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Political Economy of Land Governance in the Mekong Region

INTRODUCTION: A REGIONAL POLITICAL
ECONOMY OF LAND GOVERNANCE

“GOOD LAND GOVERNANCE IS SOUGHT THROUGH A RANGE OF GLOBAL LEVEL ASSESSMENT CRITERIA”
[PHOTO CREDIT: RAEWYN PORTER]

This report presents a political-economic analysis of a research mapping and political-economic analysis
land governance at the regional level, focusing on the conducted by the authors for the Mekong Region Land
Mekong Region1. The primary emphasis is on Cambodia, Governance [MRLG) project, funded by the Swiss Agency
Laos, Myanmar and Vietnam (CLMV]J, but the paperalso  for Development Cooperation (SDC) and the German
takes into account the regional role and land governance  Agency for International Cooperation (GIZ). The initiative

experiences of Thailand and China. The report is one in is driven by concerns about security of tenure of small-
a series of reports on Cambodia, Laos, Myanmar and holder farmers, ethnic minorities and women, against a
Vietnam that present country-level analyses of the poli- background of land grabbing in various guises (see www.
tical economy of land governance. The series is part of mrlg.org).

1. In this case, the Mekong is broadly coterminous with mainland Southeast Asia. While it takes the river as its defining motif, the region is much wider than the Mekong River
and its tributaries. Alternatively framed, the Greater Mekong Sub-region is comprised of Cambodia, Laos, Myanmar, Thailand, Vietnam and the two provinces of China that
border Southeast Asia (Yunnan and Guangxi). The project-specific definition of the region behind this report includes the CLMV countries. Sometimes referred to as the
Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) latecomers, the once-socialist economies seek to integrate and capitalise their economies. In the context of land-based
investment with which the report is concerned, Thailand and China enter as important players — providing a more complete picture of the region.



Political Economy of Land Governance in the Mekong Region

A Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations
(FAQ) report defines “land governance” succinctly as
follows:

“Land governance concerns the rules, processes and
structures through which decisions are made about
access to land and its use, the manner in which the
decisions are implemented and enforced, the way that
competing interests in land are managed” (Palmer et
al. 2009: 9).

Our working definition expands on the FAO definition as
follows:

“Land governance consists of the means by which
authority is wielded and collective action applied in
order to achieve particular social and economic out-
comes through land use, distribution, access and
security. Land governance is concerned with processes,
institutions, laws, practices and structures of power
involving a diverse range of public and private actors.”

Land governance is a scaled issue, involving broad level
influences at the global, regional, national and local
scales. This paper seeks to explain the main parameters
of land governance at the regional scale, with a particular
focus on the Mekong Region. Our project of conducting
a regional political-economic analysis considers the
questions: Why apply political economy to an analysis
of land governance, and what does a regional scale
analysis entail? In other words, what makes land govern-
ance a political-economic issue, and what makes it a
regional issue?

LAND GOVERNANCE: A POLITICAL-
ECONOMIC ISSUE

Not all approaches to land governance place it in the
realm of political economy per se. Land governance
can be approached from a number of angles. In a uni-
versal and normative sense “good land governance”

is sought through a range of global level assessment
criteria (see, for example, The Land Governance
Assessment Framework: Identifying and Monitoring
Good Practice in the Land Sector, Deininger et al.
2011). The FAQ has established a set of non-binding
guidelines for “responsible” governance of land tenure
and other natural resources (FAO 2012]. A number of
development assistance initiatives funded by Australian,
German, Finnish, Canadian, Swiss (and other) bilateral
development agencies have sought to improve land
governance in the Mekong Region by programmatic
means (see www.landgov.donorplatform.org). Each of
these frameworks has its own emphasis; some are
more market-oriented and some are geared to a liberal
rights-oriented approach of social inclusion. However,
all work within broad “good governance” criteria of
transparency, rule of law, stakeholder inclusion and
equitable market structures. While there is recognition
of the need to adapt global concepts and criteria of
‘good governance’ to country circumstances, the political-
economic embeddedness of land issues has often been
overlooked.

Only recently have some donors specifically sought to
conduct political-economic analysis in recognition of
program risks and failures attributed to insufficient
account being taken of the context within which programs
operate. For example, responding to the World Bank
Inspection Panel that investigated the Land Management
and Administration Project in Cambodia, Management of
LMAP noted:

“With the benefit of hindsight, Management recognises
that ... a more detailed analysis of the political economy
context would likely have identified ... that... numerous
actors had strong incentives not to proceed with a trans-
parent and public interest based classification and
registration of State land” (IBRD & IDA, 21 January,
2011, p. 15).
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Donors are ever more attentive to the fact that aid
projects in the Mekong Region are not always fully
aligned to government structures. Donor agencies are
quite effective in engaging government administrations
at the technical level of planning and design, including
drafting legislation; but these priorities are often over-
turned by decisions that take place within the political
realm or at upper echelons of government bureaucracies
(Bartlett 2013; Suhardiman & Giordano 2014). This makes
an analysis of power structures even more important.

Our position is that land governance is inherently a
political-economic issue of justice, framed by social,
economic and political dimensions of power. It is
concerned with determining who gets what, at whose
expense (distributional justice), and who makes rules
and decisions on whose behalf (procedural justice).
While we can discuss the wider political economy of
resources and other sources of wealth in similar terms
(cf Jones 2014, land goes beyond the exchange and
revenue-generating status of many other commodities.
Land is the basis of social relations, everyday life and
livelihood for large numbers of rural people, and it is

a source of identity, power and sovereignty at various
levels from national to subnational territorial claims
(Polanyi 1944). This embeddedness of land in social,
economic and political life means that its governance

is framed by the contexts and histories in which it is
situated. Programs seeking reform in the land sector
need to address or work within the constraints and
openings of the political economy that sets the conditions
of land relations. Political-economic relations, moreover,
occur at different levels - local, national, regional. This
reflexivity between land relations and structures of
power, authority and culture is an important, but some-
times neglected, aspect of land governance interventions.

There is a longstanding tradition of agrarian political
economy that links the analysis of social relations
around land, labour and capital to the role of the State
when explaining class formation in the Southeast Asian
countryside (see, for example, Hart et al. 1989). Studies
carried out during the 1970s and 1980s were driven

by a concern that increasingly commercialised small-
scale farming would attract capital in such a way that
separated wealthier from poorer farmers and, ultimately,
impoverished the latter, while the former accumulated
land and capital. Some of the neo-marxist analysis in
this agrarian political-economic work drew parallels
with a much earlier phase of political economy tied to
agrarian relations, notably the debates of early twentieth
century Russia, which were intricately linked to different
political platforms of revolution and reform (White 1989).
These studies concerned the extent to which structures
of land ownership set the political evolution of dictator-
ship and democracy of different European states in the
nineteenth and twentieth century (Moore 1966), giving
an historical indication of the reflexivity referred to above.
A comparative analysis of primitive accumulation across
Southeast Asia suggests that in this region, there is also
a need to explore the “otherwise neglected agrarian deter-
minants of the modern economic and political trajectories
of Southeast Asia into the twenty-first century” (Sidel
2015: 20).

Our challenge is to bring some of the rigour of these
earlier political economic studies on agrarian transition
to the new contexts of transnational capital engagement
in land-based production. The recent rejuvenation of
the Journal of Peasant Studies has achieved much in
reviving agrarian political economy in contemporary
contexts of land grabbing (for example, see special
issues 38(2), 39(3-4), 40(3)). To date, however, there has
been limited consideration of the regional scale as a
framework for such analysis, and it is to this that we
now turn.
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LAND GOVERNANCE: A REGIONAL ISSUE?

There are several dimensions of land governance that
make it a regional issue. These can be illustrated as
follows, with reference to the Mekong Region:

e The regional scale has relevance in mainland South-
east Asia in terms of common agrarian structures
and social ecologies of land-based production,
intertwined regional histories of agrarian change,
and subjection of local livelihood systems to region-
specific influences, dynamics and actors that shape
land governance and contestation.

e An overarching political-economic commonality
in the CLMV countries is the historical shaping of
land relations by various forms of socialist use,
management and tenure arrangements, followed
by dynamics around State power that are unique
to post-socialist, and (in some cases) post-conflict,
economic and political structures and processes. In
turn, the post-socialist and post-conflict contexts
establish particular dynamics and areas of ambiguity
between public and private interests in land use,
tenure and governance.

¢ In the Mekong Region, cross-border investment and
commodity flows, shaped in part by the complementary
factor endowments in land, labour and capital, link
land-based production across the regional landscape.
This sets the context for foreign direct investment (FDI)
in land for agriculture or activities such as energy
production, industry, mining and tourism development.
FDI is also closely linked to regional geo-political
agendas, most topically (and notably) China’s interest
in multi-stranded engagement with Mekong Region
countries in ways that combine economic and strategic
interests (Burgos & Ear 2013).

e Land-based investments are often located at or near
borders (for example, Special Economic Zones [SEZs).
Agribusiness concessions also prevail in border zones,
where FDI flows across borders in a variety of ways.

e Land-based investments are promoted by regional
initiatives such as the Greater Mekong Subregion (GMS)
economic corridors and associated cross-border
infrastructure, or by the anticipated ASEAN Economic
Community (AEC). Large agro-food conglomerates
also shape regional economic integration agendas,
as in the case of Sino-Thai Company CP Group’s Vice-
Chairman who was involved in preparing legislation
for the Ayeyarwady-Chao Phraya-Mekong Economic
Cooperation Strategy, or ACMECS (Woods 2015).
There is also a more general political economy of
borderlands in which land and agrarian change are
significant elements (Rungmanee 2014).

e Various organisations with a regional frame of
reference (e.g. The Center for People and Forests
(RECOFTC] and Focus on the Global South) are
involved in “countermovement” land-based initiatives,
such as community forestry or advocacy for communal
land titling. There are various instances of governance
and policy advocacy supported at a regional level,
often as part of global initiatives - for example, the
significant involvement of Focus on the Global South
in developing and promoting the use of the Voluntary
Guidelines on the Responsible Governance of Tenure
(FAO 2012).

e There are many aspects of changing land use in one
country that have environmental (e.g. smoke haze),
social (e.g. labour migration, see Kelly 2011) or eco-
nomic (e.g. via commodity chains and associated
transnational credit arrangements through contract
farming) implications for neighbouring countries.

e While dynamics play out in ways specific to each
individual country, there are trends and processes
which are common to some or all countries, such as
the adoption of neoliberal policies aimed at turning
land into capital, creating efficient land markets, and
formalising land by means of titling programs.
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GEOGRAPHY OF LAND USE AND LAND
RELATIONS IN THE MEKONG REGION

Each of the CLMV countries is geographically and
agro-ecologically diverse, and the land issues faced
historically and at present vary considerably across
the national territory of each country. At the same
time, we can see similarities in land issues in similar
zones across countries; for example, in delta regions,
lowland agricultural valleys, and upland zones where
shifting cultivation has predominated historically, peri-
urban zones of transition and so on.

In Delta areas, there is a history of commercialisation
that makes characterisation of multi-generational
peasant smallholding problematic (Mizuno 2011). The
Ayawaddy and Mekong Deltas are both quite young in
terms of expanded rice production that forms the basis
of the export economy on which colonial prosperity was
built. These areas also saw an early development of
landlordism. The unequal land relations, heavy indebted-
ness, and rates of landlessness that characterise these
areas set some of today’s land governance parameters,
with particularly high rates of landlessness of up to 60
per cent in the Ayawaddy Delta (Bountry et al. 2015).

Upland areas have been marked by the attempts of
centralised states to regularise agriculture, as well as
increase the legibility and permanence of settlement.
Throughout the region, shifting cultivation has, until
recently, been the dominant agricultural practice in
upland areas, most of which has historically been settled
by ethnic minorities. For a range of reasons, authorities
throughout the region have taken a dim view of this
practice (Cairns & Garrity 1999; McCaskill & Kampe
1997; Scott 2009), and a combination of forestry and land

legislation has rendered it illegal. Furthermore, because
shifting cultivation is premised on a fallow cycle, see-
mingly unused land has been ripe for grabbing, particularly
as shifting cultivators are often unwilling to declare it as
agricultural land for tax purposes. As various land and
forest allocation programs have engaged in land use plan-
ning and zoning, fallow areas have been restricted and
given over to concessionaires, creating a significant
process of impoverishment among mostly ethnic minority
upland cultivators (Chamberlain 2007).

Peri-urban areas provide particular challenges in terms
of land conversion. Demand for non-agricultural uses
of land is high in areas with real estate and industrial
development, and land prices have increased exponentially.
Where farmers own land and have been able to sell at
market prices, they have done very well. Where farmers
are tenants (as is often the casel, land conversion dis-
places them from their livelihoods. In some instances,
sales and conversion is voluntary. In others, it is com-
pulsory and compensation becomes a key issue. Under
Vietnamese land law, State appropriation of land is only
permissible where it is required for public infrastructure
or social and economic development that is in the public
interest — a category that is open to interpretation and
challenge. In Laos, the 2003 Land Law allows requisition
of land for public purposes or public interest with
appropriate compensation (Articles 63, 68 and 71). In
practice, “public interest” can be very broadly interpreted
to include economic development as an allowable basis
for expropriation, even if the development is for private
economic gain (Ngaosrivathana & Rock 2007).



Coastal zones face specific types of land pressures.
Coastal tourism and coastal aquaculture are both

high-value enterprises, which have served to displace
and otherwise affect farming communities. Both are
polluting activities and, in the case of aquaculture, the
external effect of creating a saline environment has
had impacts on farmers beyond the areas converted,
reclaimed or cleared for shrimp farming. In Cambodia
and Vietnam, there have been exponential increases in
coastal land prices over the past two decades.

Geography as an influence shaping land conflict is not
limited to agro-ecological zones as described above.
Another key regional dynamic is the geography of conflict
associated with FDI in land and natural resources in
border areas. In Myanmar in particular, the combination
of an opening up of the country for FDI on cessation

of hostilities between the Burmese military and the

country’s several ethnic-based insurgencies along the
Chinese and Thai borders has attracted a burst of invest-
ment that threatens to stoke new conflict, as people are
dispossessed of their land in favour of the new investors.
Leadership on all sides of the old conflicts has been
complicit in this particular manifestation of land grabbing
(Buchanan et al. 2013; Woods 2011). Border areas also
attract other config-urations that result in dispossession,
for example, the implementation of opium substitution
programs on the China-Myanmar borderlands by means
of favoured Chinese investors being given access to land
previously under poppy cultivation (Kramer & Woods 2012).
Other geographical locations defining specific conditions
of land alienation include areas deemed suitable for
SEZs, early experience with which has been one of
marginalisation - even when such zones are in the
international spotlight as is the case of Thilawa in
Myanmar (Gittleman & Brown 2014).
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LARGE-SCALE LAND ACQUISITION IN THE
MEKONG REGION: ISSUES AND INSTANCES

There are many reasons for renewed interest in land

in the Mekong Region. Foremost among these is the
growing insecurity faced by smallholders resulting
from various expropriations, displacements and other
instances of dispossession that come under the rubric
of “land grabbing”. Land grabbing is a global phenomenon
but it takes on particular regional characteristics, including
the ways in which global players external to the Mekong
Region are involved directly (China, Middle-Eastern
countries) or indirectly (Europe) in land grabbing (Borras
(Jnr) & Franco 2011). The simplifications often accom-
panying the “land grabbing” narrative and associated
global activism suggests that we need a more nuanced
approach and, perhaps, terminology. For example, Baird
(2014a) argues that what he terms the “metanarrative”
of land grabbing hides the complexity and local elite
involvement in land seizures in places such as north-
eastern Cambodia. Moreover, land grabbing predates
the 2008 food crisis that many associate with the
phenomenon at a global level.

In a region where smallholders have historically carried
out most of the agricultural production, the past decade
has seen a rapid emergence of large-scale acquisition of
land purportedly for farming and plantations by foreign
and domestic land developers. Some of these developers
are investors in the sense that they bring capital and
technology to enhance the productive potential of the
land. However, in many cases developers reap profits
through timber extraction and speculative gains in land
values, rather than through productive investment. Many
of these companies gain access large land concessions
by claiming to invest in farming and plantation agri-
culture.

In the Mekong Region, most land development has been
effected through concessions, which are long-term
leases granted at (often) low annual per hectare rents.
The land allocated for concessions is a combination

of forest land and cleared land that is, in principle,
available because it is deemed to be un(der)utilised or

illegally occupied. Many concession deals are carried
out by higher levels of government without specific
demarcations of territory. It is then left to the lower
levels of government to “find” available land (eg Kenney-
Lazar 2012: 1025). In practice, most concessions occupy
land and forest areas that are important for the livelihoods
of smallholders, hence the characterisation of the
concession process as “land grabbing”.

