ONE REASON/or misuse of the soil is the ignorance of individuals or their
unfitness for farming. But even a wise and able farmer is not always in a
position to adopt soil-conserving practices that in the long run are for his own
good and that of his community and his country. To what extent do our
traditional land policies stand in the way of good soil use'i Is land speculation a factor! Are there dangers in our methods of giving emergency credit,
adjustment benefits, and other aidsl This article discusses such questions
and closes with a brief survey of the experience of some countries in Europe.
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AMERICA'S TRADITIONAL LAND POLICY ^
THE policies wliicli have governed the inaiiagemeHt and disposition of land in the United States have given little encouragement
to the conservation and sound utilization of natural resources.
On tlie contrary, they have freciuently opened the door to wasteful
exploitation and have hindered the development of a realistic program
for constructive land use.
Until recent years, the United States had no comprehensive land
policy, if by that is meant a comprehensive and well-thought-oiit plan
for the most beneficial use of land resources. We have, by and large,
believed it wise to turn over all lands to private owners as rapidly as
possible, in the firm conviction that once in private hands land would
automatically be utilized for its best purpose. Consequently, until
recent years, American land policy has been chiefly a policy for the
distribution of the public domain.
Two important influences in early American life are in large measure
responsible for the failure of the American pcoi)le to develop a constructive attitude toward land. The first of these was the great
abundance of natural resources that the colonists and later settlers
1 The sections headed America's Traditional Land Policy, The System of Inlicrilanee, and Land Values,
Land Speculation, and Land Settlement are by L, C. Gray, Assistant Chief, Division of Land Conservation
and Land Utilization, Bureau of Agricultural Economics. Tlie section headed Public Aids as a Cause of
Land Misuse isby John 33. Bennett, Senior Agricultural Economist, in charge, Land Policy Section, Division
of Land Economics, Bureau of Agricultural Economics. In the section Euro])ean Views on Land Tenure,
European Agricultural Land-Tenure Laws is by Erich Kraemer, Associate Agricultural Economist, Farm
Security Administration, and Properly llighls and Forest Land Management in Europe is by W. N.
Sparhawk, Senior Forest Economist, Division of Forest liconomics, Forest Service.
2 Acknowledgment is made to John Dreier of the Bureau of Agricultural Economics for assistance in
preparing this section.
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found. There was iicitlier tliouglit nor need for conservation; tlie
pioneer had to destroy the wilderness that snrromided him before he
could establish his farm and support his family. Habits of thought
toward hind and its resources were formed in an environ ment wiiere
the consequences of waste and destruction could always be avoided by
moving to fresh lands.
The secoud of these influences was the genei-a.1 development in the
American world of a strougly individualistic way of life, which in the
economic realm was expressed by the philosophy of laissez faire.
Under these influences, principles of land tenure and peasant agriculture that still prevailed in Europe gradually lost their validity in
the American, scene. Colonial companies and proprietors were unable
to enforce such restrictions upon land tenure and land use as they
attempted to impose. By the time of the Revolutionary War or
shortly thereafter, force of circumstance associated with new economic
and political philosophies had converted the restrictive elements in
the system of land tenure that had been introduced at one time or
another hi. most of the colonies into an American system based upon
title in fee simple absolute.
Possibty the strongest feature of the American attitude toward land
was the. belief that every man enjoyed a right to the imrestricted
ownership of a piece of the earth. Those who favored this concept,
particularly the people of the frontier communities, argued with
Thomas Jefferson that the distribution of public lands directly to
settler families was one of the most desirable methods of building up
a strong democratic citizenry. Opposed to them w^ere the more conservative eastern groups who viewed the public lands primarily as a
source of revenue to be disposed of in such a manner as to yield the
largest possible income to the Government. Arrayed against the
pioneer settler was the large-scale speculator, who saw the opportunity
of making large profits in the process of buying up public land at the
frontier at low prices and reselling it later to actual settlers. From
the time of the establishment of the public domain in 1787 to the
passage of the Homestead Act in 1862, American land policy was
characterized by the struggle between these two interests. Step by
step the settler interest won its w^ay, first securing lower prices for land,
then winning recognition of the settler's preemption rights, and finally
obtaining the passage of the Homestead Act, which permitted tlie
head of a family to obtain 160 acres of land practically f'ree of cost by
taking up residence on it for 5 years.
Under this simple and liberal land policy, the public domain of the
United States, which totaled some 1,400,000,000 acres of huid, was
settled in a remarkably short time. Only a century elapsed between
the formation of the Federal Government and the announcement by
the Director of the Census that the frontier no longer existed. In
1935, when the homestead policy was brought to an end, the tremendous unappropriated public domain had shrunk to 165,000,000 acres
of land mostly arid and unsuited to settlement. Simple though this
policy was, however, it soon became apparent that even under the
Homestead Act's provisions, the objective of developing a nation of
land-owning farmers was not being realized. Corporations and largescale speculators continued to acquire large acreages, both through
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direct purchase from the Government, which was permitted imtil 1891,
and through the false representations of agents posing as homesteaders.
The system of commutation, whereby a settler could acquire the homestead 6 months after filing his claim by paying the mininum price,
made abuse of the homestead policy particularly easy. In 1880, when
the Census Bureau first coimted the mnnber of farm tenants as distinguished from farm ow^iers, it was discovered that one-quarter of the
Nation's farmers were renting their farms.
The lack of any well-thought-out land pohcy is illustrated by the
treatment of timberlands on the public domain. Throughout the
colonial period and for more than a century after the birth of the
Republic there was no distinctive policy of significance to prevent the
wastage of ^ timber resources. In 1878 the Timber and Stone Act
authorized individuals to acquire 160 acres of land chiefly valuable for
timber or stone at a minimum of $2.50 per acre. This was nothing
more than a legal procedure for turning timber over to private owners
and embraced no policy of conservation. Like the various features of
the homestead policy, the Timber and Stone Act was abused on a large
scale. Corporations and other large landowners acquired thousands
of acres of the best timberlands through misrepresentation by dummy
entrymen, and proceeded to devastate vast areas of the Nation's finest
forests. Finally, the policy of reserving timberlands, inaugurated on
a large scale by President Theodore Roosevelt, helped to conserve the
supply not yet transferred to private ow^nership. On privately owned
timberlands, however, the practice of wholesale wastefulness still
predominates.
Outside of makii]g land easily available in convenient UTiits, our
land policy has been characterized by an almost complete lack of any
positive attempt to give rational direction to land settlement. There
have been few safeguards against settlement on unsuitable lands.
Attempts at regulating size of holdings have been limited to measures
to restrict the amoimt of land initially acquired. Even these requirements have been essentially imrealistic in relation to the varied physical and economic conditions of different parts of the country. Moreover, virtually no effective means were adopted to prevent undue
concentration of ownership or uneconomic subdivision of holdings.
While our policy freely reflected the ideal of ownership, no restrictions
on disposition were introduced capable of preventing a high percentage
of tenancy and extensive absentee ownership.
The application, of the homestead policy to the Great Plains illustrates the unrealistic character of our land policy in its land-settlement
aspects. Provisions of the act were drawn up to fit conditions of the
moist Mississippi Valley, where 160 acres usually constituted an ample
unit for a family farm. Settlement rapidly crossed the 100th meridian and entered the arid sections of the western plains, where 160
acres constituted a highly inadequate unit of operation. Yet it was
not until 1904 that the Kinkaid Act permitted homesteads of 640 acres
in the Nebraska sand hills, and not for 5 years more was a 320-acre
homestead estabhshed for any large area. Moreover, these enlarged
homesteads, including the stock-raising homestead of 1916, proved to
be little more than a gesture in the right direction. No effective
provision was made to determine the true character of the land or to
59188°—-8«
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protect settlers in. the in vestment of their life's siiving's iind tlieir hopes.
Widespread fariri abandonment, heav}^ costs for relief and emero'cncy
loans, the need for a repurchase program to take back certain of these
lands into public ownership, and the devastation of millions of acres
through wind erosion are among' the heavy costs that tlie Nation, now
has to bear as a result of the unrealistic land policy that governed the
settlement of the Great Plains.
Several decades passed before criticisms of the obvious weaknesses
of American land-settlement ])olicy were recognized by Congress. As
early as 1875, for example. President Grant^urged that attention be
given to the need for diflerent homestead policies in the Plains region.
In 1878, Maj. J. W. Powell, in reporting to Congress on the Lands of
the Arid Kegion (300),^ pointed out the need of a special land policy
for the western plains, and proposed a pattern of land use, with
homesteads of 2,560 acres, which in many of its basic aspects is similar
to that being encouraged by governmental agencies today. The
unfortunate results of the homestead policy on the western plairis
became common knowledge, but no change in the policy was accomplished that met the criticisms or the realities of the sitnation..
The same resistance to change was evident in regard to the control
of grazing on the public domain. The Public Lands Commission in
1904 reported on the overgrazed condition of the range and other
undesirable consequences of the lack of any control over the use of the
public domain. No action was taken—owing in part no doubt to
the fact that politically powerful cattle interests believed the prevailing situation favorable to them. In 1916, when legislation governing
the public lands ^\'as again under discussion, little attention was paid
to the opinions of experts or to the experience of the United States
Forest Service, which had pj"oved the value of regulated grazing.
Instead of adopting a constructive land policy, the Nation contented
itself with the alternative of the 640-acre stock-raising homestead.
The general inadequacy of tliis policy has already been suggested.
Kecognition of the excessive waste of land resources during the
latter part of the nineteenth century, however, resulted in one important change in American huid policy. That was the development of
the conservation movement, which succeeded in. saving some of the
Nation's forest and mineral resources for careful exploitation in the
public interest. An act of Congress in 1891 authorized the reservation of forest lands in the public domain, and large acreages wei'e set
aside as natiojud forests under Presidents Harrison, Cleveland, and
Theodore lioose^'elt, while other areas were reserved for their mineral
resources. Later the program of conservation was expaiuled to permit
public purchase of small amounts of land for reforestation, wildlife
refuges, and recreation areas.
The measures promoted by tlie conservation movement were the
outstanding developments in American larui policy previous to 1933.
Perhaps the greatest contribution of the jnovement was its cultivation of an aroused public interest in the matter of laud resources, for in
this respect it paved the way for the broader understanding of land
problems that followed. The conservation movement, however, did
Jiot effectively answer or cope with the outstanding problems of agri3 Italic numbers in pareilLlie^en refer io LltenUinv (.'ileci. p. IJsi.
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cultural land use and tenure. The movement was concerned primarily with nonagricultural lands, whereas the most serious social aTid
economic problems arising from land use have come about as the
