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Abstract

In this article, family structure and land ownership in Vietnam during the first half of the nineteenth
century are considered by analyzing two testaments and the land cadastre of the Nguyén Dynasty.
From these, it seems probable that the nineteenth-century Vietnamese village had multi-household
compounds that were biased toward patrilocal residence. These compounds share certain
characteristics with Southeast Asian multi-household compounds and indicate that paternal kinship
groups (dong ho) were formed from cohabitation groups based on bilateral descent owing to the
spread of patrilocal marriage with the popularization of Confucianism in the early modern period.
Although abundant village documents still exist in Vietnam, they have not been fully utilized as
historical materials owing to a lack of cooperation with anthropologists. The analysis in this article
incorporates anthropological as well as historical perspectives and offers new possibilities for the

utilization of village documents.
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1. Introduction

In the society of the Kinh people, a major
ethnic group in Vietnam, patrilineal kinship
groups called dong ho are widespread. These
groups have clear and distinct membership and
distinguish between inside [ndi] and outside
[ngoai] based on paternal pedigree. In many
cases, dong ho have their own ancestral hall
[nha tho ho] in their descent village, and family
historical materials such as the family genealogy
are stored and managed there. Their ancestral
halls often hold hundreds of years of historical
material, which shows that patrilineal kinship
groups have at least hundreds of years of

historical continuity to this day in Kinh society.
However, looking across the whole of
Southeast Asia, such a kinship group with fixed
and closed membership and with sustainability
for hundred years without depending on
personal charismaisnotvery common. Generally,
as represented by the term “loosely structured
society,” [1] (pp.185-192), family structure in
Southeast Asia is said to be characterized by
bilateral kinship. In fact, however, in Southeast
Asia, there are many ethnic groups which do
not (or originally did not, prior to the early
twentieth century) have family names, such as
the Bamar, Khmer, Malay, and Thai peoples. The
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term “multi-household compounds” is often
used to explain Southeast Asian families. This
term was proposed by Mizuno in his study of
the rural society of northeastern Thailand: he
found that multi-household compounds are
plural household groups consisting of a parent
household and those of one or more of their
children [7] (pp.102-110). These households
are established on the site of the parents’ house,
and each household pays its own living expenses
while contributing to the family’s collective
livelihood. Typically, the family cycle follows an
established pattern: after the birth of children,
the children live together in the parents’ house.
As each child marries, the new couple build
their own house near or adjoining the parents’
house and establish their own household as an
independent economic unit. The core household
remains that of the parents and their unmarried
children. As a result, a collective household
comprising the parents’ home and those of their
married children develops on a single site. Even
though each child will eventually move out of
their parents’ home and become independent,
one after another when economic conditions are
settled, the last remaining child lives with his/
her parents to become an extended family and
inherit the property of the parent household.
What is important for understanding Southeast
Asian social and cultural characteristics is that
practices differed across regions as to whether a
newly-married couple were expected to choose
the patrilocal or matrilocal residence when
setting up their own household, but this was not
a strong binding custom. Rather, the decision
of which residence to move to depended on
extrinsic factors such as the amount of land
owned by each pair of parents. As a result,
multi-household compounds were often formed
without any strong genealogical principle such
as paternal or maternal pedigree [7] (ibid). This
flexibility was tied to the family structure: in
Southeast Asia there are many ethnic groups
characterized by the bilateral kinship system.!
Naturally, household groups in cycle compounds

are one-time-only groups that belongs to the
leader of the household group and usually do not
have sustainability for hundreds of years. From a
historical perspective, this feature of Southeast
Asian society can be explained by the extremely
low population density and the high population
mobility of the region during the pre-modern
period. This gave rise to a loose social structure
and an open kinship system based on bilateral
descent [23] (p-23).

On the other hand, the Kinh people formed
social groups with exclusive membership,
such as village communities called lang and
patrilineal kinship groups called dong ho during
the premodern period.? In the Red River Delta,
with the exception of the reclamation of coastal
areas, large-scale agricultural developments had
disappeared by the end of the fifteenth century;
there were only small-scale reclamations of
vacant land between villages [32] (p.203). In
the seventeenth century, the Red River Delta
became a society characterized by fierce battles
fought over claims to even an inch of land due
to high population pressure and land shortage.?
We can suppose that, against this social
background, social groups with fixed and closed
membership bound by territorial and family
connections developed to protect the common
vested interests of specific groups. In fact, a case
study of the area around Hué village suggests
that the stagnation of agricultural development,
the establishment of social groups with closed
and fixed membership, and the spread of
Confucianism among the common people in
early modern Vietnam were complementary
social phenomena [28] [29]. However, it is not
yet clear how Confucianism affected the family
structure of the Kinh people and how this
structure was linked to the formation of dong
ho.* As previous studies have relied primarily on
official government documents from the various
dynasties, the documents created by villages for
local use have not been fully utilized.

In the years since foreign researchers were
first permitted to conduct fieldwork in rural
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areas in the late twentieth century, a number
of studies based on field surveys have been
published by anthropologists. For example,
concerning contemporary patrilineal kinship
groups, Luong Van Hy [4] (pp.746-747) showed
that the matrilineal-descent factor was mixed
in the process of the household division of
the landed gentry class in the first half of the
twentieth century. Suenari Michio reported
that many members remain in the village of
their birth, although there are rare cases of
networks being formed across multiple villages.®
Furthermore, Miyazawa Chihiro [5] (p.194) also
reported that the members of such networks
sometimes change their middle name [tén dém],
in order to marry someone from the same village
who is not already a member of their kinship
group. These studies show that contemporary
dong ho are not just a reduced copy of Chinese
patrilineal lineage, but rather a cultural entity in
its own right. In fact, many researchers continue
to emphasize the originality of pre-modern
Vietnamese society, which is supposed to have
been a bilateral-descent-based society before
it became patriarchal owing to the influence
of Confucianism.® However, no studies have
suggested the historical process of how and
when Kinh society transformed from bilateral-
descent to patrilineal-descent society in the
family structure. Many of these assertions are
based on the Lé code which includes a regulation
concerning gender equality inheritance [17]
(pp.121-127) [33] (p.21). However, Tran Nhung
Tuyét [19] (pp.136-140) has cast doubt on the
validity of those based on an examination of a
testament of the eighteenth century; Miyazawa
[6] (pp.215-229) has contested this view,
providing the counterexample of a woman
inheriting property for ancestral rituals. Their
argument has not yet been settled.

Discussions based on specific cases such as
those outlined above about women’s social status
should bewelcomed, becauseitmeansthataccess
to field surveys and historical materials has
improved. However, these particular arguments
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rely too heavily on factors such as property
inheritance and succession of ancestor rituals
in their analysis, at the expense of verifying
basic factors such as family construction and
paternal kinship groups—issues which should
comprise the fundamental underpinning of their
arguments. To begin with, assuming Vietnamese
society before the spread of Confucianism to
have been a kind of Southeast Asian “loosely
structured society,” we must consider how
patrilineal kinship groups with fixed and closed
membership appeared and why they are now
prevalent in contemporary Vietnam.” In other
words, no productive argument can discuss only
women’s social status without clarifying how
the popularization of Confucianism affected the
family structure of the common people, and how
it brought about the appearance of the current
dong ho. However, to date, little research on
Vietnam’s pre-modern society or evaluations
of family structure based on case studies have
been published, so in this article I will examine
two testaments photographed in a village of
the district of Chwong My, Ha No6i (formerly Ha
Tay province), and clarify the family structure
of early modern Vietnam and the appearance of
paternal kinship groups.