The extent of land concessions in the Mekong Region is
difficult to gauge, but several inventory exercises have
been carried out in Cambodia, Laos and Myanmar (Affeld
2014; Schonweger et al. 2012; www.licadho-cambodia.
org/concession_timelapse/; opendevelopmentcambodia.
net). In Cambodia, 2.6 million hectares - or 15 per cent
of national territory — were held in 2012 under large scale
concessions granted to national elites with investment
support from Chinese, Vietnamese, Thai as well as
Middle Eastern and Singaporean investors (Colchester
et al. 2013: 3). Significantly, the crops being grown are
mainly for export to other countries including sugar to
the European market. This has provided opportunities for
advocacy with large corporate buyers such as Tate and
Lyle and the scoping of Corporate Social Responsibility
into the land governance discussion. In March 2013,
pro-bono lawyers representing families affected by the
Koh Kong Sugar Industry Concessions in Southwest
Cambodia filed a law suit against Tate and Lyle in the UK
Commercial Court, opening doors for potential future
litigation in courts outside the region (Middleton 2015).

Citing government figures from 2014, a FAO report notes
that five million hectares have been approved for land
concessions by the Government of Myanmar, of which
only 20 per cent have been developed (Srinivas & Hlaing
2015: 28). Meanwhile, Schénweger et al (2012) has found
that 1.1 million hectares in Laos are under concession,
representing five per cent of national territory and an
area larger than the total under paddy production in the
country.
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In Laos and to a lesser extent Cambodia, the concessions
involve regional investors from China, Thailand and
Vietnam. In Myanmar, Chinese and Thai investors pre-
dominate. In both Cambodia and Myanmar, wealthy and
powerful domestic investors also hold concessions, in
most but not all cases, with financial and co-investment
support from foreign backers. In Vietnam, there have
not been large concessions to private landholders. Most
large land and forest enterprises in Vietnam's uplands
are run by state enterprises. However, these have
become increasingly corporate in character.

Resource development projects [dams and mines in
particular) are another form of land grabbing in the
Mekong Region. Resettlement schemes for people
displaced by such projects are often inadequate.
Compensation for acquired housing, land and other
assets are often below market rates, or based on
unequal land-for-land arrangements. Most projects
are private or public-private partnerships, which means
that land is being taken from small farmers to make
way for profitable energy investments by Chinese, Thai,
Vietnamese and other overseas investors. Sometimes
these are partnerships involving State-owned enterprises
or are with companies owned by influential national
tycoons. The main national investor of the Lower Sesan
2 Dam in Cambodia is the Royal Group. This company
has been implicated in urban land dispossession and

is owned by wealthy businessman Kith Meng (LICADHO
2009; ADHOC 2014). The logging concessions associated
with reservoir clearing in preparation for dams are
granted in a non-transparent manner and often involve
top government officials with links to military logging
companies. There is also a documented association of
forest concessions with “dirty money” laundered through
such projects [Baker & Milne 2015; Milne 2015).

Land grabbing in the Mekong Region is not limited to land
concessions for agriculture. Land has been compulsorily
acquired for infrastructure development (e.g. for roads,
railways and urban developments]. There are two inter-
related factors that have exacerbated the grievances
associated with compulsory land acquisition for public
infrastructure, to the extent that it is perceived not very
differently from a land grab by those expropriated. The
first is the reservation of areas deemed important for
future development, which takes place in socialist systems
where land is held to be the property of “the people” as
a whole. For example, if we think about a strip of land of,
say, 25 metres on either side of trunk roads, individuals
are not allowed title on this land. This means that the
State can avoid the need for expensive compensation
payouts later on. Second, some of the infrastructure
deals, such as the 450-year road in Vientiane (http://
www.laolandissues.org/tag/450-year-road/), involve
trade-offs whereby the investor provides infrastructure in
return for land development privileges. State authorities
sequester land from farmers, with compensation at low
agricultural land rates or based on very unequal land-
for-land arrangements. The developer then has the
on-selling rights of land at greatly inflated prices for
residential, industrial and commercial development
facilitated by the transport infrastructure.

Land acquisition has increasingly become entwined in
environmental governance, with large tracts of land
acquired for national parks and conservation zones.
These protected areas are often considered as land for
the public good, but have often resulted in dispossessions
of smallholders from their land (in the case of Thailand),
or other exclusions from accessing local resources.
Nevertheless, it is common in Cambodia to see the
government grant economic land concessions to private
companies (as well as social land concessions for
individual ownership) within protected areas, following
an opaque process whereby “public state land” is re-
gazetted as “private state land” (ADHOC 2014; Diepart
2015).



A particular regional concern with “green grabbing”
is the perceived impact of Reducing Emissions from

Deforestation and Forest Degradation (REDD+) projects.

REDD+ projects are sometimes associated with the
potential for speculative forestland acquisitions on
forestlands with insecure land tenure, particularly in
areas classified as the national forest estate. This has
been a concern in Cambodia, for example. However,
there are also openings for REDD+ initiatives to be
used as a catalyst to entrench smallholder tenure and
to serve as points of leverage in securing land and
associated resource rights. This would require a shift
in mindset that currently sees smallholder agriculture,
and particularly shifting cultivation, as the driver of
deforestation to the neglect of industrial plantation
agriculture (Baird 2014b; Dwyer & Ingalls 2015).

Finally, SEZs involve the confiscation of land from
smallholders to provide inexpensive sites for investors
in manufacturing enterprises. There has been a
proliferation of SEZs in the CLMV countries as each
has sought to attract investment in a competitive
regionalised economic landscape, resulting in 334
zones to date (Walsh 2015: 4). These zones “privilege
capital over labour” (ibid: 2) and facilitate access to
land for factory investors. Most of these (for example,
Dawei in Myanmar and Savannakhet-Seno in Laos] are
at or near borders, and are associated with regional
transport infrastructure such as the Asian Development
Bank East-West Corridor and its associated highway
and bridge projects (Transnational Institute 2012). In
other cases, SEZs are located near cities and involve
displacement of landholders from highly productive
plots, often to greatly inferior land in less accessible
areas [Gittleman & Brown 2014).
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PUSH AND PULL: KEY DRIVERS OF LARGE
SCALE LAND ACQUISITION IN THE MEKONG

REGION

There are several recent and current drivers of large-
scale land acquisition at the regional level. From a
political economic perspective, these drivers can be
considered as “push” and “pull” forces. Push forces
include capital from neighbouring countries in search
of profitable land deals (based on global demand for
particular products), transboundary resource develop-
ment that takes account of unequal factor endowments
within the Mekong Region, and regional initiatives, such

as transport corridors associated with the GMS program.

Pull forces include the provision of land as concessions,
usually in the form of long-term leases, by national and
local governments. These forces are strengthened by
the associated ability of authorities to define land as
empty, underutilised or illegally occupied, providing a
legitimating power of exclusion (Hall et al. 2011). These
are also the result of blatant abuses of power combined
with very limited access to justice under prevailing state-
business-civil society power gradients.

A key driver of land grabbing identified by Hall (2011)

is the phenomenon of crop booms. The main boom
crops throughout the Mekong Region are rubber, sugar,
maize, cassava, bananas and coffee. Some of the crops
in question are what Borras et al (2014) term “flex
crops’, in the sense that they can be used for either
food or industrial products, depending on markets
and commodity chains. An important aspect of Hall's
analysis is that the nature of the “grab” generated by
these booms is highly contingent on the crop itself, the

10

political-economic landscape within which the land
conversions occur and the extent to which the boom
crop development works within or disrupts existing
property relations. Crop booms commonly result in land
grabbing in places where land tenure is not secure. The
grab is not always done by large players at the expense
of smallholders. In the Vietnamese Central Highlands or
in north-eastern Cambodia, for example, ethnic majority
smallholders displace minarity shifting cultivators from
their lawnds through a range of market-based and more
forceful means.

Crop booms underlie another key driver of land grab-
bing and associated land disputes: the boom in the
commodity value of land beyond its productive potential.
With international interest in land concessions and
commercial production pushing the demand for land far
beyond the demographic pressure for food production,
three of the four CLMV countries have over the past
decade seen a rapid switch from land being an abundant
resource (relative to population), to land being a limited
and scarce commodity. Following global trends, this
has made land a speculative asset. Many concessions
for plantations in Burma and Cambodia, and to some
extent in Laos, remain un- or under-exploited for their
agricultural potential, suggesting that the value to
investors is speculative rather than productive. Another
explanation is the abuse of concession mechanisms

to extract timber, making investments in land a highly
profitable venture in the short term.
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At a discursive level, the strong modernist ideological
backing for land deals serves to legitimise land grabs

in the Mekong Region. This narrative is built on a
number of assumptions of the superiority of large scale,
industrial-type production based on regularised wage
labour arrangements taking advantage of presumed
economies of scale. These assumptions, which are
challenged, yet persist in influencing policy-setting,
include that:

e FDlis a prerequisite for economic development

e large-scale agriculture is more efficient than family
farming

e privatising land increases productivity by facilitating
investments

e “backward” farmers - especially ethnic minorities -
should become wage workers to hasten progress, and

e there is sufficient labour demand in the modern
economy to provide jobs to those exiting unproductive
smallholder agriculture (Castellanet & Diepart 2015).

1

A number of region-wide overview studies examine
the broad factors shaping land grabs (eg Rock 2004;
Rutherford et al. 2008: Borras (Jnr) & Franco 2011:
Colchester et al. 2013). Borras and Franco (2011) use
three case studies from Southeast Asia, including one
from Cambodia, to show how multiple external players
are complicit in region-specific land grabbing, which
occurs not only through granting and acquisition of land
concessions, but also through demand for particular
products [in this case sugar), directives on renewable
energy that promote biofuels, and banking capital
behind the larger investments. These broader drivers
of land grabbing suggest that governance reform
needs to look beyond the land policy framework within
individual countries and look at markets and regulatory
arrangements at a distance from the site of grabbing.
This is in line with what Sikor et al (2013] refer to as

a shift in global land governance from “territory” to
“flows”, where governance across borders is enacted
through control over flows of goods produced on land,
rather than direct control over land as territory.
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HISTORICAL INFLUENCES ON THE POLITICAL
ECONOMY OF LAND GOVERNANCE IN THE

MEKONG REGION

Certain strands tie together the histories of the CLMV
countries in ways that help us understand contemporary
land governance in these countries. In particular, colonial
experience and experiments with various guises of social-
ism are fundamental to understanding the political
economy of land in the reflexive sense outlined earlier.
That is, while structures of power shape land relations,
land itself has been integral to the political-economic
evolution of the countries in question.

COLONIAL AND POSTCOLONIAL
INTERVENTIONS

British (in the case of Myanmar) and French (in the case
of Cambodia, Laos and Vietnam) colonisation established
a number of conditions that continue to resonate today.
The first land law in Burma was enacted under British
rule in 1894 (Land Acquisition Act). Civil society groups
continue to refer back to this legislation as a precursor
for today’s land appropriation by the State (in the name
of the public good), while at the same time noting that
the law is selectively applied - for example, it is used
to justify expropriation, but its compensation provisions
are not followed (Ta'ang Student and Youth Organization
2011: 28).

One of the more significant colonial governance
measures concerning land that has resonance today
involves the creation of the category of “Wastelands”
(Ferguson 2014). This notion of wasted, unused or
underutilised lands of little ecological or economic
significance is fundamental to the ethos of granting land
concessions. While the rules and specific laws vary from
one country to another, the categorisation of land as
“wasted” or underutilised helps to make it “available” for
productive investment in the eyes of the state. Ferguson
discusses how the governmentality of territorialisation
has been adapted by military actors in Myanmar (ibid). In
land-constrained northern Vietnam, “wastelands” have
traditionally been a safety valve for the poor, but came
under the control of village elites under French rule
(Kleinen 2011).
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In colonial times, land concentration was a significant
concern. This was facilitated through the introduction of
private property rights. Concentration occurred partly in
the more prosperous and commercialised areas where
profits were to be made and landlordism developed

- often building on pre-existing patterns of village
hierarchy. It also occurred in upland areas where rubber
and other plantation crops were grown on European-
owned estates, often on so-called wastelands that were
carved out of shifting cultivation systems. Alternatively,
land was acquired for colonial forestry purposes through
expropriation of fallows in the rotational cycle (the taungya
system in Myanmar).

Anti-colonialism took access to land as a key revolu-
tionary rallying issue in Burma and Vietnam in
particular, due to the high rates of landlordism, usury
and landlessness in core rice growing areas of these
countries. “Land to the tiller”, or vernacular versions of
the idea, were based not only around the expropriation
of land by colonial authorities and entrepreneurs, but
also against comprador classes of local landlords whose
land-based wealth and prestige had often flourished
under colonial rule at the expense of subaltern groups.
The attraction of socialist ideas as spearheads of anti-
colonialism was thus based in significant part on
questions of access to land.

Finally, land reform has been an ongoing land govern-
ance agenda since the transition from colonial to
postcolonial rule. In the states that made a rapid switch
from colonial to socialist rule [notably North Vietnam
among the countries discussed here), land reform was
the first key step in a move toward collectivised tenure
and management. Elsewhere (notably South Vietnam),
land reform was a pre-emptive countermovement to
attenuate the landlordism that was seen to be fuelling
support for the Communist cause among the majority
landless and land-poor rural poor.
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LAYING OUT THE TURF: POST-SOCIALIST
AND POST-CONFLICT CONTEXTS OF LARGE-
SCALE LAND ACQUISITION

The history of access to land as a rallying point in
anti-colonial movements and socialist experiments
emanating from the post-colonial period in the CLMV
countries, transcends into a particular set of overlapping
post-socialist dynamics in the current political economy
of land governance across the region. Appendix 1 presents
a timeline of key periods and transitions in the land history
of the CLMV countries and of the Mekong Region as a
whole. Here, we summarise briefly the background to
this post-socialist context.

In northern Vietnam, land was redistributed away

from landlords to poorer tenant farmers in what was
later viewed as excessively zealous and often violent
expropriations during the mid-1950s. The formation

of cooperatives extended from the early 1960s into full
collectivisation, whereby land was held and farmed on a
fully socialised basis. Following unification of Vietnam in
1976, the collectivisation of land extended to the Mekong
Delta and other parts of southern Vietnam. By the late
1970s, it was clear that what had, to an extent, worked
in the Red River Delta when the country was on a war
footing, was having disastrous results during peacetime.
Throughout the country, peasants’ aspirations were

to produce securely for their families, rather than to
cultivate voluntaristically for the wider good (Dao The
Tuan 2007). Quite pragmatically, commune and state
authorities responded to “fence breaking” actions by
smallholders through policy changes (Kerkvliet 2005). In
1986, the Doi Moi (renovation) policy set the framework
for a market-based socialism that would usher in Decree
#10 in 1988 giving individual rights for households to
farm. From 1993 onwards, these were long-term lease
rights that could be inherited, bought, sold and mort-
gaged (the so-called “red book”, or land use right
certificate (LURC).
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In Laos, after the Lao People's Revolutionary Party took
power in 1975, the experiment with collectivisation was
even more short-lived/limited. Only about a quarter of
the country’s farmland was collectivised, even though
official policy was for fully collectivised production. By
1978-1979, it was clear that this experiment had failed
(Evans 1995; Ducourtieux et al. 2005). As in Vietnam,
there was a strong push for each province and district

to produce rice sufficient to support its population. With
the New Economic Mechanism from 1986, market-based
production gradually took hold, but in a country where
most farming was still being practiced on a subsistence-
oriented basis, where land was still relatively abundant,
and where there had been a high rate of population
displacement during the bombing and civil war from
1964-1973. As a result, and in contrast to Vietnam,
individualised production was not closely associated with
longstanding claims to land in many parts of the country.

Cambodia went through the most fundamental upheaval
in socialisation of landholding during the post-1975
period. The extreme Maoism of the Khmer Rouge not
only forced people into large scale communalised
production, but it displaced them geographically from
where they had previously farmed. The family unit and
any association that such units had with land were
dissolved. While this tragic and violent experiment
lasted less than four years 1975-1979, it had been
preceded by five years of upheaval and fighting across
the Cambodian countryside from 1970. Following the
ousting of the Pol Pot regime, agricultural production
remained partially socialised through “solidarity groups”
(krom saamakhii) through the early to mid-1980s. The
civil war that afflicted the country until the Paris Peace
Accords in 1991 (extending until 1998 in some north
western regions), meant that the break between people’s
pre-1970 patterns of land holding and their post-conflict
tenure was all the more complete. Ironically, there are
considerable continuities in the ways patronage, State
authority and markets have shaped agrarian relations to
the present (Diepart & Dupuis 2014).



In contrast to the Indochinese ideological practice that
drew on Soviet- and Chinese-influenced precedents,

in Myanmar the advent of the Ne Win government in
1963 saw a regime committed to “The Burmese way to
socialism” that imposed quite a different model. The
strategy focused on self-reliance, establishing farming
cooperatives and collectives and placing quotas on
farmers for provisions to the State. Generally, it was an
inward-looking economic strategy.