result of conditions of agricultural land occupancy and use. Moreover, the conservation movement concentrated upon the public ownership of land as the reniedy for waste and abuse. Private owners,
whether of forest or agricultural lands, remained largely unrestricted
in their exploitation and misuse of land resources.
During the first years of the administration of Franklin D. Roosevelt the basis of a new land policy for the United States was formulated. The obsolescent homestead policy was laid in its grave with
the passage of the Taylor Act, and systematic surveys were undertaken to determine the true nature and extent of the economic and
social problems which a century and a half of thoughtless exploitatioii
of land had left on the Nation's doorstep. The methods whereby
these problems are being attacked form the basis of other articles in this
Yearbook. Suffice it to point out here that the new land policy, like
the old, is based upon the force of circumstance and the influence of our
contemporary environment on our slowly changing ways of thinking.
The frontier nation had to destroy the wilderness to make way for
civilization; the mature nation of today must conserve its resources
and maintain a careful balance with nature in order to preserve tlie
vitality of its civilization. Contrasted with the eighteenth ccTitury's
need to break down the feudal restrictions upon land tenure is our
modern need to recognize anew the tremendous social responsibilities
inherent in the ownership of land, a.nd to develop democratic mechanisms to protect the permanent public interest in our land resources.
Less restricted in emphasis than the older conservation movement,
the new programs emphasize wise land use, which includes considerations of social and economic adjustment as well as the preservation of
natural resoin^ces. Likewise, land problems are being attacked on all
fronts—not only those which concern the conservation of forests,
minerals, and wildlife, but also the complex social and economic
aspects of agricultural land tenure aud use.
THE SYSTEM OF INHERITANCE^
The American colonists experimented with several systems of holding
and hdieriting land. Particularly common among the colonies, outside of New England, was the old Em^opean system of primogeniture
and entail, under which the eldest son inherited an inahenable right in
the real estate to the exclusion of all other children. Many of the
colonists had observed in the mother country how this system of inheritance established a leisure class composed of large proprietors who
looked to the soil for complete support. Such a landed aristocracy
being incompatible with the spirit of American democracy developing
at the time of the Revolution, the young democratic Nation soon
legally dispensed with many of the remnants of the feudal land systems, largely doing away with primogeniture and entail.
The colonists thus soon came to believe that the interests of a democracy could be served best if the laws of inheritance tended toward
«Ackrnowlcdiîmenl. is made to Marshall Harris and 11. A. TuriKT, of tho Bureau of Agricultural Econonncs, for assistance in preparing this section.
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equality in the shares of the various heirs. They assumed that it was
a prerogative of the State to control absohitely the manner in whicli
landed property descends in case of intestacy. Since that time the
several States have generally followed the same assumption and have
restricted in some measure also the power of bequest. Under this
philosophy the State can change the inheritance laws in any manner
that may be deemed advisable, and may even forbid inheritance, requiring that the property of the deceased escheat to the State. The
founding fathers, however^ recognized that the individual should be
permitted to pass his property on to his heirs largely as he sees fit.
The American system of inlieritance, therefore, permits the individual
to transfer his propert^^ as he pleases b3" a will subject only to certain
specified rights of a siu'viving spouse and various minor regulations,
except that the owner may not entail the estate beyond the life of a
living person or persons plus 21 years. . In the absence of a Avill, the
laws of the several States determine the manner in which the property
is to be divided.
Although inheritance statutes vary considerably from State to
State, they generally recognize the riglits of the spouse, lineal descendants, father and mother, brothers and sisters, and so on. As among
the heirs in each of these categories, the property, the iïicome therefrom, or the proceeds from the sale thereof, is usually distributed
equally. When some heir demands that the property be distributed,
the courts generally take the attitude that if it cannot be divided without materially impairing its value, it shall be sold as a unit and the
proceeds divided among the heirs. The statutes of the several States
regulating the inheritance of property left intestate have also had a
marked influence upon the manner in which property is transferred by
will. Wills, therefore, more or less generally provide for an equal
distribution of the property among the several heirs, even though this
is not legally necessary.
The inheritance laws have thus helped to prevent the development
of a landed aristocracy dependent upon the soil. This influence,
coupled with the predominance of other means of investment in an
industrial society, has served to prevent the ownership of land in the
United States from becoming a prerequisite for entrance into certain
social strata or into politics, as was long the case in many older
countries.
The absence of numerous large landed estates has had a beneficial
influence in the development of a well-balanced agriculture, particularly in the maintenance of the American ideal—the family-sized farm.
It has been argued that large estates can be cultivated more efficiently
than if they were divided into smaller ones. American experience
with large-scale operation has not confirmed this belief. The experience of England likewise does not afford conclusive evidence that
inheritance laws, which have in the past tended to perpetuate large
estates,^ make for sound economic and social conditions. Under such
circumstances the total agricultural production of England has been
significantly smaller than would have been possible if the large estates
w^ere divided into family-sized farms. Great Britain's experience
during the World War forced recognition of the need for a system of
silccont changes in English iniioritiinct* liiw.s and taxt\s aro making sonio adjusuuents in this^ situation.
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land tenure that would permit the Nation to boconie more nearly selfcontained in food supply. While tJie larger English estates have been
customarily subdivided into smaller units and leased to tenants, the
system contributed to the development of a large agricultural proletariat characterized by uncertainty of employjiient and low living
standards. France, however, has followed the other extreme. Her
inheritance laws have fostered excessive subdivision of real property
until many farms are far too small. France has been able, however,
to supply a significant proportion of her food requirements, although
frequently at the expense of a lower living standard for her agricultural
workers. The American inheritance laws have tended to establish a
medium between these two extremes. Neither the restricted aggregate production and potentially bad social conditions of the large
landed estates nor the inefficiency and insufficiency of the small
peasant holding are favored by our system of inheritance.
Our inheritance laws, however, have not been entirely free from
undesirable effects. Their imperfections are becoming more apparent
now that the days of homesteading and free land grants are definitely
ended and the transfer of property through some form of inheritance or gift plays an ever-increasing role in our national economy.
This is particularly significant since dining recent years about onefourth of the change in ownership of farms has occurred in connection
with some form of inheritance or gift.
The philosophy of distributing the property equally among the
several heirs, as laid down in the inheritance laws and as followed
in many wills, has resulted in subdivision into uneconomic-sized
units in some parts of the country. This is largely the result of specific provisions in walls, or to a high degree of economic isolation wliich
has made it necessary that the land be divided among the heirs,
farming being the only occupation open to the cliildren. This latter
tendency has been particularly prevalent in the southern Appalachian highlands. There the property has been divided and subdi\ided until the farms are entirely too small and the larid is used
for purposes to which it is not adapted. Somewhat analogous conditions have developed in other sections. In some of the coimties
of Utah and eastern Idaho the land has been subdivided among the
several heirs in such manner that there has developed in two generations a scattered small-field system somewhat comparable to that of
Europe in. the Middle Ages. This has come about largely as a
consequence of the desire to distribute good and poor land equally
among the heirs even though tlie holdings consist of six or eight
parcels each separated by a mile or more (22).
In all areas of the country where tlie American system of inheritance
has caused subdivision to proceed too far, land unsuited for ci-opping
has been brought into cultivation. Much of the land on the small
farms has been planted year after year to intei'tilled crops. Other
land unsuited for farming has been cropped for a few years and then
permitted to revert to woodland pasture. Pasture land has been
overgrazed. Forests have becTi. cut down and no system of reforestation has been followed. Much soil wastage through erosion, has occurred, and rural poverty due in large part to soil deterioration and
uneconomic-sized holdings lias 3'esulted.
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lu other areas of tlie country the philosophy of permitting the
individual to will the property largely as he sees fit has resulted in a
tendency in the opposite direction. It has nuide possible the development of some fairly large estates controlled generation after generation
by the same family. There is developing in connection witli these
estates an attitude of a landed aristocracy. This has resulted in two
antisocial influences: (1) The development of a landed leisure class,
and (2) the development of absentee ownership and farm tenancy.
The implications of the first evil are largely social. It has reacted
only indirectly upon the use of soil resources. Absentee ownership
of land and farm tenancy on these large estates have had a direct
adverse influence upon land-use and farm-nuxnagement practices.
The development of absentee ownership and farm tenancy has also
resulted from the manner in which average-sized estates are inherited.
If the widow has not been wiUed a life estate, she generally niherits
one or both of two things—a homestead or a dower. In any case she
usuafly maintains an interest in the estate during her lifetime.
Usually she rents the land, not being in a position to operate it herself. In case there is no widow, the children or the other heirs often
desire to hold the estate as a unit and rent it to one heir or to some
other tenant farmer. Even in case the heirs desire to sell the farm
and divide the proceeds therefrom, it is often a year or two before
the court procedure permits the completion of the transaction.
During this time the farm is usually operated by a tenant. Occasionally the heirs agree to a division of the property whereby one
heir will receive the farmstead and the adjoining laud, and will rent
from the remaining heirs their respective parcels.
If one of the heirs operates the farm, the tenancy system which
results may or may not be socially desirable. There are numerous
cases where the tenant heir who remains on the farm has been able
to develop a productive system of farming, to conserve the soil, and
to maintain an American standard of living. Instances of opposite
tendencies are also frequent.
A study of inheritance in three Iowa counties during a 10-year
X^eriod indicates that approximately one-third of the testators bequeathed life estates in their acreages. The recipients of these life
estates averaged 65 years of age. Since they often have little or no
interest in the property except as a means of income durnig their
lifetime, and since their average age is so advanced, the system of
tenanc}^ arising under such circumstance is often particularly bad.
If the tenant has an interest in the property, he is usually certain, that
there will be a significant change in his relationship to the property
upon the death of the holder of the life estate.
If one of the heirs desires to buy the farm rather than rent it, he
must quite frequently pay more for it than it would bring in the open
market, for the other heirs are likely to believe that the home hxnn
is the best farm in the community, and. that it should bring the highest
sale price. The consequences of heavy mortgaged indebtedness resulting from such circumstances in many cases have been, as serious
as the imsatisfactory leasing arrangements.
A more widespread consequence of our inheritance system is the
continuous flow of wealth from rural to urban areas. This is a. result

