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Landlords and Farm Management: Comments on Ching Su
and Lo Lun, Ch’ing-tai Shan-tung ching-ying ti-chu ti
she-hui hsing-chih (Tsinan, 1959), translated into English
by Endymion Wilkinson as Landlord and Labour in Late
Imperial China, Case Studies from Shandong

(Camb. Mass., 19

In the study of Ch’ing social history, the research of Fu I-ling, Muramatsu Yiji,

and Maurice Frc§d~man “stands out among the most enlightening on land-holding

relationships.1 Fu I-ling taught us about the i-t’ien liang-chu (one-field two-masters)
type of tenancy and the tien-pu (bonded tenants) type of near serfdom. From
Muramatsu we gained some understanding of the rent-collection bursaries of Chiang-
nan, and hence the operation of the large landlords. Freedman showed us how clan
estates functioned in south China, and how land played an important part in the
clan’s organization. Land holding being one of the most fundamental factors that
marked subsistance from starvation, wealth from poverty, and domination from sub-
mission, the accurate description of social relations connected with land holding has
given us insights into the dynamics of social development in China. . =

Ching and Lo’s book had more than a fair chance of makmg as much impact
on the study of Ch’ing soaal hlstory as Fu’ s, Muramatsu s, or Freedman’s books
did.2 Although th d not invent the cencept of the ching- -ying ti-chw (managerial
landlord), their b as. the most detailed discussion of the managerial aspect of
farm operation, and it still is. The translation of this book into English will no doubt
contribute to fruitful discussion.

As used by Chingand Lo, the term ching-ying ti-chy] referred to a landlord who
farmed his land with hired labour, but who farmed on a scale that would warrant the
conclusion that he farmed for profit rather than subsistence. Ching and Lo considered
this type of landlord distinct from the #su-tien ti-chu (rentier landlord—Wilkinson’s
translation), who rented out his land to tenants. Equally important should be the
distinction between hired labourers and bonded servants, the one being labourers
employed for wages from a labour market more or less free of legal personal bonds,
and the other servants with inferior status and obligations that could be passed on from

! See Fu Iling, Ming-Ch'i
no sosan (Tokyo, 1970),
(London, 1966). '
For an account o zéception of Ching and Lo’s book, see Wilkinson’s translation, p. 255, foot-

note 1.
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generation to generation.’ Thus, Ching and Lo saw in the rise of the ching-ying
ti-chu system of farm management a form of management for profit founded on wage
relations, and they gathered information in an attempt to show that this development
reflected the increasing commercial advance in rural Shantung from the late Ming
onwards.

The evidence that Ching and Lo used as the basis of their argument is of two

kinds. From account books that belonged to these ching-ying ti-chu, they found the

names of long-term (ch’ang-kung) as well as short-term labourers (fuan-kung) and

information from

4 Most of these reports described the supposed wage relation
s. They referred to middlemen who were instrumental in
hiring, quite often these middlemen being long-term labourers already in the landlord’s
service. They referred to wages, most of which were monetary. It is also clear that
most of the long-term labourers and all the short-term labourers had other occupations.

These reports do not warrant the conclusion that hired labour necessarily implied
a simple wage relation. For a good reason to be more careful with such relation-
ships in the Ch’ing countryside, we have only to read the relevant passage in the
Pu-nung-shu the handbook for farm management in Chiang-nan in the early Ch’ing:5

have been interv
in very general te

The wages for a long-term labourer amount to 5 .taels of s
shih and 5 tou of rice, averaging 5 taels and ¥
to 1 tael, tools 3 mace, firewood. and wi
ing to approximately 13 ‘taels. E
he guarantees : _\klue of 4 taels He farms 8 mox of paddy land, which in a
good year yields 8 shih of rice after rent has been deducted, which amounts to

er; and he eats 5
nsport costs amount
%uce, altogether amount-
arge of 4 mou of dry land, for which

8 taels on average. Additional expenses such as fertilizer, wages for short-term
labourers, can be met by income from vegetables and reed. But as they say,
‘when one item is set aganist another item’, the landlord is left no profit. He

3 The distinction between hired labourers and bonded servants was a highly controversial topic in the
“sprout of capitalism” debate in China. See Liu Yung-ch’eng, “Lun Ch’ing-tai ku-yung lao-tung”, Li-shih
yen-chiu, 4 (1962) for a summary and additional material. Wu Liang-k’ai, “Ch’ing-tai Ch’ien-lung shih-chi
nung-yeh ching-chi kuan-hsi ti yen-pien ho fa-chan”, Ch'ing-shih lun-tsung (1979) is a more up-to-date
account.