2.InheritanceasDescribed in Two Testaments
of the Trwong Cong Family, Residents of the
Village of Phworng Ban

The chiic thw [W&3] is a kind of testament
common in Vietnam’s premodern period, used
to pre-divide a testator’s property while that
person is still living so as to prevent inheritance
disputes among his heirs after his death. In
contemporary Vietnam it has been superseded
by the testament for ante-mortem inheritance.
Although it originated in China, it is certain
that property was inherited in the form of a
testament called chiic thw at least as early as
the 13™ century [32] (pp.36-37). The template
text for a chic thw is included in boilerplate
collections such as the Qudc Triéu Thw Khé [|H]
& National calligraphy form of contracts]
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and the Chiic Thw Viin Khé [Wg & 33 Calligraphy
form of testaments], indicating that the custom
was practiced regularly in early modern
Vietnam. The two testaments discussed in this
article belong to the Truwong Céng lineage [7&
1j%%], whose living members still reside in the
village of Phwong Ban, about 20 km southwest of
central Ha N6i.2 The first testament was created
by Trwong Cong Kién [5RIJ#X] and his wife
Nguyén Thi Thw [Pt [G1%], dated the 11™ day of
lunar month 11, 1806 (hereafter, Testament A);
the second was created by Trwong Cong Thiéc
[5RTI#%], dated the 8™ day of lunar month 10,
1848 (hereafter, Testament B). The beginning
of Testament A provides a good example of how
such testaments were composed:

I, former commune mayor Trwong Céng
Kién, and my wife Nguyén Thi Thw of Hoa
Bdn commune [author: now the village of
Phwong Ban], Yén Son district, Qudc Oai
prefecture, think that we are already old and
do not have much time left, but we have not
decided how to divide our property yet and
fear that after our death a dispute will occur
over the ancestral lands we hold and our
newly purchased fields, marshes, and houses.
Therefore, we leave this testament in advance
to divide our property and to let it pass down
to nine persons, including the seven children
[of Nguyén Thi Thu] and the two children
of my concubine. All of these inherited lands
are entirely in our possession, and there
will be no trouble such as resignation or
double-trading with paternal and maternal
relatives. After leaving this testament, each of
our sons and daughters will inherit their own
allocation and must work in a living business
to inherit the ancestral rite. If they violate
[this testament] and cause any dispute out of
indignation, their allocations shall be taken
away as recompense for committing the sin of
a lack of filial piety. There is a fixed national
law. Thus, we leave nine testaments and give
them one by one for their reference.’

Testament A refers to several technical
legal terms and definitions, including a) heir(s),
b) inheritance, c) ownership status of the
property bequests, d) a declaration certifying
that an official document was created according
to national law, and e) the number of copies
produced. The cover of Testament A bears the
statement “the allocation of Trwong Céng Kich”
[GR D)), indicating that the surviving physical
document is the copy of the testament given to
the testators’ eldest son, Trwvong Cong Kich. At
the end of the document the testament is signed
by the two testators and by all nine heirs, as well
as by Nguyén Danh Chinh [Pt 4 ¥(], a witness, and
Lé Tri Hién [Z2%(¥H], the testators’ amanuensis.
The wording of the document adheres closely to
the format included in the boilerplate collections
mentioned above: except for the place names and
personal names included, it is almost a verbatim
copy of the template included in the Qudc Triéu
Thw Khé, demonstrating that at the beginning of
the nineteenth century, when this testament was
created, similar manuals must have been readily
accessible even in the villages of the Red River
Delta.

Despite its stylized text, the latter part of
Testament A enumerates many details of the real
estate divided among the couple’s heirs, such as
those presented in Table 1. The testators divided
approximately 29,000 m? (about 8 mdu) of real
estate among their heirs:'° Of this land, about
10 percent was reserved as “rice fields for old
age” [E&¥ HRudng dudng ldo), i.e., the property
that would continue to provide a living for the
testators during the remainder of their lives. The
rest was divided among their children. The three
sons were allocated bequests of varying sizes, the
eldestson (Trwong CongKich) receiving 4,272 m?
but the third son (Trwong Cong Twéc [5RI)EH])
receiving only 3,552 m?. The eldest son’s bequest
was larger than those of his younger brothers
because he also inherited the responsibility for
maintaining the Trrong Cong lineage’s ancestral
rites; the “rice fields for ancestral worship” [#F ‘K
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H Rudéng hwong héa] includedin hisbequestwere
intended to finance these rites. The testators’
six daughters received bequests of roughly
equal size (approximately 2,100 m?). The small
differences in area of the daughters’ allocations
were apparently unintentional, a consequence of
it being impossible to divide equally the various
parcels of land they received. While the average
of the three sons’ allocations was 3,884 m?, that
of the six daughters’ portions was 2,146 m?, so
the testators’ sons received approximately 1.8
times more land than their sisters. Although the
eldest son was favored over his brothers owing
to his responsibility for the ancestral rites, all of
the brothers were given more than the testators’
daughters. As in the case study of Tran Nhung
Tuyét [20] (pp.140-160), Testament A evidences
the tendency to favor male heirs over daughters.
Finally, although the wording of Testament A
indicates that two of the nine children were
borne by a concubine rather than by Nguyén Thi
Thu, there is no indication of which two children
these were and their portions were no smaller
than those of their half-siblings. In other words,
the only differences in the children’s inheritances
were based on gender, not on the marital status
of their mother.

Testament B, written in 1848, concerns the
division of the property of Trwong Cong Thiéc
among his heirs (see Table 2). In this case the
portion of land granted to the eldest son, Trrong
Cong Khoat [5RIJ#A], is smaller than that of his
younger brother, Trrong Cong Puong [FRIN#],
because the rice field for ancestral worship was
separated from the other bequests and treated as
an independent item. Including this rice field in
the portion granted to the eldest son, as was done
in Testament A, increases his inheritance to 2,904
m?, indicating that he was also slightly favored
over his siblings, as was done in the bequests
listed in Testament A. Of more consequence is
the difference between the daughters’ bequests
in Testaments A and B. Although the sons listed
in Testament A received substantially more land
than their sisters, in Testament B this gender
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gap contracts sharply. Although it is necessary to
consider not only the size of the cultivated areas
but also the soil conditions of each inherited
rice field, it is hard to imagine that there was
a great disparity in the land allocated to each
heir. The testators in both Testaments A and B
forwent the simple method of dividing the land
bequeathed to each heir by the simple method
of each parcel of land to one child, and instead
show a strong tendency to divide each parcel into
three sub-parcels, with the result that each of
the three children inherited several sub-parcels
as shown in Table 3. Presumably this method
guaranteed that each heir would receive land of
equal soil condition; it is also assumed that such
subdivisions of land were related to the family
structure and co-cultivation at the time, which is
discussed in more detail below. Of particular note
in Testament B is the difference in the daughters’
bequests: the parcel of land left to Trwong Thi
Lwong [4 [X K ] was much smaller than those of
her sisters. According to one historical record
in the possession of the Trwong Cong family,
the testator Trwong Cong Thiéc had a legal
wife whose family name was Nguyén, as well
as two concubines named Ngbé and Nguyén,"!
so it is possible that Trwong Thi Lwong was the
daughter of one of the concubines. However,
the heirs are described simply as “five sons and
daughters” at the beginning of Testament B;
there is no mention of the marital status of their
mothers.