The Causes: Traditional Attitudes and Institutions ^

119

of the usually large net migration of farm youth to the cities. It
is not offset by the inheritaTice of urban wealth by rural heirs, for the
direct heirs are likely to have migrated with the parents to urban
areas; and even if they have not, are prone to leave the country when
sufficiently wealthy to mail]tain an urban standard of living. The
tendency for inheritance to transfer wealth from rural to urban ownership is much more Avidespread than is commonly believed. A study
in four townships in Whitman County, Wash., revealed that heirs
living in cities inherited 82 percent of the farm property passing by
inheritance during the period 1920-30 {474)- It may be exi^ected
that the flow of wealth from the country to the city will continue as
long as the line of migration leads to the cities and as long as the
heirs moving to the cities take with them rights to income produced
in the country, whether in the form of annual rentals or of mortgage
payments.
13etai]ed iTrformation regarding the ]iature and extent of the transfer
of agricultural pro])erty througli inheritance is exceedingly scarce.
Studies of the social and economic consequences of oin^ system of inheritance comprehensive enough to indicate dangerous tendencies
existing in the institution, of inheritance have not been made. This
line of investigation must be explored more in detail before adjustments can be made in the shortcomings outlined, and before other
maladjustments can be uncovered. The powerful influence of inherita.nce laws applical)le in rural areas on the general social welfare
should be more clearly recognized. As a nation we cannot with safety
long neglect serious consideration, of tlie economic and social significance of this subject.
LAND VALUES, LAND SPECULATION, AND
LAND SETTLEMENT ß
Extensive changes in the value of rural land, more or less associated
with speculation, have been a notable characteristic of American rural
life and have exerted a profound influence upon it. A highly speculative attitude toward land has been traditional in the United States.
America from its inception was a speculation. It was a speculation to Columbus. It was considered as a speculation i)y the kings of Spain, France, and
England, lliey looked upon it as a source of riches iji gold, silver, and pelts