4 Many objections can .be raised about this methodology, not least of which is the accuracy of recall
sixty years after the event. Another objection would be in-built sampling biases frgm dverirepresentation of
partlcular groups among the interviewees, and a third w0uld be.the interv s. Ching and Lo gave

ye Chlu (Peking, 1958), p. 240,
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_and ‘retired late, but his energy has been wasted. Does one think
one has to be so very busy? In the western hsiang, all the land is rented out,
and the landlords enjoy an easy life. Is that not pleasant? However, in this area,
there is no established practice for renting land out. If one has dry land, one has
to have it farmed, and if one has paddy land, one has to hire long-term
labourers. All this hard work for the entire year simply cannot be avoided. It
is nonetheless good practice for the family, for one’s descendents would then
know that farming involves hard work. Look at the rich families in the market
place: they rise easily and fall easily because their descendentsthink only of
comfort and spend money easily. ““There is nothing that

ultimately is better.than farmin

s 1S highly revealing, and the only reason it has not been
brought into the discussion on hired labour is probably that the standard commentary
on the text is mistaken in its interpretation.b In the particular village described in this
passage, it was not the practice to rent out one’s land, but to hire labourers, who
received a wage for their work on paddy land, but who also paid a fixed sum for
the use of dry land. Nonetheless, the use of a portion of the land in return for fixed
payment to the landlord was not considered tenancy. Instead, it was considered to

This remarkable p

be part of the terms of employment.

Another passage, from the 1932 edition of the Ching hsien chih (Hopei) ,is much
more puzzling, but nonetheless shows that the employment of labourers on the farm
could be conceived of in more ways than one:?

ofs. 1 -put y their own labour. If their own
long-term labourers, or they recruit people to
and allow them to keep the produce. This is to say that
we use their labour to work for us. They come when there is work, and go
when there is not. Then, for the wheat harvest and the autumn harvest, we hire
temporary labourers at current market wages. This is how owner-cultivators use
labour.

Owner-cultivators
labour is insuffi

cultivate several

The paragraph goes on to discuss share-cropping, which would be a form of tenancy.
However, it would seem that in Ching Aséen, recruiting people to cultivate land, and
allowing them to keep the produce was not considered in the same terms. This
practice was nonetheless considered to be a form of cultivation by the owner. In

llowing line: ML

§ Chlen Heng-i’s interpretation, op. cit. p. 241, differs from mine fo
‘trafi as, “He is in charge ... 8

BB IR o FEGEL BRELEOL - LEFBORNT :’E‘-fﬁ’ﬁ:ﬁ\{g\m »Hransl

taels on average.” Ch’en’s inte he 4 taels and -

calculated to be 13 taels. This.
7 Ching hsien chih (19
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addition, unlike ten
over. \

seople thus recruited could be dismissed when the work was

One might consider these practices to be subtleties of particular types of employ-
ment. Those who are familiar with the work of Fu I-ling, Muramatsu, and Freedman,
would be well aware that such subtleties were commonplace in rural relations. One
wonders if a postal survey could reveal them. The complete absence of any dis-
cussion of the relations between labourers and landlords in terms of the social
structure that could have been understood by both parties renders Ching and Lo’s
descriptions of employment practices somewhat empty. This lac

f clarity on a vital
issue must count as onc of the biggest shortcomjn S, of th k

The question karlses 1f we: learn
handing of the labo
clearly: firstly, that

; and Lo concerning the
Only two pleces of information emerge rather
g-term and short-term labour referred more to the mode of
wage calculation” than the length of service, as many long-term labourers only served
several months; and secondly, on some of the ching-ying ti-chu holdings, overseers
were employed (all long-term labourers), who decided what crops to plant, how to
allocate the crops for the coming year, recruited the short-term labourers, and so on.
Ching and Lo wanted to conclude from these descriptions that the ching-ying ti-chu
managed their holdings in larger parcels than the #su-tien ti-chu rented out, but the
conclusion is totally unwarranted. They also implied that the labourers worked in
co-ordination, but except for periods of heavy work such as sowing and harvest, there

has never been any evidence—and certainly not from Ching and Lo——that Chmese farm
labourers ever worked this way. b

We do not know enough to ch
Ch’ing China, but t en'
that they researched
family itself managed