While these histories of socialised agriculture and
political economic configurations are now a generation
behind us, the post-socialist and post-conflict context
remains fundamental to understanding the political
economy of land governance in a number of respects.
These dynamics are briefly outlined in the following
paragraphs (see country-level reports for a more
detailed examination of how history has shaped post-
socialist dynamics in land governance within each
CLMV country).
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In Laos, Myanmar and Vietnam, there remain
significant constitutional limits to individual - and
therefore smallholder - rights in land. While in all
countries there are provisions for individual land
holdings, in the one-party states of Laos and Vietnam
the constitution stipulates that land is ultimately owned
“by the people” as a whole and managed in trust by
the State. In Laos, a new national Land Use Policy has
been hostage to deliberation over a Lao constitutional
amendment that may redefine land as state property,
but there are strong interests within the Politburo to
retain its current ownership status by the Lao people as
a whole. In Myanmar, all land and natural resources are
constitutionally owned by the State (Article 37). While
there are constitutional provisions for private owner-
ship in Cambodia through fully transferable land title,
there are also concerns that, by default, the majority

of remaining unsurveyed and untitled land remains
the property of the State, facilitating the granting of
concessions on that land (Dwyer 2015).
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Thus, there are considerable ambiguities in the CLMV
countries over the extent and meaning of public and
private domains in land and related resources. With
ambiguity comes negotiation, and the ability of State
gatekeepers to derive private benefit in non-transparent
land deals. During the period of decollectivisation, many
public goods - including land - were privatised. In
Vietnam, it was often Party cadres who took advantage

of their gatekeeping position and access to knowledge to
acquire collectively-used land and other assets as private
goods. In the more recent land grabbing context, the
continuing status of land as national or state property
eases the process of concession granting, particularly
where land has been zoned in such a way that fallow
areas, grazing land, secondary forest and other supposed
“wastelands” can be appropriated as vacant.

The issue of “wasteland” categories and associated
discourses in support of land appropriation is certainly
not limited at a global level to post-socialist and post-
conflict societies. Nevertheless, in CLMV countries, the
notion of underutilised lands gains an extra cadence
from the ideological push for modernisation away from
“backward”, “inefficient” and even “undisciplined”
peasant production toward a modernised set of labour
relations found, for example, in the transition from
shifting cultivation to plantation labour. This is deeply
implanted in the ideological stance of socialist modern-
isation. The rhetorical traditionalism found, for example,
in Thailand's sufficiency economy program where the
espousal of the King's philosophy includes sometimes
atavistic or romantic subsistence ideals, is not part of
State discourse in the CLMV (post]-socialist states. The
discourse here draws on neoliberal rallying calls to “turn
land into capital” ([de Soto 2000). However, in the case of
Laos, there is a clever discursive transformation away
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from the idea of rural smallholders turning their most
valuable asset into a household level wealth-generating
engine. Instead, the policy drive is to turn a purportedly
land-abundant country’s asset into national wealth
through expropriation (cf Barney 2009).

In all four countries, we see configurations of political
economy in which neoliberal projects in land are
enacted within authoritarian polities. The nature of
authoritarianism is quite specific to each country, and
there are ebbs and flows in the closing and opening of
spaces for challenge to rights abuses. Vietnam, once
considered one of the more authoritarian states in the
region, now has significant openings for mobilisation on
certain types of land issues - notably issues associated
with compensation processes and alleged corruption
in peri-urban and densely populated, agriculturally-
productive delta areas. Land issues associated with
unrest and displacement among ethnic minorities

in the Central Highlands remains highly sensitive. In
Laos, land grievances dominated a hotline set up by
the National Assembly in 2011-2012. However, since
late 2012, land issues have become extremely sensitive
and civil society groups have been reticent about
raising them (Sombath.org). In Cambodia, media and
civil society organisations (CS0s) are quite outspoken
on land issues, and the biggest constraint is extra-
judicial killing, as well as other forms of violence and
threats against complainants, often involving the police
(Amnesty International 2008; 2011). In Myanmar, land
issues dominate civil society advocacy, and the media
has opened up considerably. Nevertheless, activists
periodically serve time in jail. The various configurations
of “neoliberal authoritarianism” thus frame the broad
political economy of state-society relations around land
grabbing and governance reform across the region.
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CONFLICT AND POST-CONFLICT

War has been a common experience crucial to the
histories of land relations in all four countries under
consideration. Armed conflict is interwoven with land
issues in fundamental ways. First, ideological and
political differences at the core of many conflicts are
intimately related to societal means of allocating and
managing land. The revolution in Vietnam developed on
the back of an anti-colonial movement in which the
“land to the tiller” claim was a fundamental source of
peasant support. The Khmer Rouge rode to power based
on an analysis of Cambodian society as one mired in
feudal relations over land and power.

Second, land is controlled by the authorities who have the
upper hand in a conflict both during and following war.
Post-conflict negotiations over territory, demobilisation,
authority structures and investing in reconstruction to
support peace-building all have implications for how
land is managed, by whom, and with what new prospects
for accumulation and dispossession. In Myanmar, the
longstanding conflict involving armed ethnic movements
against the central State are largely over territory. The
resolution of such conflict puts land in the hands of
the military, which in Myanmar includes not only the
Tadmadaw (national army] seizing land for private as
well as public purposes, but also the leadership of the
armed groups gaining an upper hand in land deals with
investors in the post-conflict arrangements (Woods
2010; Woods 2011). In north-western Cambodia, the
role of former Khmer Rouge leaders in clearing and
allocating land continues to be central to land relations
and political inclusion in the carving out of the land
frontier (Diepart & Dupuis 2014). Much of the public
state land redistributed under the national social land
concession program in Cambodia went to demobilised
Khmer Rouge soldiers (Miller 2012).
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Third, the displacements of war mean that the continuity
associated with land tenure arrangements in peacetime
are disrupted temporarily, in the medium term, or even
permanently in circumstances where populations need
to resettle elsewhere. In Laos, about one quarter of the
country’s population were considered refugees by 1975,
and many of these settled in new places at the end of
the war. This context of relatively recent settlement
and ongoing population movement also facilitates the
continuing policy of village consolidation and associated
resettlement among ethnic minorities in upland areas
(Baird & Shoemaker 2007). The Vietnamese Central
Highlands continue to carry the legacy of wartime
dislocations, including residual sensitivity to unrest
among ethnic minorities who have links to relatives
settled in the United States, France and elsewhere
and whose disaffection over land issues can easily

be construed as bound up with religious affiliation

and political loyalty. In Myanmar, access to land and
security of tenure are critical to facilitating the return
of thousands of refugees and internally displaced people,
though they rarely form part of negotiations for ceasefire
agreements (Displacement Solutions 2013).

Fourth, post-conflict re-organisation of land relations
can be shaped in a number of ways by the history

and political memories of struggle (Baird & Le Billon
2012). In Laos, for example, Vietnam's assistance to
the Pathet Lao continues to play a role in securing
land concessions. The experience of dispossessed
communities is also largely shaped by allegiances and
alliances made in conflicts a generation or more in
the past. Some communities are quite successful in
resisting and negotiating dispossession by plantations,
while others suffer expropriation of land for hydropower,
mining and industrial agriculture with little opportunity
for redress in light of historical associations with the
losing side [ibid).
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POWER CONFIGURATIONS

The political economy of land grabbing and associated
land governance is shaped by social, economic and
political power. Some of these transcend national
borders across the Mekong Region, while others are
specific to the configuration of each national system
of power and authority. Power configurations can

be framed in terms of actors and by the nature of
interactions between them, as is discussed below.

ACTORS

Across the region, key actors exert power and make the
decisions that lie behind land grabbing and attempts to
respond to it.

PRIVATE AND STATE-OWNED COMPANIES

Developers of land that is deemed to be “grabbed”
include a relatively small number of very influential
companies, and a much larger number of smaller
players. A significant proportion of FDI in plantation
agriculture is sourced from Vietnam, Thailand and
China. Large players include the privately-owned
Vietnamese company, Hoang Anh Gia Lai (Kenney-
Lazar 2012} and the state-owned Vietnam Rubber
Group. Both have acquired land concessions in
Cambodia and Laos, either directly or through power-
ful business tycoons, and both are partly capitalised
by Deutsche Bank and the International Finance
Corporation (Global Witness 2013). From Thailand, the
Mitr Phol sugar corporation has been behind some of
the more controversial land deals in southern Laos
and south-western Cambodia. Other less prominent
investors are also involved in more subtle forms of land
acquisitions. Chinese investors in banana cultivation
in northern Laos, for example, tend to be smaller
companies and private investors that engage farmers
in contract farming and land rental arrangements,
either directly or through provincial or even district
authorities (Friis 2015).
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Investments in the oil, gas and hydropower sectors,

as well as in agriculture and forestry, are often under-
taken by State-owned Enterprises that are wholly

or partially financed by governments in the region,
including China, Vietnam and South Korea. State
firms can operate differently to private firms in that
they are essentially arms of foreign policy which lead
to different investment decisions, such as decisions
based on “national interest”, compared to firms that
follow exclusively profit-oriented imperatives. State-
supported investments tend to be oriented towards
longer-term goals, such as securing access to energy
rather than short-term profit (Buchanan et al. 2013).
In some cases, policy-driven corporations may benefit
from direct government support in securing a project
through government-to-government negotiations or
interventions. Policy-driven corporations may also have
an easier time of securing project financing, especially
when it is provided entirely or in part by a State-owned
bank or financial institution (Ullenberg 2009).

BUSINESS ELITES AND TYCOONS

In Cambodia and Myanmar in particular, tycoons

and prominent figures are important actors in land
grabbing, both in their own right and in collaboration
with foreign investors. In Myanmar, connections with
the military are important, while in Cambodia the most
prominent tycoons have close connections with the
ruling Cambodian People’s Party (Milne 2015; Global
Witness 2007; 2015). In Laos and Vietnam, wealthy
business figures have emerged and tend to have strong
Party connections. However, as one-party states, the
relationship is based less on patronage and more on
relationships built around corruption and gatekeeping.
These private bases of power built on relationships
with public authorities are discussed below in reference
to interactions inherent in land deals.
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STATE ACTORS

While a significant part of the literature on land grab-
bing refers to “the State” as complicit in land deals

that dispossess citizens, states are in fact variegated
and complex. Following national legislation that
provides threshold requirements for approval of land
deals of different sizes at progressively higher levels of
government, many of the larger land deals are done at
the national level, with the responsibility for finding land
then devolved to local authorities. In other cases, local
authorities have done numerous cross-border deals
without reference to higher levels of government, which
has had the effect of making inventories of land deals
extremely difficult. Furthermore, there have been many
cases of overlapping deals (LICADHO 2009) as different
levels of government have acted without reference to one
another. The granting of concessions often contravenes
national policy in terms of the quality and topography of
land that is granted (Affeld 2014: 8). Decentralisation, a
plank of ‘good governance’ promoted by international
donors, often plays into complex centre-periphery
dynamics and is subject to elite capture at the local level.
At a functional level, much of the land zoning in upland
areas has been done by forestry departments, while
land administration comes under different ministries.
Hydropower dams, mining and SEZs fall under different
ministries again. Royalties and revenues, meanwhile,
go through ministries of finance. A number of abuses in
concession granting, particularly in Cambodia and Laos,
results from the lack of coherence of national policies
and competing administrative interests between different
ministries.

THE MILITARY

The military authorities of the CLMV countries have
been significant actors in land grabbing. In some cases,
notably Myanmar and Cambodia, military figures are
implicated in abuse of authority for private acquisition of
land. Military involvement in land grabbing also extends
to the seizure of land for military purposes and military
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protection of influential persons in their seizure of

land and other resources from local communities
(LICADHO 2009; Woods 2011). In Myanmar, there has
been extensive documentation of military confiscation
of villagers’ plantations, farmland and grazing land,
both to make room for new military bases and encamp-
ments, and to grow food for soldiers based at these
military centres. The problem is especially acute in
ethnic minority areas (AASYC et al. 2009). Elsewhere,
the military and police provide protection to land
concessionaires when force is applied in evicting
smallholders to make way for land concessions. In
Cambodia, a number of incidents of violence against
protesters in defence of their land have resulted in
death or injury. More generally throughout the region,
military ownership of forestry and other natural re-
source companies dates back to the post-revolutionary
era when militaries had to assist in finding their own
operational budgets. The military in all four countries
has also had a close involvement with logging.

CIVIL SOCIETY

Civil society actors are concerned with land issues
across the region. Of the four countries, Cambodia has
the longest established group of non-governmental
organisations (NGOs) working on land issues. The most
prominent ones include LICADHO, Equitable Cambodia,
the Cambodia Legal Education Centre (CLEC) and ADHOC,
all of which combine legal challenges, community
empowerment through information, and mobilisation
around key cases. Human rights is an important framing
principle for these organisations [Bugalski 2012). Viet Nam
has seen the emergence of NGOs documenting and
advocating on land issues, for example, the Land Alliance
(Landa). The Land Issues Working Group in Laos and the
Land Core Group in Myanmar are based around broad
coalitions, including relevant government agencies and
individuals concerned for progressive land governance
reform in recognition of the conflicts and other problems
associated with land grabbing.
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DONORS

There is a strong and growing international donor
interest in land issues. The SDC supports country and
regional programs, including the MRLG project that
has supported a state of knowledge review on which
this analysis builds. GIZ has a longstanding involvement
in land use planning and land administration in the
region. Australian Aid has historically played a key role,
alongside the World Bank, in land titling programs in
Southeast Asia, first in Thailand from 1984 and more
recently in Laos. The World Bank has been involved

in land titling programs in both Laos and Cambodia,
but both of these programs were aborted. This was
largely due to the incompatibility between the program
principles on the one hand, and the governance arrange-
ments and political economic systems through which
they were being administered, on the other. The former
was geared at promoting transparent market-based
property rights in land devoid of State interference and
formalising existing smallholder usufruct. The latter
saw unsurveyed land as being reserved for State projects
to be handed over to wealthy investors [see Bugalski &
Pred 2013). As noted earlier in the paper, there is a
tense and challenging relationship between some of the
international principles of “good land governance” on the
one hand, and domestic political economy on the other.
Particularly in the case of land, sovereign prerogative is
a sensitive issue for the governments concerned, and
donors have to take a cautious approach in imposing
universalistic solutions.

INTERACTIONS

By definition, land deals involve combinations of
actors rather than individual agencies, companies or
government officials. Deals are done both within and
across borders. The relationship between particular
public and private actors is an important defining
element of the political economy of land deals in the
region, but it is manifested and represented differently
in each country. At one level, the relationship often
falls under the generic term “corruption”, which can be
blatant in some circumstances and much more hidden,
nuanced or even quasi-legal in others. For this reason,
we refer to public-private interactions in terms more
specific to the political-economic circumstances of, and
interactions between, the countries in question.

[PHOTO CREDIT: SDC]
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In Myanmar, the term “cronyism” is often used to
portray the cosy relationship between senior military
figures and favoured tycoons. These include prominent
figures such as U Htay Myint through his Yukaza Company
(KDNG 2010; ALTSEAN 2014). In Cambodia, an important
analytical term for the system of reciprocal political and
economic favours is “neo-patrimonialism”. This term
describes the superimposition of modern, bureaucratic
instruments of power onto a system of patronage that
allows capture of legal and administrative machinery by
those in authority and to maintain power through dis-
bursement of favours through various levels (Kimchoeun
et al. 2007). Land concessions rank highly among these
favours. It has been reported that private investors pay
informal fees as part of an economic land concession
agreement, a portion of which goes to the party cadres
and officials. This revenue is used to fund “patronage-
based distributive politics via the provision of services
and infrastructure in populated rural areas” (Diepart &
Schoenberger 2016: 9). The two main titles associated
with senior political/bureaucratic authority (Aek-oudom,
or “Excellency”) and wealth disbursed for the public
purse (Ok-nhyaa) creates an elite network through
which patronage is disbursed and political support is
cultivated. For example, Ok-nhyaa Senator Ly Yong Phat
and his wife Kim Heang received a large concession
of 16,751 hectares for sugar cultivation in Kompong
Speu Province under the guise of the Phnom Penh and
Kompong Speu Sugar Companies respectively (Subedi
2012: 39). Global Witness has documented several
other cases linking senior government officials and the
recipients of land concessions through a complex web
of subsidiary companies (Global Witness 2007; 2013).
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In Vietnam and Laos, which are one-party states, the
intimate relationship between public and private elites
is less blatant. However, in the case of Laos, it has been
established (in part] through kinship via intermarriage of
influential political families, with wealthy families often
having roots in the pre-1975 aristocracy (Stuart-Fox 2006).
In Vietnam, private wealth has been accumulated more
recently by entrepreneurs — many with strong Party
credentials in their family backgrounds. Real estate
has been an important source of accumulation for such
families in a country without a history of a powerful
wealth-endowed core elite. The Vietnamese company
Hoang Anh Gia Lao, one of the larger regional land-
grabbing enterprises, is a case in point here, having
accumulated the capital now being invested across
borders in real estate development in Ho Chi Minh City
(Kenney-Lazar 2012). In Vietnam, corruption associated
with land deals regularly gets reported in the media and
is an important issue of concern and discussion within
the Communist Party.

There is still a lot of research to be done on trans-
boundary political-economic relationships that facilitate
the land deals under discussion here, but the research
task is challenging given the often murky and extra-legal
arrangements and relationships inherent in such deals.
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LAND POLICY AND LAW REFORM

Land law and land use policy are a key part of the
regional land governance landscape. Legislation in
each country has been considered part of the existing
problem. For example, the 2001 Land Law in Cambodia
provides for economic land concessions [Neef &
Touch 2012, and the Vacant, Fallow and Virgin Lands
Management Law in Myanmar, passed in 2012, allows
for expropriation of smallholders’ land for large scale
agricultural enterprises [Obendorf 2012). Each is enacted
on a country-by-country basis, and each country has
gone through land policy and law reform at different
times, in some cases through several iterations (see
country-level reports for a more detailed analysis of
policy and law reform issues in each CLMV country).

