CRAFTIR  IX

DISTEIBUTION CF KCLDING3 AND FAEXS
3Y LTS AND/CR SUB-LOTS

Frofessor Un:xu Asis defines a holding as corprising "all
the land cwned by cre person. It is a ugit of cwnersiiyp“,
Isnpliocitly Lere and sxplioitly elsewhere,” it appears that the
oriterion ¢t tie xey—oonce;t ownership im this definition 18 taken
to be tiie sntry of the nume «f the bolder of the land in tle doecu—
Lant or titie I ownerslidp. In other words, ownerslip as juplied
here is that in its de jure sense.

Tc suit the relevant circumstamnces in tre block, this
definiticn necessitates sligit modification, for tts sirple reason
thet sany & transfer of lots and sub~lots Laa been taking place
¥ithout tle names of the jervons concernad being cntered anyshere
in tle document of ownership. It is doubtless that the tranafer
of tkis nature Les given rise t¢ & Lost of eccnomic and otler prodblens
of sreat nagnitude. To treai the term cwnerskip in its de jure
sense in trie sstting amounts t¢ gross denial of these jroviems ~
tie very essence that thiu stud; is set to examine.

This etudy, therefore, recognises-ownerstip in its de facte
cense, that is cwnarship in so far as the means of tre acquiaition
of tke land are sancticned by the cultural institutions of the jecple
in tiLe Block, pe it tkrough purchase, inheritance cr gift; witk nc
reznrd at all given to the entry of nume in the land title. A
‘holding® is thus e unit ¢f cwnership, with tre tem ownierskip
interpretable boti in its de_ jure cr de facto sense. As far as
Bloek P is ocncerned, ownership in de facto sense is imjortant with
re;2rd to land in tle Blcok, while de jure sense of tert is impyortant
in relaticn $¢ tie relevint lund cutsice tre Jlock.

The unicue peouliarity ¢f the abuence of tie enir: «f nane
in the lorg title upen the trexsaction of land, yarticularly cf
sub-lots, in tie Block, is attributable to a number o¢f fantcrs.
Firstly, there 1s a “restrioction of interest" set out Ly tie Land
Giffice that the land elienated "shall not be transisrred or lexsed

1Ungku A. Azis, 3ubdivision ¢f Xaotates in Malaya, 1951-
120G, Volume 1, p. 11 (1962),

zlbidg ¥ 12 where it is stated thut "ownerskip is a
legal term denuting pussession of a pieca of land."”
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unless such transfer cr lense is t¢ a sir<le individual perecn“.S

secendly, tiere is the technical difficulty to affect the transfer
since nest of the lots are not yet issued with their legal documents.
Teirdly, trie cultursl ingtituticrns 2nd 4ie mental attitude of tlLe
yevyple in this urea may alsv occuntribute t¢ tris phenowsnon in that
they do not attuch as mueh impertarce tc the legsl trunsfer ¢f the
land ns to tie physical trunmfer, ¥ipally, thare are c¢f ocourse
ctrher mincr facters such av the sveidance ¢f expenses unpd sheer
immerance.

A glenes ot Table 201 will show tihe discrepency between
diatpribution of de juras leldinss and do facto ones in Block F. As
gll soconemic, socinl, cultural and otier jrobloacs ss they exist in
the real world relute to de facte owpershkip of land, we shall hence-—
force oconcentrite cur attention in thias Chapter con de facto keldinge.

TABLY

2.1

DISTRIBCTICN CF D3
IN  BLCCK
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TARLE 2.2
DISTRIBUTIOR OF DE FACTO HOLDINGS BY THE mmBER OF
LOTS AD/OR SUB-LOTS COMSIDERLD CURULATIVELY 18
BLOCK P, 1B S.,5, ABD N S,5, MED UOTSIDE
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Table 2.2 sbhows the distribution of de fecoto boldings by
lots and/er sub-lots in Block P, S.5. except Block P, and S.S. and
outside, taken cumulatively, It ocan be seen from Celmn 2 that as
far as Block P alone is oconcermed 103 Loldings, or 92.8% of the
total 111 boldings, are of one lot or sub-lcij; and only 8 or T.2u
are of two lots and/or sub-lots.