At a glance, Testaments A and B give
very different impressions of how daughters
within the same kinship group were treated,
although they do imply that 2000 m? (5-6 sao)
was a common size for parcels of land
bequeathed to daughters. It is supposed that
most such bequests were marriage gifts from
parents to daughters (ctia h6i mén)*? and that
approximately 2,000 m? of land was the usual
form of such gifts in nineteenth-century Phwong
Ban. We can thus assume that a 2,000 m? rice
field was considered the minimum amount of
land necessary to ensure the survival of one
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female in Phwong Ban at that time, and it may
be that these bequests were intended to provide
a lifetime of financial security for a daughter
who married into another family. If this was the
case, the considerable amount of land divided
up in Testament A implies that that family’s
daughters received only a minimum, whereas
the daughters provided for in Testament B were
assured of their financial independence via their
marriage gift despite the relatively small amount
of land their parents owned. This effort to treat
all siblings equally in terms of their inheritances
reflects a belief in gender equality, at least to a
certain extent.

The two testaments suggest that allocating
rice fields of approximately 2000 m? as marriage
gifts for unmarried daughters in Phwong Ban
was strongly socially regulated.’* This leads
to the question of the rights of property and
inheritance granted to a married woman.
This question can be answered by looking at
the mentions of Nguyén Thi Nién [F K] in
Testament A and Nguyén Hitu Dung [FtA H] in
Testament B. According to Testament A, Nguyén
Thi Nién was the testators’ granddaughter. In
Kinh culture, children are usually given their
father’s family name, so we can assume that the
eldest daughter of Trrong Cong Kién married a
man from the Nguyén family. Nguyén Thi Nién'’s
father, Nguyén Vin Ban, was bequeathed a small
rice field, described as a “rice field for son-in-
law” [# T H]; further evidence that she was the
daughter of the testator’s eldest daughter is that
the family’s eldest daughter!* is not included as
an heir with her siblings, presumably because
she had already received her portion upon
marrying Nguyén Vin Ban. Testament A thus
provides evidence that a daughter who married
into a different family received a marriage
gift but relinquished her right to any further
inheritance from her parents. Even if a testator
chose to bequeath her more property, any such
bequest took the form of a gift to her husband,
the testators’ son-in-law.

The case of Nguyén Hitu Dung in Testament
B is similar. The text states that he was the
testator’s son-in-law [#5F] but does not specify
which daughter he was married to, so we can
only guess who his wife was. If he was married
to either Trwong Thi Lwong or Trwong Thi Pat,
the couple would have inherited a much larger
portion of land than the other siblings. However,
it can be assumed that these two daughters were
not yet married, because their bequests are the
size of marriage gifts, indicating that there was
probably another daughter, possibly the elder
sister of Trwong Thi Lwong and Trwong Thi Pat,
and it was she who was married to Nguyén Hitu
Dung. If this was the case, then Testament B also
did not grant independent inheritance rights to
women who married into another family; as a
householder, her husband also received the land
in her place.

Both testaments clearly emphasize
ancestral worship by the male blood line,
especially by the eldest son, indicating that
in the early nineteenth century the Trwong
Cong lineage was a patrilineal kinship group
who observed Confucian principles. When
a couple divided their property, unmarried
daughters were granted marriage gifts but had
no rights to any further property inheritance.
Upon marriage her inheritance rights were
transferred to her husband, as a householder
himself. However, if the Trwong Cong lineage
was a Confucian patrilineal kinship group, this
raises a new question: why did Truwong Cong
Kién and his wife bequeath a marriage gift to
their granddaughter Nguyén Thi Nién? For the
couple of Trwong Céng Kién, Nguyén Thi Nién
was a grandchild from a daughter married into
another family [chdu ngoai%#}Z]. If the Truong
Cong lineage was a patrilineal kinship group
who emphasized passing ancestral worship
responsibilities down through the male blood
line, a daughter of a daughter, even the eldest,
who married into a different lineage would be a
member of her father’s lineage, not her maternal
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grandparents, and so Trwong Coéng Kién and
his wife would have had no need to provide her
with a marriage gift. In Nguyén Thi Nién’s case, it
should have been her father Nguyén Vian Ban or
Nguyén Vin lineage who provided her marriage
gift. In the next chapter, we will consider this
question by examining the land cadastres of the
Nguyén Dynasty in the early nineteenth century.

3. Women’s Land Ownership and the Family
Structure

3.1. Land Ownership in the Land Cadastres of
the Nguyén Dynasty

As established in the preceding section, the
Truwong Cong lineage in the early nineteenth
century was basically a patrilineal kinship
group, but their documents raise questions. We
will now look at the land cadastre maintained
for Phwrong Ban in the early nineteenth century
to answer these questions.

When the territories that comprise present-
day Vietnam were unified in 1802, the Nguyén
Dynasty began to conduct surveys throughout
the country and compiled land cadastres [dia
ba Hi{#] for every village. The Phwong Ban
called Hoa Bdn xa [{t##t] at that time, and its
land cadastre was compiled in the third lunar
month of 1805, predating Testament A by only
a year and a half. Table 4 presents an overview
of how the land in Phwong Ban was cultivated,
according to this cadastre. The total cultivated
area owned by the village was divided as
follows: 26 percent of the land was taken up by
public rice fields [/AH cong dién], 36 percent
was private rice fields [fAH tw dién] cultivated
by the residents of the village, and the remaining
33 percent were private rice fields cultivated by
residents of neighboring villages [%F £ (H:1E) ki
tai].’® From a philosophical perspective, a public
rice field is essentially a national rice field, so its
proceeds were allocated to the men of the village
according to their status and age based on the
law of equal division of rice fields defined by the
state, but the actual management of these fields
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was entrusted to each village.'® After a farmer’s
death, in principle, his public rice field returned
to the state (in practice, the village managing the
field)—these lands could not be passed on to a
farmer’s heirs. Only private rice fields could be
passed down through families. Private rice fields
made up approximately 13,400 m? per capita of
cultivated land. The total amount of land owned
by Trwong Cong Kién and his wife in Testament
A was about 29,500 m? which means that they
owned an average amount of farmland for the
village. It is notable that the data presented in
Table 4 indicate that the total area of the private
rice fields cultivated by women is larger than
that of the men, although only 19 men are listed
as cultivators of private rice fields compared
to 41 women, meaning that men cultivated an
average of 19,500 m? per person, 1.7 times more
than the average amount farmed by each of the
41 women (11,000 m?); this is almost an exact
parallel to the gender gap of 1.8 calculated for
Testament A. In short, the cultivated area per
man was larger than that of women, but more
farmland was cultivated by women because they
outnumbered men.