There are also mutual influences that transcend
individual countries’ reform agendas and processes.
For example, there are common donor influences
associated with organisations such as FAQ, SDC, GIZ,
DFAT (formerly AusAlID), USAID and others seeking to
promote progressive policy reform in the land sector.
Land policies and laws of countries in the region reflect
the diffusion of international legal norms that define
the contours of good land governance centred on
notions of transparency, participation, accountability
and decentralisation, with particularly universalising
effects. In some instances these have resulted in
common categories, such as provisions for recognition
of private land through titling programs, or customary
and community-based lands and natural resource
tenure. In practice, however, land formalisation
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processes vary considerably across the CLMV countries.
In Cambodia and Laos, international donor agencies
have played a significant role in land administration. In
Myanmar, donor involvement in land titling is embryonic.
Formalisation in Vietnam has been mainly endogenous,
following the country’s process of responding pragma-
tically to local practice and preferences (Kerkvliet 2005).

Communal titling also varies from one country to
another. For example, the 2001 Land Law in Cambodia
recognises communal land, but it sets up a number of
hurdles that have made application for such land tenure
recognition a drawn-out process. In Laos, communal
land is being recognised on a pilot basis, and it is not
tied to indigenous status. There is no provision here for
different tenure criteria being applied for different ethnic
groups (Baird 2013). In Myanmar, customary land-use
rights are not formally recognised by the government
under the current legal regime (Land Core Group 2009;
Oberndorf 2012). A key concern is that without this
formal recognition, the land and related laws passed

in 2012 will exacerbate land tenure and food insecurity
for smallholders, particularly ethnic minority groups
who practice shifting cultivation for which land title is
not available. Land formalisation experience has thus
been specific to each of the CLMV countries. If there are
cross-border links, it is the learning from experience of
countries that have implemented similar programs. For
example, Myanmar is looking to Cambodia’s experience
in communal land titling.



Civil society is increasingly regionalised and when
issues such as land concessions involve transboundary
flows of capital and other forms of power, NGOs also
collaborate across borders. Through various advocacy
coalitions, the process of policy and legal reform has
involved quite extensive public consultation in each
country. International NGOs (often with funding from
donors) have played a prominent role in helping support
and coordinate consultation processes. The degree of
inclusiveness and openness in consultation processes
varies from one country to another.

Various laws and regulations in Mekong Region countries
grant people freedoms and rights to peaceful assembly,
protest, and to contest and appeal decisions through
judicial and non-judicial arbitration. However, there has
been limited progress in all four countries with regards
to access to justice for victims of land rights violations.
Serious rights violations continue to arise as a result
of forced displacement and dispossession of lands and
resources, often backed by laws and policies that favour
agribusiness investors over smallholder farmers and
ethnic minorities [Amnesty International 2008; Subedi
2012; ALTSEAN 2014; Baird 2011).
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“SERIOUS RIGHTS VIOLATIONS
CONTINUE TO ARISE AS A RESULT
OF FORCED DISPLACEMENT AND
DISPOSSESSION OF LANDS AND
RESOURCES, OFTEN BACKED BY
LAWS AND POLICIES THAT FAVOUR
AGRIBUSINESS INVESTORS OVER
SMALLHOLDER FARMERS AND
ETHNIC MINORITIES.”

[PHOTO CREDIT: RAEWYN PORTER]

Political conditions in the CLMV countries places limits
on resistance and public complaint, and determines
the avenues and strategies pursued by communities
and CSOs in seeking remedy and justice. Land conflicts
are more open and confrontational in Cambodia and
Myanmar, while in Laos they are more concealed with
only non-confrontational forms of resistance tolerated.
In Vietnam, increasingly bold direct actions are seen
with regards to land conflicts. A growing trend among
NGOs, particularly in Cambodia but increasingly also

in Myanmar, is the provision of legal aid to help fight
expropriation and land seizures on behalf of poor farmers
and smallholders. Increased foreign investment in agri-
business and other land-based developments have
opened up some opportunities for pursuing grievance
mechanisms targeting a range of public and private
actors at scales and jurisdictions outside of the nation
state where land investments are made, including
consumer markets.



Political Economy of Land Governance in the Mekong Region

RESEARCH AND REFORM THEMES IN LAND

GOVERNANCE

In this paper we have endeavoured to give a broad over-
view of the political economy of land governance in the
context of concern over land grabbing in the Mekong
Region. While this is a field much too large and complex
to cover comprehensively in a single paper, we consider
it important to understand the deep embeddedness of
land issues in the histories and contemporary structures
of power that shape regional relations influencing land.

Advocacy for policy reform in support of enhanced
security of land access by smallholders, and by women
and ethnic minorities (in particular], requires the
mustering of a good evidence base and a coherent
analysis. From the above review, the four country-level
papers on the political economy of land governance in
individual CLMV countries, and our broader assemblage
of a repository of research materials relevant to land
governance in the Mekong Region, it is clear that there
is a wealth of existing and available research. There
are also key areas in which further research may be
pursued strategically, some of which include:

e Research on cross-border land investments, inclu-

ding analysis of value chains, flows of capital, goods
and labour at regional scale.

Regional geopolitics of land investments

Benefits and costs of plantations - vis-a-vis small-
holder contribution to productivity and growth
(economic, investment, jobs, food and nutrition
security, etc.)

Commodity chains, value chains and investment
linkages that identify points of intervention and
certification for better targeted consumer-based
governance leverage

Ethnographic studies that examine the benefits,
costs and risks of various private-public partnership
models (e.g. contract farming) across various liveli-
hood landscapes

Action research involving multiple actors that
collaboratively set the research agenda
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There is a need for sustained and concerted effort for
the research and advocacy communities on land issues
to think and work together, and for a regional approach
to build on and strengthen the busy advocacy coalitions
on land in each country of the Mekong Region.

Research provides a fertile and necessary area in
which scholars, NGOs, grassroots community actors,
government research agencies, think tanks and parts
of the private sector can seek to work together in order
to support land governance reform based on evidence
and on a common analysis of problem areas. Research
is also a relatively “safe” approach to fostering informed
dialogue among different actors and interest groups
around an otherwise highly politicised, polarised and
sensitive set of issues. In the longer term, engaged
research is an essential element (though not sufficient
in its own right) in building a community of technocrats,
scholars and activists able to drive policy from within
and to create a regional community of professionals with
adequate knowledge and understanding of the complex
issues involved at different scales. There is already a
tradition in the region of research beyond the academic
community, for example, in the community-based Tai
Baan research approach to water-related development
and governance (Stretthachau 2006; Scurrah 2013). In
the case of land governance, wide gaps remain between
grassroots research initiatives, knowledge generated by
think tanks, consultancy reports and academic outputs.

To channel existing and future research into support
for progressive reform around land governance, we
have identified 12 key themes that emanate from the
current political economy of land in the Mekong Region.
We conclude this report with a brief overview of each of
these themes, providing suggestions on the main reform
issues connected with them, and identify key points of
ongoing critique and debate in connection with each.

A repository of research materials structured around
these themes is available at rcsd.soc.cmu.ac.th/mrlg.




e

'J9}0 8y} uo
sadljoedd pue syybiu AJeuloisnd pue ‘puey auo ayj uo
Aanod ybnouyy payoeua pue me) ul uaalb syybil usamiaq

sjeadde sassaooud pue saindsip pue) aA0sad 0} SaIpoq
Juspuadapul pue aneddowap aielddoidde Jo UoBWIOS e ‘A11unod yoea ul sandde Aj1enioe me) Jo ajnd

S|enpIAIpUl puE YoIym 0} JUDIXa 3y} SI BNSSI |BjUBUIBPUN} Y "UCI}Sanb

S$81}1}Us SSaUISNg '8)E)S ‘aA11081102 se) a1doad sy,

SUONDIPEIIU0D puUe SaLIedsIp Buinupuod a1e 219y | Ul S81J3uN02 3y} ul A}9100S pue 91e)g usamiaq sdiys

‘uonsanb -UoI1B)aJ pUnoJe S31RQSP PUB SUOISUD) Jadaap 109143l

: U93M12g pue) Ul S3ybLd Jo SUOIIUISP 1BUOIINIISUOY) e : :
0} uado sl UoIIB}INSUOD JO SSaUBAISN|DUI 8y “Adnjod ME] pUNOJE SUOISSNISI(] 'SOS) 40 810d buimotb ayy
pue me) pue) punode sassadoad uonennsuod buibeuew pue) Joj sad1ud $1991J2J UONBINWLIO) MB] PUNOJE S3553204d 3AI1BIINSU0D
pue Buiyelp 1e69] 03 SaW0D } Uaym _1eas Buiap oy 1HEW 01 8d119ead pue Adijod uonesusdwod Bulydlew o o yopejuswa)dwl JUSIBY “SBIIIUNOD BWIOS Ul Bulljelp
Ul yonul 00y Buiag Se pamalA SBWIBWIOS 8J. SI0Uo(] forjod pue me) Ul s8s58201d aajENSUOY o ~ME] Ul PBAJOAUI AIIABSY UB3] BABY SIOUOP JEUOIEUIB)U|
" SPUB]aISEM  SE UONS SUOI}IU-1§ap UO ainua) "Sp1aly paie)ad Jaylo pue $a21nosal
"91dwexa Joj fo1jod onISsI631 PaYdULIIUS SEY SBIIUNOD  pue) jeUNWWIOD PUB AJBUIOISNA JO UOI}IUB0I3 (eBa e ]BJNIBU ‘JUBWISBAUI U0 SMe) Buipn)dul ‘pue) punoJe
awos ul uonesiBa) puey 1usday A1INd3s Japjoy)ews uone|siba) pue uonenuiIo} Adnod puey Jo uoieloge)d

syuswabuedie bumin dapun syybis asn

pUE UOI}BJD]920E UB U3Q SBY 843y} ‘Salljunod ANT)
Jo diysdaumo 1enpIAIpUl 8JND3S 4o} Siseq e Bulpinodd e

1sN1e120s-150d ay) U| "EBJd 1BIU0I0D 8y 01 ¥oeq bulob

0 asuadxa 8y} }e Su0}sanuUl Joj Ajuielad Buipiaodd
‘Juswisanul ubiadoy buijoedyie o} pajuallo AjIneay 00}

bulag Joj pasio-131dd sI uo1le)sI6a) paje)al-pue)] Jusday 90UBPIJUOD J0}SAAUI 8SEAIDUI 0} UIJ0jal 1BDaT ‘uoibay buoyay ayy ul Adoisiy buoy e sey mey pueT
MV ANVT ANV AJIT10d ANV -INIHL
ANDILIYO LNFHHND ANSSI WH043d AIM M3IAN43AO

3SI1043X3 ONIddVIN HOdVIS3d NI A3141LNIAI SINFHL FONVNEIA0O ANVTAIM ¢L 40 ONISIIVINNNS -1 3189VL

SANAHL FONVNAHIA09 ANV'T AIMA

uolbay Buosajy 8y} ul 8dUBUIBA0S pUET JO AUIOUODT 1BD13I0d



G¢

‘uieb areald

PAAIa2al 0S|B 9ABY S|BIDI}0 91B1G NG 'SI9UWIR) 1BI0] JAAO
sabejueape uanlb sioysanul ubialoy ase buigqelb pue)
JO Salieldijauaq 1ey) 108} Y} U0 S8SNJ0J U)o anbiiiy
"Jualedsued) ssa) Uaad ssadodd ay) apew sey buiggedb
pUB) Ul JUSWAAI0AUI Auejijiw JeulueAly uj "uonerjobau
10811p AgQ uey) Jayied a1e1S 9yl Ag 18S Sa1ed Yiim Ing
‘paoejdsip asoy) Joj uonesuadwod paseq-19ydew
apinoad 03 sy@as soe] ul Aojod asn pue)} mau ay |

‘Jusawdo)anap

21WOU023 8jowold 0} pawaap S}l jI pamo)|e usaq
sey ureb aiealud Joj Buiqgelb pue) ‘puey Jayio ayy uo
‘JeWUBA pUE BIPOQUIE)) ‘SOBT U| "OM] 8y} U9BM]a]
uonounsip Aanod Jes)d e si aday) ‘(weulalp Ajgejou)
S81J3un02 awos ul ‘pue abejueape sjealud pue ongnd
yi1oq Joj pue) jo uonelddoidde sapn)oul buiqqelb pueT

"uolledo)|e pue) ul Aouadedsueld| e

sa)diouid buioiud pue swisiueyoauwl uoljesuaduio)) e
SUO0ISS82U0D pue) JO AI0JUBAU| e

SU0ISSU0D pue) 0} SHWI-}JO pUB] JO UOI1RIIRWS(] e

SUOISS9IU0D puUB) UO BIIOJEIOIN e

"sJap)oy)rWs ssassodsip jey) buipjoypue)

pasi|enos jo sabiysan pue Jamod (ediyiod Jo s8unjonJis
Ag padJojulal s siy| Jeuwueky pue soeT 'elpoquie)
0) WeUlaIA pue pueliey] ‘euryn wodj jeided sayel
1BY) DIWRUAP JUBWIISaAUI UB SI aJay) ‘uoibay Buoya|y
3y} U| "puB) passadde aAey S1sadajul (njuamod yaiym
Aq sueawl anissalddo ‘ssa)ayiauou Ing ‘1N Jes)d SSI)
Auew aJe alay) UsAOMOH 'Slapioy)ews Aq pajnes
Aebanr Jo pasinndapun ‘paidnoooun pawssp pue)

40 84nz19s 1ybraino jo sased Auewl ade auay| 'sayids
ao1ud ABuaua pue pooj gooz 2y3 buimonoy uononpoud
1anjoig pue uledb ur syusuisaaul Adepunogsued)

MBU U}IM A)9S010 PaleId0SSE S| }| "S}Salajul 91e1g Jo
1B12J2WW0d Jnjiamod aiouwl AQ 'SIBUMO SBWIIRWIOS pue
‘suasn BUIISIXa WO pue) Jo ainzias ayewniba)) ayy
sajousp 18y} WJa) Buiyole-aano ue si buigqelb pueT

NOISS3SS0dSIA/ONIgavy9 ANV :3INTHL

dNDILI¥I LINJFHHND

dNSSI NJ043d AIA

M3ING3A0

uolbay Buosajy 8y} ul 8dUBUIBA0S pUET JO AUIOUODT 1BD13I0d



9¢

"SU0131e}09dXa JO JU0YS 118 0S]E SaNUBASI

xe| Jnoge) payioduwll snsJdaa sasiudiaiua abue) Aq
pue)] Jiay) wod} paoejdsip asoyy 03 sqol buipiroad ul
puB SJaqUINU JO SWJ3) Ul Y304 ‘paraiyde Ajaled si
JuaWisanul paseq-pue) Ag pasiwold yuswhojdwg

‘anJas 0} pasoddns

aJe Aay) 1ey1 1sauaiul ongnd paiodind pue sjeap
pUB] JBUOIIBUSUERI) YIIM Pa1RIDOSSE S1SaJalul a1ealld
U@8m1aq uolleasnjqo osie sl alay| ‘Alainonpoad unoge)
pue AyiAlonpold puej uasmiaqg uoIsnjuod sl alay|

‘burwiie) 91e2S-)1eWS YIiM paledwod Aliaionpoud
pue Aduaidiyje ay) suonsanb uononpodd paseq-pue)
ul |4 @1eas abue) Jo anbiug ‘pue) aanonposdun
JO 3sn ayew pue ainyndlube  asiulapowl 0}
suesW e se ainynoldbe uoneyueld ul |q4 ¥@9s

01 aNUNUOD UoIbay BuoY3 | Y1 Ul SJUBWIUIBA0S

"S401S8AUI JO J]RY3(Q U0 Uey) Joyiel
‘'suaWJey Jo yleyaq uo Buiennobau juswudanob 18207

sJoisanul ubladoy buisiiiolld ueyy Jayied ‘pue)
0 asn aaonpodd ul suapjoyyjews oy Ayidoldd Buinlg

pue) jo
sanjeA }9yJew o0} uoijesuadwod buryun uolye)siba

ysaJa3ul 211gnd Jes)d B Yyym asoy)
03 syo9foud |q4 Joy uonisinboe Auosindwod BuiiwiT

103295 uoljejueyd ay3 Ul [J4 UO BlIOJBIO|N

s|eap pue) ul Aoualedsued) Jajealq

‘Ajuieyaoun pue Aynbiquie jo
21e1s e Ul suapjoy)ews Auew bBuiaea) ‘a19)dwiooul
SuleWaJd UOI1BSI|BII0}I1ID] ‘BWI) dWesS ay) 18 ‘194

‘uonerudoddxa 4o} 9)geljinuapl aduay ‘9)qiba) seale
yons ayew padiay Sey UOIBSI|RII0}IIIS]| "SI0ISAAUI JO)
pue) _pulj, 0} Saljldoyine |e20) uo ainssaud buiind
‘paljlluapl ale pue) Jo seade d1j129ds a10jaq suop ale
S|eap pue) UayQ 'SaUO0Z |BIJ}SNPUI pUB SUWEep ‘saulul
‘suoliejueld ul SI JUSWISAAU| "SIBUMO SSaUIsSN(
pajoauuod-Aeanod jo puey ayy buiusyibuans
Jayudnj pue sioisaaul ubialo) 0y pue) 03 ssa22e buinlb
‘'su002Ay yiim 1eyided ubialo) syul) U930 JUBWISAAU|