This phencmenon ie slightly altered when we consider the
situation in the 3.3. as a whole in Columm 3. |[Eere, 97 holdings
are of one lot or sub-lot, 13 of two lots and/or sub-lots and only
one of three lote nnd/hr sub-lots. That there is only slight
alteration in this Columm from the original situetion in Column 2
is due to tle fact tkat only smal]l acreage of land in other Blocks
of the S.3. is hold by the holders in Elock P.

As this enquiry reveals that not one owner in Block P boldas
any sawak land ocuteide cf the S.5., we can thus conoclude that Column
3 summarises the ownershipy of sawah land of the bolders in BRloek P.
It can be seen that as many as 87.4% of the total sawalh holdings are
of only one lot or sub-lot. The remaining ll.Tx are of two lots
and/or sub-lots and only 0.9. are of three lots and/or sub-lots.
If it is recalled that the majority of lots in the S.3. are of three
acree in ares, we can thus oconclude that approximately 87.4; of the
holders of land in Bloek P hold sawah land of not more than three acres
each in area.

Celumn 4, depicting the situetion in all the relevant
gress, alters the situation in Golumn 3 significantly. This is
becruse, as we shall see in the next Chapter, the holders in Block
P kold more land cutside of 3.3. than they hold im tke S5.8. other
than Blook P, Hers, holdings are made up of as meny as five lots
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and/or sub~lots. However, there are only two holdings combining
each four and five lots and/er sub-lots. Sixty holdings, or 54.1%,
are of one lot or sub-lot. ‘Thus, more than helf of the bolders of
land in Block P hold only one let or sub-~lot. Ae these lots or
sub-lots are necessarily in Blook P, most of them are thus not more
than three acres each. Fext important category of holdings are
made up of two lots and/or sub~lots. Fourty-three bcldings, or

3t. T, belong to this category. HMost of these comprise of padi~
land in Block P and cooconut~land or kampong land cutside of the S.3.
And, finally, there are six holdings, or 5.4/, comprising each of
three lots and/or sub-lots.

Table 2.3 depicts ths same situation ms that shkown in
Table 2.2 by looking at it from another prespective. It showvs the
various combinations of lots and/or sub-lots which make up holdings
in tbe Block in each ¢f the three relevant areas, arranged in the
descending order of magnitude. It can be seen that thers are in
ell 12 suck combinatiens.

Tbe most important im magnitude is the first oase wherely
43 or 36.74 of the total holdings are made up of one lot each in
Bloock P. This represente those holdings whose bolders own only a
single lot in the Block, and nothing else.

Next, 34 holdings or 30.65 of the total nuzber comprise
sach of a let in Bleock P, together with a lot outside of the S.S.
The lot outside of the 5.8. may thus be ¢ooonut—-land or one—acre
kampong land.

Third, ") boldings constituting 14.4¢ of tle total comprise
ef enly one gub-~lot in the Bleck.

The fourth omse ie rather unique in that these four hold-
inge oconstitute, beside one lot in the S5.S. outside of Bleck P, twe
lots each in the Block.

Likewise, the last three combinations are interesting in
that they include more than ome lot sach in the areas outside of
the S.8§.

Combination number 1, 3 mnd 7 show Poldings which involve
land in Bleook P slone. There are 61 holdings in these combinations.
Thus, about 55 of the total holdings in Block P are made up of land
in the Bleck enly.

Only nine holdings invelve land both in Bleck P and in
other Bloocks of the S.S. Thess are shown in the Table by ocombina-
tion number 4, 6 and 8. They represent about 8.1% of the total
holdings.

The remaining combimations show those holdings which com~
prise of land in Bleck P and im aress outside of the 3.5. There
are 41 of them or about 375 of the total number,
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It is thus apparent that slightly more than bhalf of the
owners of land in Bloock P hold land in the Bloeck omly. Of those
¥bo hold both in the Block and outside, there are far more ewners
¥ho hold the combination of land in the Block and in sreas outside
of the 5.5. than those who hold tke cther combimation, vig. land in
Bleck I and cotker Blocks ¢f the 3.S.

The Table as a3 whole also demonstrates an interesting
pattern in the distribution of ownership of land among the three
Areas. It shows that the helders c¢f land in Block P heold, in
addition to lots and/er sub-lots in Block P, either lots and/br
sub-lots in the 3.3. exceprt Rlock I, or in areas cutside ¢f tke S.S.
Nct one owner holds land in all the three sreas.

