, and more sons are tenant 

farmers, sharecroppers, or squatters than are parents. Thus, ip. MR's 1, 
- ' . . . 

3, and 4 soldier-sons are poorer in la,nd_than are their parents. 

12. Source for the above comparisons: Soldiers and the Lal).d .to the Tiller 
Program in Military Region 4 of Vietnam, and Soldiers and the.La,nd to 
the Tiller Program in Military Region 3 of Vietnam, (reports to USAID/ 
ADLR by Control Data Corporation, August and Novembei; 1971 .resp<?.c-
tively). · · 

" 

}. 
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Table 4 

Question: "Who is now tilling the land you once tilled? 11 

All Military All Military All Military 
Responses: in MR 1 inMR 3 .inMR4 

(N=l, 104) (N=380) (N=622) 

I am still tilling it. 15% 9% 35% 

My wife and children 30% 61% 38% 64% 22% 66% 

My relatives 16% 17% 9% 

My friends or neighbors 3% 2% 4% 

Tenants 2% 6% 3% 7% 8% 13% 

Refugees or squatters 1% 2% 1% 

No one. The land is not l5%J 'J 'J in use. 
26% 21% 11% 

I don't know. 11% 13% 8% 

Other 2% 8% 7% 

No response 5% 0% 3% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 

Table 4 shows that: 

1. The land of most soldier-farmers (61% in MR 1, 64% in MR 3, and 

66% in MR 4) is still being tilled by themselves, or their immediate 

family or relatives, and thus is not likely to be lost because of LTTT. 

2. It is unlikely that friends or neighbors would apply for title to a 

soldier's land; refugees might, but would be more likely to return 

J 
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. . 13 to their previous homes , while squatters and tenants probably would 

apply for title •. Thus, 3% in ¥R. 1, 5% in MR 3, and 9% in MR 4 will 

probably lose their land. 

3. 26% in MR 1 say 'their land is not in us.e, or they don't know who is 

tilling it. This is considerably higher than MR 3 (21 %), or MR 4 

(11%) and reflects the greater insecurity in MR 1, where large amounts 

of land have been abandoned because of lack of security. 

13. Source: Refugee Concern About Squatters on Their Former Land, (report 
to Pacification Studies Group, CORDS, MACV, for ADLR/USAID by 
Control Data Corporation, April 1970) p. 2. 



Table 5 

O' ..,., Question: "What is your opinion of the Land to the Tiller law? " 

.MR 1 MR 3 MR 4 
Were or Are Neilher Are mr Were or Are Nei!her Are mr Were or Are N~Are-inr 
Fanning· or We re Farming Fanning or We re Farrnn¥ Fanning or Were. F a.nni.ng 

Responses: Worl<:ing 1.arrl or Wmi<ing Larxl Worl<ing I.arrl or Worl<ing Larxl Worl<ing Larxl ·orW~Larxl 
(N=l, 005) (N=557) (N=356) (N=845) (N=631) (N;'372) 

I completely approve of the 70% 59% 69% 6 3'l'o . 79% '66% 
law. 

I approve of this law in gen- 11 % 11% 16% 12% 12% 12% 
era!, but I disapprove of 
some of its provi.sions. 

I nei.ther approve nor disap- 13% 20% 11% 21% 4% 15% 
prove of this law. 

I comple.tely disapprove of 2% 2% 1% 1% 2% 2%" 
thi.s law. 

Other 1% 4% 2% 3% 1% i% 

Did not say 3% 4% 1% 0% 2% 4% 

Total 1 ooo/o 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
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Table 5 shows that: 

1. A majority in all three military regions completely approve of LTTT. 

Approval is greatest in MR 4, where implementation of the law is 

most extensive. 

2. A majority of farmers and non-farmers in all three regions approve 

completely of LTTT. In all three regions, more farmers than non-· 

farmers completely approve of LTTT, while more non_-farmers are 

neutral toward LTTT than are farmers. This indicates that LTTT is 

thought to be beneficial by those whom it affects. 