Instances of speculation in land existed iu. ancient times. Land
speculation, however, does not flourish in a self-suflicing economy, or
wherever economic conditions are essentially static. It was not,
therefore, a prevalent ph(>nomenon during the Middle Ages. It is
predominantly an outgrowth of capitalism, and hi rm'al areas has been
most prevalent in the newly settled countries of the world where the
ownership and occupancy of land are less stable than in. coimtries
where they are dominated by custom. Adoption of allodial tenure ^
in fee simple early in the history of the United States fiu'ther,stimulated speculative buying and sellhig in the largest area of readily
salable land in the world. The settlement and development of this
ß AoknowlcdíínieTií. is made to John 3Î. Beimelt of the Bureau of Airrienlturtil Econoniics for assistance
in T)rcpnririii this section.
7 Tliat is, unrestricted ownersliii), free of renf-, or feudal obligation; tlie opposite of feudal tenure.
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body of land proceeded at a rate far in. excess of that which took
place on any equal area of the globe. It is no wonder, then, that land
speculation has played such a prominent part in the economic
development of the United States.
With an economic system characterized by ])rivate property in
land, free markets, and a high degree of freedom for inclividuíd enterprise, some speculation in land is inevitable, particularly when population is rapidly incrensing, new lands are being developed, and other
basic changes in economic conditions are takiiig place. Its social
advantages and disadvantages cannot be separated from the broader
questions of the advantages and disadvantages of private property in
land. In the United States, however, an excessive degree of land
speculation appears to have had certain unfavorable effects upon the
pattern of land prices, land settlement, land ownership and tenancy,
and land use.
Table 1.—Index oj value pey^ acre oj Missouri farm real estate, 1820-1930 ^
[lOI-J-M-IOOj
Year
1820
1821
1822
1823
182-1__
1825
1826
1827
1828
...
1829
18301831
1832
1833
1834
1835
1836-.
1837.
1838
1839. .. .... ...
Iv840
1841 .
1842
1843
1844
3845
184G
1847

rn(it'.\
3.7
5.9
4.8
9.4
3.4
4.2
4 5
3 8
5.1
3.9
4.0
5.8
0.3
G.8
8.4
G.O
10.3
8.9
8.«
9.5
13 3
9.0
8.9
7.8
7.3
10.0
G.2
G.8

Yv'dv
1848.
1849
1850
1851
._ ...
1852
.
1853
..-.
1854
J 855
1850 .
3857
1858. . . ....
1859
.
18C0 . ....
18G1
. . .
1862
. .
1803
.
1864
18G5. .
186G
1867 .... . _.
1868
1869. ..
1870 .... ...
1871 ..
1872
1873 .. ... .
1874
.... ...
1875.. ...

liKlc^
6.2
7.2
6. 6
7.8
9. 1
9.8
10.4
30 0
14.1
12.0
1.0.1
13.8
LI. 8
10. G
9.4
9.0
10. 5
13. 3
14.3
IG. 1
17.2
16.2
17,7
21.8
22.3
17.5
19.2
19.2

Vt'ar

i
:
'
,
¡
;

:
i
¡
1
;
i

1876
- . .
1877 ...
. ..
1878
1879
1880.
.1881. -.
1882
1883
1884.
1885 ..
. ..
1886
... ...
1887..
1888 ..
1889.
. . .
1890.
1893.1892
.....
1893 .
1894
1895
189G
1897..
1898. .. ..-.-1899
1900
3901
1902
1903. ... ... .

ITKíCX

20. 0
17. G
18.0
15.7
17.5
18.9
21.8
23. 3
27.4
30.8
25.4
30.8
32.7
34. 0
31.4
36. 2
36.2
37.2
41.2
35. 7
41.0
37.2
38.4
36. 7
41. 1
45. 3
49.2
50.6

Yo;ir
i 1904
i 190r. .
19Qfi.
1907.
1908. .
1909.
. ... ..
■ 1910
' i 3911
1 1912
i 1913. ..
■ i 1914.
■ i 1915
1916
1917
1918.
1919..
1920
1921
1922.
1923
1924
1925
1926
1927
1928
1929
1930

Iridr.ii:
GO. 5
60.1
67. G
6f). 2
71. G
86.4
87.2
98 0
95. 2
104.3
100.5
104.9
112.1
112. 6
129.8
145.9
1G4.0
145.5
325.7
120.4
114.7
112. 2
lO-S. 8
109.0
101.3
99. 2
90.8

1 Prepared by tlie Divi.^ioii of LaJi<i Economics froîii data collected imdor cooperative íigreemont between
Uie ['niversity of Mi.^souri and the Bureau of Agrleultural Economies.

The historic trend of land prices in the United States has been
upward. This has been due to a constantly increasing demand for
land occasioned by a rapidly growing population. Over a period of a
century, land prices ma^^ have increased several thousand percent
from the low levels that prevailed in the earlier years of occupancy.
This is illustrated in table 1, which shows the index of the value of
farm real estate in Missouri from 1820 to 1930. In a new country,
land prices may double or triple within a few years. This happened
in Missouri, for example, between the vears 1820 and 1823. In this
respect land differs from such commodities as cotton or wheat, pro-
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duction of which continues from year to 3^ear and for which there is
no definite prospect for long-time shifts in average prices, either
upward or downward.
The tendency of population growth to raise land vaines, to be sure,
may be offset for considerable periods by improvements in agricultural
technique or admission of imports from abroad, although neither
factor would affect the value of all land equally. Higher taxes on
land may also be a deterrent to increasing values.
It is doubtful if the tendency toward increase of land prices over a
long period of years, as distinct from increase over a short period, can
be attributed in any material degree to specidation. Apologists for
speculation are probably correct in arguing that in the long run there
are as many speculative sellers as speculative buyers, and that in the
long run their influences tend to neutralize one another.
One effect of speculation j)robab]y is to anticipate long-time increases
in land prices so that they are realized earlier than would be the case
if land buying were limited to actual settlers. This means that in
many instances professional land speculators acquire the gains that
might otherwise have been obtained by the settlers themselves.
Another tendency is for speculation to overestimate the amount of
increase justified by economic relationships, and in tlie inevitable
readjustment the prices of land may be carried unduly far in the other
direction.
In the United States population growth continued at a rapid rale
for more than a century. The popular opinion was^ that it would
continue unabated for many more years.^ This opinion had forced
prices of land to levels not justified by their current earning power in
the years just prior to the World War. The speculative overvaluation
of farm land, as it affected Iowa land prices, is indicated by table 2,
which shows the proportion of land values represented by capitalized
net rent, on land rented for cash. If net rental values may be taken
as a measure of the earning capacity of land, then the true value of
land should be equivalent to the net rent capitalized at the prevailing
rate of interest. When land is held at prices in excess of the capitalized
net rent, it may be said to be overvalued in relation to its current
earning power. As shown in table 2, farm land rented for cash in
Iowa began in 1902 to be valued in excess of the capitalized net rental
value. By 1913 the capitalized net rent represented only o4 percent
of the land value. These high land values were reached before any
effects of the World War upon prices of farm products had been felt
or even anticipated. They appear to have been justified solely by
the belief that continued growth in population would raise the earning
powder of the land at some futnre date.
Specidative overvaluation of land was greatly enhanced during the
World War. The proportion of land values represented by net rent
on Iowa farms i-ented for cash dropped to a low point of 44 percent in
1920. It rose gradual after that year, because land values fell
gradually, as they did in the country as a whole, until 1933, when the
average value of farm land in the United States was 27 percent below
the 1912-14 average. The drop in land values appears to have been
due largely to the financial difficulties that plagned farmers during
the post-war agricultural depression years, especially the severe depres-
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sion of the early 1930's. But the spreadmg realization that population growth in the United States is slowing clown and that, barring
wholesale lifting of immigration restrictions, it probably will cease
altogether within a few 3^ears. may liave been partly responsible.
Farm land values, at least in the North Central States, are still
relatively high in proportion to the earning power of the land (table
3); if one takes a percentage return of 5% percent as a standard.
Table 2.—Approximate net reyit per acre and proportion oj current value of
farm real estate rentedJor cash in Iowa, based on current rents, 1900-36 ^

Year

1900
1901
1902
1903
1904
1900
1900
1907
3908
1909
1910
1911
1912
1913
1914
191;-)
191«
1917
1918
1919
1920
1921
3922
1923

_

..

