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CHAPTER I 

RESEARCH DESIGN 

The Land to the Tiller program, (LTTT) a splendid success 

in the delta and the provinces of Military Region III of Vietnam, has not transferred 

much land in .the crowded coastal plain of central Vietnam. The Director General of · · .. 

Land Affairs of the Government of the Republic of Vietna~ and the Associate Director 

of USAID for Land Reform requested research to try to assess the obstacles to land 

transfers under the Land to the Tiller pr0gram in this region. 

the Research Was Done: The study w~s .designed and approved in December 1972 

and early January 1973. Field work was don'e from 9 January through 20 April '1973. 

! 

The Sample: Coastal central Vietnam was taken to be .the plain ·of Quang T ri:i Thua 

Thien, Quang Nam, Quang Tin, Quang Ngai~ Binh Dinh)l Phu Yen, Khanh Hoa, Ninh 

Thuan and Binh Thuan provi:p.ces. The following were incl-aded or excluded ~n designing 

the sar.aple: 

Excluded 

Quang Tri pi-:ovince 

4 of the 8 Districts of B inh Dinh 
province 

Cities and towns 

/ 

Villages in District or Province 
capitals 

Villages right on the coast 

Villages in hinterland Districts 
·in the mountains 

/ 

Villages riot having LTIT distri­
bution goals 

V:lllages rated D, E, or V on the 
Hamlet Evaluation System (HES) 

Reasons 

insecure 

insecure 

. population is largely 
urban 

population is partly 
urban · / 

Included 

all other provinces ofCVN'-9 

the other 4 Districts of south­
ern and central Binh Di.nh 

all rural villages 

all others ! 
\' 

population is partly all land-bound villages 
fishermen 

population is largely all on the coasta'.l plain 
Iv1ont~gnard _and sparse 

probably.,_no LTTT all villages having LTIT 
program; there 

insecure all villages rated A, B, or C 
on the HES 
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The sample was chosen to focus on rural, reasonably secure 1 villages in which a major 

program corcernmg f:urners a."':ld land tenure changes should have affected the maxirnum nurnber, 

. It, was also designed to have maximum geographic spread on the coastal plain of central 

Vietnamc~ Wherever possible only one village per District was sampled- -in order to 

sar.nple the maximum number of Districts. Wherever security permittErl within a village, 

most hamlets were sampled-·-in order to avoid concentration on central village harnlets .. 

Field work was done in 9 provinces, 3 8 Districts, 52 villages, and 150 hamlets. They 

are listed in the Appendix. The geographic coverage of the coastal plain is shown on 

page 2A. 

We interviewed farm families (wherever possible, the heads of the households) whose 

members: 
·, ' 

farm some or all of their land as· tenants, sharecroppers or squatters 
formerly farmed some or all of their land as tenants, sharecroppers~· 

or ·squatters and have received title to !3uch lands under LTTT or 
have applied for title under LTTT; 

rent out some farm land to others 
formerly rented out some farm land to others and have been expropriated 

under LTTT 

Vve did not interview those who are: 

owner -operators of all of the land they farm 
landless 
not farming for other reasons 

We interviewed 1671 farrn families. 

< .. 
Vve .also interviewed Province, District, and )?illage officials. From them we sought 

\ 
expertise: their opinions about constraints and obstacles to land transfers und.er LTTT 

in their jurisdictions, and their ideas about how land distribution caild be increased . 

. \;Ve also sought to plumb their attitudes and biases re LTTT. We interviewed 289--105 
/ 

of whom are Provfoce or District officials, l.?9 village officials, and 45 Hamlet Chiefs. 

See below. 

LOCAL OFFICIALS INTER VIEWED 

Job Title 

Province Chiefs 
Deputy Province Chiefs 
Province, Land Affairs Chiefs 

7 
8 
6 
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Job Title . (Con 1t) 

Deputy Province Land Affairs Chiefs . 
Other Province officials concerned with 

land reform 
District Chiefs 
Deputy District Chiefs 
District Chiefs of Finance and Econom.ic 

Development Sections 

Village Chi_efs 
Deputy Village Chiefs. 

Chairmen of Village Councils 
Village Com.mis s~oners for Land R eforn1 

and Agriculture 
Hamlet Chiefs 
Land Reform Cadre (same as Village Land 

R e gist r .a r s) 
Village finance officials or Village Chief Clerks 

6 
3 

22 
30 
23 

41 
29 
18 
45 

45 

2 
289 
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The Method: In in~erviewing farm families, 6 or 7 interviewers were used in each 

village. In each we divided the hamlets between interviewers so that outlying hamlets 

as well as the central one were sampled. Each interviewer sampled farm houses 

"' 
randomly to avoid being led on guided tours by solicitous local offidals~ All interviews 

were anonymous . 

All interviews of farm families were sern.i-structured--that is, some questions sought 

specific details, some pro bed deep to get at the fears and obstacles which, in the n1.i:c:.ds 

and lives of tenants, sharecroppers, and squatters, prevent them. from. applying for 

title to their land under a national prograrn which permits and encourages then:-i to do so. 

/ 
( 

/ 
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CHAPTER II 

RESULTS 

Vv e will report on: 

of LTTT in CVN. Does it fit mo 
tillers 1 circumstances or not? How many ignore it? How many take 
this. opportunity to become landowners? 

of 

2. The taboos and survival of landlords~ tenants rs 

whom LTTT is intended to reach which deter them frorn. for 
title to their lq.nd, and of landlords, dete.r them from accepting transfer of tb.e~,.r Jan.cl, 

3. The s of the LTTT program: Province, District and village officials and LTTT. _.,;;,o,__ __ 

L 

Land Tenure: ·We found .that· 22% of all farm farn.ilies are owner-operators and were 

before LTTT. These we did not interview 28% are landless or not for other 

reasons. Tnese w·e did not interview .. The r 50% were or are tenants, share-

croppers or squatters., or owners of land farm and tenants share -

croppers or squatters on part~ 1 
These we did interview. 

Of this 50%, 18% were -owner-operators and 

s .s before L.:1'1'1, and 76% rent or sharecrop o.:r squat on all of the land 

or did before LTTT. Most of this 7 are or were tenants on comnunal land. 

landless from the above, our findings compare to the 1960-1961 ag 
census of Vietnam thus: Census Our 

T or sharecroppers plus those who rented some 70% 6 
Owner- rs 27% 3 
but: 
Those who, before rent:il or all of fheir la..YJd. llo/o 5 
Those who owned some and rented some land 5 J.. 

sting, from 1960-1973, a great increase in tenancy on communal land as 2 

13 years of ·war, thousands of refugees from land subsistence 
or subsubsistence plots from their native 

A Econon1ics & Statistics Servicel> Govermnent 
of Vietnam, Table This explanation is consistent with historical 
Duncans on, Government and Revolution 1n Oxfo 
in the refugee 
and District officials 
owned land in insecure areas. 

and with statern.ents 
in the text that there is much abandoned 
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Extent of L'TTT: Of the above (landless and owner-operators excluded) LTTT has 

reached and changed the land tenure of 69%. That is~ 69% of those who, before LTTT, 

.he1d some or all of their farm land as tenants, sharecroppers or squatters---34 l/Zo/o 

of the farm family population--have become new owners under LTTT or have applied' 

for title under LTTT to some or all of the land they till. 

Most of those who have benefited from LTTT were-tenants on village con1n1.unal land. 

0£ 13 161 farm families who . .7because of ISITT, now own or have applied for title to all 01· 

son'le of the land they used to farrn in ten.'ancy or as sharecroppers or squatters~ 918 

(79%) were farming village communal land. 20% have re·ceived title or applied for 

privately owned land.· (One perceJ.t have received title to public domain) 

19% of all who rr1ight have applied under LTTT are still tenants, sharecrop~ers and 
. ' 

squatters on all of the land they farm. 

·v 

Effects of LTTT: LTIT is a quantitative succe-ss in CVN despite its failure to transfer 

rrn1ch privately-owned land to tenants and sharecroppers. Of those who are new owners 

or who have applied for title ( 6 9% of all wb.,o n-iight have) half express gratitude to the 

GVN and ent_husiastic support for the program. Only 15% criticize it, or say it had 

negative divisive effects, or say it has n1ade no changes in their lives and their villages. 