‘SJUDWIISaAUI paseq pue) 03 dIWeUAp JapJdoq

-55040 Buod)s B SNy} Sl aday| ‘UIBU}BIA puB pueliey|
‘eUIY) Jo Sa1d3unod buisierdisnpul ay) UoJdj Sauod
pue ‘JewueAly pue soeT ‘elpoquie) Jo Sa14junod yoIid
82JN0SaJ PUB pPuUB] 3y} Ul SI JUBWISBAUI SIY} JO Yan “|d4
YlIM pajeidosse si uolbay buoyaly 2yl Ul suapjoy)ews
Puowe Aylunoasul pue) pamauad ayy jo 1ed yuediiubis

ONILNIY WHIL-9NOT ANV WHIL-LMOHS ‘ONINYVH LIVHLINOI ‘SNOISSIINOI ANV JIWONOIT *SSFIJV ANV ANV 104 “FWIHL

dNDILI¥I LINJFHHND

dNSSI NJ043d AIA

M3ING3A0

uolbay Buosajy 8y} ul 8dUBUIBA0S pUET JO AUIOUODT 1BD13I0d



LC

“UOI}BI}UDJD}}IP 1BID0S PUB UOI}BSI|BIOISUIUIOD
paseaJoul ybnodyy ‘uoIssassodsip Jo SWJo) 313gNs

"SU0ISSaOU0D 9J0W 0} ped) 0S|e Ued syuawabuelle yong ‘sjesp

pue] jednynoilbe a1eas-abue) Ag palajjo 1eyy uey) yons ul a)oJ abedayodq juerioduwll ue Aeyd uayjo
s1apow Juawdojanap aAlsn)oul ajow bulpul) e palesb S81}1J0YINEe 91e1G JeuOIleU pue 1e207 "uoljeludoidxa
S91Bgap JUaJunD Jo }0adse Aay e ade syuawabuelde adhy 1ybreJis ueyy Jayjo suawlde) yiim sdiysuolie)ad Jayio
-Buiulde) 19B11U0D JO S1S0D puk Sijauaq jenualod ay| pue buiwJej 10e43U00 Ul Jelded sabebus osie |4

ONILNIY WHIL-ONOT ANV WHIL-1HOHS "ONINYVH LOVYLNOD ‘'SNOISSIINOJ ANV JIWON0J3 :SSFIJV ANV ANV 104 :IWIHL

dNDILI¥I LINJFHHND dNSSI NH0434 AIA M3IIAY3AO

uolbay Buosajy 8y} ul 8dUBUIBA0S pUET JO AUIOUODT 1BD13I0d



8¢

"asn ul aJe sjuswabuelie ainua) pue) Alewoisnd Jo
Aya1deA B a1aym pue ‘pealdsapim jouU aie S}oyJeW pue)
9J3YM SeaJe |eund 0] SBaJe URJJN PU0ASQ UOISUBIXS
sy JenonJed ul ‘Ajeoiydesboab pestds pinoys bunin
pue) YdIym 0} 1UsIXa 9y} J9A0 S3)}eqap 0S)|e ale aday|

“uoljonpoud Jo suldoy

uJapouw jo abejueape axe} 03 Ayjige pue sanjiunjioddo
19YJBW WOJ} Sa1}IJoulw 21uy}s Bulle)osi se 1l 8as sdayiQ
‘uoleAlInd buiyiys se yans sadiyoead pue) snousbipul jo
uonoajold apinodd 03 WOS Ag UBAS SI 91}1} |BUNWIWIOY

‘A1aanod

0jUl JaY}dnj 118} @2UBY pue S3)es ssadisip ybnody)
pue) Jiay) aso) Jood ay) yaiym Ag sueaw ydinb e se
puej ur Amigibuny aas oym asoyy Aq bulsemodwasip
Se uaas os)e s| bunyi pue) Ysnamoy ‘saniunyioddo
19Jew jo abejueape buiyey Aq je3ideds ojul pue) jo
Buiuany ayy buisiseydws asoyy Aq buluamodwa se
Uas SI 9]}1} PUB) 81geJJa)sued) A))nj Jo UOISUBIXd ay |
‘'suonisod pasiiejod o) pea) uayo swedboud bunyi|

Ayisusbipul/Ajd1uy)s pue swislsAs aunus) usamiaq
Uo11e120SSE 1BUIN}IND ‘Buisodull Jou ing ‘Buisiubooay

ann
JO 32B] pUB alnua} Jo ¥oe) uaamiaq buiysinbunsiq

aJnua) Jeunwwod buioeus pue Joj buneisiba]

Spasap 9131} @Y} U0 aJe SBWEU S uaulom bulinsug

'sdnodb pajabuey Joj Aylunoas soueyua

os)e ued Aonod bumin aaissalboud 1ng ‘swesboid bumn
ysed Ag pasIyoUBIJUSSIP USQ ABY SBI}IIOUIW DIUY}D
PUB UBWIOAA "SYSIJ Y}Im aw0d 0S|e 8say) ing ‘Bunin
pUB] 1RUNWWIOD SE YoNSs ‘suolj}dajoldd aulos ale alay |
‘puUB)] Pa)}}-UOU U0 A}UND3S 81NUD} PaUILIIDPUN 1O
109163u 03 spea) uonesijewJoy jl Ajjernadsa - bunii yum
pajeInosse s)ejiid pue SysiJ 0S|e aJe aJay} Ing ‘ainua)
o Ajlunoas aoueyua Aewl sa1yiy pue) Aq dn payoeq siybid
Auadoldyg "uoniubodal Jo swoj Jayio pue |edIdoisiy
“1eonnod ‘AJewoysnd |e1a100S W0l 9Aldap Syybid ainua|
"pPasnjuod uayo ale syybid Ayadoud pue syybid pue

JAILOFTT0D /ONITLIL /NOILYSITVINYOL /NOILIN9OJFY SLHOIY ANV

dNDILI¥I LINJFHHND

dNSSI NH0434 AIA

M3IIAY3AO

uolbay Buosajy 8y} ul 8dUBUIBA0S pUET JO AUIOUODT 1BD13I0d



6¢

"SUO0I}R]ad 1BID0S JBY10
pue pue) jo uonesiaydew ayy Aq pajetaladoe jed ul
‘sunoqybiau usamiaq ‘sabejia ulyym uoissassodsip pue
UOI}BINWINDIL JO S8DUBISUI PUB S3ssad0ld  ajewul,
aJow aply Aew buipjoypue) ul Ayienbaur buisiu

40 90JN0S UleW ay} se buiggedb pue) uo snooy siy |

"a1qisiaul 1o eba))l padapual

aJe sad11oeud pooyieAl ‘ssedold ayy uj - pue)eisem aq
0] pPawWaap SpuUe) (Sal}Joulul 21lUy}a Ajulewl) siaw.e)
a1elddoudxa sU0ISSadU0d pue) alaym seale puejdn uo
pasnooj sey Aonod pue) aalssaldbad Jo anbniid ‘Ajusdal
aJo|y “(Appemedd| pue edesydoeyq ‘buoyay Usnly
pay] Seyep ulew Jnoj ay} se yans seale buimolb sou
940D Ul SS8USSa)puUB)] UO UoUaIe pasnooj ised ay) Ul
sey alinynollbe aanonpodd oy 1e3ded jo uondelne ay |

‘'suosJad paoe)dsip
Aleudaiul pue sasbnyad jo uoljelbajulal Joj UOISIAOIY e

Jood ayy Jo yied
9y} U0 2JNS0)2840} pue) 3siWIuiW jey) syuawabuelle

1paJ2 aA108104d J3Y10 pue Syueq pue

sJapjoyyews Aq ainynolibe o 1no srowl

e ‘buipea) ueyy Jayied ‘buimo}0) UOIIBPI|OSUOD WIE e
suoljeldodJod Jo SpuBY 8y} Ul pue) 93eJjuaduod

1By} SUOISSDIU0D JO UoI1ed0]1e Uuo Ind S%oay)
Januodj puey

PAUIBJISUOD B U}IM JNg ‘JUBWSI1SS PUB] |BUOIIUBAUOCY e
SU0ISSa2U0D
pue) 1e1o0s ybnouyy ‘ayduwiexs Joj ‘uoingliisip

-2 pue) ybnody) wJojal puej |BUOIIUBAUOY e

'SSaUSSa)puUB) puE uolsJadsip

‘UOI}BJIUSDUOD puUB) BUIINSEAW Ul SBITINDIIP By} YIm
Jayiaboy ‘aunynoidbe Jo Jno suswie) 8UWOS Jo sA0W
Aaeyunyon ayy Ag pareonduwiod sisiy| 1eapl ,Ja} 8y}

0} PUB] 8y} pasJanal Ajjusdal aney 0} U9as sassadoud
Jayjo pue Buigqgedb pue) ‘Ajaaissalbold pue) aingliisip
-aJ 03 3ybnos Ajeai-poliad aaey sullojad pue)y a)Iym
Inoqe) 1ednynolbe pajessunuwad Al1ood Jo/pue Aoueus)
aAlleyI0)dxa uey) suondo Jayio ou yym siauliej Aq pase}
90UBIAJSONS PUB UOIIN}IISOP Jabuny ay) pue ssaussa)
-PUB] Y}IM Pa}BID0SSE Usaq SBY SIY| "SUaY}0 Ul UBY)
1enbaun asow yonw usaqg sey way) uryym suoibad
puUB S31J}UN0d 3WO0S Ul Sbuipjoypue) Jo uolINqglIIsIp

ay) ‘Aeoliolsiy "uoibay buoyaly a8yl jo Auouoda
1e013110d 8y ul 9oe)d JOpIM JIBY} PUB SUOIIB)aJ pUB)

ur anssi buipueisbuoy e si buipjoypue) ul A&lienbau

SSANSSITANYT ‘NOISHIdSIA /NOILVELINIINOD *NOILNGI¥LSIA ANV

dNDILI¥I LINJFHHND

dNSSI NJ043d AIA

M3ING3A0

uolbay Buosajy 8y} ul 8dUBUIBA0S pUET JO AUIOUODT 1BD13I0d



0€

"'SPOOYIaAl] 3SJaAIp pue sanljigeded ‘syuawa)iilue
ployasnoy uo paseq auo pue A}undas pooj 0} yoeoddde
19bue) uononpoldd B UsaMIaQ SUOISUD) 0S| aJe aday |
"MJoMaWel) 21WOU0D3 |BIaqN)-0aU B ulyiim 1as buluueyd
asn pue) 01 yoeoudde isije1oos jenpisal ayy Aq 1led

Ul pajeqdadsexa si ydIiym 1ayjo ayy uo saaiedaduwl
19¥JewW pue ‘puey auo ayj uo ‘uoieubisap douo uo
paseq buiuueyd asn pue) usamiaq Aiigieduooul
JIseq e sl aday] a1eqap Aonod Jo eade Aey e SI SIy)
‘Jejnoiyied ul Weulalp Uj 'sasn anjeA Jaybiy jo Jnoaey
Ul UOIIBAI}IND JO N0 puB|UlIR) 9AI3dNpoId 1SOW 3y} Jo
aWos aye) 0} Ao1jod JeUOIIBU Y1IM aUIquUod saAledadwl
193Jewl ‘eisy 1seayinog buisinernsnpul Ajpided uj

‘seale paiendod Ajasusp ul sasn jednynolibe-uou
JoJ uoIslanuod pue) Agq padeydsip asoyy Joj suondo
yuswiAojdwa Jean)Nd1IBE-UOU JO UOIIBDIIIUBPI JB119Y e

Spue)ajsem se A)|eId1}jo pauljap SpUe)
Jo @104 budnpodd pooy bullSIXa ay} JO JUBWSSISSY e

sa1ba31e4)s A}1UN28S pooJ 19A]-pPjoYaSNoYy pue
SoAI1309[qo A}1uN2as pooy jeuoijeu jo yusuwubie Japeg

Puiuoz jednynolibe
Joj seate buionpoud pooy Aay jo uoIlEDIj1IUBP] e

'sa1ba1e41S 95N puR) paulwlalap Ajjeoninod Jo A)e1oos
PUB S3210Ud 9SN puB)] paseq-}ayJewl Usamiaq suoisus)
saoe)d uoIsuaAu0D siy} Jaduwiay 03 buluoz pue buluued

jo jenualod ay| 'sdodd jelISnpul 0] Pa1iaAU0D ale
swa1sAs bulwie) paseq-uappims xa1dwod pue s1sado)
‘seale pueidn uj 'Sasn |BUOIIESII8] PUB RIIUBPISAl
“elnsnpul 01 Ajpusuewdad 1s0) si pue) Apped aAnonpodd
Aybiy 18y sI uisdU0d aY) seale uequn-11ad u| 'seale
JUBJBJIP Ul SUIIOJ JUBISJ}IP SO B} UOISISAUOD pueT

"A}1JN29S po0j 9SEAIDUI UBY)

Jayjed aonpad 0} Jeiuajod 8y} sey Jusul}sanul paseq
-pue) ojul 1e3ided buioelie 1ey) SUBSW UOISISAUOD
4oNG "sasn Jay}o J4o sdodd Pooj-uou 0} Poo) WOy
1J2AUOD JBY) PUB] Ul SJUBW}SaAUL 81BDS abJe) Ul paynsal
sey s|eap pue) asAjejed pad)ay jey; axjids ao14d pooy
800z @Y1 1eY3 SI @yegap buiggesb-pue) ayy ul Auodi uy

9NINOZ ANV ALIMNJIS Q004 ‘NOISYIANOD ANV

dNDILI¥I LINJFHHND

dNSSI NJ043d AIA

M3ING3A0

uolbay Buosajy 8y} ul 8dUBUIBA0S pUET JO AUIOUODT 1BD13I0d



L€

"abuaieyo o0y 10algns snyy ale Japuab pue AdIuyle
uo paseq uolesieulbiew jo suoljeyussatdal
paydwig "uoissassodsip pue uol}e|NWNIJ. JO
$955900J4d JUalayul UMO JIay} 9ABY jey) SUIa)sAs
pasi}@yJew 03Ul saljlioulw Auew jo uoljelod
-J02Ul 8y} SE ])]9Mm SE 'S31}1JoUlUl Y}IM Pa}eID0SSE
Auowwod sad130e4d SN pPUB] Y} ‘UOIIBUIWIIIDSIP
1B12120S JapIm Ul pappaqula aJde A}1undasul

4ONS J0j SUOSEaJ BY | "94NUS) PUB] Ul A}INDasUl
9)euoljjodoudsip JojNs SaI}IOUIW D1UYIR ‘Ajde)IWIG

‘uoljesijewJoj puey jo suoneandwi Japuab ay) Jaro
9}Bgop 9]gEJaPISUOD SN} SI 813y | "S8}ED1}1}4dD
uonedisibal asn pue) play-pjoyasnoy 1euloy} ul

pasieulbliew aq 0} aNUI3UOD UBUIOM ‘UIBU}BIA Ul
AJeinonJed ‘ausymas)3 -eoueldayul Ul ‘ajduiexa
Jo} Japuab o0y pJebas yym uonedysibad 1eioio

pue a2130e4d AJBWO0ISND Usamyaqg salouedaldsip
U8}J0 aJe 343y} ‘SS9)19Y}JanaN 'S.usll UeY) spaap
8]}11 UO SBWEU S USWOM 810W aJe aJay) (soeT b'a)
S9SPD 9WO0S Ul INg ‘uawom buisineulbaew Ajjenjuaiod
10J pasIonIdd usaq aney suledboud Bunyin pue

"SPOOYI9AI] I3y} JO SISE] 9y} 8JB }BY} S80JN0Sal
19Y}0 puB pue) Wodj SaIIUNUIW0D AJIJOUIW D1UY3d
paouelsip aAey suledboud pajusllo-A11undas ‘sased

awos u| "sutbuew puejdn ay} Ul S82UN0SaJ J8Y}0 pue

pue) Jo SanasWay} payjieae A|buiseaudul aney Siawiey
"S3I}JOUIUW D1UY}S PUB UBLLIOM

Joj Ajlun2as aunua} pue) uo syoeduw 0} 8duaJls)al

Ajuolew se s824n0sad 01 SS820E W0} SaljIdouIul
paoe)dsip Jo papnioxa aArY UOIRUILIIIOSIP Jybliino pue
sanss! dIYsuaziyid 3)Iym ‘PaSIBUIWIID S1B [UOIIBAIND
Buiyiys Agejou) saanoeud asn pue) Ajuouiw d1uyl3g

o1j108ds yym syoalodd Jusuwisanul jo 1esiesddy e

uoaJlayy saonoeld buiwide) pue pue) 01 SWie)d
AylJourw o1uyye Jayjo pue snouabipul oy yuoddng e ‘Sulewop
3JoM S uaulom Ul AjlJewiud ade 1By} S824n0sald paseq
-pue)] 1091b6au ued buluueld asn pueT “uaW BA|0AUI
Ajensn sbunieaw pue suoisioa(] "9)eW Ajjensn ale oym
‘sployasnoy jo speay pajeubisap Aeioijjo sabayiaid 1eyy
uonesijewJoy Aq pausayeam pue) ul syybia Arewoisnd

asn pue) bunsixa
uo paseq sjybil aunuay buiysngeyss ur sadjoeud
POOYI1aAI pasSeq-pue) AJlJoUIW D1UY}a JOo Uoi}Iub0IaY e

aJnua) pue asn pue) Buijoayje suoisioap

pue sbuniaaw 211gnd JUBAS)3J Ul UBUWIOM JO UOISNIOU| e )
: : : : U99S aABY UBWOAA "24NnUd) Jo A}1INdasul pue pue) o}