It is possible that this situation was a result
of an effort to avoid taxes. In Northern Vietnam,
the Lé-Trinh government had instituted a village
contracting system that imposed taxes on each
village, so villages tended to underreport the
number of adult men who were subject to poll
tax and conscription as often as possible [26]
(pp.99-100). This practice means that there
is a small possibility that Phwong Ban also
underreported the number of adult men living
in the village and deliberately reversed the
numbers of male and female farmers recorded
in the land cadastre to make their story seem
plausible. If this is the case, then the Nguyén
Dynasty’s land cadastre does not accurately
reflect the property details it was intended
to reflect. However, two of the parcels of land
recorded in Testament A as belonging to Trung
bong x and Pong Dwoc xir are recorded in the
land cadastre as private rice fields belonging to
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Trwong Céng Kién. The land cadaster also lists O
Beo xit as owning one of Nguyén Thi Thw's (Pt
K&, not %) private rice fields. The Vietnamese
pronunciations of [ [Thw] and & [Thu] are very
similar; it is possible that the Nguyén Thi Thuw
of the land cadastre and the Nguyén Thi Thuy of
Testament A are the same person'’. It was not
uncommon for written characters to be altered
each time in a new document, as either Chir N6m
or Chinese characters could be used to represent
a name phonetically. Given how similar the
descriptions recorded in the land cadastre and
Testament A are,'® it can be assumed that the
land cadastre was at least partially accurate
when it was compiled, but if the descriptions
there are correct then we must consider why
women outnumber men to such an extent in the
land records.

To resolve this problem, we must consider
the family structure of that time. so we will first
return to Suenari’s study of family division in
the Red River Delta during the late twentieth
century, mentioned above [16] (pp.232-249).7°
Suenari described the family cycle in the Red
River Delta as follows. He started with the core
household, two parents who bear and raise
their children. For as long as the children are
unmarried, they eat together with their parents.
When the situation changed—e.g.,, when one
of the couple’s sons is ready to marry, the son
and his wife live in the same home, but they
cook and eat their meals separately, comprising
an independent economic unit. Once they can
afford it, the younger couple build or move
into an existing separate house adjoining that
of the husband’s parents. As each son marries,
multiple households are established around
the core parent household on a single site. If
the family continues to proliferate, a fence can
be built between two households to divide one
residential site, separating the household(s) of
one or more of the sons from that of the parents.
Compared with the process of multi-household
compounds discussed at the beginning of this
article, these household division processes are

very similar. However, in the case of the Kinh
people ofthe Red River Delta, mostmarriageslead
to patrilocal residence. In particular, the eldest
son must inherit the ancestral ritual, so it is not
desirable to matrilocal residence. Furthermore,
in the process of household division described
above, procedures for transferring ownership,
such as notification of and registration with
public institutions, were rarely performed,
especially legal procedures regarding which
parent survived his or her spouse. Given these
similarities and differences, we can suppose that
the process of household division practiced by
the Kinh people was biased toward patrilocal
residence in the multi household compound, in
accordance with Confucianism.

Although Suenari rediscovered these details
at the end of the twentieth century, they are
reflected in some of the similarities shared by
Testaments A and B. For example, in Testament
A, the eldest son, Truwong Cong Kich, inherited
one house, assumed to have been his parents’
residence, while the second son, Trwong Cong
Chau, and the third son, Trwong Coéng Tuwdrc,
inherited parcels of land located in Tri Miéu
xtt [ E] and Trung DPong chiéu [FI[EH],
regarding which there was an instruction that
they be allowed to use these parcels to build
their own homes. They also inherited two more
parcels of land located in Dwng Ling x& [1if%
J&], to be used as sinh 1é [f£#8], a betrothal gift
presented by a husband’s family to that of his
wife. These details indicate that, at the time
Testament A was written, the testators’ second
and third sons were unmarried, and those
parcels of land were given to them for when they
were ready to marry. If they were positioned in
the process of household division, as discussed
in Suenari’s study, the second and third sons
could still be living their parents’ home, but they
were expected to set up their own household
when they married. According to Suenari, the
household division process remained confined
to household compounds; it did not require
legal procedures or the involvement of public
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institutions. Furthermore, in the first half of the
nineteenth century, Confucian filial piety was
more strongly emphasized than it is today, so
legal procedures were rarely necessary between
parents and their children. It is possible that
formal household divisions made in the parents’
lifetime, such these two testaments, were rare,
but in many cases parcels of land owned by
the core household (mostly the parents) were
used by several semi-independent sons and
their households, such as the second and third
sons mentioned in Testament A, without any
legal procedures, and these multi-household
compounds also shared the work of making a
living for the whole family.

Assuming that this was a common practice
in Phwong Ban during the first half of the
nineteenth century, how was this situation
recorded in the Nguyén Dynasty’s land cadastre?
[t is possible that the men who were listed as
cultivators of private rice fields in Phwong Ban'’s
land cadastre were regarded as the heads of
multi-household compounds, but practically they
might have included several semi-independent
sons’ households. Those semi-independent
households could be regarded as completely
independent economic units following either the
death of their father (or surviving parent) or the
formal division of their parents’ properties in a
testament.

Ontheotherhand, daughters were separated
from their parents’ household compounds at a
relatively earlier age than sons owingto the 2,000
m? rice fields they were given as bride gifts. In
Phuwong Ban, bride gifts were not regarded as the
shared property of the woman’s new parents-in-
law but as her own property. This may be what
caused the striking gender ratio of private rice
field cultivators in the Phwrong Ban land cadastre.
When a husband’s father died or his parents’
property was divided, rendering his household
completely independent, he and his wife could
begin to construct their own multi-household
compound based on his inheritance and his
wife’s bride gift. Assuming that the existence of
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multi-household compound groups were biased
toward patrilocal residences explains to some
extent the pattern of ownership of private rice
fields in Phwong Ban.

3.2. Patrilocal Residence and Multi-household
Compounds

Given the evidence presented above, it can
be assumed that the residents of nineteenth-
century Phwong Ban were biased toward
patrilocal residence, and that the spread of
Confucianism in the Red River Delta during
the seventeenth century promoted this bias.
However, how normative or binding these
Confucian principles were considered by such
villagers at that time must be questioned. In fact,
there is some evidence of matrilocal residence
after marriage in nineteenth-century Phwong
Ban. For example, Phwong Ban’s communal hall
[5:Dinh] features a stone monument built to
commemorate its renovation in 1843. According
to this monument, Nguyén Ddng Moén [fr4:
] and his wife Hoang Thi P& [ K1%] paid
for renovation costs. Hoang Thi D& was born in
Phwong Ban but her husband came from Phung
Thién, a village 2-3 km to the southeast, hinting
that Nguyén Péng M6n may have moved in with
Hoang Thi Dé&’s family when they married.?

Here we must return to the question of
why Testament A records Trwong Cong Kién
and his wife bequeathing a bride gift for their
granddaughter, who belonged to the Nguyén Vin
lineage. First of all, regarding Nguyén Vin Ban,
presumably married to Trrong CongKién’s eldest
daughter, it should be noted that the Nguyén Vin
lineage name held a special position in Phwong
Ban. The following members of the lineage still
live in the village today: Nguyén Xuan, Dao,
Nguyén Dinh (two lineages sharing the same
name), Nguyén Tri, Truong Cong, Nguyén Kim,
Nguyén Duy, Ngo, Hoang, and Nguyén Van (12
lineages sharing the same name). Of these, the
Trwong Cong lineage discussed in this article has
lived in Phwong Ban for many generations, as the
names of a person supposed to be of this lineage
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appear in seventeenth-century inscriptions in
the village.?! Although there are many kinship
groups named “Nguyén Vin”, most of them are
relatively small and rarely stay long in the village.
The ancestors of different lineages and their
death days [ngay gid] differ; the family name is
same, but there are no cognates among them.
Furthermore, these groups often have unclear
histories, so we cannot confirm all cases, but
many emigrated in the eighteenth and nineteenth
centuries. As an example, let us look at the case
of one particular Nguyén Van lineage. According
to the chief of this lineage, six generations ago
their ancestor moved to Phwong Ban from the
village of Tan Hoa, located about 3 km northeast.
His family name was “Vwong Pinh” at that time,
but he was required to change his family name
to Nguyén Vin in order to be permitted to live
in Phwrong Ban; the family name he was given at
the time of his birth in Tan Hoa connected him to
that village’s community, so when he first arrived
in Phwong Ban he was treated as Ddn Ngu cw (
# 5 [X), an outsider who has been permitted
to stay only temporarily. Today the members
of this Nguyén Vin lineage still give their name
as Vuwong Pinh when participating in ancestral
rituals in TAn Hoa and as Nguyén Vian when
participating in community rituals in Phuwong
Ban. In other words, outsiders who moved to
Phwong Ban were required to formally sever ties
with their birth kinship group by changing their
family name and obtain memberships of Phwong
Baninstead. In the case of Phwwong Ban, the family
name Nguyén Vin was often used by newcomers
who changed their family name, and there are
many small Nguyén Vin lineages in the village.
Considering the existence of this tradition, it
is possible that Nguyén Vin Ban came from a
nearby village to marry, becoming a member of
his father-in-law’s multi-household compound
according to matrilocal residence. This could
explain why Trwong Cong Kién and his wife
bequeathed a bride gift for their granddaughter
instead of her paternal grandparents.