Most (38%) say land ownership because of LTIT has lessened their hardships or irnprov2d 

their lives, or that they expect improvement because of land ownership in the futureo 

Another' i7o/o say it has made possible a slight im.provement in their life. 21% say it has 

ffB.Cle rD diffurence. A mere lo/a say they have suffered losses because of LTTT. 2\: 
/ 

2. The principal reasons given: 

by the 50% who express gratitude: that the GVN helps them, helps the poor,, helps 

the farmers. 

by the 15% who criticize LTTT 

or say it has had no effects: 

by those who say it has helped 

les sm hardships 'in their lives;: 

by those who s.ay it has made no 

di#erence in their lives: 

by those who say it has caused 

them losses :, 

that LTIT is anti-village traditions~ that it does 

nothing.for the landless, for the really poor; that 

it cannot get the landlord off the back of the tena:t.1i:: 

or sharecropper on privately-owned land. 

that~ owning land, they no longer pay rent; that 

now they are owners they feel rnore free; that 

owning land, they will i1nprove it 

that the plots they now own are too small to help 

their subsiste.nce problems 

that because they thought of applying 0r their 

landlord feared they might, they w~re evicted 

from. s 01ne of their land 
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To sum this up in terms' of absolute percentages of the supposed rural universe (the 

l;.l 671 farm families interviewed plus farnilies found by random san1pling who, because 

tb,ey are not affected by LTTT s were not interviewed): 

22% 
28% 

are owner operator 
are landless or not fanning 

are or were tenants, sharecroppers" or squatters on all or 
~~1'~7 

some of their land 

have becorne new ovvners or have applied to become new owners of all o s:J:i.T1e 

of the la~d they farm 

27% 
6. 8% 

,2+% 

34% 

on communal land 
OJ'.l privately owned land 
on public domain 

Political effects.: 
23% very pro-GVN because of LTTT 

5+% unaffected by LTTT or say it has had divisive negative effects 

Economic or stimulus effects: 
13% say LTTT has irnproved their life 

6% say it has only very ·slight effects· on their life 

7% say it has had no effects 
, 3% say it has caused them losses ('principally.:.by eviction) 

26+% 

' 10% are still tenants, sharecroppers or squatters on all of their land 
I 

,---- 2-% are landlords or .exlandlords 
l LA6% 

Possibl~ clientele for LTTT yet: 

10% -who are still tenants., sharecropp·ers 01~ sq-o.atters on all of their 

13% who are still tenants~ sharecroppers, or squatters on sonJ.e of their land" 

though they may be owner-operators or ne-w owners or have applied already] 

for part of their land. 

2-% who. are landlords or exlandlords 
25-% 

Size ofi}oldings and Negativism re LTTT: Almost ali farm holdings in CVN are very 

smalL See Table L 
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TABLE l 

AVERAGE FARM HOLDINGS IN CVN 

;No. Fann Farnilies Total Ha. Farrned in Tenar.cy, 
p Interviewed Fa..'TI;'..ed per hn:il.y fur under 

Thi en 170 0.825ha. 0.76 ha. 

Quang Nam 247 0.4 0.249 

Tin 179 0.559 0.338 

N 230 0.467 0.30 

Binh Dinh 199 0.534 0.39 

Phu Yen 109 0.613 o .. 41 

Khanh Hoa 205 1~032 o .. 94 

Ninh T huap · 160 1. 336 1. 066 
'• 

Binh Thuan 183 L 318 L3 

It is in the provinces where communal ~~~.-~~.~~ are s1nallest per farm family~ 

Nam and Quang Ngai, that complaints. nevl owners and applicants that LTTT , ' aoes 

nothing for them and that LTTT has made only a very slight difference in their lives 

are .. most frequent. In.Quang Nam 54% so say., In Ngai 38% so say. In all of 

CVN 21% so say.· 

Land in T 

sought to test was whether only negligible amounts of privately owned land have been 