SS920E PaglJOSWNOJID AG Pa)BgJadEXa S| JBY} UCIIESIE
-UIbJew Jajns uswom pue Ssaljlioulw d1uyya Jood ay |

puey
P10Yasnoy JaAo aJnua} S.uallom Jo uoljiubodal 1eba e

400d FHL ANV NIWOM ‘SILIYONIA JINHLT :SSIIJIV ANV SLHIIY ANV S.317d03d AISITYNIOYVIA

dNDILI¥I LINJFHHND

dNSSI NH0434 AIA M3IIAY3AO

uolbay Buosajy 8y} ul 8dUBUIBA0S pUET JO AUIOUODT 1BD13I0d



e€

‘a1ndsip yoea bulpunodins

S92UBISWINDIID D1§1939dS 3y} Y}IM Pa3dauuod A|9so)d
9JE }BY} S82104D }9S 0} SaNUIIU0D 30UR}SISaJ }9Inb

10 1J9A0 SNsJan sassadodd 1ewJoy ybnoayy aonsnf

o buiyaas ayy A}2120S JIAID UIYYIAA "UolSanb ul
S91J}UN0d 3y} 1]e Ul anss| Asy e sI a213sn( e edwl
Jo} uodn paljad 9g UBD S}UN0D 8y} YdIYM 0} JUSIXd ay |

"92UD)0IA PaUa}EaJIY] JO 1ENJOE BY)

pulyaq ale oym Aornod pue) aaissalbad Jo salieidlyauaq
AJeyniw 4o suojoe ajealdd jeriuan)jul ayy si il ‘'siayio
U[ "JUIBJISUOD UIBW Y} SI 9DUS0IA 91B}S eIDIpn(-euixs
S9SED 9UI0S U| "Sal43unod buoya|y 1sow ul saindsip
PUB] punoJe Jeaj Jo a1ewid buinuijuod e s aJay|

RUETIERIJIVE]
d1ay} pue saionod uoijesuadulod ayenbape aJojp e

SJ01SaAUI
pue saiuedwod a1ealud Aq sasnge s1ybid uewny
paiejal-pue) Joj Ayjigeiunodoe jeba) ai1elodio] e

salouabe yuauludanob
JUBA31ad UIYIM 9213sn( pue) Jo SsajedoApe Joj juoddng e

S9SNed Jiay} pue
saindsip pue) 0} UOIJUS}IE BIPOW UBdO PUE PAUIBISNG e

SWwie)d AJewoysno Jo uoljiuboday e
sayndsip pue) ul mey ay) aJdojaq Ayenby e

sased uolssassodsip
pue) ul syueule)duwod Joj aduelsisse 1eba) pasielnads e

sjuleldwod
O 8SED 8y} Ul U01INQII}ad JO JBS) WO} WOPSai e

‘95 Jad sanss| pue) puokaq 1)1am

%00] 0} P29U SAINSEAW WJ0JaJ PUB ‘9SED OB YIIm
Puneap ul sainpasosd ad1snf pue uoiynjosad ayndsip

J0 S1x23u00 21j108ds 8y} puejsiapun o} Jueysodwi si |
"adeospue) jeuoibad 8y} JaA0 UsAsUN 8}INb Aluejiwis

s| ssaJdpal 1eHa) pue ‘'siayio ueyy uoibay buoyay ayl

40 syued awos ul uado aJow yonw aJe saindsip pueT
"sawibau uelseylsoyine Japun jureydwod ongnd pue
aouejsisal 0} syiwi 1eoyod ayy Ag pue ssaupad 1eb9)
0} SS820B pajiull] Ag paglioswnadid s 9213snf 0} SS820y
"U01BDIJIPOWWIOD S} AQ pajedauab pue) Jano uoijiadwod
pue syuswade|dsip ay) pue siojoe |njdamod aloul Jo
soon0edd pue saionod jo 80usanbasuod 10aJipul UB U0
s| uoljedauab Jiay) ‘'sinoqybiau buowle aie sayndsip
953y} Jo Auew ajlyp) "saIndsip snodawinu pajelauab
aney uolbay buoyaly ayy ul sainssaud pue) buisealou|

331LSNr 01 SS333JV ANV NOILNTO0S3d 31NdSId

dNDILI¥I LINJFHHND

dNSSI NH0434 AIA

M3IIAY3AO

uolbay Buosajy 8y} ul 8dUBUIBA0S pUET JO AUIOUODT 1BD13I0d



€€

19410 8y} uo aunynolibe puohsq

puUB UIY}IM JUSWadUBAPE 21LUOU023 Joj 31doad 1eund
Aueul jo suoljedidse pue ‘puey auo ay} Uo saljlioulul
21UY}a Joj swedbold pajusiio-92Ualsisgns ‘Isiieunw
-wo0d uaamiaq sdeb Ajiuapl 1By} Sa1pnis dlWapedy

PUB ‘S80UBISWNJIID piemydeq Jood ul ajdoad jeund pue
salu3unod daay 03 buljuem Jo s1ayjo pue sggN aSndde
1ey) swedbodd 1e1oJaWIWI0d pue a1e1g 1eIuawdolans(]

:SUOI1D8JIp UlBW OM] WO} 9UJ0D S8SIN0JSIp
1sludapouwl-nue 01 sabusyeyy "s1oej Aq pawojul auo
Se Jonul Se SanjeA JO U0 Se S}Sajluewl 8}egap ay)
asnedaq sl siyy 1Jed uj "ysey Ay e sulewlad sabua)eyd
asay1 dn yoeq 01 ejep jo bulisIsSNUl d11BWSISAS INq
‘paseq aJe sadnoedd pue saidnod puey aaissadbad yorym
uo suonduinsse paullojul-1siuiapoud pabua)eyd aney
Salpnjs dluapede pue sQgN Auejy "uoibay buoysy
ay) ul pjal} 1ea1bojoapi pasiiejod Aybiy e st Ayiudspoly

‘suonedidse Jawde) yyum Aynigiiedulod
Jiayy pue swedboud Joj saseq 1ea160)0apI UO
A}2120S |IAID UIYy}IM B)egap pue anbojelp yuoddng e

saAlelul Aonod
polUBIIO-A}HUIBPOU JO SWIE)D 3alj-}or) abuayeyd
1eyy swedboud jeuoieonpa pue A12100s 1A Juoddng e

siseq enba ue

uo sasludiajua Jabie) yym a32dulod 0} SIaploy) WS
mo) e 0y p1aly buikerd 1ane) e 1seD) 1B 91BaU]) °

wiay} abua)eyo AIBSS99U JI PUB '8OUSPIAS W1
uo Ajludapow yym pajeioosse suoljdwnsse aseq e

‘suoljedidse

Jap)oy)1ews 1ednJ yim auly jo ino Ajbuisealour sijeyy
19SpUIUW UJ3pOW-1jue Ue Ul payd0)] aJe suedboud QgN
9WOS ‘awWl} sules ay} 1y "aunynolibe Japjoyjews
aanonpoJddun bunixa asoyy 03 sqol apiaoad 0} Awouoda
UJapouUl 3y} Ul PUBWISP JNOJE] JUBIDIYNS SI aJay) 1ey)
pue ‘bullde) |BI2JBUIWOD 0} 9IUBISISGNS WO JOAO
uaAlb puey uo ‘Auessadau ji ‘'siaunoge) abem auwo0daq
PINOYS SJaulle) pJemyoeq jey) 'siaonpodd jusaioiye
1SOW 8y} JO spuey ay} Ul swiiey ind 1)IM S}ayJew pue)
ey} ‘bululde) 91edS-)1BWS Jan0 -able) jo abejueape ay)
‘ainynolibe asiuiapowl 0} |4 Jo} pasu ay} :apnjoul
asay] ‘suonduinsse Aay Aq pauwldojul Aonjod pue) ojul
9}B)SUBJ) UOIIBSIUIBpOU |Bdn)Nd1IbE Joj suonjedidsy

"juswdo)aAsp J1LIOUODS JO SBPRIAP PasSIU

40 9SUdS e U0 paseq  dn-yoied_ Joj aJISaP B YHM
auIquiod A)yluiapoud 3s1e1d0s jo seapl buliabun ataym
yJomauledy isijenos-isod ayy ul Juandaj Aluenoijaed
SI UOI}BSIUIBPOW J0f DAIIP BY | "Uoljedbajul J1UIou0dd
1euoibal Joj 8)euUOIlB] DISEQ B 0S)E SI pue ‘ucibay
Buosay ayy 1noybnouyy Aonod juswdo)arap aieig

jo buiuuidiapun 1e0160108p1 A3% B SI UOI}BSIUIBPON

ALI4NJ3S FINNIL ANV OL LNVATT3Y S31vE3A ANV SVIAl AIX “NOILVSINGIAOW TvdNLINJIH9V

dNDILI¥I LINJFHHND

dNSSI NH0434 AIA

M3IIAY3AO

uolbay Buosajy 8y} ul 8dUBUIBA0S pUET JO AUIOUODT 1BD13I0d



v€

‘Buiyoiyjey aydoad jo 1xa3u02 ay) ul pauaiybiay si

pue pabieyd A)1Bd1UYIS USY0 S| INOGE) JOAO 3}Bqap 3y |
"S8143UN02 BUOY3|N 1BIBASS Ul SI9JOM JO SUOI I JO
snjejs 1ebay-1wes Jo 1eba))i ayy buiuladuod AJdenoied
‘a1egap bulobuo jo 108lgns e si uoijedbiul 4apI0g-ss0d)
"J0}03S |elISnpul 8y} jo Ayoeded uonydiosge unoge)
2y} 1noge suondwnsse d1jsijeatun uo pajedipald uayo
PUE 1BISIBA0JIUO0D 8JB JNOQEe) 0}UI SJaUlIe) pue (ejided
0JuUl pue) uJdny 03 swedboud 81e)g }SIUIapOW ‘Dwl}
aules ay} 1y ‘swedboud yuoddns jeanynoiibe pajusiio
-Buiwide) aouaysisgns AjJano jo anbiyuo 0y buipes)
‘a4nyno1ibe Jo 1N0 JUBUIBAOW AJBJUNIOA BIJURISQNS
aAj0Aul 8bueyd uelsesbe Jjo sudayied Jualind ‘'swn|s
uegJdn wodj Aeeme pue pue) ay} uo a1doad deay 03 usaq
sey aAoalqo Juawdo)arap 1ednd buipueisbuo) e a)Iypp

"SeaJe UOIBUNSAP Ul S82IAJ9S 1uoddns Juedbipy

JuswAojdwa jednd 0y paJdeab
swedbold asiudiajua pazis-Wwnipaw pue )1ews

S)UBU}SaAUI
paseq-pue] Mau JO JUBWISSaSSe 109} Juawhojdwg
juswdo)anap jednd

0} yoeoudde uieys-Aypowiwiod ybnoayy buippe-anjep
pue) 3y} }Jo padJoj aSoy) 0} ajgejiene

suoljednooo pied-moy Ajuiews ayy ur uoidalold Jnoge

alnynolibe jo
}N0 UN0Qe) JO JUBWSAOW 820§ UBYY JaYleJd MO))04 18U}
uonesIuBYdaW pUB UOIIBPIIOSUO0D WJe) JO S312110d

"sasn

Jayjo pue suoljejueld ‘aunyndlibe jeldsnpul 03 Jano
uaAlb pue) uo pue sai}o ay3 Ul agejieae sqol jo Ayenb
pue Jaqwinu ay) buipiebal suolysanb sasied jelde}ajold
paAllap-1ednd e jo ymodb ay) pue uoissassodsip
‘sainssald pueT -burwde) ul JuswAojdula aAISN)OXa SSI)
UM pue AM0]S 2J0W INQ 'SISE] 9AI}B18J B UO S3UID9P
1 SB U9A3 'sWIa) 83n)0sge ul modb 0} sanuijuod
uonejndod jeand ay) ‘uoibay buoysy ay) jo siied
1souwl u| ‘puejiey| o1 - Ajaaisn)oxa jou Ing - Ajable)
‘uoibaJ ayy jo syJed 1ednJ WoJdy JNOge) JO JUBWSAoW
J9pJ0g-ss0Jo Jofew e st atay]| ‘sanjunyioddo siom
1e4n3No1IBe-UOU JO Y2Ueas Ul JUBWSAOW paul}sap
-UBQJN pJEmo} pue) jednyndlube mau Jo youeas ul
9)doad jo JusWBAOW PaJUBII0-JaI3UOI) AjUleW B WO}
Aeme - Ajaainua jou ybnoyye - A)1eIIUBISONS Payd}IMs
sey 31 1nq ‘uoibad ay) Ul 8dueUIBA0D pue uonisinboe
pue) ul anssi Aay e uaaq buoy sey uonedbip -abueyd
o1ydesbowap pue ueldeibe pided jo }xajuod e ul
sajedado uolbay Buoya|y @y} Ul 8duBUIBA0D pueT

dN08gv1 ANV NOILVEOIN ANV ANV JONVHI NVIHVH9IV

dNDILI¥I LINJFHHND

dNSSI NH0434 AIA

M3IIAY3AO

uolbay Buosajy 8y} ul 8dUBUIBA0S pUET JO AUIOUODT 1BD13I0d



Ge

"8)1ep 0] UolualIe JUsWUIaA0h 31111 1N UoIUS) e BIpaW
sanledal uoibay buoyajy ayy ul aunynaiibe jelisnpul Aq
saonoeld buibewep A)1BIUSWIUOIIAUD JO JUBUIDDIIOUD
-Japun pue uoliejnbal-1opun jeSIaAluN-1eaU ay |

‘Buiuoseals 1eIoJaWWIO0D

0} S}WI-}J0 uaaq Ajsnoinaud aney ey} SanjeA Jayio
puUE 8JN}BU  S3SI}a¥Jeul Jey] siseq |elagi-oau Jiay)
uo yed ul pue ‘way) bunuswadwi ur sabuayeyd
s1yb1d Ayuadosd pue jeuoiinyiisul 8y} uo paseq jied ul
9JB S92IAJBS |BIUSUIUOIIAUS Jo) JuawAed jo sanbiug

"seade Yons ulyym Alanoe

1Ee12JaWWod 21eds abue) buimoyje usyo a)iym 10J1u0d
1B110}1418) JO SUBBUI S UO0I}RdJRWISp Bale pajdajold
Aoydwia 01 aNUNUOD SIUBWIUIBA0S) "SaAIDalqo uaalb
YJEP, 8JOWI JO SPOOYI)DAI] PJEMO} UOIIBIUSIIO JI8Y} UO
Buipuadap Jayjoue auo isuiebe sdnosb A18120s IAID
JuaJayip 31d 03 sanuUod seale pajdajodd ul buiulle)
pUB UOI1DBIIXS 824N0Sal 'JUsUIS)1I8S 3y} J3A0 81ega(]

‘'swiej BUIPUNOJINS 10 SBI}I|BUIIXD
1BIUBWIUOIIAUS Y}M S92130edd 1eanyndlibe joJjuod o}
u011e)S169) 1BIUBUWIUOIIAUS JO JUBWIBDI0JUS pue BuI}Iag e

syoedwi abueyd ajewnd Jayjo pue asu
19A8] B3S 0} 91geJauINA seale ul suledboud uoneydepy e

SJ0}SaAUl
Ayneam ueyy Jayied Jood jednd ayy 03 0b +qg3y 01
SuJdnjad By} 2JNSUB 0} SWII0JaJ INUD} dAISSaIb0Id e

EERIINEE
JeIUBWIUOIIAUS J0) JuawAed ybnoay) bulleys 1ijauag e

seale
pajoalodd ulyiim sasnoelad jeanynolibe ajgeuleisns
asiubooad 1ey) syuswabuele yuswabeuew-0) o

"sJap)oy)ews AgJdeau uo yoedwi jeyy

sao110e4d UIBPOW JO S313I|BUISIXS |BIUBWIUOIIAUS 3}
pue ‘aunyinolibe jelisnpul Ag syios 01 auop abeuwlep
ay) '‘abueyd a1ewWId Ag - seade eyap A)eioadss -
spuejmo) uo sadeyd saunssald ay) apn)oul sanssi
Pa1B]aJ4-1UaWUO0IIAUS JaYl() "SI3P]OY]|BWS JO Ulewop
pooynaAll 8y} jo 1ed si1ey) pue) i1sado) 01 syybil adinboe
0} SaAIJUBDUI MaU SJ03SaAul bulalb — uogded 3saloy ul
anieA ajqeJanodad ubisse +qQ3y se yons swedboud
padidsur A]BIUSUIUOIIAUS SB 9NSS| UB 8W023q Sey
.buiggesb usaub  ‘Aj3usdal suopy "seade yons ul buian
SaA19SWaY] puUlj oym saaulde) Ayldourw d1uyls Ajabue)
8y} buisneurwiad ‘panas Ajsnoinald seade Ul paiejdsp
U93Q dARY S3UOZ UOI}BAIDSUOD 8J9YM aNSSI UB 9W023(q
sey siy) ‘uoibay buoyay ayy jo suued Auew u| ‘seale
pa12a104d Jay10 pue syled JeUoIlBU Ul UOIIBAISSUOD 0}
pue) 1saJoj Jo JJo buluopJdod ay) sI asayy jo pasiubodal
158q 9y 'skem jo Jaquwinu e ul sepuabe jejusw
-UOJIAUS 0} paydelie aWl0daq Sey adueuldanoh pueT