3. A negligible percentage in all three regions are completely opposed to 

LTTT. 

Table 6 

SOLDIERS AND RETURN TO THE LAND 

MR 1 MR 3 MR 4 
(N=l, 562) (N=l, 201) (N=l,003) 

Soldiers who were 'farmers before 69% 32% 62% 
entering military service. 

Soldiers who intend to farm after 64% 40% 67% 
release from military service. 

Table 6 shows that in the two regions of Southern Vi_etnam, more soldiers 

want to be farmers after they are released from military service than were 

farmers before entering military service. In Central Vietnam·the opposite 

is the case; fewer soldiers intend to return to the land than were farmers 

before entering military service. 

\ 
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Most soldiers are poor •. Most -soldiers were poor before they became soldiers. 

The .following differences in regionar .characteristics· probably explain why in 

MR 1 }ess want .to return·to fa;rming. after fhe war than came from· it, and"iff. 

MR 3 ;rnd MR 4;· more ·want -to farm after the war than were farming before 

military service:· 

In MR 3 and MR 4: 

Farm land is relatively abundant and fertile. The regions al'e relatively 

secure. Land to the Tiller is working well, and thousands of tenap.t farmers 

in both regions have become owners of their farm land. There are visible 

possibilities of economic success in farming. There is also, particulariy in 

MR 3, ·disillusionment with urbanization and urban life. 14 

In MR 1: 

Farm land is poor, and scarce, There are too many farming too little land, 

The region is relatively insecure. Land to the Tiller is not yet working well; 

as yet it has only transferred title to farm land to a small number of tenants 

or sharecroppers in a few villages. Farming is a sub-subsistence activity 

on tiny plots and there are few possibilities of economic success by means of 

farming. Local urban areas (Da Nang, Tam Ky, Qui Nhon of northern MR 2 

14. Interviews with urban Vietnamese workers at Long Binh and Bien Hoa show 
that Vietnamese workers for American firms are disillusionecj by (1) the 
high costs of food, housing arid other goods and services in highly u~ba!l· 
areas, (2) the impersonality of work for fixed salaries, aµd. (3). the lack of 
personal relationship witli their employers. They are uclia,ppy, tl).ey J:hink 
they are·underpaid, and they ~ave nothing. (Loca'.l Sur:ve.Y p;,ta"hme~t Report, 
"The Problems of the Vietnamese Workers at Long BiIJ.h Post ~d Bien Hoa, 11 

28 November 1969, CORDS. FOUO.) 

I 
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to which the lC)wer provin~es of MR 1 are economically linked) have probably 

provided some, perhaps many, with limited experience with urban work and 

incomes without the apparently disillusioning experience of migration to the 

great metropolitan.area of Saigon-Cholon-urban Gia Dinh-urban Bien Hoa. 
15 

Also migration of the poor to the urban areas of Southern Vietnam, parti- · 

cularly to Saigon-Cholon-urban Gia Dinh, has for some time been a habit of 

16 
Central Vietnamese. 

15 •. V. L. Elliott, "The Economics of Central Vietnam", April 1970 (ADEPP, 
USAID files). 

16. It is remarked by urban Vietniruese families that since 1960 or so almost 
.. all domestic servants for hire at Vietnam·ese wages ar e'frorn Centrai 

Vietnam. It is remarked by'some labor union leaders that sinc;·e_the 
beginning of the war boom_in about 1965 a lar.ge influx of apprentic<i!s, 
would-be apprentices, and laborers is mainly from Central Vietnam. 
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CONCLUSIONS' 

1. A majority of soldiers in MR 1, 66%, completely approve of the Land to 

the Tiller program. 11% more approve of LTTT in general, but disapprove 

of some parts of the program. 

Among soldiers who were or are farmers, 70% completely approve. 

Among soldiers who were not farmers before military service and thus 

have no expectation of benefits, 59% completely approve of the program. 