Fror the Teble, it has also become apparent that there has
been many oases of breaking up of lcts in Block P into sub~-lots.
It can be noticed that 25 boldinge in the Blook involve sub~-lots.,
This subdivision of lots may result in the establistment of lholdings
of less than the original area of a lot, whiol is mostly three acres.
It may alec establish holdings of more than that erea, by tke
resultant sub-lots being mdded to the existing lots and/or sub~lote
©¢f the holdings. Of the twe possibilities, the former is more
rrevelent. There are 21 cases of the former possibility in the
Table as compared with four c¢f the latter.

The prevalence of this rhenomencn may produce far reaching
effects on tre economic and otker cirocumstances of the holders
concerned. Firstly, the two processes of subdivisien and aggle~
meretion mentioned may lead to the inequality of land ownership.

It can be seen from the Table that some holdings are of only one
sub-lot or lot, while others are of more than ome lct and/or sub-lot.
As 8 matter of fact; the legical tendency of tlLis phenomenon is to
concentrate on the one exireme, large areas in @ sxall numdber of
holdings, and large number of rkoldings in a small ares on the other.
This will be illustrated further in the next Chaypter. This
inequality in the distributicon of land ownership may thus xive rise
to inequality of inocome among tle sclely landed pecple.

The inequality of land ownerskip may also pave the way
for situations of landlordism and tenancy wit: their multitude of
atiendant problems.

Furtker, if what is held is operated, the establishment of
sub-lot and lot~plus holdings may alsoc lead to & eituation of
uneconomic cperation in relation to the extent of lesbour and capital
in tle possession of the holders. Thie also will be further dealt
with in the next Chapter.

Finally, the existence of sub-lots in holdinge may result
in the fragmentation of ewnership and operation.

Before ve leave the guestion of subdivision, attention is
here drawn to the advocation in some quarters that im order to
discourage subdivision, tight regulations should be drawn up to



prevent the divisicn of land beyond & certain araa.s The fact
revesled by this atudy here in connection with subdivision anply
points out that there is & variance Lere between what is legal and
vhat is actually practised. I%t bas shown that a small lot of land
may be owned and operated severally without necessarily going
againet the legal restriotion of eliemating & part of it 1In faect,
by drawing such regulations, it will merely lesd to further ocomn—
fusion in the matter of legal claix and ownership, as hereby sctually
encountered.

We proceed no¥ to examine the distribution of farsme. The
best definition cf & faru is that given by Professor Ungku Aziz as
its being "a unit of producticon based on land. £ farms may consist
of one jpisce c§ man;, pieces of land. The pieces may be contiguous
or socattersd”, A farm of & farmer operailing in Bleck I includes
trus all tre lots and/or sub-lots that he operates, both inside and
outside c¢f the 3lock.

~Table 2.4 shews the distribution ¢f fares by the number of
lots and/or sub-lots in 3look ¥, in the 3.5. and in the 5.S5. and
outside, considered cumulatively. As far ss Bleck P is ooncerned,
it can be sesn from Column & that 129 farms, conatituting 94.2% of
the total, are of one lot or sub-lot. C(f the rest, six farms are
of two lots and/or sub-lots eack, one of three, and another four.

The piocture is changed slightly wken we consider the
situation in the S.5. as a whkole, wkaere 124 farms are of one lot or
sub-lot, 11 of twe lots and/or sub-lots, one of three and one of
four. The slightness of ihe ckange is due to the fact that farmers
in Block P farm only 2 small screage in other Blocks of the S.S.
Comparing this witih the corresponding eitustion in the distribution
of owmerskiy already discussed in Table 2.2, it at onoe becomes
obvious that there are no cases of renting in of land in other Blocks
of tte S.5. There are ln fact cases of renting cut: of the seven
ocases of owneraship, there are only five correaponding cases of
operation.

The farmers in Block P have all their redi farms in the
S5e8. As such, Column 3} therefore shows the tctal distribution of
their padi farms. It can bs motioced that 90.5: of the padi farms
are of one lot or sub-lot. The remaining 9.% are of two lots and/
or sub~lots or more. This fact is important when we come to con—
sider the gquestions of fragmantation and economioc unit of operation
of tke padi famms.,

6See, for exsmple, Wilson, P.B., The Economics of TFadi

Productien in North Malaya, Part I, p. 99.