; of hired labour in
giv i on the three ching-ving ti-chu
‘thoroughly are as follows: The T’ai-ho £ang of the Li
' mou located in its village, with 13 long-term labourers, 20
to 40 short-term labourers, and 3 to 5 labourers on monthly terms. However,
between Kuang-hsii 33 (1907) and Hsiian-t’'ung 1 (1909), from its account books,
it is clear that 33 long-term labourers were on the payroll, but they worked on average
only just over 130 days. The Shu-ching fang of the Pi family employed 30 long-
term labourers, 50 short-term labourers in normal times, and as many as 120 in
busy seasons, to farm 900 moux in its village. The Chin-hsiu £ang of the Meng
family, for its 450 moz also in its village, employed 37 long-term labourers, and 50
short-term labourers in busy seasons. In the T ai-ho #ang and the Shu-ching?Z’ang,
one long-term labourer was the overseer and six looked after the

cooking, and the odd jobs. We do not know the breakdewn
but apparently the tasks ‘
These figures im

.and the pigs,

Chin-hsiu #'ang,
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in charge of from |

« (Chin-hsiu £'ang) to 67mou (Tai-ho Yang). This latter
figure would seem:

be almost an impossibility, especially when one realizes that
most of these workers were employed for only 4 months each year. Such a figure

would imply that these long-term labourers were employed for supervision rather than
for manual work. This in itself would be very different from the work of their
counterparts who looked after 12 moux each, which could, of course, also be an
under-estimate as these workers were also employed probably not for the entire year.
The figure of 12 mou per worker was close to the average of land held per family
in Shantung in the early twentieth century, but was less than hal
Chang-chiu hszen, where the Meng fam11y hved 8

‘the figure for

ore, the problems of
t have gone far beyond the situation
: on in which a father advised his son to check
ed labourers were not asleep. In fact, in the original text,
the advice referred to short-term labourers during the busy season.® These problems
requiring supervision were well noted in handbooks on farming and in some genealogies,
and the general advice was that the landlord must not leave his land in the hands of
an overseer without first acquiring a good knowledge about it himself. A set of late
Ming or early Ch’ing family “advice” recorded in a genealogy from Fo-shan
(Kwangtung) set out these problems succinctly:19

at night to see if th

It is important to be vigilant that in sowing they do not steal the grain,
in reaping they do not exchange the grain for food or wine, in carrying manure
they do not pour it into other people’s fields, and in 5
(for transplanting) they do not sell.them ; '
ful.

the young shoots

igs can happen if the
landord is not

by another that discussed how rent should be collected, and
hence the “advice” was not meant for a landlord who farmed with hired labour alone.

In fact, such problems of supervision posed quite a dilemma for landlords, as
shown in the passage from the Pu-nung-shu alteady quoted. Ching and Lo’s descrip-~
tions show that even for ching-ying ti-chu, the land held was scattered. We have no

This passage is followed

8 For the size of land holding per family in the Republican period in Shantung, see Shih-yeh pu kuo-chi
mao-i chil, Chung-kuo shih-yeh chih, Shan-tung sheng (Shanghai, 1934), pp. B10-17. The average for the
entire province was 16.1 mou, for Chang-chiu (T’ai-ho t'eng, Chin-hsiu t'zng) 34.6 mou, and for Tzu-chuan
(Shu-ching t’ang) 11.4 mou.

The text is Yang Hsiu-yilan, Nung-yen chu-shih, first published in 1856, and reprmted in Wang Yii-hu,
Ch'in-Chin nung-yen (Peking, 1957). :

T'ai-yiian Huo-shih Chung-pen tang tsu-p’u (date?), ch, 3.
passage is quoted was written by a member of the h ge
early Ch’ing. The genealog
shan Museum for showing ii

from which this



holding, for instance, ould? have been scattered literally in hundreds of plots.!! When
one realizes this, one sees the concern shown in most texts on land holding that
landlords (rentier landlords included) should know the precise locations of their own
land. However, the dilemma then begins: Hired labour was only more advantageous
than a rental system if the labour cost per unit area farmed was below what the tenant
would keep of the produce after paying rent. When the acreage farmed per labourer
was equal to the acreage rented per tenant,unless the labourer could subsist on a wage
that was considerably below what the tenant would keep after rent, the landlord
received no additional advantage. But it is most unlikely t
subsist on such a wage, as tenants wh actual’ th
probably already ' i
fore, could only be m

tthe labourer could

porﬁtable than rentlng the land out if the labourer farmed a
larger tract than a- tenant. The larger the tract farmed, however, the more supervision
would have been requn'ed, at greater cost.12

Hence, one wonders if it could be true, as Ching and Lo were so confident to
conclude, that the ching-ying ti-chw’s management was necessarily more profitable
than the #su-tien ti-chu’s rental systems., Compared to self-owners, the ching-ying ti-
chu of course could have provided higher capital investment per unit labour. Com-
pared to the fsu-tien ti-chu, whether the ching-ying ti-chu had a more profitable
operation would depend to a large extent on supervision costs, which Ching and Lo
totally ignored.