whether airpost all land distributed has been communal land., 

In ter:ms of farin famili'es or who 
~~~~~~~~~~-'-~~~~~~~--=--"--~~~~~~~~~~~ 

as remarked above, 79% have received title or "vill receive title 

to communal land, 20% to privately owned land, and 1% to public domaip land. In ~::erms 

hectares according to village officials in the 52 villages in \vhich we did field 

in MR 1 70% of the land distributed in communal, 2 privately owned~ and 6% 

and in MRZ 57% is communal land, 25% privately owned, and 18% public domain. 



Page 8 

In hectares~ of the 52 villages sampled, this totals: 

Co..J:Til uti l Private Pub lie d:rnain Total 

in 22 villages of 4 provinces of MR 1 92 3 .ha( 7 0%) 316. ha(24o/.o) 76. 65ha(6o/.o) l:. 3~5.651--:a 

in 30 villages of 5 provinces of MR2 2 ~ 8 7 3 • 65 ( 57o/o) 1, 24 6 • ( 2 5 % ) 902. (18%) 

The LTTT dis.tribution goals for these villages, for 1972, obtained frorn the DGLA1 
totalled 

281 ha. for the 22 villages of MR 1 and 502 ha. for the 30 villages of MRZ. 

A characteristic of central lowland villages is ·relevant here. Because of the historical 

pattern of settlement, the most fertile lands were closest in. These usually beca1ne village 

cornn.'1.unal lands and about 80% of them were put up to bid to raise money-- the poorest 

cornmunal la:n.d usually being,. used for subsistence distribution to native families. It is 

these cor.nmunal lands, those put up to bid in the 'past, that in general have been distributed . 
. ' 

Privately owned larid developed as the villages and farming extended outward. It is inuch 

of these lands which the war and insecurity have caused to be abandoned. In 7 of 38 

Districts and in 14 of the 52 villages in which we 'interviewed District and village officials;· 

they remarked that there is much privately owned land which is now abandoned due to 

insecurity. No official interviewed rer.D.arked that there is any corrnnunal land that is 

novv abandoned due to insecurity~ (though a very few fa:rrn ia:rnilies did.) 

Given that privately-owned land is usually further out and much of it is less secure~ 

stater.o.ents by District officials in 1.8% of the Dist:ricts and by village officials in 27% of 

the villages that there is much abandoned priv<ttely owned land which cannot be distributed 

because it is still insecure, given the fact that in all of MR l except Quang Tin about 50% 

of· all cultivated land is communal land) and given village officials 1 data showing that 

of the land distributed under LTTT was privately owned land, one inust conclude that 

distribution of privately owned land is lagging,. but one cannot say that alm.ost none has 

been distributed. 
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IL The Constraints, Taboos~ and Survival Options of Landlords, Tenanhs~ SharecropJ:Jer 

and Squatters 

Those V\Tho Do Not Apply: 19% of the 1, 671 farn1 families we interviewed are still tenants 

sharecroppers 014 squatters on all of the land they farn1c Another 26% are still tenants 

sharecroppers or squatters on some of the land they farrn.o 

\iV e are n1ainly concerned with those who are tenants~ sharecroppers or squatters on 

privately ovvned la:n.d~ These are 30% of the l; 671 farrr.i far.,.-1iliesr 30% of all those who 

r:iight have or have been affected by LTTT. (502 in all.) Various reports by Land Refo::1-:-c'.L 

field personnel and pacification research reports on specific villages have repea·;; 

estirnated that about 30% of those who were tenants or sharecroppers on priva·i:ely ovv-ned 

la:nd before LTTT s"till ar·ee These es-tirnates are correct. 

But, of this 30%, 11% (176 in all) cannot or vJill .:wt apply for title, because: 

Their landlord is a relative (101) and kinshit::_:-J ties are r.D.ore important ,than desfre 
for land ownership 

The land is exernpt. It is· worship land,. church land, or pagoda land ( 56) 
TI1 e tiller is in e li g i b 1 e because he is al s 0 an CY'il.ler - 0 perc.d: Or' 0 r Th..,~ owner of l. ba or rnore ( l8) 
The crop is exernpt ( 1) 

Those who can and might apply but have not are l9L!o (326 in all). They have not for these 

reasons: 

They are afraid of their landlords. They are afraid of violence against thero an.d thei~t 
family, or they are afraid they will be evicted from the land (163) 

They have rnoral taboos against taking another 1 s land or they syrr.Lpathize vvith the 
landlord whom they know personallyJ Vlhorn they know for a long time~',who lives 
close by~ or who is poor as they or pq'orer (103) 

They haven 1t heard about LT.TT, or havei, heard only vaguely; they do not know how 
to apply nor to whom to apply; they a1~e waiting for the signal from their village or 
hamlet officials that LTTT is b begin; or they as surr.Le their village or harnlet 
officials will do all for them if there is anything to be done in this land distrii::rc:.tic:ir:i. 
program (129) 

Other lesser reasons~ only 32 in are not typical of CVN. They are that: 
-in Quang N gai 2 0 and in Quang Tin 3 report they would apply but have been cheatec: 
of the opportunity by their landlords o,r by their village officials 

-in Quang N gai, 4 report they fear theener:ny ~ the Viet Cong, will persecute thc:rn 
if they a·pply . 

-in Binh Thuan 4, all Cham.s, fear they would be posse_ssE'.d by spirits i.£ they 
violate~ Cham sac.red taboos ~gainst taking other 1 s goods 

-in Binh Thuan 3 say their holdings exceed 1. ha. rriaxirnum and that if they apply 
.they would be reduced to 1. ha. 



Page 10 

Fear is powerful deterrent., Fear of the landlord is a very real among tena::Ti:s) 

sharecroppers and squatters in the coastal lowlandsG Local governmeD:t does 

protect the little n;.an in local matters there -unlike rnost delta.villages where fear 

of landlords is almost never mentioned. 3 In CVN ~ when asked why he does not 

for title and pressed re what he thinks would en if he did apply~ he 

these h:rrDs 3 of 502 do): 

if I apply the landlord n-iay into ho1.1se or sec 

tir.c1e. When it happens suffers for me I t:hink if 
to distribute land to tenants it had 'better send cadre to 

tenants 1 nar.o.es, ·then send to Central Office for procedures I do not wor 

landlord 1 s revenge because I do not 11 

(sharecropper" Quang T 

us hmnble s rs, we dare not. confront our landlords who are rich 

infiuen:tiaL We are afraid. If I 
could not know. 11 

d- - -at wl'1at m.ight· befall Ine? 

( sharecroppe1~ ~ Nam) 

•ir dare apply. Prefer to remain sharecropper'o ·If I refuse to pay r'ent o share 

crops with the rds I would be accused as a Cong ands or 

would inforr.o. the Viet Cong that I an~ pro-Nationalis overmnent, then the Viet:-

Cong would and execute me. 1 aar e It 

( sharec Binh Dinh) 

"The 1andlord 1 s husband is in the Com:cr-.LU2-1..ists 1 I am afraid of reta1:.2~te:::l 

if I do not share the crop. here owned 

Afraid" If I the landlord 1 s I don 1 t have the rent 

be dead. 11 

1 s son~ a so:dier to fer his 

he cut Farrners here are 

Chief, Binh 

11 In this }1amlet nobody has for 

landlord heard~ wanted the land back. Landlord took to 

tiller s house and threatened to After that farmers in this 

hamlet dis and no one ever dared to to for land title to 

Binh Dinh) 

lll dare not for it. He 

r 0£ mine was r.n-u.Tdered 

r:o.e rcile s s 

Khanh Hoa) 

the \Tiet C 

In Control Data's study of delta provinces not one of 

in 29 s spoke of thiso 

Delta report to the 
~~--~~""'-~~~""-

US A ID, Dec •. 1972) 

11 

It was d that a 

5 farin farn.ilie s 
i:t1 the 
and 
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landlord in the area the as ne and the victi1n had a quarrel 

(sharecropper, Ninh. 

11 I knew a next to rn.y house. T 
soldier. Vvhen the tenant 

vvifo a rifle The landlord told hiln 
will be in the of his hous 

(sharecropper, 

11 Landlord came and told me and other ·cenants we did not need to 

h1rr1 reques it and all tenants may continue to rent his 

of crop. Landlord told us if' any tenant does pay rent 

year when this tenant come to 

in the field. For fear of 

field ·0oth he and his buffalo will be 

J..'ent" 11 

Binh 

ll 

J.::::. little £ear goe a way. Landlordsin CVN can coinmand guns and killers Beca0";.se 

rrio st tena:-..1.ts and s ecroppers know can enforce their will and de:fei ... d thei:- lo 

power, if nee es sary by killing or alm.ost never have to 

Nor is this rough.style rule local rare in r of other countri-es. 

:tor is run the sa1ne way. The S 

oi Illinois south of about Carbondale is run the sarne way@ The caus in 

and elsewhere~ seems to .be that local or elite want it the way it was in 

Whether N or landlord s in Annarn old central of 

think and act not are of the past. .L 

to 

of near s s also vei.·y real. L&ndlords 

:re GVN's orders to cease colle i·ents to cease tenants~ 

ace T responses: 

fose land. in:Eluen'i::iaL \AT e are fOG 

and humble. VT e could never win. 11 

( sharecropper~ N 

11 I a1n afraid the landlord take back the lando Even if I s ni.y house I 

uncollected rent or shares. 
even the District Chief could not. 

ed share even for one basket the 
another sharecropper .. 11 

and hamlet au tho ritie s could 
pas when I failed to pay 

rd would take the land and 

(sharecropper~ Binh 

;1 
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"When Land to the Tiller was implem.ented, the landlady took the land back. I 
v1ent to see the Hamlet Chief to complain. Hamlet Chief told me the landlady's 
son was former police security member, disn1issed from service because. of 
corruption and now appointed Village Land Reform. and Agriculture Commissioner. 
I was advised to give up and spare myself arrested and detained. 11 

( exsharecropper ~ now landless because evicted, Binh Dinh) 

11 The landlord would take land back. I am afraid to speak of this. 11 (tenant, Pnu 
11 Cautiot1s, fearful during interview. Re applying for titie~ afraid even to think of 
much less do it11 (interviewer 1 s note) 

11 Those who have applied for title have become· landless even though title was 
re~eived. Those who did not apply for title are still on the land they have been. 
sharecropping. Land to the Tiller has been twisted local people to be 'Land 
.l-i.way from the Tiller .. ' We are afraid of landlords 1 powerful influence and we dare 
not report such cases to the District. 11 

(tenant, Binh Thuan) 

There are those whose personal prevent them from 11 taking 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

another's land11 as they put it~ and there are those whose landlord is poor, or too' old 

to farm, or is an old friend or acquaintance. Sympathy for him as a person prevents 

them fro~ presuming to 11 take' his land." Typical responses by this next largest 

group of tenants and sharecroppe;rs who could but have not applied ( 103 of 502): 

"The landlord owns only this tiny bit of land (,.· 5 ha). To take. it would violate 
contract. I cannot do it. 11 

(mortgage-holder, having to use the lard rent-free as security' :for a Joan, 
Quang Ngai) 

11 My husband thin.ks that to apply for land ownership is to do a bad act. The land­
owner is poor and very old .. 11 

(tenant, Ninh Thuan) 

11 know their landlords long and have b them and been helped by them 
rn.any tim.es~ Here rnost landlords own srn.all s. Only a few own as nmch 
3 hectarese Several times I have distributed blank application forms to these 
tenants but they all return the blank_s to me eventually, still _blank. Land to 
Tiller is workable here only on comm.unal land. II "· 

(Hamlet Chieft Binh Dinh) 

11 I didn1 t want to ·do that because it 1 s pi_tifuL He is poorer than I am:o 11 

J 

('t:enant, Khanh Hoa) 

11 I can't apply because the landlord is s in the Army~ If he is not serving in 
the Army he must have his land back to farm or how will he an~ his family eat? 11 

( sharecropper 1 Khanh Hoa) " 

11If the landlord is rich I apply for titl,e but in my case he is poor s;ame as us 11 

(tena11t)I Ninh Thuan) 

1,'The landlor9. is very old. Son away in Army. If I apply he and his wife will bave 
nothing to eat. 11 

(sharecropper, Quang Tin) 

Some sympathiz~ with small lando'i..vners, and also are afraid. E.g.: 
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i 1.A kinds of difficulties frorn. landlo:cd.s"' 

se the landlords. Sm::..J.e 
to eat., At last forr.t1er ter1ants 

laborers Ve very poor ne 1-.J 0 

( sha:tecroppe , 

of 5 to have not had any 

to do so .. re 

I did not hear about 

(sharecropper? 

and 11a~re l'lOt rx1s..d2 
to do. 11 

thi 
la:nd. ir 

( sha:recroppe 

'. st 

of Hteracy and forrnal education and ace es s f rorn 

official cor:nrrn1nications nevlspape 

lmvlands in 

Annarnes c-i.1lture 

-vi his :cior s s ~ The tbe 

s v;rho ·want as have always 
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Q: T eH us -y;;rhy you haven 1 t applied for t:iCe to this land 

I v;rould be possessed by the spirit of i:he Land God 
What do you think w·ould really if you appli.ed? 

A~ I \Vould be bewitched 
Q: Vl"ha.t do your friends:;, relatives and neighbors think nJ.ight happen to sor_r-i:::: 

i:enan.t or sharec :ropper \.vho 
A: He would cie bevvitched 

(tenant~ C harn? l·hnh T}n:.2.:::1) 

t Seern.s obvious that neither f1.uther ge.ne:ral fr.iT L1'1'l 

r of existing central governrnent orde.:cs ·\:o s ;:o11ecti:ng re:nts to ce2 . ._ 

te11.ant 

~"\IL. 
officials ~ 

nor further rnas s roe 

to reduce such strori.g fears i:n 

land :refor:r-.{"..:. cadr.e. and ~ . .rillagc 2cl1Cl ~-, 

the r1ear fob.1re. 4 

e rac;.st therefore reduce ourC-V-N -w·ide total of who c2.n or Yn.ight be per 'CO 

for title to thei1 ... lan.d by t1-1ose ~lll-10 are afraid---·afraid o:E ·v-?}1at t11ei1~ landl·Drct::; o 

•, 
Dnly 9% who can or n1ight be persuaded to 

gain 0 It as s1J.rn.e s 

It J.s true as sorD.e repo1·ts ha·ve es 

on privately ovvned land ,still are. J.'t lS a.lso true tl-1at nofbin.g ca..n be _,..., ----
'-;_ t.._).;...~ 

c:t all the 

i }?'o;:~ ib1e to distrib·Gte~. an.d 

bee<:.0cuse LITT has a.pplied or could apply to a.11 farr1ilie s fo1111d b ... ~r ra.n_ci{)r:J 
's 

s who were not intervie\'ied becav.se LTTT cloe1:.> not affect then.-1--the la:nd1.ess 

ov,rner-operator s) this 9% is only 4 1/2% of the total rural popilation. Efforts in addi 

to those nm1Z1 being r.ciade to push L'TTT in CVT\l' a:r..::; not \Vorth the Lrouble. E, g., the 

wo-u.ld be abcut 50% of 4 l/'2%~ rrt.inus a.bout 1 a11oss...., ..... or a 

ga:1.n of Z -%. 

-----·------------·---------------------------------------------·-··----
LJ." i\ nur:nber of A1nerican ofiicials intervievve:d ::.bon·~ 1...;Tl'l" LY{ the \Vriter i:n 

rte rs of IvlR 1 and lv1.R 2 a s r:l e rt 
v;rere in pacification in about 1967" 11 is ti1at G\/l''-J 

vlhcre JV.[R3 and lv1R4 are no\.v 1 re accepta:nce of LI'J:'f ,, econornic 

strong identification wifo national goals fo:r :::-Lational 

,-varicY~1s Am~rican econonJ.ists who ha·ve worked in C"'\TN or on its problerns,,, '-'•· 
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See Table 2s 

TABLE 2 

NEW OWNERS & APPLICANTS COMPARED TO TENANTS, SHARECROPPERS g" 
SQUATTERS,' ON PRIVATELY OWNED LAND. 

Landlord: tiller characteristics: 

He still pays rent 

The landlord or exlandlord lives in the same 
hamlet , village or District 

The landlord or exlandlord lives in the sa1ne 
hamlet or 

The landlord has only one or.~two tenants or 
sharecroppers, or owns onlyel--2. ha1 or is 
very old, or is very poor 

The landlord is a friend, or the ,tiller has 
known him personally for more than 10 years 

The landlord or exlandlord is remote, absentee~ 
or has abandoned the land, or .has joined the 
Vi.et Cong long ago, or the tiller is a 
holder and has paid no rent for many ye'ars 

The exlandlord agreed to transfer the 
the tiller 

to 

It is obvious that to somehow prod and push that 

be harder than it was to persuade the others 

Percentage of 
Th::se VVho 
r~:AppJ.ied 

(N::;;Z.69) 

89% 

64% 

51% 

51% 

. 48% 

30% 

0% 

Percentage ~f 
Those v\Tho 
Have~ 

{N=2 ll) 

19% 

11% 

8% 

10% 

10% 

48% 

10% 

to IJY.IT One of the hypotheses which this 
~~~~~-'-~~~~ 
No Bar 