..
.-

192L.
1.925
192G
1927
392S
1929
1930
1931
1932..
3933
1934
1935
3930

.
_.-.

Taxes
Awrago
plus esti- Approxivalue por Ci-ross
mai od
aero of cash rout deprecia- niale nei
cash[>er
per acre tion and rent
rcntod
acre
repairs
land
I
per aert^
dollars
42
47
54
61
06
06
00
71
70
80
87
97
300
320
325
335
153
100
375
391
255
230
388
370
IfU
151
353
119
112

Dollars
3. 29
3. 30
3. 31
3. 39
3. 52
3.57
3. 05
3. 75
3. 88
4.07
4.22
4. 30
4.47
4. 00
4. 95
5. 34
5.47
5. 73
0. 38
7.37
8.39
10. 4S
7.42
7. 39
7, 38
7. 39

no

7! 79
7. 77
7.43
0.08
4.40
4. 99
5.21
5. 70

130
314
93
70
78
81
88

7. 0*1

Jjollars
0.42
.44
.4H
. i)r^

. 59

!oó

.04
. 00
.70
.79
.84
1.04
3.00
1.33
3.23
1. 35
3. 12
1. 04
2. 03
2.14
2.18
2.12
2.35
2.07
2, 10
2.15
2.15
2.22
2.20
1.97
1.71
1. 42
1.42
¿ 1. 45
^ I. 50

Dollars
2. 87
2. 80
2.82
2.84
2. 93
2. 99
3.08
3. 24
3.41
3. 52
3. 51
3. 03
3. 50
3. 89
4,01
4.24
4.38
4.90
5. 53
0.10
8. 34
5. 24
5. 27
5. 23
5. 32
5. 45
5. 54
5. 00
5. 57
5. 57
5. 40
4.37
3.04
3. 57
3. 70
4. 20

liiiUo of rout U)
value

Gros:-;

W't ron I

Percent

Percent
0.8
0. 1
5. 2
4! 7
1.4
4.5
4.7
4.4
4.3
4.3
4.0
3. 0
3.4
3.0
3.3
3.0
2.8
2. 7
2." 8
2.9
2.4
3. 5
2.8
3. 1
3.2
3.4
3.0
3.7
3. 9
4.0
4.3
4.8
4. 7
4.3
4.0
4.0
4.8

7.8
7.0
0. 1
5. 0
5. 3

5.4
,■1..)

5.1
5. 1

4.9
4.4
4.2
3.8
4.0
3.8
3.0
3.0
3. 0

3.8
3.2
4.4
4.0
'1. 1
4. 5

4.8
4.9
5. 2
5. 5
5. 0

0.0
(>. 5

0.5
0.4
0. 4

0.4
0. 5

ProporNet rent
tion of
eapital- value repi/ed at
resented
ü'-i per- bycapicent
' talizod
net rent
Dollars
52
52
51
52
53
54
50
59
02
04
04
00
05
71
73

Percent
124
111
94
85
80
82
85
80
78
78
74
CO
62
54
57
54

8f)
90
101
112
J52
95
90
95
97
99
301
102
101
301
99
79
55
05
08
70

51
53
44
Cl
51
50
58
03
Co
(58
72
72
78
87
85
79
83
84
80

m
m

1 AU data preliminary. Troui Stauber and Kegan {363, p. '¿0).
iä Taxes per acre arc estimated for 1935 and 1930.

Land speculation in many instances produces a scattered pattern of
settlement. Evidence of this tendejicy may be seen in the peripheries
of any city, where a solid residential development may extend to a certain street, break off abruptly, and begin several blocks farther on.
The vacant blocks in most instances of this kind are held by speculators at such high prices that both construction companies and individuals buying lots for their own use go farther out from the center of
the city, to areas where land is lower priced.
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Table 3.—Approximate capitalized net rent and proportion oj current value
ojjarm real estate rented for cash in selected States based on current rentSf
1921-36^
Net roTit capitalizod at approximate mort
gage-intcrost ratos 2

Proportion of value represented by cai)italizcd net rent

I
Ycnr

-öS

^2

1921..
1922..
]<J23_
1924

1925.
]92f)_
J927..

1928..
1929.
19301931.
1932..
1933.
1934.
1935 4
193f) 4

Bol.
80
59
ñl
52
50
50
52
52
52
51
49
45
34
38
39
43

Dol.
92
64
62
60
58
57
55
54
54
52
46
39
29
32
32
36

JDoL

23
18
18
17
15
16
15
16
16
15
13
11
9
11
10
10

Dol.
58
36
31
29
29
28
27
30
30
30
30
23
19
19
18
20

Dol.
7G
54
51
49
40
50
49
52
53
54
54
44
31
33
32
40

Dol.
64
42
39
37
38
37
37
37
39
38
34
27
22
25
25
27

Dol.
97
64
62
01
61
62
62
63
63
63
61
50
36
41
42
48

FcL
61
53
49
51
52
52
55
59
61
(54
70
76
69
76
75
77

Pd.
So
74
78
78
82
81
81
83
86
88
87
89
91
91
89
95

PcL
58
58
62
63
63
67
63
67
70
68
68
69
60
65
62
62

Pet.
64
52
55
54
57
59
68
70
71
81
79
79
79
78
85

Pet.
71
60
60
60
63
64
64
68
71
73
76
77
72
73
73
81

Pd.
71
67
65
64
67
65
65
65
68
70
71
73
67
74
74
76

Pd.
66
54
57
58
62
63
65
68
69
74
80
81
75
79
79

1 All data preliminary. From Stauber and llegan (383, p. 2i).
3 Approximate mortgage-interest rates used: Minnesota, (y}i; Missouri, 6; Xortli Dakota, 6U'; South
Dakota, 6; Nebraska, 5%; Kansas, 6i)erccnt.
3 Weighted average; iTicludes Iowa.
4 In obtaining approximate net rents, taxes i)er acre arc estimated for 1935 and 1936.