To continue with the comparison, we would do well to discard Lheﬁ idea that the
ching-ying ti-chuwas a type of landlerd as distinct. from: aﬁo’che
might accept that farming with hired Jabour- could be-an alternative to renting land
out. However, Chmg and Lo’s evxdence ‘shows that the two forms of management
were not mutually exc ‘35 ive, and many landlords both managed part of their holdings
directly and rented out part. Many of what Ching and Lo referred to as ching-ying
ti-chu rented out more land than they directly managed. In fact, the evidence shows

that no ching-ying ti-chw managed directly land located outside their own villages. In
his Introduction, Wilkinson also observed that in general “the more land owned, the

"1 In the districts surveyed by J. L. Buck in the 1930’s, the average size of each parcel of land within
a farm ranged from .49 mou to 9.4 mou. Even if the ching-ying ti-chu could have larger parcels than tenants,
the problem posed by land fragmentation was considerable. For Buck’s report, see J. L. Buck, Land Utiliza-
tion m Chzna Statistics (Shanghai, 1937), p. 47.

Chmg and Lo pp. 114-116 argued with a hypothetical case which concluded that hired labour would
be more profitable. They assumed that rent was 50 percent of produce, and hired labqur 10 percent, while
supervision costs were negligible. At these figures, managemen ird Babour would probably be more
profitable, but when the acreage farmed per head is yourer who was employed
an entire year in Chang-chiu weuld have. received | of the tenant. This is hardly
realistic.
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less farmed directly,]the less land owned the more farmed directly”. it is not difficult
to see that superVismn costs could have been related to these tendencies.

However, the problem is more complicated. ~When one considers supervision
costs, one should realize that renting land out also involved supervision. The image
that the rentier landlord could sit idle is grossly mistaken. The passage on rent collec-
tion in the Fo-shan genealogy referred to above makes clear why supervision was
important:13

When your tenants have stayed for many years, they may have brothers who
have dmded up the land among themselves or they may have. sold part of the1r

¢ you w111 seef!that SOmetlmes the crop on one side of a field
may be poor. on the other side it may be quite good.

Similar advice was given in the Heng-ch’an so-yen written in the early Ch’ingl4. The
entire tract is relevant to the issue of supervision, but it is too long to quote in full.
Briefly, the author advised that land was the best form of investment, even though
the annual returns were lower than what one could receive from business. However,
one must know how to hold land. One must choose good tenants, and one must
look after water projects. One should not work through hired supervisors, for they
would collude with one’s tenants. One must see for oneself the boundaries of one’s
holdings, examine the constructions for irrigation, enquire about the price of grain,
and so on. According to this tract, holding land 1nv01vedk
work, and it should not be taken for gr
were necessarily lower. than m du‘ecﬂ

One can, of ¢ k\l‘l , give the term ching-ying ti-chu an operational definition,
and define ching-ying“tb- mean managing land with hired labour. In the light of such
a text as the Heng-éh’an so-yen, however, it would be a mistake to think that ¢su-
tien ti-chu were not involved in managing their land. They not only did, but they
could also use the rental system to produce for the market, not necessarily with less
efficiency than when farming was carried out by hired labour. Ching and Lo’s descrip-
tion also shows that the #su-tien ti-chu Chin-shu #'ang of the Meng family collected
its rent in kind, most of it being cotton, and sold it. In rice producing areas, such
as Chiang-nan, much of the rice that entered the market was extracted in the first place
as rent.15

nsiderable amount of
sts in a rental system

13

T'ai-yiian Huo-shih Ch’ung-pen t'ang tsu-p'u, ch. 3.
Chnng Ying, Heng-ch'an so-yen (18th century), mclu
4/11b-13a.
* David Faure, “The--Rural Ecorm
Chinese Studies, volume 9°: :

I Hsun su I-kuei (1742)

", Journal of the Institute of
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L also be said. The obJect of managing through hired labour was
not necessarily productlon for the market, or even to make a profit. Ch’en Ch’iich
(1604-1677) had only 10 mou, but the land was farmed by a devoted servant. His
father in his younger days was a poor teacher, and had 4 mowu, but even then had a
servant to farm it. Both father and son were scholars, and certainly did not under-
take farming themselves.16

One can indeed make a case that in the late Ming and early Ch’ing, there were
indications that landlords came to be interested in maximizing the returns from their
land. Such an inclination is quite obvious in the Pu-nung-shu and
the late Ming to the early Ch’ing, there is also littl ired labour was
common. However, it does not follow <that. - labour mplied a simple wage
relation, or that f 1g
that hired labour e
overall approach refiects g?oss misconceptions concerning farming with hired labour
as well as rental arrangements.