research was asked ,tp try to prove or disprove is whetber farmers in CVN depend. on 

incor:ne from sources other than farming to such a degree that theyJ or many of 

perhaps value land less and value clientele ties for other incom.e and other jobs more, 

and whether. this imp.~des land distribution under LTTT. 

The subsubsistence nature of fanning in CVN is apparent frorn the tiny· sized 

families farm. See Table 1.. That many 1 probably most farmers in CVN do not rais 

enough to feedll clothe and house their families on their holdings and that almost 

all .are very poqr is apparent to any one who spends any time in coastal lowland 
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It is also very apparent from respondents 1 comments to our interviewers .. For 

11vV e hope we no longer will have to mix potatoes and n1anioc with rice to fill outC 
bellies" 

(an applicant, for .. 3 ha. of communal land, in Thua. Thien) 

!!It is less hard than before, but we still have to suffer the shortage of food by 
clenching our teeth11

' 

(new owner of • 5 ha. of communal Khanh Hoa) 

11It is very thoughtful of the Government to help farm..ers here escape frorn sta 
{new owner of . 5 ha. of privately owned land, Thua ThieriJ 

69% of all farm families interviewed only farm. 31% fann and work at other things 

to earn money. Of these: 

13% are unskilled laborers, doing whatever work they can find. 
11% work at skilled and semi-skilled crafts 1 trades and farm. sidelines. 

frequent ones are: raising livestock, masonry, small. 
or street vending, soldiering in the Regional or Popular Forces, 

. making cnarcoal,, pl~ughing with a tea1n of oxen or (rarely) with a rototiller~ 
making rice paper, fisl?.ing and brick ................... ,.,. ..... ;;:;;. 

7% are village or ha1nlet officials .. 

This is work in addition to farming to survive. No respondent among 1, 671 farm 

fa:mi.lies mentioned connection between he and his family do in addition to 

and their farming or land tenure.. No respondent mentioned that any concern 

·about his family 1 s other jobs or small com.merce has anything to do with why he did .. 

or did not apply for title to the land he farms. 

o Obstacle to LTIT· Almost no said that the of 

other about. tbose who apply for title to deterred them or ---~~~_._~~~~~~-

them to apJ,?ly. Of communal land~ yes; many rem.ark that some· of the 

landless and so1ne of the tradition-bound elders opposed and still oppose distribution of 

c01n1nunal To some, co1nmunal land is by definition something which belongs to 

all and cannot be dist.ributed to individuals. But it does not seem to have deferred or 

reduced applications for title to communal land by present tillers. Of privately owned 

land a few admit to embarrassment (1 don't Vi.rant to be the first to do this, tt) but no 

one spoke of any village opinion among farmers against distribution of. private 

land to present tillers. On the contrary: 
, II rs all very miserableo Anyone applies, s;ympathy fro:i:n them! 11 

(sharecropper, in Quang Tin) 
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The· problem is not village farr.ner resistance to LTIT. The problem is the landlords 

rd? Sharecropping in cash-short subsistence and subsubsistence ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

CVN is apparently an· exact business. If the landlord and sharecropper agree to sh2,. 
i 

50: 50 that rneans the la?dlord pays for or provides 50% of the costs of all inputs~ or 

of. 

Can sharecroppers farm without landlord help? They think soi 51% say they would not 

need any as owner operators. Another 27% say they would somehow have to be 

able to lay hands on, borrow, money. dcultural could take care of this, and 

an increase .in agricultural credit to farm.ers is a major part of the GVNr s current· 

of agricultural development .. Another 20% say they would need farrn 

or buffalo for plougHi.ng, which they now borrow or which the landlord borrows for ther.11 .. 