Most soldiers (69%) were farmers before entering the military. 

Most favor LTTT because it will help the poor,. will better the farmers as 

a class, or will promote social justice. Many also say that it· will benefit 

··them .personally,. or will make Vietnam strong. Of those who disapprove 

of all or part of LTTT, the-most common-reasons are that LTTT imple-

.mentation·is slow or corrupt,. that LTTT discriminates again·st soldiers, 

or that LTTT harms the respondent personally. 

Only .2% completely disapprove of LTTT. 

2. Of the 69% of the soldiers who are or were farmers, some 56% were or are 

tenant farmers, sharecroppers or squatters, and thus stand to benefit 
• > ' 

from LTTT. 

I 
J 
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3. 61% of those who were farming are' still tilling their land, either them-

selves or via their wives and children or close relatives, and thus will 

not lose their land due to LTTT. Only 3% of soldiers who were farmers 

say that their land is now being tilled by tenants, refugees, or squatters, 

and of this number many refugees will eventually return to their home 

villages; therefore, somewhat less than 3% of soldier-farmers will lose 

their land under LTTT. 

4. LTTT has failed to affect a majority of those who come under the law. 

66% of those entitled to apply for or obliged to declare their land have not 

done so. Most do not say why they have done nothing about their land 

under LTTT. Some indicate that LTTT is not being properly implemented 

at the local level. A few indicate fear of possible landlord reaction if they 

do a,pply. Others state they think the law is fine for Southern Vietnam, but 

that it is not suitable to Central Vietnam. The inference is_that until more 

official emphasis is placed on LTTT so. that it can: become· an effective, 

operating program in Central Vietnam, landlords, tenants and sharecrop-

pers will be unwilling to act on it. 

5. The soldier sons who were or are farming or working on land are poo'rer 

in land than their parents. 

6. Few soldiers who are or were farmers (5%) or their parents (8%) are 
' .. 

landlords; nevertheless this percentage is higher than in Southern Viet-

nam, where only 1% of soldiers and 3% of their parents are landlords. 

7. 66% of the soldiers who will benefit or who have benefited from LTTT 
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(i.e. those who or whose families have filed for title to land they farm) 

approve completely of LTTT. This figure is strikingly lower than in MR 4 

where 95% of those who filed for title approve completely of LTTT; and 

in MR 3 where 86% do. This indicates serious doubts about LTTT on the 

.part of those who would be expected to be enthusiastic supporters •. 

8. 69% of the soldiers ;not affected by LTTT approv:e completely of the law. 

9. 64% of soldiers who own the land they used to :farm and.who nave or whose 

frunilies have filed Form A 1 s to retain it approve of LTTT. 

10. Almost no soldiers (only 2 out oLl, 562) oppose LTTT ]:>ecause it wight 

distr.ibute farm land to ex Viet Cong or Viet Cong sympathizers at the 

expense of citizens loyal to the GVN. 

11. LTTT does not divide officers from enlisted men. A majority of both 

officers and enlisted men.approve completely of LTTT, _The same was 

found true of officers and enlisted men in MR 3. 

In sum, LTTT does not divide soldiers fr.om civilians nor antagonize soldiers 

in MR 1. Most soldiers approve of the law and the program. It has symbolic 

appeal. However, few who are entitled to benefit from LTTT are taking 

advantage of it. Consequently it· is not y:et affecting land tenure much among· 

the .soldiers in MR 1, just as it is not effecting· much change in land tenure 

among civilians in MR 1. 
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APPENDIX A 

INSTRUCTIONS TO BE READ TO THE ASSEMBLED RESPONDENTS 

The Ministry of Land Reform, Agriculture, and Fisheries Development has 
begun a study to find out what Vietnamese soldiers like or dislike about the 
Land to the Tiller Law. To get this information, we are asking soldiers to 
answer 14 questions on a questionnaire we will give to you. You do not have 
to answer these questions, and, if you do not wish to answer, you may be 
excused. If you do agree to help us by answering these questions, we would 
be grateful for your cooperation. 