It is unclear how many such matrilocal

changes of residence occurred in nineteenth-
century Phwong Ban, but it is doubtful how
strongly the Confucian style could have been
observed by the early modern Kinh. However,
it is also possible that labor shortages and
other economic pressures had promoted the
absorption of the male labor force by means
of matrilocal residence.?? On the other hand,
when overpopulation significantly reduced the
amount of available farmland, gender-based
disparities in the division of bequests tended
to decrease in order to ensure that a family’s
daughters were provided with a bride gift. In the
process of the construction of multi-household
compounds and property division among the
early modern Kinh people, the observance of
Confucian patriarchy could depend strongly on
a family’s circumstances.

3.3. Multi-household Compounds and the
Ownership of Land

As we have seen, there is a strong possibility
that nineteenth-century Phwong Ban had multi-
household compounds based on patrilocal
residence. I will now return to the Phwong Ban
land cadastre to demonstrate that this was
indeed the case.

Table 5 shows how much land in the form of
private rice fields each farmer cultivated. Fifteen
people, all women, owned 7,200 m? (2 mau) or
less; 26 people (sevenmenand 19 women) owned
7,200-14,400 m? (2-4 mdu), indicating that more
owners of small private rice fields were women.
The evidence presented indicates that the small
scale of women’s land ownership was based on
the fact that their rice fields were bride gifts,
which were of a relatively small size; however,
women could also own relatively large farms,
such as the parcels of land measuring 14,400-
21,600 m? (4-6 mdu) owned by 11 people (six
men and five women) and 21,600 m? (6 mdu~)
or more owned by nine people (five men and
four women). The women owning these larger
parcels of farmland did not outnumber men,
but the two groups are roughly equal in terms
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of gender ratio. In particular, the largest private
rice field in the village (approximately 70,000
m?) was owned by a woman named Nguyén Thi
Long; the next largest parcel of land owned by a
single farmer was much smaller, approximately
47,000 m? owned by a man named Pao Xuan
Vuc. To summarize, in Phwong Ban the average
woman who owned land had a much smaller
farm compared to those of men, but there was
considerable disparity between the many female
landowners who possessed only the rice fields
they received as a bride gift and those whose
lands were very large compared to those of men.
How should we understand this?

The existence of the multi-household
compound is key here. The men listed in the
land cadastre who owned private rice fields
were considered the heads of multi-household
compounds, as semi-independent sons were not
listed as landowners even if they worked in their
parents’ land and would eventually inherit some
of it, meaning that fewer men were recorded in
the land cadastre. Thus, we must suppose that
men who possessed relatively large amounts of
land, e.g., Pao Xuan Vuc and Nguyén Danh Chinh,
did not cultivate all of their rice fields themselves
but were assisted by other members of semi-
independent households attached to their
parents’ core household: This is not a case of one
large landholder employing many peasants, as is
usually implied by the term “large landholder”,
but a large rice-field cultivated cooperatively
or semi-independently by all of the households
included in the household compounds of which
DPao Xuan Vuc and Nguyén Danh Chinh were the
heads, and all of these households shared the
harvest.? It was rare for such families to employ
tenant farmers; this was only done in the event
of a shortage of labor within the household
compound group. We can thus assume that
the men listed in the cadastre as holding large
amounts of land were older, and the size of their
holdings was temporary - just before they would
be divided up among heirs upon their death or
by a testament.
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This situation explains the existence of
women who were large landowners to some
extent. If a family owned a large amount of
land only during the period before a household
compound was divided, the head of such a
compound was likely to be an aged father
presiding over a core household. However, if
such a man died before his wife, the multi-
household compound group would have two
choices: The children’s households could
become independent by dismantling the multi-
household compound and establishing their own
multi-household compounds on the property
inherited by a son combined with his wife’s bride
gift, or they could maintain the multi-household
compound as long as the patriarch’s wife lived,
transferring the land to her name. If this was
the case with Nguyén Thi Long as recorded in
the land cadastre, it explains why some women
owned so much land when most owned so little.

However, does this practice mean that
women could inherit their husband’s property?
I do not think so. Strictly speaking, the Nguyén
Dynasty land cadastres were not a land register
that records land ownership, but were a tax
collection ledger that records the cultivation
status for taxation [14] (p.382).%* It is dangerous
to immediately regard it as “inheritance by
female ” based solely on the description in the
land cadastre. Rather, the bequests recorded
in Testaments A and B were bride gifts for
unmarried daughters; married daughters were
not given anything. A woman mentioned as
the head of a household compound in the land
cadastre should be regarded as a temporary or
transitional state that lasted only until her sons
married and became independent. However,
even if this was only temporary and did not
constitute legal inheritance, the fact a woman
could be recorded as the head of a multi-
household compound in an administrative
public document can be taken as evidence of the
social status of women in Vietnam. It should be
regarded as a mixed state of patrilineal-descent
and matrilineal-descent in the landed gentry
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class in line with Luong Van Hy’s suggestion [4]
(pp-754).

4. Conclusion

It is necessary to rely on inference for some
important aspects of this case, as the Truwong
Cong lineage does not have a detailed family
genealogy, but in order to understand the
various, short, and complementary historical
materials such as the testaments, the land
cadastre, inscriptions, field surveys, etc., it is
entirely reasonable to suppose that the multi-
household compounds and kinship groups of
Phwong Ban were based on patrilocal residence.
Prior to the spread of Confucianism, family
structure in the Red River Delta was very similar
to the more varied multi-household compounds
found in Thailand, Cambodia, Malaysia, and so
on. Generally speaking, it was difficult for these
populations to develop kinship groups with
fixed and closed membership based on specific
paternal and maternal lineage, because patrilocal
and matrilocal residence were not established
norms. However, in Vietnam, the popularization
of Confucianism promoted the shift of such
multi-household compounds into patrilineal
kinship groups called dong ho based on patrilocal
residence. Since we have only considered a single
village rich in historical materials, it is certainly
questionable how applicable the conclusions of
this article are to the villages of the Red River
Delta. However, in the Red River Delta, there are
many villages where kinship groups tend to be
concentrated in small areas, a remnant of the
many generations of division of multi-household
compounds based on patrilocal residence. It is
supposed that the mixture of bilateral elements
in the kinship group and family structure of
the Kinh people, which have been insisted
upon by many scholars, was brought about by
the transformation from the multi-household
compound group based on bilateral kinship to
the paternal relative group owing to the spread
of patrilocal residence marriage through the
penetration of Confucianism. It is currently still

difficult to confirm when the transformation
from multi-household compounds to patrilineal
kinship groups occurred, but with the exception
of some political elites, the influence of
Confucianism on most the region’s population
began at least as early as the Lé Thanh Tong
period. Most extant genealogies were compiled
no earlier than the seventeenth century,
roughly the same time as the transformation
to patrilineal kinship groups or slightly earlier.
At least, the social transformation described
such above should not be considered uniform
for all Vietnamese regions. This is because it is
presumed that the paternalization process of
multi-household compound groups was closely
related to the limitation of membership of village
communities and kinship groups owing to the
limits of agricultural development and increasing
population pressure. This may be the reason why
the most typical dong ho are established in the
Red River Delta, where agriculture has grown
fastest and reached its limits.