Contemporary documents indicate that land speculation in the early
years of the Nation's development produced sucli a scattered pattern of
rural settlement {163). The speculators frequently were on the
frontier only a short distance behind the trappers and considerably
ahead of the settlers. They bought vast contiguous tracts, as in the
case of the Ohio and Scioto companies, or acquired the most desirable
tracts in many localities. In either event they were likely to advance
their asking j^rices to points higher than the auction prices of remaining
public lands in the vicinity or farther west. The first actual settlers,
therefore, tended to go around the speculatively held lands and settle
on poorer lands in the locality or move farther into the western
country.
Eventually further settlement filled in the gaps caused by the speculators, for either the demand for land became so great as to permit the
speculators to realize ttieir asking prices, or they were forced by the
weight of their carrying charges to reduce prices. But as long as a
scattered pattern of settlement persisted, it added to the cost of public
services and prevented the full realization of the benefits of compact
community development. In some areas more recently settled, ih^
scattered pattern of settlement induced partly by land speculation still
persists.
The earliest land-disposal laws of the Federal Government,^ which
limited sales to minimum tracts far larger than a farmer could till with
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the primitive tools of those days, favored the coiiceutríition of línid
ownersliip into a few liaiids. These restrictions were soon removed
and it became possible for tlie actual settler to purchase land iu^ units
of family size. Nevertheless, sales of public land at auction, with no
limitation on the quantity sold to one person or company, continued
until 1891, almost 30 years after the Homestead Act was passed. The
Homestead Act itself, moreover, through fraudulent entries, was frequently used to assist large landowners in enlarging their holdings.
Furthermore, large grants, aggregating over 100,000,000 acres of public
land, were made to corporations to encourage the construction of
canals, wagon roads, and raihvays. These grants were also a vehicle of
extensive speculation, as were tlie boimty grants to veterans after tlie
provision for negotiability was introduced.
Most of the large purchases of public land were made for speculative
purposes. The concentration of lands in relatively few hands, which
resulted initially from these purchases, has been considerably dissipated by sales to actual settlers; however, many of these holdings still
remain partially intact.
During more recent times, specidation has tended to concentrate
land ownership in the hands of absentee owners in other ways than
the direct purchase of public lands from the Government or from
homesteaders. When, during boom times, speculation raises the
price of farm land far beyond the price justified by the earning power
of the land, many farmers are discouraged from bu3âng Ian cl; but
many others buy farms at these exorbitant prices, making substantial
down payments and giving mortgages for the unpaid balances.
Banks, mortgage companies, and insurance companies invest in the
mortgages. Following the collapse of such a boom, the buyers are
unable to meet their payments and their mortgages are foreclosed.
Title to the land passes into the hands of absentee owners—the creditor
agencies—and the former owners revert to the status of tenants. At
the beginning of a recovery period the credit agencies usually make
an effort to dispose of their farm holdings. Many of the buyers at
such a time are farmers, but it is at this stage of a period of economic
recovery that the urban investor, usually an individual business man,
is frequently found in the land market, purchasing farms for speculative purposes in competition with actual farmers.
When absentee landlords are seeking to profit primarily from speculative sales rather than from operating revenues from their farms,
they are likely to contribute to deterioration of their properties.
They are not interested in preserving soil fertility, for they hope to
sell before deterioration of improvements or soil progresses siifficientlj^ to affect the price of the land.
Farm owner-operators, as well as absentee landlords, frequently are
imbued with a specidative spirit. They are interested in their farms
as sources of quick speculative profits rather than as means of livelihood over a long period. Their attitude results in the same kind of
neglect of improvements and soil fertility as is foimd among the speculative absentee owners.
In short, land speculation has exerted an influence adverse to conservation and economic stability in rural areas. This influence is so
serious a detriment to rural welfare that measures should be adopted
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that will tend to lessen speculation in farm real estate and confine
fluctuations in its value at least to those justified by variations in net
returns attributable to the use of land and im pro vom en ts.
One means of curbing land speculation would be to levy a special
tax on income from land rents. Sucli a tax would tend to discourage
absentee ownership of land, either as an investment or while awaiting
a rise in values, and would encourage land ownership by farmer
operators. It would probably also operate to shift investment activity from ownership of farm land to lending on mortgages and would
tend to encourage the operation of absentee-ow^ned farms by managers
or hired labor. The latter eventuality would offer a fairly easy way
of avoiding the tax but would be less feasible for the short-time speculator than for persons buying land with intent to hold it for considerable periods. A second application of the taxing power to this
problem would be a levy upon the increase in the value of land between
the time of purchase and the time of sale. This is discussed in a later
article dealing with taxation (p. 163).
Aside from the use of the taxing power, however, governments could
do much to discourage land speculation through land-settlement and
credit policies designed to develop a system of land tenure based on
continuous, secure, family income rather than on the hope of speculative gain (429),
PUBLIC AIDS AS A CAUSE OF LAND MISUSE
Pubhc aids to individuals and to rural communities frequently cause
or perpetuate the misuse of land. Some of these public aids are of
local origin, but most of them arise from outside of the areas where the
hiTid is being misused. Local governments are relying more and more
on sources of revenue other than their local general property^ taxes to
support their public services, their institutions, and their relief of the
poor. These nonproperty-tax revenues are collected and disbursed
largely by the States and the Federal Government. Concurrently the
credit requirements of rural communities are being supplied more and
more by public credit agencies, sometimes State but princij^ally
Federal.
The needs for such outside aids are especially great in the areas
in which attempts are being made to farm large acreages of land
poorly suited to agricultural use. The contributions of State and
Federal funds to the people in such areas frequently far exceed
the contributions to State and Federal revenues which originate in
the areas. Outside aids take the form of State subventions to local
governments for roads and schools, Federal aid for highways, Federnl
emergency feed and seed, crop, and drought loans, Agricultural
Adjustment Administration rentals and benefits, and Federal relief
allotments.
Such outside aids sometimes reach startling proportions. As has
been noted elsew^here in this Yearbook,® the total of Federal funds going
into certain drought areas in the Great Plains during a recent 3-year
period was more than $200 per capita. In the cut-over sections of
northern Michigan, as far back as 1916, 31 counties received more
from the State school fund than they contributed in State taxes (375),
8 Sec The Great Plains and Other Dry-Land Fanning Regions, p. 68.
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Manjr of these aids are justified. Taxation of incomes and property
to provide revenues for a variety of public services and for relief,
benefit payments, etc., operates to level oft\ to some extent, maldistribution of wealth. Outside contributions to the provision of such
services in certain geographic areas usually indicate a concentration of
people in these areas who are in such economic straits as to need
more services than they can provide locally from their own resources.
Merely to withdraw outside contributions without doing anything to
alter the conditions that make them necessary would only create
suffering and destitution and perpetuate ignorance from lack of
schooling.
There are, furthermore, other legitimate reasons for outside public
payments to many rural areas. State and Federal aids to rural highways can be justified on the basis of the extensive use of these facilities
by people, both urban and rural, from outside the communities in
which the aids are used. Some outside aids for rural schools are justified in most cases on account of the trend of net migration from rural
to urban areas, which provides the cities, towns, and villages with
large numbers of young adults, most of whom have received a commonschool education in the country and many of whom are high-school
graduates. The supplementary report of the Land Planning Committee
to the National Resources Board (454)estimates that the contribution
which the farmino* people of the Nation made to urban areas through
the net farm-to-city migration of 6,300,000 persons during the period
1920-30 amounted to $14,000,000,000.^ Again, since the real burden
of taxation in many instances does not fall upon those who actually
pay the taxes, there is likely to be a great deal of indirect taxation
upon the people in the rural areas which does not show in statistics of
actual tax payments. Such indirect taxes would oflfset to some dégrevé
the State aids and subventions to the people in these areas. Similarly,
indirect Federal taxes offset to some extent such Federal aids as relief
or crop loans.
The problem, therefore, is not simply one of withdrawing outside
public contributions to the poor-land areas. It is true that programs
for correcting misuse of land and maladjustments between land resources and population in these areas should reduce the need for such
contributions. These programs are likely to require several years for
completion, however, and in the interim the continuance of some outside aids to the areas will be necessary. The problem then becomes
one of so administering the aids as not to perpetuate or create anew
the misuses of land which have brought about the economically and
socially undesirable conditions. As now administered, some of these
aids do tend to do this.
A number of the more common public aids to land-use problem
areas and the ways in which they tend to prevent desirable changes in
land use and occupancy are discussed in the following paragraphs.

Relief
The most common form of poor relief is direct relief (the dole) from
Federal, State, or private sources. Federal direct relief has been
extended since 1933 by tlie Federal Emergency Relief Administration
^ This figure assumes a cost of $2,000 to $2,500 for rearing and educating a child to the age of 15.
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and the Works Progress^ Administration. These agencies and the
Civil Works Administration also have made grants for work-relief
projects.
Direct and work rehef has been partly a phenomenon of the depression, constituting a part of the cost of rnaintaijiing an economic system that has been subject to periodic break-downs. It has been
especially heavy, however, in some of the land-use problem areas.
As records of the number of families receiving unemployment relief became
available on a nation-wide scale in 1933, it was evident that most of the areas
with exceptioTially high relief rates were rural regions in which the majority of
the people lived in the open country^ or villages and towns of fewer than 5,000
inhabitants. Study of county relief rates for several consecutive months revealed
well-defined rural areas in which n^any counties reported 20 to 30 percent of their
families receivnig relief . . . Further'study made it possible to outline six homogeneous areas for special study. They were the Appalachian-Ozark, the Lake
States Cut-Over, the Short-Grass Spring Wheat, the Short-Grass Winter Wheat,
the Western Cotton and the Eastern Cotton areas ('27).