Landlords and LTTT: Landlords 1 unwillingness to expropriation and compensation 

seems ahnost universal. 11 0nly. those landlords whose land is insecure want to be 

For 

p 

ri says Land is ·enorrnously prized and overvalued. Money is not,, 

might receive 
future for my land if it is 

£ro1n the Govermnent in the 
I am. only a farmer by skill. 

I do not know any other business. 
would I use it for s 

After receiving con:J.pensation ho\V 
wasted. 11 

(landlord~ 11 s in Bi11h 

11 Even if the compensation is generous 
only the. owner of a small amount of 
will not. pnly lose real property of 
money v:rill be spent soon or late 11 

I cannot take his land. He is 
If his land is be 

value but the compensation 

'. ( in NinhThuan) 

in CVN are only slightly used to andt because inost of them live on subsistence 

or subsubsistence crops and incornes, only slightly involved in, a n1.oney-based economy~ 

Rents are quoted bushels ( gia), not in piastres. A rnajor private bank in Saigon 'Nill 

have some 30-35, 000 accounts. A bank ~n a city in CVN will garner only a few hund ed., 

In parts of Binh Dinh and Quang Ngai it is still reported that rural peopl:el' 'vvhen 

have any money, bury it in the ground for safekeeping. 
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Compensation, on average about 150, OOOVN$/ha, is asserted by almost all to be less 

than one-tenth, sometimes less than one-twentieth, of actual land value. In interviews 

with' Province, District and village officials, those in all 9 Provinces, in 17 of 38 

Districts, and in 31 of 52 villages say this is a major reason why landlords do not 

transfer land. Compensation is so small a percentage of land value that to accept 

expropriation is to give the land away. 

This is nothing new in CVN. It was assessed and reported as early in planning for LTIT 

as October 1969. 5 It is also not unique. E.g. in the U.S. A. certain growth stocks still 

sell at 40+times annual earnings, though "blue chip11 stocks are for sale at only 10-12 

times earnings. E.g. land anywhere within two hours fast travel of downtown Tokyo 

or Osaka in Japan can be sold for hundreds, in some cases thousands of times possible 

returns in a lifetim~ from any possible use of the land. For that matter, any land 

rumored to be developable anywhere on the main island.of Honshu, Japan, can be sold 

for many times ~its last quoted price, even though its last price was quoted as recently 

as a month ago. 6 In CVN land is worth what people will pay for it, intrinsic value and 

possibilities of income therefrom aside. To landlords, for traditional reasons and 

because of overvaluation everywhere because of far'm overpopulation, it is worth 10 or 

20 times present GVN compensation. 

when they have been expropriated they ignore summons of local governments to come 

in and collect it. They say it is too slow1 too much trouble, too complex. Officials 

interviewed in 7 of 9 Province Headquarters, in 16 of 38 Districts, and in 27 of 52 

villages say this is a major reason why land does not transfer. 

5. 11 Land Value Survey11 (Control Data Corp. to ADLR, USAID, October 1969) 

6. Yo shikazu Miyazaki, 11 Concept and Reali.ties of Management Control, ", Sekai, Tokyo. 
(Available in English in full translation.in Summaries of Selected Japanese Magazines, 
April, 1973, from Translation Services ·Branch, American Embassy, Tokyo) 
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11% of all tenants, sharecroppers or squatters on privately owned land also say this9 

Only 3 (of 5 02) assume that compensation is adequate and that the landlords should 

be satisfied. 

Landlords themselves ( 49 were found and interviewed) clearly indicate that they do 

not consider compensation to be compensating. They ignore it. 

' 11 am very old. If the Government expropriates the land I must eat 
dirt for a living? " 

(landlord, renting to two sharecroppers, in Quang Nam) 

Landlords also ignore the law re rent maximums .. The law of the land for many years 

has limited farm rent to 25% of the crop, and of land transferable under LTIT has 

made collection of rent illegal. But rents are very high in CVN. Rents paid in cash in 

advance average 36, OOOVN$/ha. in shares are mainly 50% of crop. (61% 

~:-V\A-V"-~r:YI 1.-· 
of all sharecroppers share .50:50. 29% share 66: 

modest assumptions: (1) that the current price of paddy per standard bushel (MR3 

and MR4, not CVN, gia) is 1000VN$; (2) that inputs average 20% costs of the crop 

(which is valid for the delta but probably high for the cheap labor of CVN); and ( 3) 

that the average yield is about 100 standard gia (probably low for CVN), net rent after 

costs for the 61% of all landlords who share craps at 50: 50 would be 40, OOOVN.$./ha. 

and net rent after costs for the 29% who share crops at 66:33 would be 26, 700VN$ It see:.ms 

clear that because of high rent income from farm land, compensation at about 150, 000 /ha. 

is inadequate. 

A plausible argument can be made that one can-if one rents land out at legal prices -

make as much or more money from money as one can from land. In CVN, because 

rents are high, this is not true. Rents average 36, 000/ha. Crop shares after crop costs 

average 27-40, 000/ha. A landlord who accepts expropriation, compensated at 150, 000 

plus 10% interest since the promulgation of the LTIT law March 26, 1970, would receive 

20% in cash plus interest, or about 40, OOOVN$. This he could invest on deposit and 

earn 17%--or 6, 800VN$/year. In subsequent years, for 8 more years, he would receive 
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I Oo/o in cash plus 10% interest since March 26, 1970~ or annual increments of about 

21, 000 which on deposit at current bank interest rates would yield him about 3, 600VN$ 

Aside from landlords 1 strong preference for land rather than money and aside from 

their conviction that they can if necessary sell their land for many times (10 or 20 times) 

the value of compensation, the income from compensation payments does not approach 

their high incomes from rent. 

To increase compensation rates in CVN greatly, from an average of 150, 000/ha to 

1, 000, 000 /ha, might rer.nove much of the stone wall of resistance by many landlords to 

expropriation, in that compensation would approach la:hd value. But the costs would 

run about 26, 000, 000 1 OOOVN$---a considerable additional burden on an already over-

burdened national budget. 

What one~ do is sJrow local officials and landlords that those who are expropriated 

can receive 100% compensation for the first hectare or less, plus 10% interest from 

March 26, 1970. '.This., at an average compensat1on of 150, OOOVN$ /ha., means a sum 

of 195, 000 cash payment. On deposit at the current bank rate of l~% this would yield 

37, OOOVN$ a year. This equals rent. But~ landlord among the 49 we interviewed 

had heard of this. And~ Province or District or village official mentioned this 100% 

compensation as sornething which landlords. could draw equivalent income from. 

No Province or District or village official spoke of the possibility of pushing this 

argument to small landlords. 

53% of the 49 landlords we interviewed rent out 1. ha or less. We were interviewing 

in villages. A study done 3 years ago found, of landlords in villages and District towns, 

of all landlords in CVN rent out 1. ha or less. 
7 

Small landlords renting out 1. ha or less are the fulcrum by which to pry more 

tenants and sharecroppers out of tenancy and into self development .. Unless they can 

7. Small Landlords' Dependence otL.Rent Income in Vietnam (Control Data Corp. to 

ADLR, USAID, Oct. 1970) Graph 2. 
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be persuaded to abandon their preferences for their .pre-monetary land-based small 

wo and to accept and join the money-based world of the GVN, Saigon~ and the 

prosperous, growth-minded delta, nothing can be done to move tillers in CVN from 

tenancy and sharecropping to the status of free 'farm owner-operators. 

III. The Agents of the Program: Province, District and Village Officials and LTTT 

Province,· District and village officials were interviewed for their expertise in their 

particular jurisdictions. When asked why it is so difficult to transfer privately owned 

land, why tenants and sharecroppers do not apply for free land, they give the same 

answers we received from 1, 671 farm families: that tenants and sharecroppers are 

afraid of their landlords, that they are very ,cowed. and feel. inferior vis -a-vis landlords~ 

that they fear they will be thrown off the land if they do; that many farm land of relatives 

and that one simply does not push, egotistically, one 1 s own prosperity at cost to another 

member of one's family (that the land is all in the family anyhow so what is there to 

gain?); and that many value tenant: landlord or sharecropper: landlord ties of long 

standing (rather like those of servant and master), that most landlords are poor and 

many tillers sympathize with them and are not willing to reduce them to landlessness. 