The reverse

er text.1” From

As for the translation, while readers should be grateful for a readable free-
flowing style, it must also be pointed out that Wilkinson does take quite a few liberties.
Here and there, there are some careless errors, such as translating yi-m:¢ (maize) as
millet (page 119), and cp’utou (hoe) as saw (page 120). Liao-tso on page 48
should be Liaotung, and on page 135, what the translator reads as “silk and cotton,
tea, and glassware” is probably silk, tea, and material, this last referring to cotton
cloth. Some lines are misleading. For instance, on page 107, the translation refers
to two people who bit by bit bought for the ancestral hall
the text says that the ancestral hall bough the la
after stating the fixed rent m Aa partici ] d at 50 percent of the
harvest, the translatlon oes on to say that the annual yields at this locality amounted
to 100 to 150 catties per mou and rent was between 50 to 75; but the text actually
says that based on such a yield, one might conclude that the rent was this amount.
Now that Ching and Lo’s book is often used as rent data, this distinction is very

ou 'of land, when

kOr, on page 151,

important, for what the translation implies as an observation, in the text it is an
estimate based on the normally accepted rate which was not necessarily imposed in
full in practice. Then on page 111, the translation leaves out half a statement in
the text, referring to a 40-60 division of the produce in the rental arrangement, on
page 112, “farm hands” should read “long-term labourers”, and on page 120, the text
does not say that the other worker in the pharmacy “mixed the medicines” but that
he “looked after the affairs of the shop”. Personally, I think most of the discrepancies

® Chen CH’ eh, Ch’ en
7 See also the passa




rly :minor, and in one or two places, they are improvements. For
instance, on page 78, Wilkinson corrects Ching and Lo for thinking that Ch’ang in
Lai-chou fu refers to Ch’ang-lo and correctly renders it as Ch’ang-yi. In many places,
Wilkinson’s arrangement is a stylistic improvement over the text. Anyone who
specializes in the field will read from the original anyway, and Wilkinson has quite
successfully provided a version of this text that will be interesting to the non-specialist.

with the text are fair
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Glossary
Ch’ang {4 mou
Chang-chiu # 5} Pi &
Ch’ang-lo B Chin-shu t'ang B
Ch’angyi {38 shih 11
ch'ang-kung £ 1. Shu‘chmg t ang B3
Chin-hsiu t'gng B 5 e K

ching-ying ti-chu 854 §:
ch’u-t'ou 55

Fo-shan 1}

hsiang 5, % tsu-tien ti-chu Fl{EHb:12
i-t’ien liang-chuw~ -1} | tuan-kung 5571
Lai-chou fu SN Kf Tzu-chuan Jf)I{

Li % yi-mi T

Meng £

Chinese/Japanese titles (for publication details, see footnotes)

Chang Ying, Heng-ch’an so-yen Th3 (HERE)

Ch’en Chui’eh, Ch'en Ch'ueh chi Mg {PHBES)

Ch’en Heng-li, Pu-nung-shu yen-chiu B (i 2014

Ch’en Hung-mou, Hsun-su i-kuei Bz (i iﬁ)

Ching hsien chih ;%% '

Ch'ing-shih lun-ts'ung

Ching Su, Lo Lun, Ck gwl Shan tu
SR A XAV :

Fu I-ling, Ming-Ch'ing nung-ts un she-hui ching-chi 1§ 468 CHIEE Rl E#09%)

Li Chao-lo, Feng-t'ai hsien chih Ikt {BESEL)

Liu Yung-ch’eng, “Lun Ch’ing-tai ku-yung lao-tung” %X (it {00855 8h)

Muramatsu Yiiji Kindai konan no sosan FSESHEYC CITNITIE o> FLEE)

Pu-nung-shu { #i% &ty

Shih-yeh-pu kuo-chi mao-i chii, Chung-kuo shih-yeh chih, Shan-tung sheng WE LBV SR (HBREEE
X0

T’ai yiian Huo-shih Ch'ung-pen t'ang tsu-p’u { KR KB AN fiak

Wang Yii-hu, Ch'in-Chin nung-yen "'l {ZZBE)

Wu Liangk’ai, “Ch’ing-tai Ch’ien-lung shih-chi nung-yeh ching-chi kuan-hsi ti yen-pien ho fa-chan”
S GERERENS R SRRSO RIER) .

Yang Hsiu-ytian, Nung-yen chu-shih %7 0 (8 5HR)

ng-ying ti-chu ti she-hui hsing-chih Bt - Fvd CERILMEHHE
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