There was no practicable way of avoiding high relief payments in
these areas during the recent emergency, when a severe economic depression was superimposed upon the basic maladjustments between
their human and their material resources. On the other hand, long
continuance of such relief payments will not only obscure the necessity for fundamental readjustments, but eventually cause the people
on relief to be apathetic or opposed to any program of readjustment
which would take them off the relief rolls and endeavor to restore their
independence. The relief program already appears to have had this
effect in some localities. A recent survey of an infertile cut-over area
in Louisiana (370) revealed that of 92 relief families living in the open
country, containing an able-bodied male member between the ages of
15 and 50, and receiving the major portion of their subsistence from
agriculture, only 37 families, or 40 percent, were willing to move from
the area, even if they were to be assisted in disposing of their present
holdings and in acquiring better farm lands or greater opportunities
for work in some other locaUty.
Emergency Credit
Another type of outside aid to land-use problem areas, closely bordering on straight relief in some instances, is the emergency credit
extended largely by the Federal Government, the need for which arises
from the hazards of farming in areas wiiere the risks are high and heavy
losses are sustained. This credit takes the form of drought-relief loans,
crop loans, seed and feed loans, rural rehabilitation loans, etc. The
total of such loans since 1918 has exceeded $300,000,000.
In certain sections, especially in the South, the emergency loans
apparently are used to a considerable extent merely to supplement
inadequate local credit facilities, and the rate of repayment is fairly
high, but the bulk of the loans goes to areas chronically subject to
drought or flood and in many instances constitutes a virtual gift.
These loans, as well as direct relief, may be justified as emerge]icy
measures, either to tide farmers over an unusual drought, flood, or
hurricane, or to give temporary aid to farmers who eventually should
be relocated on land where farming is subject to smaller risks. But
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to continue such *'emergency'' loans year after year merely delays the
adjustments in land use and occupancy whicii must come eventuall^^
in the high-risk areas.
Agricultural Adjustment Administration Benefits
Rental and benefit payments under the Agricultural Adjustment
Act, although not intended as poor relief, frequently have served as a
substitute for relief, especially in the drought areas. On account of
the importance of wheat in the Great Plains drought counties, the
farmers there were entitled to relatively large benefits under the
Agricultural Adjustment Act. The total of such benefits in. 105 southwestern counties from the beginning of the program in 1933 to June
1937 w^as almost $111,000,000'. These benefits constituted the major
portion of the farm income of many farmers in the drought-stricken
counties during the 4 years. Without them, disbursements for direct
and work relief in these counties would have been greatly augmented.
Good soil management in the more arid sections of the (îreat
Plains appears to necessitate a considerable rediiction of the wheat
acreage and the substitution of permanent cover to prevent wind erosion. Under the original Agricultural Adjustment Act, farmers
receiving benefit payments for curtailing wheat acreage were still
required to plant a specified minimum acreage to that crop. In
instances where the benefit payments constituted the chief source of
income for the farmers and provided their only means of financing the
planting of a new crop, it may be questioned whether the acreage
reduction brought about by the payments was as great as might have
occurred if the farmers had been left to their own resources.
Under the Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act, there is
more leeway in adjusting crop acreages to suit natural conditions
than under the Agricultural Adjustment Act, and some compensation
can be obtained b}^ a farmer for planting soil-conserving crops, such as
perennial grasses.
State Aids and Subventions
People in poor-land areas often recjuire substantial aids and subventions from the State government in order to maintain minimum
standards for roads and schools—aids greatly exceeding the revenue
derived by the State from such areas in the form of property taxes,
gasoline taxes, and other excise taxes.
As indicated before, such aids may be justified by the indirect contributions which the people in these areas make to urban communities.
But their administration, coupled with laws reqinring local governments to furnish roads and schools to all families within their political
boundaries, regardless of tiie places where they may choose to locate,
prevents desirable adjustments in land occupancy and use, and even
gives rise to additional maladjustments. For example, in some States
it is possible for a settler to locate his family on cut-over land 8 or 10
miles from a town or a school, and then demand that a road be built
to his home and that his children be furnished transportation to the
nearest school. If the State grants aid in the maintenance of township roads, he may be able to do the repair work required to maintain
the road which serves only his farm and be paid $40 a mile per year for