When asked what can or should be done to increase transfers of land under LTTT their 

pattern of answers showed attitudes toward compensation very like those of landlords 

themselves. They said increase compensation; speed compensation. Most described 

LTTT as a just law, a well-intentioned law, a program which has done wonders for 

the people of the southern parts of Vietnam but which does not and cannot fit CVN .. 

Some gave interesting explanations of why LTTT cannot fit the people of CVN: e.g. 

in terms of traditional Annamese culture: that the people of the coastal lowlands believe 

above all in harmon Y. between individuals of different status and in keeping their 

eo g. in terms of geography and environmental bandicaps: that CVN is flood-prone, 

disaster prone, that the people are closely tied to nature and do not dare to change 

anything (including land tenure); e.g. in terms of the backwardness and lack of 
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of central lowland for that many ar~ illite that 

have had need to, handle cash or commerce so they do not think in term .. s 

individual economic opportunity to better '!:heir livese These were intere 

unque all e causes of the condition of CVNe but are irrele\rant 

the of v;rhat can or should the of and Land 

or the GVN do about it .. In smn, Province District and oifidals the 

or limited wo of LTTT in CVN and offer no s 

other than that the GVN should vastly increase 

Not that they are biased st the p.rograr.n .. Interviewers skilled by years of 

at attitudes and beha"',rioral that \vhat is said is or is 

what is ass local ·official's thus: 

Officials in 9 Province headquarters: 

honest re LTTT 
discreet, wary re LTTT 

biases: 
pro-L'ITT 
anti.-LTTT or pro-Landlord 
no discernible bias re LTTT 

Officials in 38 District s: 

honest re LTTT 
vvary re LTTT 

bias es: 
pro-LTTT 

\ ari.ti-LTTT or pro-landford 
no discernible bias re LTTT 
neutral re LTTT 

Officials in 52 rs: 

. honest re LTTT 
wary re LTTT 

insincere 

biases: 
pro-LTTT 
anti-LTTT or pro-landlord 
divided (some pro-LTTT son-ie anti) 

of communal land 

re LTTT 

100% 

25% 

l 

I 

82% .) 

1 

10% 
1 

6% 
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Note how the percentage of officials who have doubts about LTTT increases once oEe 

gets below those important arms of G VN policy and i:rnplernentation: Province and 

District. 

' Village officials were asked their land tenure; province and district officials \\/ere not 

because few Province or District officials have time to farrn~ 'Nhatever the difiicul es 

in1plem.enting LTTT are at the village level the'.y are not because village official 

th ems elves are landlords. Of 13 9 village officials and 45 barn.let chief$ intervie1,ved: 

53% are owner operators 
1 O'Nn no land and do not farr.n 
14% are themselves new owners under LTTT 

8% once 'vVere owner operators and own land now long abandoned because of ins~ccn·ity 
are tenants) either on comrn.unal land or on privately owned land 

have applied for land under LTTT 

1% are exlandlords whose land bas been expropriated under LTTT 

__ lo/~are landlords "~hose land is exer..--1pt from disfrib1ftion 

100% 

LTTT is a major GVN program,? and they~ as loyal officials~ largely support it. 

};.1.though rr1any describe it as a just and g,reat prograrr.:. 2 intended to reduce inequit-s.~, 

to help the poor farrn.ers for whor.n little else has been done:, there is no indication in 

a.nv" of the interviews (very unlike the delta!) that any officials uncle rs tandjl or have 

eve::n heard of> foe impo11 tance of land ownership in that it rn.akes most persons \vho 

benefit frorn LTTT identify with the GVN regime., The political effects which LT'I 

can produce 1 by freeing farrn families :frorn tenancy and ni.aking them land owne:r s :1 is 

sor . .n.ething they either ·do not knmv about or do not conc .. ern thernsel-ves -with~ To thern 
'J 

it seerns to be just another r:najor prograrn \.vhich the Governn1ent requires thern. to 

im.plement. 

One almost missing link in the chain of agents of GVN re LTTT ls the l<3J1d re:fo nJ:1 
------· 

vVe vrent to 52 villages6 We interviewed 139 village officials and 45 har.o.let chiefs" e 

found only 4 land reform. cadre ainong those 184~ l'\robody arcong 1;; 671 farrn fa.rn.i1ies 

spoke of a village land reforr.n cadre or a village land registrar. Ahno'st everybody, 

86C%~ bas heard about LTTT ~ and 61% say they heard about it fron:t land refor:n.1. cadrco 

But responses to the questions when, ho\-;;.r, usual~y are ·that about 2 years ago a g 

of cadre carne here and explained it at a ha1nlet or village meeting. Nobody has seen 
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the1n lately. We found only 4$ in 52 say about 

LTTT, or that there is no their their 

or that there is none yet. 

s have rather faint ideas of what LTTT is all about and m.any 

their officials are either reluctant to on with. TT 

s orne of their actions in the nan1e of in co 

In 2 of 150 , some farmers said the officials are 

to LTTT, indifferent to LTTT, or do not know how to administer it,, 

some they are arbitrary in di land., 1nore 

of un s to implement LTTT and o:f arbitrariness in so in l than ir1 

MR2 In 'general about 45% all s are 

of all s are cmnplaint.:.free re LTTT in lvIR 2.) It would be worth the 

and expense to and distribute not to offices but to fann hm.1s 

the excellent and propaganda r:n.aterial about LTTT which were used 

rnore than a year ago', explaining who mus do "'Nhat and who rn.ay v;;rhat frorn \vh 

under the programo 

, ' 
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CHAPTER III 

CONCLUSIONS 

A bout half the rural farm of CVN were tenants, sharecroppers 3 or 

s rs before LTTT ~ four p e r c en. t 'b2Cve be c m.'le ·1~v Gvv rers or have 

for title to all or sorr.1.e of the land they· farrn* Jvlost were tenants on 

not on owned 

A bout 23% of all ( 6 oi the ben.eficia rie s of have become pro-GVN 

o:f LTTT., A bout 5o/o of the ben.eficiarie s) are not inoved to with 

because of LTTT, or say it bas had divi effects. 

r'\ bout (38o/op
1

0£ all bene·ficia:des) say LTTT has rn.ade it possible to 

their and their lives.; (21% of all say it has had :no 

About 30% of all who were tenants, sharecroppers or rs on 

land before LTT T still are. 

Of these still in or in or 013. 

owned land, 11 % 

because land or the tiLcr :u~: 

because he O"\vns other 

Of the , ..................... ~ ..... ,.... 19% v·vho are, in whole or in still tenants~ s ha:rec 

' l 

or s 0"''11ned la.nd and v;ho can do 

mo are afraid of their landlords. T are afraid of violence and of 

off the lande Evidence is abundant that their are real ones justified 

circurn.stances in their 

The next largest group of s s rs on 

who could and apply but do LT'I1- 4) or 

are ....... vaiting for their village or ham.let officials to tell them to do s o to 

for them about it. 
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The next largest group of the above have r.n.oral taboos anothe s 

land, or sympathi~e with and ident%f pers with their landlords 

No other barriers or obstacles to for title to owned land are 

of any quantitative significance nnr general throughout all 9 of the 10 provinc 

of CVN in which we interviewed. 

In absolute percentage of all farm families 1 if all sharecropper 

and squatter £amilie s who can and --~~~-~ .. ~ were persuaded to the 

political and econornic to the GVN vvould be close to nil-less than of 

rural farm population. 