However, dong ho established in this
way were a composite of the Southeast Asian
household compound and the Confucian
patrilineal kinship group, so it is doubtful how
strong a norm the Confucian patrilineal principle
was for this population. The matrilocal residence
identified in Phwong Ban was not unique; we
have evidence of several other similar cases.
For example, in the village of Thanh Phwéc, men
who married women of another lineage could be
adopted by offering a formal request to join the
wive’s kinship group [28] (pp.41-47). Moreover,
some scholar-officials who served under the
Lé-Trinh government had double family names,
such as Truwong Nguyén Diéu [5RPrf4] and
Hoang Nguyén Thu [35Pr%],% indicating that
men were often absorbed into their wives’
kinship groups. Such choices were largely based
on social and economic conditions and became
a common feature of Southeast Asian household
compounds.

Based on the existence of the multi-
household compound, we must question the
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hierarchical distinctions between farmers
imposed by the Lé-Trinh, which Trwong Hitu
Quynh [22] (pp.389-401) and Sakurai [14]
(pp-361-387) have emphasized. In the Red
River Delta, landholdings exceeding 10 hectares
were extremely rare; most such holdings were
no more than 72,000 m? (20 mau), as was
the case in Phwong Ban.?® Although the land
cadastre only registered the head of a household
compound as the farmer of its collective lands,
these large holdings were in practice cultivated
by the members of all the households in the
group, meaning that the cultivated area per
household becomes very average. On this issue,
conventional historical studies need to take
account of the criticism from the viewpoint of
anthropology seriously. Tran Tw [21] (p.25)
once criticized the historical view that assumed
the perpetual existence of class struggle, and in
this light it is clear that examining how much
farmland was cultivated by each person listed
on the land cadastre without regard to family
structure or how the land was cultivated has
led past studies to mistake multi-household
compounds for large landholders and assume
the existence of a landed gentry in the Red River
Delta that never actually existed. It is more likely
thatthe supposed “large landholding” class in the
land cadastres is a misunderstanding of multi-
household compound groups biased toward
patrilocal residence in the final stage before
property division, and that small-scale land
accumulation and decomposition accompanying
the generation and decomposition of multi-
household compounds was repeated.

Studies of women’s property rights in pre-
modern Vietnam so far have not sufficiently
incorporated anthropological viewpoints which
should be the premise for the discussion of
topics such as family cycle, family structure, and
the formation and transformation of dong ho.
However, local documents are currently being
collected by researchers, and it is expected that
new studies of social history based on these
previously unviewed historical materials will
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appear in the future. The author hope that the
model suggested in this article may prove useful
for those analyses. Probably, those studies will
lead to revealing the historical entity of Vietnam,
which was neither China nor Southeast Asia.

Notes

! For the multi-household compounds in Southeast
Asian main ethnic groups, see the researches
by Tsubouchi Yoshihiro [24] (pp.112-116),
Kobayashi Satoru [3] (pp.142-151), and
Takahashi Akio [18] (pp-15-19).

2 In the Red River Delta, village membership was
managed by an organization called “giap”
(). Its membership was inherited following
paternal blood line, not living place. That is to
say, “gidp” was an organization located between
land connected community and kinship lineage.
However, its historical formation process is not
yet clear. See Nguyén Dong Chi [11] (p.196);
Tran Tw [21] (pp.47-53). Regarding specific
example of “gidp”, see Ueda [25] (p.262).

3 See Sakurai [14] (pp.351-357). He speculates that
the high population pressure has led to the
development of land with unstable agricultural
conditionsinthe 17" and 18" centuries, resulting
in social instability due to instable agricultural
production and numbers of refugees. Regarding
land dispute between autonomous villages,
see Ueda [25] (pp.235-256). Furthermore,
according to a study by Vietnamese scholars
who are strongly influenced by Marxism-
Leninism, in the Red River Delta during the Lé-
Trinh government, the development of private
fields and the preferential treatment of officials
in the public fields led to the stratification of
peasants, however they have little emphasis
on population pressure and conflict between
villages. See Trrong Hitu Quynh [22] (pp.351-
361).

* Compared to some elite classes, such as imperial
scholar officials, the common people were quite
slow to accept Confucianism, and sustained
Southeast Asian feature represented bilateral
kinship. However, no concrete examination has
been made on the process of pouparlization
of Cofucianism and the transformation of the
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traditional dong ho in the common people. See
Yu Insun [33] (pp.100-133), [34] (pp.215-231).
> See Sunari’s study [16] (pp.311). Many of dong ho
have an ambiguous genealogy, so if a part of its
members migrated to another village, a new
dong ho was founded with the migrant as the
founder, and the relationship with their hoe
village would be rapidly weak. Furthermore,
Suenari’s another article suggests the concept
of “patrilineal kindred” to grasp the premodern
dong ho from the analysis of the Vietnamese
family genealogies. See Suenari [15] (pp.22-23).
¢ For example, see Yamamoto [31] (pp.71-72);
Nguyén Pong Chi [10] (pp.184-186); Woodside
[30] (p.45); Luong Van Hy [4] (p.747); Taylor
[19] (p.77). Especially, Nguyén Pong Chi argues
that the large family was gradually broken down
into small families due to the development of
private possession. Although his article was
made before the development of the studies
of family structure of Southeast Asia, the
kinship relationship before the penetration of
Confucianism seems to be imaged a bilateral
household group which resembles multi-
household compound. He also speculates from
the Vietnamese language that the former Kin
people had have a bilateral-decent society.

7 Studies of socio-economic history argued that in the
17%-18% century, widening economic disparities
in the rural area and olivine rule by landowner
was established in the Red River Delta villages.
This villages are considered prototype of
“autonomous village” of 19" century, See [22]
(p.364), [14] (pp.237-248).

8 Phwong Ban village, Phung Chau commune, Chwong
My district, Ha N6i (thon Phwong Ban, xa Phung
Chau, huyén Chwong MYy, TP Ha Noi). This
village was called &4t 41 [Hoa Ban x3] until the
middle nineteenth century, but renamed 75 Rt
[Phwong Ban x3] following the naming taboo of
the Nguyén Dynasty. In this article, the village
name is unified in “Phwong Ban”.