9ONINOZ NOILYSYIANOD ‘FONVHI FLVINITI ‘NOILYLSIH043A ‘NOILNTT0d *LNIWNOYHIANT FHL ANV ANV

dNDILI¥I LINJFHHND

dNSSI NH0434 AIA

M3IIAY3AO

uolbay Buosajy 8y} ul 8dUBUIBA0S pUET JO AUIOUODT 1BD13I0d



9€

i widojad anissalbodd

10} sassa004d onsaswop bundoddns uo snooj 904 Jiay)
PINOYS 1Ud1Xa 1eYM 03 pue ‘Adoed0ApE Ad1j0d Ul paAjoAul
3W029q sJauiled Juauldo)aAap URD JUBIX3 1BYM O]
anssi siy) uo Aub1alan0s UaA0 SBINIAINISUSS 3Y) UaAID
AJenonJded ‘eoueulanob pue) uo saAleNIul pa)-Jouop
JO SS8UBAI}I3Y48 pUB 8]0J 8} JAAO 8SIIe SuolIsany

"S3NSS| pue) pUNoJe Uoljesiqoul
1euolesiuebio 1820y 4oy a2eds 1eo1310d 8331 SI 848y}
S31J3un02 BUOYy BUIOS Ul ING ‘SaAeIIUI A13100S

IAID SB paJapisuod ag pjnoys pue) uo buidom sggN
ubrauoj yoiym 0} JUaIXd 8y} JO suolysanb osie aue alay |

(,S9NSS| pue) Ul 3)0J J1dy} 0} pJebal

Y3IM UOIJUB}IE 9AIBJ8U OS|B S}J0S SNOIIBA JO SJUSUIBAOUI
1B120S pUB SUOIIN}ISUI DIAID JBYI0 PUE |BUOIIEINPD
‘eIpaW pINOYS J0o ‘SQ9N U0 pasnd0j aq Ajuiew 31 pjnoys
:a}eqap Jo oidoy e jjasy si A1a100s A0, Auobayed ay |

‘A}21005
4O SUOI}09S 1B WO} SI0}OB WJojal 4o} yioddns Jouo( e

103295
pue) ayj ul swedbodd Jouop jo Juswubne Jayjag e

salnpadodd sjuiejdulod aaiund
Anenuajod sse) buiieald pue saouesldb buisiubodsy e

aoueudanob
pUB] BAISN)OUI 8J0W JOj SUoI}eod buidoddng e

Aanod
pue me] pue) ojul Indur A18100s 1A1D Joy 8oedS Bulye|y e

"pajuawaldwi buiag ade SaAljeI}IUI YOIym

Ul S1X91U02 1BUN}IND-0120S pUB d1WOU023-1ediiod ay)
0} paubisap swedboud Jo Buiyoiew ayy pue Ayubialanos
J0 sanssi sasied sajeqap Adnjod pue swedboud sunusy
puUB) Ul JUBUIBAI0AUI Jouop pue Q9N ublaio Ayunoas
POOJ pUB SPOOYIIBAI] JOJ SISEB] B SE pUB) JO A}I|BJIUSD BY}
Buisiubooal ‘saAleIul 92UBUIBA0D puB) Ul PAAJOAUL
AjIneay aJe sJouop 1edale)iq ‘dwlijuesud ay} uj

‘paiebalien aiinb osie
s1 adedspue) A13120S 1IAI2 3y} UaAamoH saindsip paseq
-pue) paljisuaiul buissaippe suolieod pue sabusyjeyd

‘syureydwiod A12120S |1AID Jo U0ISO1dXe Ue U3aSs aney
uolbad ay) ulyiim saldiunod 1sojy ‘buiag-11am pue
uoisnyoul ‘aa11snl jo sanssi punode uoibay buoyay ayy
Ul UoI1BSI|IqoW 1BID0S J0) SISeq e usaq buo) sey pue

9ONINOZ NOILYSYIANOD ‘FONVHI FLVINITI ‘NOILYLSIH043A ‘NOILNTT0d *LNIWNOYHIANT FHL ANV ANV

dNDILI¥I LINJFHHND

dNSSI NH0434 AIA

M3IIAY3AO

uolbay Buosajy 8y} ul 8dUBUIBA0S pUET JO AUIOUODT 1BD13I0d



REFERENCES

ADHOC, 2014. Land Situation in Cambodia 2013. Phnom Penh: Cambodian Human Rights and Development
Association (ADHOC).

Affeld, N., 2014. Building up Land Concession Inventories: The Case of Lao PDR. GIZ: Vientiane. http://rightslinklao.
org/wp-content/uploads/downloads/2014/09/1.9iz20141-land-concession-laos-engl-1.pdf [Accessed 30.08.15].

All Arakan Students and Youths Congress (AASYC), Pa-0 Youth Organisation (PYO), Mon Youth Progressive
Organisation (MYPO), 2009. Holding Our Ground: Land Confiscation in Arakan & Mon States, and Pa-0 Area of
Southern Shan State, http://burmacampaign.org.uk/media/HOLDING OUR GROUNDen.pdf [Accessed 30.08.15].

Alternative ASEAN Network Burma (ALTSEAN), 2014. Land Confiscation in Burma: A Threat to Local Communities
& Responsible Investment, ALTSEAN, http://www.altsean.org/Docs/PDF%20Format/Thematic%20Briefers/Land%20
Confiscation%20in%20Burma 5%20May%202014.pdf [Accessed 30.08.15].

Amnesty International, 2008. Rights Razed: Forced evictions in Cambodia.
Amnesty International, 2011. Eviction and Resistance in Cambodia: Five women tell their stories.

Baird, I.G., 2011. Turning Land into Capital, Turning People into Labour: Primitive Accumulation and the Arrival of
Large-Scale Economic Land Concessions in the Lao People’'s Democratic Repulbic. New Proposals: Journal of
Marxism and Interdisciplinary Inquiry, 5(1), pp. 10-26.

Baird, I.G., 2013. "Indigenous Peoples’ and land: Comparing communal land titling and its implications in Cambodia
and Laos. Asia Pacific Viewpoint, 54(3), pp. 269-281.

Baird, I.G., 2014a. The Global Land Grab Meta-Narrative, Asian Money Laundering and Elite Capture: Reconsidering
the Cambodian Context. Geopolitics, 19(2), pp. 431-453.

Baird, I.G., 2014b. Reduced Emissions from Deforestation and Forest Degradation (REDD) and Access and Exclusion:
Obstacles and Opportunities in Cambodia and Laos. Southeast Asian Studies, 3(3), pp.643-668.

Baird, I.G. and Le Billon, P., 2012. Landscapes of political memories: War legacies and land negotiations in Laos.
Political Geography, 31(5), pp. 290-300.

Baird, I.G. & Shoemaker, B., 2007. Unsettling experiences: Internal resettlement and international aid agencies in
Laos. Development and Change, 38(5), pp 865-888.

Baker, J. & Milne., S., 2015. Dirty money states: Illicit economies and the state in Southeast Asia. Critical Asian
Studies, 47(2), pp 151-176.

Barney, K., 2009. Laos and the making of a ‘relational’ resource frontier. Geographical Journal, 175(2), pp 146-159.

Bartlett, A. 2013. Capacity building and alternative realities: Some observations on the political context of technical
assistance in Lao PDR, Report for the Laos Extension for Agriculture Project (LEAP), Andrew Bartlett, 04 April 2013.
http://www.seedbed.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/09/Alternative-Realities.pdf [Accessed 02.07.15].

37



Borras (Jnr), S.M. & Franco, J.C., 2011. Political Dynamics of Land-grabbing in Southeast Asia: Understanding
Europe's Role, Transnational Institute. http://www.tni.org/sites/www.tni.org/files/download/Political Dynamics of
Land-grabbing in Southeast Asia.pdf [Accessed 30.08.15].

Borras Jr, S.M., Franco, J., Isakson, R., Levidow, L., Vervest, P., 2014. Towards Understanding the Politics of Flex
Crops and Commodities: Implications for Research and Policy Advocacy. The Hague, http://www.tni.org/briefing/
politics-flex-crops-and-commodities [Accessed 30.08.15].

Boutry, M., Allaverdian, C., Mellac, M., San Thein, Tin Myo Win, 2015. Land tenure in rural lowland Myanmar:
Understanding rural issues to engage comprehensive policy dialogue in Myanmar, Draft Report, September 2015,
GRET.

Buchanan, J., Kramer, T. & Woods, K., 2013. Developing Disparity: Regional Investment in Burma's Borderlands,
Amsterdam.

Bugalski, N., 2012. A Human Rights Approach to Development of Cambodia‘s Land Sector: A Discussion Paper.
Bridges Across Borders Cambodia / Equitable Cambodia and Heinrich B6ll Stiftung Cambodia, Phnom Penh.

Bugalski, N. & Pred, D., 2013. Safeguarding Tenure: Lessons from Cambodia and Papua New Guinea for the World
Bank Safeguards Review. In Annual World Bank Conference on Land and Poverty. The World Bank, pp 1-23. http://
consultations.worldbank.org/Data/hub/files/meetings/SafequardingTenure Safequards.pdf [Accessed 30.08.15].

Burgos, S. & Ear, S., 2013. China’s Strategic Interests in Cambodia: Influence and Resources. Asian Survey, 50(3), pp
615-639.

Cairns, M. & Garrity, D.P., 1999. Improving shifting cultivation in Southeast Asia by building on indigenous fallow
management strategies. Agroforestry Systems, 47, pp 37-48.

Castellanet, C. & Diepart, J.C., 2015. The neoliberal agricultural modernization model: A fundamental cause

for large-scale land acquisition and counter land reform policies in the Mekong region. Paper prepared for the
international conference: Land grabbing, conflict and agrarianllenvironmental transformations: perspectives from
East and Southeast Asia, 5-6 June 2015, Chiang Mai University, Chiang Mai.

Chamberlain, J., 2007. Participatory poverty assessment |l (2006) Lao PDR, Vientiane: National Statistics
Center, Asian Development Bank, ADB TA 4521, pp. 1-101. http://rightslinklac.org/wp-content/uploads/
downloads/2014/05/06-Participatory-Poverty-Assessment-11-2006.pdf [Accessed 30.09.2015].

Colchester, M., Chao, S., Dallinger, J., Toh, Su Mei, Kiey, C., Saptaningrum, I., Ramirez, M.A., Pulhin, J., 2013.
Agribusiness Large-Scale Land Acquisitions and Human Rights in Southeast Asia. Forest Peoples Programme.
http://www.forestpeoples.org/sites/fpp/files/publication/2013/08/lsla-studies.pdf [Accessed 30.08.15].

Dao The Tuan, 2007. Vietnam. Consecutive agrarian reforms and success in family farming. AGTER, 274. http://www.
agter.asso.fr/article274 en.html [Accessed 30.08.15].

Deininger, K., Selod, H. & Burns, A., 2011. The land governance assessment framewaork: identifying and monitoring
good practice in the land sector. Washington D. C. http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/en/2011/01/15499666/
land-governance-assessment-framework-identifying-monitoring-good-practice-land-sector [Accessed 29.05.15].

38



Diepart, J-C., 2015. The fragmentation of land tenure systems in Cambodia: peasants and the formalization of land
rights, Country Profile No.6: Cambodia, Technical Committee on Land Tenure and Development, Agence Francaise
Developpment.

Diepart, J.C. & Dupuis, D., 2014. The peasants in turmoil: Khmer Rouge, state formation and the control of land in
northwest Cambodia. The Journal of Peasant Studies, 41(4), pp 445-468.

Diepart, J-C. and Schoenberger, L. Concessions in Cambodia: governing profits, extending state power and
enclosing resources from the colonial era to the present. In, Springer, S. and Brickell, K. (eds.) Handbook of
contemporary Cambodia, Routledge. Forthcoming 2016.

Displacement Solutions, 2013. Bridging the HLP Gap: The Need to Effectively Address Housing, Land and Property
Rights During Peace Negotiations and in the Context of Refugee/IDP Return - Preliminary Recommendations to
the Government of Myanmar, Ethnic Actors and the International Community, http://displacementsolutions.org/wp-
content/uploads/DIS2383-Bridging-The-Gap-v13.pdf [Accessed 30.08.15].

Ducourtieux, 0., Laffort, J.R. & Sacklokham, S., 2005. Land policy and farming practices in Laos. Development and
Change, 36(3), pp 499-526.

Dwyer, M.B., 2015. The formalization fix? Land titling, state land concessions and geographical transparency in
contemporary Cambodia. Journal of Peasant Studies, (May), pp 1-26.

Dwyer, M.B. & Ingalls, M., 2015. REDD + at the crossroads Choices and tradeoffs for 2015 - 2020 in Laos. Working
Paper 179, Center for International Forestry Research (CIFOR),Bogor.

Evans, G., 1995. Lao peasants under socialism and post-socialism, Chiang Mai: Yale University Press, New Haven.

Ferguson, J.M., 2014. The scramble for the Waste Lands: Tracking colonial legacies, counterinsurgency and
international investment through the lens of land laws in Burma/Myanmar. Singapore Journal of Tropical Geography,
35, pp. 295-311.

Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAQJ], 2012. Voluntary Guidelines on the Responsible
Governance of Tenure of Land, Fisheries and Forests in the Context of National Food Security, Rome: FAO. http://
www.fao.org/nr/tenure/voluntary-quidelines/en/ [Accessed 29.05.15].

Friis, C., 2015. Small-scale land acquisitions, large-scale implications : The case of Chinese banana investments in
Northern Laos. Paper prepared for the international conference: Land grabbing, conflict and agrarian-environmental
transformations: perspectives from East and Southeast Asia, 5-6 June 2015, Chiang Mai University, Chiang Mai.

Gittleman, A. & Brown, W., 2014. A Foreseeable Disaster in Burma: Forced Displacement in the Thilawa Special
Economic Zone, Physicians for Human Rights. https://s3.amazonaws.com/PHR Reports/Burma-Thilawa-English-
Report-Nov2014.pdf [Accessed 30.08.15].

Global Witness, 2007. Cambodia’s Family Trees: Illegal logging and the stripping of public assets by Cambodia’s
elite, Washington, pp. 1-95.

39



Global Witness, 2013. Rubber Barons: How Vietnamese Companies and International Financiers are Driving the
Land Grabbing Crisis in Cambodia and Laos, London. https://www.globalwitness.org/campaigns/land-deals/
rubberbarons/ [Accessed 30.08.15].

Global Witness, 2015. The Cost of Luxury: Cambodia’s illegal trade in precious wood with China, London, pp. 1-31.

Hall, D., 2011. Land grabs, land control, and Southeast Asian crop booms. Journal of Peasant Studies, 38(4), pp
837-857.

Hall, D., Hirsch, P., Li, T., 2011. Powers of Exclusion: Land dilemmas in Southeast Asia, Singapore: Singapore
University Press.

Hart, G., Turton, A. & White, B., 1989. Agrarian transformations. Local processes andd the state in Southeast Asia,
Berkeley, California: University of California Press.

International Bank for Reconstruction and Development (IBDR) & International Development Association (IDA], 2011.
Management Report and Recommendation in Response to the Inspection Panel Investigation Report, Cambodia
Land Management and Administration Project (IDA Credit No. 3605-KH), 21 January 2011. http://www-wds.
waorldbank.org/external/default/WDSContentServer/WDSP/IB/2011/01/25/000370910 20110125092755/Rendered/
PDF/INVROIDATR201110018.pdf [Accessed 30.09.2015].

Jones, L., 2014. The Political Economy of Myanmar's Transition. Journal of Contemporary Asia, 44(1), pp. 144-170.

Kachin Development Networking Group (KDNG]J, 2010. Tyrants, Tycoons and Tigers: Yuzana Company Ravages
Burma’s Hugawng Valley.

Kelly, P.F., 2011. Migration, agrarian transition, and rural change in Southeast Asia. Critical Asian Studies, 43(4), pp
479-506.

Kenney-Lazar, M., 2012. Plantation rubber, land grabbing and social-property transformation in southern Laos.
Journal of Peasant Studies, 39(3-4), pp. 1017-1037.

Kerkvliet, B.J.T., 2005. The Power of Everyday Politics: How Vietnamese Peasants Transformed National Policy,
London Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press.

Kimchoeun, P.,, Vuthy, Netra, E., Sovatha, A., Sedara, K., Knowles, J. & Craig, D., 2007. Accountability and Neo-
patrimonialism in Cambodia: A Critical Literature Review.