. 
Iv.Lost tenants 9 ~'sharecroppers, and s farr:n by themselves withm.1t 

landlord cash or other inputs. The landlord is not a vital of the 

process for most rs~ 

"Landlords are the chief barrier to distribution. of U"'Hned land uncle r 

LTTT.: They ignore rent 

and the requirem.ent 

croppers and s rs~ They 

T rent remission. 

la.:.:13. transfer to tenants, 

re cornpe:nsation. procedure~sq. 1-

i .. : suare 

.se 

want what was in the They seerr1 to be interested in cash. 

seern to prefer land-based pre 

'J 

Small landlords are the fulcrum by the GVN can possibly increase land 

distribution. Unless persuasion is switched from the sharecropper and 

s , to him to apply, _!E_ the small ......... ~~~ ... ...,rd 1 to persuade hin1 that be can 

trust banks, that he will receive cornpensation reas soon~ he will 

receive 100% co1npensation for the first hectare o:f: his land transfe and 

be can rnake m.ore money with this n1oney than he can rnake fa.rrr1 

far.a.Hies, no in land distribution are or possible. 
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Local offiCials concer.ned with government and -;.,vith land 

distribution at Province, Dist levels support LTTT 

as national officials; endeavor to .. ,.·······-it. Ahnost ail kno'vl that the 

nes s of small landlords to transfer compensation is the barric 

to dis Almost all in.:reasing .A ln-io st 

seem aware of the points made above in conclusion lJ. rt for LTTT 

officials is lnuch less than at Province and District levels. 

~ 5. No local official seems aware of the of LTTT; that it 

s for the GVN beneficiaries. 

be.· One alm.ost rnissing link in the LTTT chain of ofiicialdorn is the land refonn 

has s them in any of the 52 s in which we did research. 

184 officials found and interviewed in 52 s~ we \Vere able 

to locate 4 l'and reform cadre& No r associates reform cadre 

with the s or as 

land reforrn cadre. 

hnost all about LTTT from 

s, or Q s st 

rnany, alm.ost 1 of 2, have very faint ideaB about what the progran1. is~ 

rnust do and who nl.ay receive what fron1 whor:r1 and how, unde1~ the progr 

of the excellent 'used r:r1ore 

than one and distribution to s seem.s to increase u'nde -------""'---

of the prograrn and reduce rs that their 

officials. are not program or are so arbitra 

and 



APPENDIX 

LIST OF PROVINCES, DISTRICTS, VILLAGES AND 

FAMILIES AND OFFICIALS WERE INTER VIEWED 

PROVINCE 

THU.A. THIEN Quang Dien 

Tra 

Phu Vang 

Phu Thu 

Thuy 

Xu yen 

Dai Loe 

Dien Ban 

Hieu Due 

·Hoa Vang 

QUANG TIN Tin 

Tam Ky 

Thang Binh 

VILLAGE 
,,_. 
-·-

Phu ( 12) 

Can ( 

l'viau ( 5) 

Phu (6) 

T ( 3) 

Loe 

Vin.h Hoa ( 

T Truong ( 5) 

( 4) 

Hoa Chau 

Sanh ( 

Chanh (8) 

(5) 

Binh ( 

Bi.nh Tu (7) 
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IN WHICH F 

HAMLET 

Phu Le 
Bat Tay 

:Bao la 

CaD 

Lieu Coe a 
Co Lao 
Iviau T af 
Lai T 
Tien Non. 

Do An 
Su Lo 

The 
Thanh T 

Kieu Son I 
Kieu Son II 
Dai Phu 
Sang Bi.nh 

An 
Ban }~n Tay 
Cau Nhi 

Vien Tay 
Bo 1vit.n1g · 

T ra Ta~.r 
Da Phu 

Phu Qui 

Dien--i Pho 

Tien Xuan 

Tu-Ngoc 
Tu .1..!\n 

Tu Carn 



PROVINCE DISTRICT VILLAGE 

QUANG NGAI ·Due Pho Pho Binh (5) 

Mo Due Due Vinh (6) 

Nghia Hanh N 

Tu Nghia Tu ( 3) 

Son Tinh Son Trung (7) 

,, Binh Son· Binh ( 4) 

BINH DINH Phu Cat Cat Nhon (9) 

Binh Khe Binh ( 3) 

BinhN ( 3) 

An Nhon Nhon Loe (6) 

Nb.on T!."1anh ( 8) 

Tuy Phuoc Phuoc Thanh ( 

'' 
Phuoc Loe 

PHU YEN Tuy Hoa Hoa Tri( 

Hoa ( 11) 

Hieu Xuong ·Hoa Xuan ( 

Hoa Vinh (2) 
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HAMLET 

Lac · 
.i.ll~n Truong 
Thi Pho Nhut 
Dong Cat .. 
Vinh Phu 
Dai n 
Phuc 1\/Iinh 
Phu Dinh 
La· Dien 
Phu Tan 
An Ha 
T Xuar1 · 

Tho Loe 
Ha Nhai 
Tri 
Na1n Binh 
Chau Tu 

Chanh Nhon 
Dai Loi 
Lien Tri 
Hoa Lac 
Hoa Son 
Thu Thien Th1.1on 
Thu Thien Ha 
Lai N 
Cu Lam 

'\/an Tbua.r1 
C ha-....1 Thanh 
Phu Thanh 
Nan-i Tang 
Canh 
Binh 
Vinh Thai'lb 
T rl1I1g Thanh 
Dai Tin 

J\1Iy Thanh 
Loe 

Phu An 
Ban Nharn 
Ban Thach 
Phuoc 
Truong Thi:nh 



DISTRICT 

. 
HOA ·Ninh Hoa 

Van 

Vinh Xuong 

Dien Khanh 

Cam Lan-i. 

NINH THUAN Buu Son 

Long 

Thanh Hai 

An Phuoc 

'J, 

BINH TRUAN Thien Glao 

Phan Ly Charil . 

num.be r of existing harnlets in the 
harnlets 

Hamlet 

Ninh ( 8) . 

Van Binh ( 5) 

Vinh 

D·ien Lan'l ( 

Dien Dien (2) 

Cat ( 3) 

:tviy Son ( 7) 

Tri Phuoc ( 3) 

Cam Tho (3) 

./::. I-:Tai 

Hau Phuoc ('11) 

Dai Phuoc ( 7) 

Hoa Vinh (2) 

Phu 

Hau Quach ( 3) 

Lac Tri ( 

30 

HAMLET 

Phu Hoa 

..l 

Dai Cat 
Trung 
Binh Loe 

Xuan Hoi 
Dae Loe 
Phu Coe 

Khanh 
Dai Die·n T :rung 
Dai Dien 
Tan. 
Xua.n Phu 
Khanh Thanh 

Dae Nhon 
Nhon Hoi 

Khu Xo1n Den 
Long Hai 

':~~:~Nhu Ngoc 
Van Lar:n 

Hoa Thanh 
Hoa Dien 

,:,~:~Lac Tri 

'~~:~Thanh Vu 
'~'~Cao Hau 



PROVINCE 

BINH THOAN 
(cont 1 d) 

DISTRICT 

Hoa.Da 

Ham Thuan 

'J 

VILLAGE 

Cho Lau (9) 

Phu 

31 

BAiviLET 

Xuan An 

Xuan Roi 

Go Boi 
Loe Tho 
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DATE:· June 23, 1973 

SUDJECT: Privately .Owned Land and Obstacles to LTI'T in CVN 

REF 

Rep. 5 

draft final report, "Obstacles to the ·LTTT Program in CVN, 11 Bush to you 
June19, andmeeting,.Jones, Evans, BushJune2\l., 1973 · 

'l,, 

'!his attempts to answer your and Mr. Evans I questions and criticisms of , , 
the above draft final report. It . .focuses entirely on privately owned land~ 
The ;arrn,at used ia to try to ans~er your questions and fill the gaps you 
identified, in the' order in which your comments occurred in your critiques of 
th.e draft report. 

question: "Are squatters prevalent enough to keep emphasizing? 11 

Squatters on privately owned ~an~ are 4% of all those on p:r.ivately owned 1.and 
who have not applied for title---22 of SOZ. Of these: 

15 say they do not know how to apply or do not know abo:ut LT'IT or have 
had no word nor orders from their hamlet or village officials to apply 

· 4 say they are afraid that if they apply the owners will appear and either· 
threaten them or. evict them 

3 ar~ in~ligible for othe~ reasons 

Re p. 6. criticism: "Show somewhere how the total eligibles break out between communal 
land and pri~ate land alongside percentage who have applieci.

0 
· · · 

Percentage who have become new 
own~r s1 or have applied for title. 

' ' 
' i 

·.an communal 
land 

79% , 

· Percentage af those who have not applied, 
who are legally eligible

1 
to do ;;:-- :., 

6% 

Percentage not eligible. 15% 
100% 

on private 
land 

33% 

57% 

10% 
100% 
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.:.. .· 

But among those eli~£ible to apply almost 1 of 4 (23% 0£ all of thGse eligible) 
probably will not because the landlord is a relative, and kinship ties are 
regarded as mo.re important than land ownership. 