® Original text: [ R % L SR AEARCHE A 41 R R Dh 88 22
BrIRNESE, B AT 8, B A BEH I8 T HE, R
A 73, RS B AR, BE S o T A AH 36 K H
bt B e S TH, TRIE VR 2 R 1% o, B B A T
N B T ARUNSLE N K RS E 56 FLH 5%
Y, 2502 R OB N AR 2N ) A B 3

IR EE A 5E 5 S R AR, T IR AR 73, 7%
B A 36, DK SSAL BIUE T 17 %8 4 o, 8 AR A 27
AR B} B 1 O T T AN T
FITIE, R

1 In contemporary northern Vietnam, 1 miu =
3,600m? 1 sao = 240m?, 1 thwéc = 24m?, and 1
tic = 2.4m?. In this article, area unit in historical
materials is converted to square meter according
to this rate.

1 The present Trwong Cong lineage has one “family
genealogy” that records their ancestors’ names
and dates of death on a 30 cm x 60 cm wooden
board, but the genealogical relationships have
not been recorded.

12 For bridal gift, see [11] (p.108), [20] (p.151).

13 Yamamoto [31] (pp.62-63) also discussed the
substantial regulations governing bride gifts in
the Lé Code.

14 Eldest daughter was perhaps named Trwong Thi
Ngoc [#<[KE], and alive until at least 1848.
Her land, presumed to be a marriage gifts from
parents to daughters, was registered in the land
cadastre of 1805 (see Table 5). According to
Testament in 1848, some lands of Trwong Cong
Thiéc were close to the lands of Trwong Thi
Ngoc.

15 This village is characterized by a large area of Ki tai
ricefield, butits origin of is not clear [14] (p.323),
[2] (pp-220-223). According to the inscription
of the neighboring village that recorded the land
conflict with Phwong Ban, it already existed at
the South area of the village in the second half
of the 17™ century. Concerning the land conflict
between Phuwong Ban and neighboring village,
see Ueda’s study [27] (pp.241-253).

16 However, it is considered that the supply of
public rice fields to the commoners had been
reduced due to the reduction of the area of
public rice fields, the preferential allocation to
officials, and the depostic land-gentry in the
village community. See [13] (pp.388-421), [21]
(pp.336-361).

17 According to Nguyén Thi Oanh, the pronunciation
of “INZ” is “Thwa”, and may have been misread
the pronunciation of # [Thu].

18 1, and names such as “Trién Méo”, “Ma Canh”, “Pha
H6”, and “Dwng Lang” in Testament A are not
included in the land cadastre, but they may
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appear in the O Beo xit.

¥ Luong Van Hy [4] (pp.742-744) also suggest the
household division model of land-gentry class.
However, land possession of the couple of
Trwong Cong Kién and Nguyén Thi Thu was
middle class in the village such mentioned
above. For the nineteenth century Trwong Cong
lineage, Suenari’s household division model
[16] (pp.232-249) is more appropriate, because
his model is based on more general cases of
household division.

20 Case study of Thanh Phuwdc village of Hué also
suggests some cases of the matrilocal residence
of newcomers and their application for adoption
to wife’s lineage[28] (pp.44-46).

21 See inscription No. 1935 in Téng tdp Thdc bdn Vin
khdc Hdn Nom, vol. 2.

22 For further details concerning the transformation
from an open migrant society to a closed village
community [29] (pp.53-55).

23 Probably, for these land gentry classes, the model
of living style and household division presented
by Luong Van Hy [4] (pp.742-749) is more
appropriate than Suenari’s model [16] (pp.232-
249).

24 On the other hand, the study of land cadastre
by Vietnamese researchers tends to perform
statistical processing without giving much
consideration to the nature of historical
materials. Typical studies by Vietnamese
researcher are Phan Huy Lé [12] (pp.23-34);
[13] (pp.401-486), Nguyén Dinh Dau [9]. Their
analysis is only a superficial macro analysis and
does not pay any attention to the “quality” of the
description in the land cadastre.

2> Treong Nguyén Diéu and Hoang Nguyén Thu were
imperial scholars who passed their exams in
1733 and 1787 [8] (p.598, p.647). “Nguyén”
is one of the most popular family names in
Vietnam, but it is not usually used as a middle
name. There are also a number of other
suspicious persons who qualified as imperial
scholars who held double family names during
the Lé-Trinh administration.

26 The Statistics on the land cadstre of Son Tay
Province has not been published yet. However,
Phwong Ban’s land cadstre shows almost the
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same trend with statistics on the land cadastre
of Ha bong and Ha No6i [12] (pp.23-34).
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Appendix
Table 1. Inheritance of Testament A in 1806
Trwong Cong Kich (eldest son) 427207 Trwong Thi Ninh (fourth daughter) 2064
Place name Area () Remark Place name Area (nf) Remark
Dong Dugc xtt 540 Dung Lang xit 720
Dong Dugc xi 540 Ma Nghé xir 360
Ma Nghé xi¥ 480 Ma Nghé xit 288
Chiic Dé xi 240 Ma Nghé xit 288
Déng Duge xit 360 Chic Dé xit 72
Rice-field for Ma Canh (?7) xi¥ 336
Dong Duoc xir 1212 ancestral ritual Nguyén Thi Nién (daughter of the eldest daughter)
(hwong hoa) 2160m°
Ngbo Binh xi 360 Garden Place name Area (nf) Remark
Ngd Dinh xi 540 Swamp Déng Duge xit 808.8
Gia cu - House Trung Déng xi 360
Ma Nghé xit 2712
Truwong Céng Chau (second son) 3828m’ Bo Lo xi 360
Place name Area (nf) Remark
Ninh Céy xtt 720 Truong Thi Chién (fifth daughter) 214807
Ma Nghe xir 360 Place name Area (nf) Remark
Mai Canh xit 408 Déng Dugc Trién xit 808.8
Pha Hé x1 360 Déng Duoc Dam Sau xi 432
Ngd Dinh xif 360 Ma Canh (?) xi 336
Tri Midu xit 540 House building Ma Nghé X1 271.2
site Pha Ho xi¢ 300
Duyng Lang x¢ 1080 Betrothal gift
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Trwong Thi Thiém (sixth daughter) 2232m
Truong Céng Twéc (third son)  3552nf Place name Area (i) Remark
Place name Area (i) Remark Trién Méo xiF 260
Trién Méo xit 1008 Mi Nghé xi 432
Mai Ca xtt 312 Trung Déng xir 480
Ma Nghe xi 192 Déng Dugc xi 360
Chic Dé xir 240
Ngd Binh xu 360 Rice field reserved for parents 3072nf
. o House building Place name Area (m?) Remark
Trung Bong chiéu 360 , n -
site Dong Dugc xu 360
Dung Lang xir 1080 Betrothal gift Déng Duge xi 360
Dong Duge it 408
Truong Thi Thao (second daughter) 21480’ Ma Nghe xi 360
Place name Area (nf) Remark Ngd Chua xiF 72 Garden
Trién Mo xit 600 Pha Hé xur 1440
Ma Canh (?) xiz 480 Ngd Gifra xu 72 Garden
Ma Nghe xi¢ 408
Pha Hb xit 300 Rice field fo the sons-in-law 936m°
Béng Dugc x1t 360 Place name Area () Remark
Inherited by
Truwong Thi Khang (third daughter) 2124nf Dung Lang x& 480 Truong Cong
Place name Area (nf) Remark Phan
Bémg Dugc X1t 540 )
- - . Inherited by
Pong Duge xit 408 Man (Manh?) xi& 456 Cox
- —— Nguyeén Vin Ban
Ma Nghé xi 360
Dung Ling xir 480 * Conversion: 1 miu = 36001
Déng Dugce xit 360 *(2) isunclear in pronunciation of chi¥ Nom
Table 2 Inheritance of Testament B in 1848 Trwong Thi Lwong (daughter) 18001
Rice field for ancestral ritual (Hwong Hoa) Place name Area () Remark
bong Duwoc xx 960m° :
& ) Ma Nghe xir 360
Loc xir 1080
Dung Tranh xir 360
Trwong Thi Dat (daughter) 2184nf
Trirong Cong Khoit (the eldest son) 1944t Place name Area () Remark
Place name Area (n®) Remark Ma Nghe xir 480
Trién Beo xit 1080 DPong Duge xtt 312
O Gaxtr 288 Cay Soi xit 240
Dong Chay xit 576 O Gaxi 432
Trung Dong x1t 720
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Table 2 Inheritance of Testament B in 1848 (cont.)
Rice field for ancestral ritual (Hwong Hoéa)
bong Dwoc xir 960m’