If you agree to complete the questionnaire, your answers will be anonymous. 
Please do not write your name on the questionnaire. - After you complete 
the questionnaire, and return it to us, it will be placed in a stack with many 
others. Then no one will know which ma11 wrote which questionnaire •. Since 
no one will be able to identify you, you should feelfree to give your honest 
opinions and answers. Only your own personal opinions are important. There 
are no "right answersH or u -wrong answers" -- only your answers. 

The Government of Vietnam needs to know what the people like or dislike so 
laws can be made that meet the needs and wishes of the people. You can 
assist your government by answering the questions we are going to give-to you. 

(PASS OUT THE QUESTIONNAIRES AT THIS POINT.) 

When you receive your questionnaire, please 'look it over. You Will see the 
questions are not very difficult to answer. For most questions, all you have 
to do is write an "X" in front of the answer that is closest to your personal 
op1n1on. For a few questions, you will need to write only one or two words. 
Only one question requires more than a few words to answer. However, any
time you feel like saying more than is contained in the answers that are 
provided, please feel free to write your 9pinions next to that questions, or on 
the back of the questionnaire. 

All you have to do is read the question, then either write down your answer, or 
find the answer that comes the closest to the way you feel and write an "X" in 
front of it. If you have any difficulty, you may ask questions at any time. 
You may take.all the .time you need to answer the questions •. The questions · 
will be easier to answer if you start with question number one, then answer 
every succeeding question as it appears on each page. When you have finished, 
please look over each page to make sure you did not forget to answer any of 
the questions. Then bring it up here and put the completed questionnaire 
right here. 

(SHOW THEM WHERE TO PLACE THE COMPLETED QUESTIONNAIRES.) 
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APPENDIX A (cont'd) 

As soon as you have answered all the questions and have returned the ques
tionnaire, you are free to leave. Anyone who does not wish 'to complete the 
questionnaire may leave at this time. Please do not take t,he blank questionnaires 
with you. 

(WAIT UNTIL THESE PEOPLE HAVE LEFT, THEN ASK THE REMAINING 
PEOPLE TO BEGIN ,ANSWERING THE QUESTIONS. AS- EACH MAN RETURNS 
THE COMPLETED QUESTIONNAIRE, THANK IIlM POLITELY FOR HIS 
C,OOPERATION.) 
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APPENDIX A (cont'd.) 

PLEASE DO N OT WRITE YOUR NAME ON THIS QUESTIONNAIRE . 

.1. Wb.ere is your military unit stationed now? (To ansVf,er this.question;.; 
you are merely to write down in the space provided below the name of. 
the province in which your unit is now stationed.) 

2. In what province is your home kicated? (To answer this question; ·you 
are merely .tq write do:wn in· the space !'l'ovided: below the name of·the 
province you consider to be your home province. ) 

Your home province 
-----------~ 

3. What branch of armed forces are you serving now? (To answer this ques
tion, you are merely to put an "X" in front of one of the responses 
provided below that indicates correctly the branch of service you are now 
serving.) 

a)ARVN ---___ b) Regional Forces 
c) Popular Forces ---

4. What is your present rank? (Same as question 3 above, you are merely 
to put an "X" in frontof one of the responses provided below that indicates 
correctly your present rank. NOTE: In case you are a member of the 
Popular Forces, please write down in "d" below the name of your present 
position title.) 

a) Enlisted man {from Private up to Corporal I) ---
b) Noncommi'ssioned officer {from Sergeant up to Senior Sergeant I) ---c) Officer {from Aspirant and higher) ---
d) PF position title: ----------

5. Wb.at was your occupation before you entered military service? {To 
answer this question, please write down in the space provided below the 
name of the occupation you had done before you entered military service.) 