Kleinen, J., 2011. The Tragedy of the Margins: Land Rights and Marginal Lands in Vietnam (c. 1800-1945). Journal of
the Economic and Social History of the Orient, 54, pp 455-477.

Kramer, T. & Woods, K., 2012. Financing Dispossession: China’s Opium Substitution Programme in Northern Burma,
Amsterdam. http://www.burmalibrary.org/docs13/tni-financing dispossesion.pdf [Accessed 30.08.2015].

Land Core Group (LCG) of the Food Security Working Group, 2009. The Role of Land Tenure Security for Smallholder
Farmers in National Development: A policy discussion brief.

40



LICADHO, 2009. Land Grabbing & Poverty in Cambodia: The Myth of Development, Cambodian League
for the Promotion and Defense of Human Rights (LICADHO). http://www.licadho-cambodia.org/reports/
files/134LICADHOREportMythofDevelopment2009Eng.pdf [Accessed 30.08.15].

McCaskill, D. & Kampe, K. eds., 1997. Development or Domestication? Indigenous Peoples of Southeast Asia, Chiang
Mai: Silkworm Books.

Middleton, C., 2015. Case Study 1: Determinedly Seeking Justice: The Case Study of Koh Kong Sugar Industry
Concession, Srae Ambel District, Koh Kong Province, Cambodia. In, Lamb, V., Middleton, C., Leonard, R. and Dao,
Nga, 2015. Access to Productive Agricultural Land by the Landless, Land Poor and Smallholder Farmers in Four
Lower Mekong River Basin Countries, Oxfam.

Milne, S., 2015. Cambodia’s unofficial regime of extraction: Illicit logging in the shadow of transnational governance
and investment. Critical Asian Studies. Critical Asian Studies, 47(2), pp 200-228.

Mizuno, A., 2011. Identifying the "agriculturists’ in the Burma Delta in the colonial period: A new perspective on
agriculturists based on a village tract’s registers of holdings from the 1890s to the 1920s. Journal of Southeast Asian
Studies, 42(3), pp. 405-434.

Moore, B., 1966. Social Origins of Dictatorship and Democracy: Lord and Peasant in the Making of the Modern World,
Boston: Beacon Press.

Miller, F., 2012. Commune-Based Land Allocation for Poverty Reduction in Cambodia: Achievements and Lessons
Learnt from the Project - Land Allocation for Social and Economic Development (LASED). Paper presented at the
Annual World Bank Conference on Land and Poverty, The World Bank, Washington DC, April 23-26, 2012.

Neef, A. & Touch, S., 2012. Land Grabbing in Cambodia: Narratives, Mechanisms, Resistance. Paper presented at
the International Conference on Global Land Grabbing II, October 17-19, 2012, Land Deals Politics Initiative, Cornell
University, Ithaca.

Ngaosrivathana, P. & Rock, F., 2007. Study on Urban Land Management and Planning in Lao PDR, Vientiane. http://
rightslinklao.org/wp-content/uploads/downloads/2014/05/1Study-on-Urban-Land-Management-and-Planning-in-

Lao-PDR-Land-Policy-Study-No.-5-under-LLTP-II-Sponsored-by-Lao-German-Land-Policy-Development-Project-
German-Contribution-t.pdf [Accessed 30.06.2015].

Obendorf, R., 2012. Legal Review of Recently Enacted Farmland Law and Vacant, Fallow and Virgins Lands
Management Law: Improving the Legal & Policy Frameworks Relating to Land Management in Myanmar, Land Core
Group.

Palmer, D., Szilard, F. Whrmann, B., 2009. Towards Improved Land Governance, Land Tenure Working Paper 11, FAO
Hunam Settlement Programme. http://www.fao.org/3/a-ak99%e.pdf [Accessed 29.05.15].

Polanyi, K., 1944. The Great Transformation. Political Science Quarterly, 59(4), p 630.

41



Rock, F., 2004. Comparative Study on Practices and Lessons in Land Use Planning and Land Allocation in Cambodia
, Lao PDR, Thailand and Viet Nam. Working Paper 05, MRC-GTZ Cooperation Programme Phnom Penh. http://www.
mekonginfo.org/assets/midocs/0003033-inland-waters-comparative-study-on-practices-and-lessons-in-land-use-
planning-and-land-allocation-in-cambodia-lao-pdr-thailand-and-viet-nam.pdf [Accessed 30.08.15].

Rungmanee, S., 2014. The Dynamic Pathways of Agrarian Transformation in the Northeastern Thai-Lao
Borderlands. Australian Geographer, 45(3), pp.341-354.

Rutherford, J., Lazarus, K., Kelley, S., 2008. Rethinking Investments in Natural Resources: China’'s Emerging Role
in the Mekong Region, Heinrich Ball Stiftung, WWF and International Institute for Sustainable Development. http://
www.iisd.org/pdf/2008/trade china_study.pdf [Accessed 30.08.15].

Schonweger, 0., Heinimann, A. & Epprecht, M., 2012. Concessions and Leases in the Lao PDR: Taking stock of land
investments.Centre for Development and Environment (CDE), University of Bern, Bern and Vientiane: Geopraphica
Bernensia, http://www.cde.unibe.ch/v1/CDE/pdf/Concessions-Leases-LaoPDR 2012.pdf [Accessed 30.08.15].

Scott, J., 2009. The Art of Not Being Governed: An Anarchist History of Upland Southeast Asia, new Haven: Yale
University Press.

Scurrah, N. 2013. “Countering Hegemony” and “Institutional Integration”: Two Approaches to Using Tai Baan
Research for Local Knowledge Advocacy. In Daniel, R., Lebel, L. and Manorom, K. (eds]. Governing the Mekong:
Engaging in the Politics of Knowledge, M-POWER book series.

Sidel, J.T., 2015. Primitive Accumulation and ‘Progress’ in Southeast Asia: The Diverse Legacies of a Common(s)
Tragedy. TRaNS: Trans -Regional and -National Studies of Southeast Asia, 3(1), pp. 5-23.

Sikor, T., Auld, G., Bebbington, A., Benjaminsen, T., Gentry, B., Hunsberger, C., Izac, A-M, Margulis, M., Plieninger,
T., Schroeder, H., Upton, C., 2013. Global land governance: from territory to flow? Current Opinion in Environmental
Sustainability, 5(5), pp 522-527.

de Soto, H., 2000. The Mystery of Capital: Why Capitalism Triumphs in the West and Fails Everywhere Else, New York:
Basic Books.

Srinivas, S. and Hlaing, U.S., 2015. Myanmar: Land Tenure Issues and the Impact on Rural Development, Rome: FAO.

Stretthachau, C. 2006. The Concept of Thai Baan Research (Villagers' Research]: Local Wisdom for Resource
Management. Draft paper presented at the Mekong Region Water Dialogue, 6-7 July 2006.

Stuart-Fox, M., 2006. The Political Culture of Corruption inthe Lao PDR. Asian Studies Review, 30, pp 59-75.

Subedi, S. P, 2012. Report of the Special Rapporteur on the situation of human rights in Cambodia: Addendum A
human rights analysis of economic and other land concessions in Cambodia, 24 September 2012.

Suhardiman, D. and Giordano, M. 2014. Legal Plurality: An Analysis of Power Interplay in Mekong Hydropower.
Annals of the Association of American Geographers, 104(5), pp. 973-988.

42



Ta'ang Student and Youth Organization (TSYO), 2011. Grabbing Land: Destructive Development in Ta'ang Region.
http://www.burmacampaign.org.uk/images/uploads/Grabbing%20Land%20Report%20in%20English.pdf [Accessed
25.06.15].

Transnational Institute, 2012. Land Grabbing in Dawei (Myanmar/ Burmal): a (Inter)National Human Rights Concern,
http://www.tni.org/sites/www.tni.org/files/download/dawei land grab.pdf [Accessed 30.08.15].

Ullenberg, A., 2009. Foreign Direct Investment (FDI) in Land in Cambodia. Eschborn: GTZ.

Walsh, J., 2015. The Special Economic Zones of the Greater Mekong Subregion: Land Ownership and Social
Transformation. Paper prepared for the international conference: Land grabbing, conflict and agrariand
environmental transformations: perspectives from East and Southeast Asia, 5-6 June 2015, Chiang Mai University,
Chiang Mai.

White, B., 1989. Problems in the Empirical Analysis of Agrarian Differentiation. In G. Hart, A. Turton, & B. White,
eds. Agrarian Transformations: Local Processes and the State. - Berkeley: University of California Press. Berkeley:
University of California Press.

Woods, K., 2010. Community Forestry in Cease-Fire Zones in Kachin State , Northern Burma : Formalizing Collective
Property in Contested Ethnic Areas. CAPRi Workshop on Collective Action, Property Rights, and Conflict in Natural
Resources Management, CAPRi Workshop on Collective Action, Property Rights, and Conflict in Natural Resources
Management.

Woods, K., 2011. Ceasefire capitalism: military-private partnerships, resource concessions and military-state
building in the Burma-China borderlands. Journal of Peasant Studies, 38(October], pp. 747-770.

Woods, K., 2015. CP maize contract farming in Shane State, Myanmar: A regional case of place-based corporate
agro-feed system, BICAS Working Paper 14, May 2015.

43



%768 MET uonisinboy pue ] 3)eJ03239)04d Youad JO JUBWYSI|qeIS] S0681

BUIYDO0pU| Yyousd4 JO Juswysigelsy s0881
uolsuedxa AJ1salo)
1e1U0102 ‘ewlng Jaddn jo uoexauuy

S0L8l
enaq Apemuefaly
(WEeU}aIA UJBYINos) BUIYOUIYD0) Ul UOIIBAI}IND 8214 |BI2I8UWIWIOD s1e10198104d oUaI] Jo JUBWUSNAEIST  SO98]
J9A0 10J3U0D YSI|qRISa Youal JO uoisuedxa pue JUsUIBNSES :

puejwJej ul syybi Aysadodd a1qeuane
Aq ewiung JamoT Ul ainua} A1ojonJynsn S0G81
1euoNjIpeJ) Jo Juswade)dal 1e1uojo)

s0781

eWING JaMOT 3SIU0]0D Yshilg SQEs8lL

WVN 13IA VINNVAN SOVl VIdOganWva

XIAN3ddV



Gy

"poriad 1e1uoj0d ay) Bulinp suole)al
JNoge)-pue)] pue suoliejad pue)
1epnaj Jo siskjeue uo paseq 1led ul

YpoN 9DUELH Ul S353U} 12NPU0I SIBPBII YY) 5G4 |
Ul .595599X9, LUI0Jad pUET 9661 -7G61 SUMO) JO |NjpUBY B pUB BUBIUBIA  SUMO} JO |NJpUBY B PUB Yuad Wouyd
4Inog pue YoN AJIunod Jo UOISIAIP 91B)S 9y} JO SpPUBY 3y} Ul PUE) 9pISINo pue) jo uoledisibad a1 9pISINO pue) Jo uoljedi-sibad a3
‘UG | Ul @2UBIH WOJ} adouapuadapul sind £G4 10V UOIIESI|BUOIIEN PUET 7G4 | Ul 92UBIH WOoJ} adouapuadapul ‘©G4| Ul @2UBI4 WoJ) aduspuadapu|
anss| juauiwold se pug SaNSS| pue) punoJe
yum a166n3s souspuadapul ‘'uinau /76| Ul UIeldg wod) aduapuadapul U0130E4} 9111 ING AJJed 1SIUNWWIOY uonednodo ssaueder  SOv4|
youal4 pue uoliyednaoo asaueder BUIYo0pU| ‘uoliednooo asaueder
"$181A0S Yul[-aybBN "1s84un pue £)3(] Ul SSUSS3)PUE) wnido ssaussa)pue) buimodb S061
SSaUSSaIpUe] 'SSaUPaIgapul BUIMOIY  pue ssau-paygepul Buimodb Ayneem Aq  Pue Buibboy ur Ajabue) sysausyul yousuy ‘AUNsSn ‘sa1}1} PUB)] JO JUBWYSI|ge)S]
Buog wequl  pue) uljusuNSaAUl Jo JUBWaBEINODUS nesje|d usnojog uo weyg buoduioy ul S0Z61
paysigeisa suolieyuerd Jaggnd youad4 ‘spuemo) ul uonedisibal pue  paysigelss suolejueld 8840 youal4  paysigelss suolejueld Jsqqni youad
‘Juawideda( 158404 JO puey ul SOL61
sulewop usppims sind A)jea11ewslsAs
spuejdn ul wa)sAs eAbune| S0061

WVN L3IA

dVINNVAIN

SOV

VIAOGWVI

uolbay Buosajy 8y} ul 8dUBUIBA0S pUET JO AUIOUODT 1BD13I0d



9y

JomodoupAy pue buiuide) 9014

sjo1d pue) ‘Adysadoy uo paseq Ajabue) Awouod]
1ENPIAIPUL SMOYE (| # 99429 8861 Auwouoda paseq
Aulouoda 19yJ4eW 0} pauue)d -}9yJew ‘Juaunsaaul Joy butuado jo S0861
A)1BJ3USD WO} Yyo3Ms IOy 100 986 | 14B)S 'WISIUBYID| D1UIOU0DT MIN 986 |
awayds Ayigisuodsal BuiwJey aouaysisgns ybnoayy  salyunod bulanoqybiau jo jey) pulyaq
pjoyasnoy ‘' buiyesigadusa Buiuoisinold pooy Ajabue) 03 uiniay J0309s wuJey jo buibbe) buinunuon
sjuawadinbal
Aonod sauoz JuswaJinooud Jijnj 0} 8)gBUN SJBULIE)
21WIOU0DT MaN Japun stawiiej yuy Aq N4INPUN WIOJ) S8UNzIas pueT]
SpUBIYbIH 123uB] Jo JusWEEs pidey paAl]  sdoJd Jayio pue Apped jo yuswalinoodd s0L6l
4nog ul aunynotlbe jo -}J0YS pUB |NJSS322NSUN ‘G/ 4| JaHe 91B)G Joj sapiaodd ‘syuad pue) uo
UOI}BSIAI}D8]]100 PUB UOIIBDIJIUNSI §/ 4] 24N} Nd1Jbe JO U0IIESIAI}DS]0D BllEd sywi seoed £94 | 10y Aoueua)] pue
aJnynolibe
jo uondnusip Arneay 01 speaj Jepp
S}O1I)SIp Pa3d9)18s
awibau S0961

WBUIBIA YINOS JapuN Wllojad pueT

Y}JON Ul UOIESIAI}DD]0)

ur syoalodd yuswdojanap 1ednd qIvsn
ueyy Jayjo apisAdjunod ayy ui Ajiaijoe
911 ‘buiquiog SN pue Jem iAID

WVN L3IA

dVINNVAN SOVl

VIOV

uoibay buosajy 8y} Ul 8dUBUIBA0S pUET Jo AUIOU0DT 1BDIY 04



LY

"seale pajoajold pue ‘saliaysly
‘AJ1sado) pabeuew-Ajlunwiulod yym
1NJSS8IINS 8JOU  JUBUISAOWIIBIUNOD |
uaAlp-Jouo( ‘ssaldbold mo)s ‘welbouid

suoljejueld uelpoqule) pue
UO0ISS30U0D puUB] 1B120S Jo JJed se

soeT buldnog-ybiau ur Ajbuiseasoul

153AUL *BUIEap 218153 1251 salnssaud pue) Buisiy PaINGIIISIp PUE) JO JUNOWE J|BWS 50007
ueqJn ybnouyy buiuey 91e49)1104d SUOISSEIU0D pueT ssauboud
1endeod asied saiuedwod assweualip Y 1eyden asaulyg o 8104 buimodb ing MO)]S ‘92UaWWI0d suolesldde
salpuabe oe yym
JUBWISOAUI UO S}wI) 82e1d SUOIJOUES 4 Bunyiy pue) snousbipul aWwog
METPUET £00¢ ‘Juswidojanap jeanynolibe suadwep SOOUSISHIP 03 8NP 600¢ SPUS oAAns

saunssaud pue) uo paseq spue)ybiy  sJauldej wody sdodo jo yuswadnoodd 1ueg PLHOM/QIVSNY ‘bulin pueT  31eJajljoid SU0ISS3IU0I PUE) JlW0U0d3

1BJIUB] UI'}SaJuUn 21Uyl 007 pPanuIjuo0d ‘UoI}BIUBIIO SSauIsNg MET pUBT £00Z MET PUET 1007

juauwldojanap

. ) ssaulsng

Jamodoupy 1oy uerd snoniquuy 1oy Ajunoo ayy Jo buruado Aq pamonoy  S0661
S00g pay 'MET puBT €661 UO0I}2NJISU| SPUBIBISEM | 661 UOI1BI0])Y 152404 pUE puET ‘uoissaidal pue jeaeaydn ggs|
WVN L3IA dVINNVAIN SOV VIAOaNVvI

uolbay Buosajy 8y} ul 8dUBUIBA0S pUET JO AUIOUODT 1BD13I0d



Mekong Region Land Governance
Unit 11, House No. 262, Ban Saphanthong Kang,
Sisattanak District, Vientiane Lao PDR

PO Box 2973, Vientiane Lao PDR 01000
P +856 21 454 807

F +856 21 454 807

E info@mrlg.org