Truwong Cong Puong (the second son) 2688 Nguyén Hiru Dung (son-in-law) 2388m’
Place name Area (n) Remark Place name Area (o) Remark

Ma Nghé xit 408 Dong Dugce xir 480

Pa Truat (7) xtt 720 Miéu xit 360

Cau Quan xir 600 Ma Nghe xir 288

Crtra Chua xu 360 Pha Ao xir 540

Ma Lai (7) xu 600 As betrothal gift Trung Péng xtt 720

*Conversion rate: 1mau = 3600’ *(7) is unclear in pronunciation of chi Nom

Table 3 Inheritance model on Testament A and Testament B

| Land A | | Land B | | Land C |

A A A
[LandA1| |LandA2| |LandA3| [LandB1| [LandB2| |LandB3| |Landci| [Landc2| | Landc3 |

Inhertance 1 Inheritance 2 Inhertance 3
Land A1+B1+C1 Land A2+B2+C2 Land A3+B3+C3

Table 4 Cultivation status of the Phuwong Bén village

in 1805
Classification Area(m) %
Public rice-fields 564,456 27%
Village common rice-fields 62,400 3%
Private rice-fields 370,536 17%
(19 males) (19,501 / male)
Private rice-fields 453,336 21%
(41 females) (11,056 / female)
Private rice-fields
cultivated by other village 376,248 18%
Ky Tai rice-field of
Long Chau village* 314,592 15%
Total 2,141,568 100%

* This administratively belongs to the Phuong Ban hamlet, but its
cultivation right belongs to the Long Chau village (Southward of the
Phuong Ban village)
Souce: fE#R ¥t #h % [The land cadstre of the Hoa Ban xi],

National Archives Centre N1 (Ha N§i), Q.6990.
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Table 5 Cultivation area of the Phwong Ban people *Grey: Female
Area Area
Cultivator x . | thu| TOt.al Cultivator x . | thu| TOt.al
miu|sao | , |[tac | (m) mau|sao [ , |tac| (m)
oc oc
Co-cultivation of 4 X ar ovren 2 3
Phuong Ban village | 4 | 4 Nguyén Ba Hien 2 15,480.0
o 4 |25 R 2 [ 1
Co-cultivation of > 67,399.2 Truong Cong Hoe > 14,760.0
four Gidp 2 | 7 Nguyen ThiLoi | 3 | 9 | 5 14,160.0
Temple and shrine | 1 3 13 | 3 Neuyn Dinh Quy 1 7 13.320.0
2(1]5s 2
X 2 | 4 |14 Nguyén Dinh Giai 3 17 13,320.0
Thi L . =
Neuyén Thi Long =577 70,0560 Neuyén ThiPang | 3 | 5 | 5 12,720.0
1515 Nguyén Thi Dién 315 12,600.0
1 [ 1]10 S 9 | 6
3 - Nguyén Thi Khiet 2 5 12,384.0
Pao Xuan Vuc 4 2 1 47,184.0 Nguyén Thi Bach ? 3 171 12.312.0
31415 Nguyén Vin Tai 3] 4 12,240.0
; Nguyén Thi Can 2 g 12 11,808.0
Nguyén Danh Chinh| 1 8 43,008.0 Nguyén Thi Puong 3 1 11,160.0
1| 4 N 2 | 3
3 - > Nguyén Thi Tiét 1 11,880.0
2 [ 2]10 Nguyén Thi Mach | 3 10,800.0
Hoang Nhu Du i é 6 29,760.0 Nguyeén Thi Quan ? T3 10,800.0
3 5 5 Nguyen Ba Hoan ] 5 10,560.0
315 Nguyén Thi Mién 2 [ 8 ]10 10,320.0
Nguyeén Thi Huan | 2 5 110 28,320.0 Nguyén Thi Dang 2 6 9,360.0
i 2 Nguyén Dinh Luyén 2 o 9,360.0
x - 212 T 3 113
Nguyéen Ba Toai 1 P 27,240.0 Nguyén Thi Vién 2 1 8,952.0
119 (10 Nguyén Thi Du 2 | 4 8,640.0
N 316 Hoang Thi Tiru 2 [ 2] 14 8,256.0
Neuyén Binh Bat =7 24,120.0 Truong ThiPang | 2 | 2 | 8 8,112.0
o 316 Nguydn Van Vinh [ 2 | 2 7,920.0
Bao Thikhien === 23,760.0 Neuyén Thi Luyén | 2 | 2 7,920.0
215 Nguyén Thi Pang 2 |1 7,560.0
Hoang Thi Lanh 1 6 8 22,056.0 Nguyén B4 Thénh 2 7,200.0
19|11 Pao Thi Tiém 2 7,200.0
Nguyén Thj Vizh 3 5 20.280.0 Nguyén Thi Han 1 9 8 7,032.0
2 | 6 Nguyén Thi Hau 1 | 9| 8 7,032.0
x o s L2 05 Hoang Thi Cir 1 [9]6 6,984.0
Neuyen Van Nhan === 19,4400 Nguyén ThiTiéen | 1 | 7 | 5 6,240.0
X e ol 3 (7 Nguyén Thi Ngin 1 |65 5,880.0
Neucn Van Bang =775 18,720.0 Nguyén Thi Cur 1 |6 5,760.0
x .o | 2|6 Nguyén Thi Hoan 1|5 5,400.0
Neuyén ThiKhe 15— 16,920.0 Nguy?n Thi Do 1 [ s 5,400.0
X s . 1 215 Nguyén Thi Ti 1 3 1 4,704.0
Pang T 1 ) L —
Neuyén Dang Tién =57 6,560.0 Neguyén ThiTwa | 1 | 3 4,680.0
X o 31516 Nguyén Thi D¢ 1 ]2 |38 4,512.0
Hodng Thi Nou 16,344.0 Neuyén ThiThe | 1 | 1 | 5 4,080.0
x R 2 5 Truong Thi Ngoc 1 3,600.0
Thi Th 16,200. o
Nguyén ThiTho = 6,200.0 Vuong Thi Thach | 1 3,600.0
Truong Cong Kién ; 11 15.744.0 Nguyen Thi Tri 3 1,080.0
2 —— Souce: fE#R%1#15# [The land cadastre of the Hoa Ban
Nguyen Thi Dodn | 2 > 15,648.0 village], National Archives Centre N1 (Ha N¢i), Q.6990.
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