Pre-service occupation 
-----------~ 

6. Wb.at occupation do you intend to do after you are released from the mili
tary service? {Same as question 5 above, please write down in the space 
provided below the name of the occupation you intend to do after you are 
released from military service.) 

Post-service occupation 
-----------~ 
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APPENDIX A (cont'd.) .. 

7. If you had performed farm work before you entered ·military service, 
were you one of the following? (To answer this question~ you are merely 
to put an "X" in front of one of the respons<·S provided below that best 
describes the circle you belong to.) 

a) Owner~operator ---
b) Owner-tenant ---c) Tenant ---d) Refugee squatter ---
e) Sharecropper ---f) Farm laborer ---

---'g) Landlord . 
h) I had never farmed before I entered military service. ---

8. If you had performed farm work before you entered military service, 
please indicate what principle crop you had grown? (To answer this 
question, you are merely to put- an 'X" in front of one· of the responses 
provided below that indicates correcHy the principle crop you had grown.} 

a) Rice (all kinds of rice, including miracle rice) ---
---b) Secondary crops (all crops other than rice and industrial pl.ants) 
___ c) I had never farmed before I entered military service. 

9. If you had performed farm work before you entered military _service, who 
is now tilling the land you had once tilled? (To answer this question, you 
are merely to put an ''X" in front of one of the responses provided below 
that best describes your idea.) 

a) I had never farmed before I entered military service. ---b) I am still tilling the land myself. ---
---c} My wife and children are tilling the land. 

d) My relatives are tilling the land. ---
___ e) My friends or neighbors are tilling the land. 
___ f) The land is being tilled by a tenant. 

g) The refugees are tilling the land. ---· 
___ h) The land is being, left abandoned ·and no one is titling it. 
___ i) I don't.know who is tilling the land. 
__ __..·)Other, please write it down here: _________________ _ 

10. If your parents are doing farm work, are they· one of the ·following? (To 
answer this question, you are merely to put an "X" in ·front of one of the 
responses provided below that indicates correctly the circle your parents 
belong to.) 

a) Owner-operator ---
b) Owner-tenant ---___ c) Tenant 
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d) Refugee squatter ---e) Sharecropper ---
f) Farm laborer ---. , g·) Landlord . 

~--: 
.h) My parents are not farmers·. ---

11. If your parents are doing farm work, please mdicate what principle crop 
they are growing. (To answer this question, you are merely to put an "X" 
in front of one of the responses provided below that indicates correctly 
the principle crop your parents are growing.) 

a) Rice (all kinds of rice, including miracle rice) ---b) Secondary crops (all crops other than rice and indust-rial plants) ---c) My parents are not farmers. ---
12. What is your own opinion about the Land to tP.e Tiller !-Jaw? (To ans~er 

this question, you are merely to 'put an "X" in front of one of the responses 
provided. below that best describes your idea.) 

a) I completely approve of this· Law. ---. . ' b) In general I approve of this Law, but the're are some sections· of 
it I'm not very much agreed with. 

c) I neither approve.nor disapprove of this Law. ---d) I completely disapprove of this Law. 
___ e) Other, please w7ite it down in the space pr:ovided b<;>low: 

13. Why do you feel as above expressed about the Land to t]le Tiller Law?' (To 
answer this question, -please write down completely ·your idea in the· space 
provided below. ) 

14. Has the Land to the Tiller Law had any effect on.you or your family? ... (To 
answer this question, you are merely to put an 11X" in front of one of the 
responses provided below that best describes your idea. 

a) No,. our faniily has not been affected in any way by this law. ---. b) Yes, because I've filed a landowner's declaration to retain the 
--- land I till. 

c) Yes, becau~e I've filed a landowner's declaration to receive pay----
ment for the land that was expropriated and distributed to the ·others. 

d) Ye.s, because I've filed an application to obtain title to the land ---
I'm presently tilling. 

e) Other, please write it down in the space provided below: ---
• > 

'· 