'I 

Of those who can and might apply,' but have not, among those eligible to do so, 
most give one or several seemingly compelling reasons for not doing so: 

' ' ' l 

They are afraid of their landlords. They are afraid 0£ violence against them and 
their family, or they are afraid they will be evicted from the land (163) 

'Ibey haye mor·a1 taboos against taking another 1 s land or they sympathize with 
·the landlord whom they know personally, whom they ~now for a long time, who 
lives close. by, or who ~s .. poor as they or poorer (103) 

Other ·less er re as ans, only 32 in all, are not typical of CYN. They are that: 
- in Quang Ngai 20 and in Quang .Tin 3 report they would a.pply but have been 

cheated· of the opportunity by their landlords or by their village officials 
- in Quang Ngai, 4 repoi·t they fear the enemy, the Viet Cong, will persecute 
.. tbem if they a.pply 

- in Binh Thuan 4, all Chams, fear they would be p'ossesseq by spirits if they· 
violate Cham sacred taboos against taking other's goods . 

.. in Binh Thuan ~ say their holdings exceed 1. ha maximum and that if they 
.apply they would be reduced to 1. h~. 

The compeUing nature of their fears in their particular drcumstances is 
illustrated in the text of the draf~ report. on pages 10-14 •. 

It seems probable that further general publicity for LTTT by the GVN, ·aimed 
at tenants a.nd. sharecroppers, and further mass meetings oi them at which land 
reform cadre explain LTI'I\ will not reduce such strong £ears in the near future .. 

Most of them are afraid of their landlords. If GVN, PLA.S, District, and village 
·persuasion could be shifted to landlords, ·particularly to the vast percentage who 
are renting out (and still collecting rents on) holdings of less than.· i. hectare, 
to inform them that for less than one hectare they will receive 100% compensation, 
to inform them that they can make 17% interest with that money one way and 21% 
another·, 1 and to convince them that they can make more money with money than 
they are now making with land, it seems likely most of these fears would cease 
to frighten tenants and sharec~oppers away from LTTT. 

1. According·'.. to the Agricultural Development Bank one can earn 17% on money 
on deposit i£ one also wants, as the result of the deposit, ·a chance at certain 
national lotteries •. Most mopey is so deposited. One can earn 21% if one deposits 

.; m.oney but .~oregoes such lottery chances, but£~~: do. 

i ~-

1 '· 
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The possibilities and the economic plausibility of the above are discussed in .the 
text of the draft repor·f: 'under ''L~~.dlords a:nd LTTTt 11 on pages 17-2L · · 

I 

· A large number of tenants and sh~recropp·ers (129 in all, of 436) s~y or also say 
that they do not' know how to appl~/.or have not had any help from their local · . 
officials to do so, that or that they are waiting for 'some signal from their village 
or hamlet.officfals· that L'I'TT is/ to begin, or that they assume their village or· 
hamlet officials· will do all fol;', them if there is anything ta do in. this land distri- . 
bution program. Examples of such are given in the text of the .draft report on 
page 13. , . . ... · 

,•' 

Re p.13 Criticism: 11 Is there any evidence that they would not also 'fall into l (f~ar) .or 2 
{moral t33-boqs)? As stated· it leaves' the impression that simply informing them 
'A'.'ould cause ~hem to apply. Would i~? 11 

• • • 

" . 
No, there is np evidence that it would cause all of them to apply, or even most. 
We· can· only say that they have not yet learned that £or the past'. three years they 
have had the opportunity to do so. Whether they would have th~ will to do so is. 
unknown. A 'few: als·o. cite other reasons--those given above. . 

• • . ' . • ~. • . . . ... , . i 

The weak organizational link in publicity, of LTTT and persuasion to apply was 
found to be the land reform cadre. The :findings and effects of' this are described 

· in the draft final repo~t on pages 23 •24. 

Re p.14 Of the statement 11 Effortsin .. additicn to those now .being made to push. LTTT in 
CVN are not worth the trouble. 11 

_ Criticism: ''J3y what standards ••• ? 11 

. ' " .·, . . . . 

In quantitative ·terms, those who are legally eli.gible to apply for private land 
they farm in ten~ncy o.r share crop are ba.rred from LTTT by the following: 

'Probable action if in£c)rmed and if landlord 
Obstacle. constraint .::1.2_ did accept transfer 

Fear of landlords 37% most would apply 

'Igp.oran<;:e of LTT,'I' or waiting 29% .·most wo~ld apply 
. for, village pe rmi1:1 sion. an::1 oi:¢rs 

I 

Landlo.rd i's relative 2.3% almost none would apply· 

M9ral taboos 
i 

· 23% most would apply, because most are tabooed 
against reducing a m~n as poor as they are 

. to landlessness . , .·: .... 
1, 

0th.er fears and special interests 7'1/o none would apply, 
. ·. ;· 
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(The above totals more than 100%- --it totals 119.%-·;·~ecause a few gaye· more· than 
. one strong constraint.) < · I'. • .. 
The probable results adumbrated above are ·bnly probable i.f small landlords 
(who are 52-59% of all landlords) can be persuaded to a<l:'cept money from mon·~y 
instead 0£ paddy from farm land a~ t'heir major income. and source of security .. · 
Only thus can landlords be removed as a major cause 0£ tenants' and sharecroppers' 
unwillingness to take the initiativ·e' and risk to apply for title and become owner 

·operators •. And als.o, the probable re sult·s are only probabl~ ii_ the land refonn 
cadre and publicity .about LTTT g·et to te.nants and sharecroppers who have not·yet 
after 3 years· got the word .fr9i;n 'their village and hamle,t officialS. If the above a~e 
~achieved, the findings are 'clearly that little more privately owned land~is 
l.ikely to transfer. . : 

Re.p .• 15 Criticism of Table 2: . 11I don 1t.understandthis table. 11 
. / . 

· The h.ead:;ngs ~£the colums were reversed. The correct table follows: 
... , 

NEW OWNERS 8· APPLICANTS COMPARED TO TENANTS, SHARECROPPERS 6-
SQUATTERS, ON PRIVATE.LY OWNED LAND. . 

·\··," 

Landlord: tlller characteristics: 

He still pays rent · . 

The landlord or -exlandlord lives in· the sam·e 
hamlet, village· ~r J?istrict 

I • "~ • 

The. landlord or exlandlord lives in the sam~" 
hamlet or village . 

The landlord has only one ·or ty..ro tenants or 
sharecroppers, 0?-4 owns only ~·l•..;.2. ha, or 
i~ very old, or .is 'very po'or · . . . 

The landlord is a. friend, o.r t.he .. ti°ller has 
· kn~wn him :p,ehona~~y for more, than 10 years 

.. I 

The landlord or exlandlord is remote, absentee, 
or has abandoned the land, or 'has .j o~ned the 
Viet Cong long ago, or the tiller is a mortgage­
holder and,has paid no rent f'ol:",many years 

' ~~ 
I 

The exlandlo :rd agreed to transfer the land to 
the tiiler 

Percer.tage o:f 
Those Who 

' Have Net Aw lie::i 

. ' 

89% 

64% 

51% 

51% 

48% 

30% 

0% 

' .... 

Percentage of 
Those Who 
Have 

• •i 

19% 

11% 

8% 

10% 

10%' 

48% 

1
10% 
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.• 

''~ 

It is obvious that to somehow pr.ad and push that re.malning eligibles. into applying 
£or title will be harder. than it was to pe~suade the others, unless landlord 
opposition is removed or reduc~d. •.'-

,I 

ff . . 
Criticism:·,.'; 1But these.are gros~ ~ents. : ..... 

. ~.. ·~- 4 

'",. ' . • I . 

·No, average rents and land~o'rd:.incomes from crop sharing given in text of the·· 
draft final report, page 19, ar.ie, 'net rent a,.nd the text so stat~s. rt also point.s 
out that th~ assuri:1ptions about costs a:re·probably ~igh for CVN so that net rents 

. are _.probably higher than those stated. 
• ·1. ... 

cc: Ev:.ans '· J. 
\ . 

\-.· 

'· 
Erieios.ures: jones 1 copy of draft final report for referen·ce to. comments thereon . 
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