TProfessor Ungku Asis, op. oit. p. 1l.
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TABUE 2.4

DISTRIBMTION OF FAMS BY THE MMBIR OF LOTS AND/OR SUB.LOTS CORSIRERED
CURBLATIVELY 8 BLOCK P, 1B S.5,, ARD IR S.5. AWB OQUISIDE

) T @ ) N O
Lots sad/or ) Stock P 3.8, 3.5, and Delaide
_ Seblots | Ferss | Percentege | Farws | Percestage | Farms | Purcentape
] 128 84,2 24 80.5 & 7.5
2 & &4 il 2.8 2 21,2
3 i i 8.7 1 8.7 8 8,6
§ 1 8,7 i 8.7 - -
5 - - - - . -
& - - - - - -
7 . - - . % 8.7
Total u? 160.8 137 88.9 > 14 }00.8

Trhe situation is significantly chsnged when we coneider
the distribution in all tLe relevant areas, as zhown by Column 4,
This change is brought about by the faot that the farmers concerned
farm a substantial acresage in the areas outside of the 3.8. The
study reveals that most of the lLolders of land in these areas do
operate it themselves, in the form of cooconut farme or mixed kampong
cultivation.

The column shows thet 9€ farms, or 71.5%., sre ¢f one lot
or sub-lct. [Hecessarily, all these are padi farme in Block P.
This is the extent of single-lot or single—-sub-lot farming in the
Block, Thie facy is again important when we discuss the questions
of fragmentation and the economica ¢f operation.

The remaining 26.5; of the farms are distributed among
tvo or more lotas and/or sub-lots. Attention is drawn to an extreme
case shown in thie coluen where one ferm is made up of gseven lota
and/or sub-lots. VWhile cther farms do not exceed three lots and/or
sub-lots, tiis extreme ocase is indeed extra-ordinary.

The same distribution of farms can be locked at from another
angle by looking at Table 2.5 This Table shows the various ocom-
binations ¢f lots and/or sub~lote of the farme in each of the three
relevint arsaes. There are im &ll 15 different combinations. The
combinations are arranged in & descending order of magnitude.

Pifty~eight farms are made up each ¢f only ome sub-lot in
Block P. This ecnstitutes 42.3% of the total number. Slightly
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less but still very important is the number of farmss made up of »
single lot in Block P. There are 4C farms of this category,
constituting 29.2% of the totul. PFourteen farms making up 1C.2%
of the total consist eash ¢f one lot in Block P and ene lot ocutside
of the 5.5.; while nine farms, or 6.6;. consists eack of one sub-
lot in Block P and one let outside of 8.S. The remsining 11
combinstions embrace each twe or one fam enly.

As in the case of ownership, the Table reveals tbat some
farmers fare either a combinstion of lots and/or sub-lots in Block
P and otker Blooks of the 5.5. or & combination in Block P and area
outaide ¢of the S.S. Exoeption, lLowever, occurs here in the ocom—
bination number 1C, whereby one farm incorporates lots and/or sub-lots
in 211 the three relevant aress.

Combinations number 1, 2 and 5 show all those farms
involving lots and/or sub-lots in Blook P alons. There are 100
farms in this category meking ugp approximately 73: of the total
nuabsr.

Only four farms, shown by combinations mumber Ty 10 and 12
involves lots and/or sub-lotz in Block P and other Blocks of the

Se 8.

One farm, that of - -"dnation 11, involves lots and sub~
lots in all tke thres areas.

The remaining eight combinations show 32 farms involving
lots and/or sub~lots in Klock P and areas cutside of the S.S.

Consideration of combination of farm lots and/or sub-lots
such as thie ia very important fro:c the standpoint of fragmentation,
whick we shall discuss in Chapter III.

The Table further depicts that, ms in the case of owner—
sLip, there is 8 process of bresking up of lots in farming. It
can be observed that 58 farms in the Blcck or 42,3 of the total
number of farms are virtuslly of one sub~lot each, while 1G other
farme involve sub~lots. The former is the case of subdivision,
while the latter is of agglomeration; both being the result of the
breaking up.

This breaking up process gives rise to = nunber of economic
and ctler prodblems. Among these are the yrroblems of fragmentation
of operation and economic wunit of opsration. Both will be dealt
witk in the following Chapters.

From the fore-going discussion and Tablea, we gather that
there are 111 holdings in the Block and other relevant areas ss
compared with 117 farms. The discrepemcy in thege two figures is
brought about by the existenmce of tenancy and gift-to~operate as
systems of oreration, besides the systex of cwn-operation. The
extent ¢f each of tlese systems ocan be ad judged from Table 2.6.
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TABLE 2.6

DISTRIBUTIOR OF PFAIMS ANOKG 'TPHE VARIOUS®
SYIPEMS OF OPEBRATION IN BIOCK P

Systems of Operation Farms Percentage
Owner/operator 71 56.2
Tenant/operator 19 13.9
Ciftee/operstor 27.7
Mixed system 3 2.2

Total 137 100.0

From the Table, it can be seen that 77 farms constituting
56.2; of the total number are orerated by their own cwners. It is
the absence of thLis situation in the remaining farms thet asocounts
for the difference between the number of holdings and farus.

Only 19 or 13.9, of the farms are operated by tenants.
These tenants pay rent to the landlords.

Twice as numerous - 38 farms or 27.74 - is the situation
of giftee—operator, wherehy the farmer bas been mllowed to crercte
the land rent~free. In all caees, the giftee i a relative of some
kind to the giftor, suck as brothers, children and in-laws.

There is another situation of mixed aystem, whereby a farm
incorjorates t¥o or more of the previous systems. There are only
three farms in this systea.

Hotwithstanding the situation in the system of mixed
operation, the Table shows that 41.6: of the farms, viz. those in
the systems ¢f tenant-opsration and giftee~operation, do not belong
tc the faruers. This ocompares favcurably with the usual situation
that "about half of thg farm land in Malaya is worked by farmers who
do nct own that land®,

8Pxofessor Ungku Aziz, The Causes of Poverty in Malayen
Agriculture, in Lin Tay Boh, Editor, Problems of the Kalayan

Economy; Singapore (1963).
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However, the situation in the asystes of giftes-operator
ie more akin to the system of cwner—-cperator tham %o tsnant-operator.
Hence, we ocan thus conclude that tenanoy and landlorxdism is mot very
prevalent in this Block, There is only 13.9 of the fsrms whiok
are either owner-operated or giftee-operated. Tenancy and land-
lordism is further almost absent in the relevant lamd im other Blocks
of the S.S5. and in areas outeide of the 5.S5S. Thie eonclusion,
nevertheless, is derived witl caution, for it is granted that euch
2 large extent of tle syastem cf siftee~operator iz indeed s umique
occurrence.,

In the situation ¢f tenancy, threc systema of rent payment
have been found tc be employeds

a) The most prevalent is that of the "bagi-
dus™ system whoreby the “produect” is equally
divided between the landlord and the tenant.
The "product” is of two types. In some

caseB, it is the thrashed padi, clean or
unclean se the case may be divided by quantity.
In others, it is the ripe padi plant ready for
harvest divided by area,

b)  Anotler systex is where the tenant has to
pay a fizxed quantity ¢f clean, thrashed padi

to the landlord. A typical case is 20 tin39

per acre.

c) A solitary case occurring bere is where
tke tenant has to pay $250 oash to cperate

two acres of land for a duration of five years.
It is & systea known as 'pajak’.

The incidence c¢f rent payment varies among these different
systens. Certainly, other things being equal, begi-dua on ripe
padl ylant basis is lighter than tlLe same system onm the basis of
clean, thrashed jpadi. Por, in the fermer oame, tre landlord has to
perfors the hervesting of hie shtare himself.

Cn clean padi basis, 'bugi-dua'’ systea charges about 125
gantangs per acre, taking the productivity per acre to be 2% gan~
tangs, whick ie the average productivity per more in the Bloek.
Taking one tin es esquivalent to five gantange, thLism charge is 2%
higher than tke charges of fixed-quantity aystem, whick is 10C
gantanygs per acre. Bowever, if the productivity is unegual, either

Sxost interviswees give the oapacity of & tin as equivalent
tc five gantangs. hotually, & keresene tin bkolds omly arproximately
four gantangs.
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pay be higher than the other. The tendenecy of the landlexds is to
ocharge 'bagi-~due' system where jrcductivity is higher, and fixed-
quantity system where productivity is lov.

The 'pajak’ charge is $25 per sore per ysar. EHowever,
the incidence here is not s¢ muck on tke smount &s on the cash
yayment whiok the tenant has to settle in advance.