The Causes: Traditional Attitudes and Institutions ^

129

his labor. He may also secure a contract for transporting his own
children to school.. Many isolated settlers in the cut-over regions are
able to maintain a foothold on poor farm land by siudi practices.
Sometimes they have been encouraged by colonization agencies to
settle in isolated spots, in order that the resulting provision of additional roads and schools might make the agency's surrounding lands
more salable. The result is the creation of a scattered, semi-impoverished community, maintaining even its inadequate public services
at high per-capita costs, paid largely from State funds contributed
by the people of other sections.
EUROPEAN VIEWS ON LAND TENURE
European Agricultural Land-Tenure Laws
Sixty or seventy years ago the farm-tenure polic}^ of many European
countries was very similar to that of the United States. Today this is
no longer true.^^
The European land reforms that were carried through under tlie
influence of the individualist-liberal movement during the latter part
of the eighteenth century and the first six decades of the nineteenth
century first centered in England, France, Prussia, and Denmark.
They were directed toward the liberation of the peasants, the creation
of free private property in land, the reorganization of farms and
farming practices, the abolition of patrimordal jurisdiction and police
power, and the granting of political rights to the peasants. From the
leading countries these reforms spread over several other territories,
finally covering a large portion of Europe. Simultaneously, also
under the influence of the individualist-liberal movement, many
important reforms were taking place in other fields.
The major principles of economic liberalism as set forth by the
classical economists, notably Adam Smith and Kicardo, and the
leaders of the French Revolution are well known. Individual selfinterest was considered to be the driving force in economic life and at
the same time the main source of national wealth. Free competition
was expected to be able to check extreme individualism. In addition, there w^as a firm belief that the interests of the public would
generally coincide with the acquisitive motives of the individual.
Like the famous Declaration of Independence issued by the North
American colonies in 1776, the Declaration of the Rights of Man and
Citizenry issued by the leaders of the French Revolution in 1789 included freedom in the disposal of property as one of the inalienable
rights of the individual. This idea was restated in the subsequerît
French Constitution and expressed in various other Evn^opeun constitutions of that period. It appeared in the new civil codes of
several European countries, in court decisions, and in other statements.
Absolute property rights imply that even the state is barred from
interfering with the will of the owner. But the lawmakers did not
really intend to create that kind of freedom. They decided to preserve the right of the state to regulate private property in the interest
10Only one form of tenure is dealt with here, that of ownership in land, and so far as Eurü])ean farnitenurelaws are concerned, discussion is confined to those of England, Scotland, ireland, Gonnany, i-Yanco,
Austria, Switzerland, and the Scandinavian countries.
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of public welfare. ^ Restrictions were added to the high-sounding
statements concerning the rights of private property. The French
Civil Code of 1804—the so-called Code Napoleon—öfter saying that
^'property is the right to enjoy or dispose of objects in the most
absolute manner/' added '^provided that it is not used in a way
prohibited by laws and regulations.'' The German Civil Code of 1896,
hi stating that ^^the owner of an object is entitled to use and dispose
of it at his discretion and to exclude others from any control over it,"
qualified this principle by adding 'Svithin the limits set by law or the
rights of third parties." These qualifications, however, were considered to be of secondary importance. The principal emphasis was on
the idea of unrestricted property rights.
What happened in the field of private property in general also occurred in the field of landed property. Here likewise the idea of
unrestrained freedom was applied. Accordhigly the French Rural
Code of 1791 and many subsequent laws and decrees of France and
other European countries dealing with land declared the owners of
such property to be free of restrictions. Under the influence of these
new laws, landed property took on the character of a commodity and
became highly mobile, that is, it became freely and quickly usable as
collateral in financial transactions.
In England, many of the personal obligations and restrictions on
land that existed under feudal tenure were dropped or became mere
formalities. Land became freely alienable and subject to debt. The
title of fee simple became a form of land tenure under wdiich a landholder could use his land practically at his discretion. Very few
restrictions were retained. One of these restrictions, a mere formality,
was that the land w^as still '^held of the King."
In many sections of the German territory the institution of superior
and subordinate ownership was abolished. Henceforth there was to
be only full ownership. Such ownership was granted first to the
peasants living on Crowm land and later to the operators of farms
held in superior ownership by the noblemen and the church. Most
of the servitudes and other charges were dissolved. At the same time,
a decided stand was taken against any further charges on land of a
perpetual cluiracter. Here, as in England, the result was a type of
private ownership that permitted a high degree of freedom of disposal. There w^ere no restrictions of rank, occupation, or residence
on land ownership. The land was to be freely salable and divisible
and the owner was to enjoy full freedom in burdening it witli debts.
In addition, many of the former restrictions on inheritance were
abolished. In Prussia, this development reached its final stage with
the land legislation passed in 1850.
This unrestricted type of landed ownership brought many important improvements. (1) It set free forces of industry and thrift that
have contributed in numerous instances to agricultural progress and
to the growth of national wealth; (2) it created in many landholders
a strong feeling of responsibility and thereby fostered good management; (3) it made possible many useful shifts in. landed property by
increasing the divisibility and salability of the land; and (4) it enabled
many holders to obtain capital quickly and to carr3^ out useful improvements.
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But against these benefits, a list of serious shortcomings nuist bo
set down: (1) Unrestricted tenure gave many landholders an independence and responsibility that they were incapable of using wisely,
and allowed others to misuse their independence. (2) The use of
land as a commodity has led to a great deal of speculation and has
caused rapid shifts of landed property from one owner to another.
At the same time the free play of the forces of supply and demand
has not created or maintained a suitable price structure for land.
(3) Free divisibility and the loosening of the laws regarding inheritance have frequently caused excessive subdivision and dismemberment. (4) Elimination of restrictions on mortgaging has been
followed by an enormous debt on agricultural land. In numerous
cases the landholder has lost practically all of his equity, lie owns
his holding only nominally and works practically as a wage earner
for his creditor. (5) The former attachment of the landholder for
his land has disappeared in many instances, and tlie holding is no
longer regarded as a permanent home for tlie family of the operator.
The movement toward individualism reached its peak in Europe
by the middle of the nineteenth century." Thereafter several counter
movements of a social or coUectivist type set in. Tliese likewise
reacted strongly on property concepts in general and on land tenure^
in some instances causing changes not less profound than those
caused by the adoption of the principle of laissez faire. In Germany,
where these countermovements became ver}^ strong, the reaction on
land tenure has gone further than in any other country discussed in
this article.
The idea that the owner of land may deal witli his property as lie
pleases has been pushed more and more into the background, aTul
there has been increasing emphasis on the social function of landed
property. New restrictions have been enacted, some of them as
early as 1880-1900; more of them since 1914.
Sometimes these restrictions have affected only specific groups of
agricultural holdings, sometimes the eTitire agricultural land structure. In the case of new agricultural units created witli state assist■ance, the imposition of many important restrictions on tenure has
become quite general, and the restrictions placed on these holdings
in the countries here considered have been verv similar in character
(201).
Outstanding in the new restrictive legislation deaUng with, particular
groups of agricultural holdings is the German Hereditary Holdings
Act of J933. This act applies to the German peasant holdings.
It imposes numerous limitations but at the same time establishes
'important privileges for the peasant class. In order to qualify as a
peasant, the operator must be (1) of German blood, (2) a German
citizen, (3) an*honorable person, and (4) capable of managing his
holding in an orderly way.
Requirements as to the ability of the owner to manage the holding
in a satisfactory way have been included in all recent land-settlement
laws of England, Scotland, Ireland, Germany, the Scandinavian
countries, and many other nations. Frequently there has also been
inserted the requirement that the holder shall reside at the holding and
manage his farm personally. In addition, in numerous instances, the
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legislatures have provided that land for new holdings is not to be
diverted to other uses without the permission of public authorities.
Present German tenure legislation goes even further than this.
Every owner of land under cultivation or land suitable for agricultural
purposes is bound to make orderly and efficient use of it. If negligence
and misuse are observed, the state is entitled to appoint a trustee, or
to compel the owner to rent his land to some one who is able to farm it
satisfactorily, or to correct the situation in some other way.
When in 1889 the Danish Government launched a new program of
land settlement it included in its imderlying legislation the following
interesting provisions:
Property must not be .subdivided or combined witli other land or consolidated
unless such action is approved by the Secretary of Agriculture. The Secretary
will approve only if the landholder's application has been recommended by the
Parish Council. Subdivision can only be approved if general economic conditions
and the general settlement plan of the municipality or similar circumstances make
it desirable to use the land in question otherwise than originally granted, wholly or
in part. Consent may be given to join the plot to other land if circumstances
make it seem advisable to comply with the wish of the holder concerned to extend
the scope of his W'ork. However, the holding thus formed must not exceed the
maximum size mentioned and the whole plot is then to be considered and registered
as coming under the rules of the present law. Permission to exchange a plot or
part of a plot for another plot may be graîited if, by such consolidation, a more
appropriate holding will be establi^shed. If a plot is to be exchanged for aiiother
plot and the obligations are to be transferred in conformity with this law^ assurajice
must be given that the plot to which the liabilities are transferred is just as good
and serves the same purposes as the plot upon which the obligations rested before.
The conditions upon which combinatioJi and cojisolidation of the debts to the
Treasury may be settled in connection wnth su Indivision, are to be fixed by the
Secretary of Agricultia'e upon recommendatio]i from the Coimty Committee.

Later Danish land settlement acts contain similar pi-ovisions. In
addition, attention may be called to two more recent Danish enactments dealing with land tenure in general. Those are the laws Nos.
106 and 108, adopted on April 3, 1925. Law No, 106 provides that
all agricultural holdings comprising an area of at least 1 hectare (2.471
acres) and having a.n assessed land value of at least 1,000 crowns are
to be maintained as individual holdings. Law No. 108 provides that
parcels of land shall not be detached from existing agricultural holdings '
without the consent of the Secretary of Agriculture and regulates the
enlargement and amalgamation of small holdings.
The German Homestead Act of 1920 establishes the following
restrictions:
The homestead shall not be subdivided or sold in part without the consent of
the land settlement ag;ency. State agencies administering the creation of homesteads (under State homestead acts) may rule that the enlargement, partitioning,
the selling and the placement of financial burdens on tlic Inmiestead as "well as the
selhng of parts of the homestead shall be subject to the approval of a public agency.

Selling of the entire holding is allowed under this act. However, if
the settler sells voluntarily or is compelled to give up his holding under
the pressure of foreclosure, the land settlement agency has the right of
preemption. The same act provides that—
foreclosure of a homestead because of personal financial obligations shall not be
allowed. If the homesteader was in debt when he acquired the homestead, foreclosure may be initiated by entry of a mortgage within one year after the date of
acquisition. Should the debt not be terminated within five years after the entry
of this mortgage, forced sale nmy bo requested.
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Under the German Hereditary Ploldings Act of 1933, no foreclosure
proceeding is allowed. Forced sale of agricultural products produced
on the holdings is allowed only under certain reservations. The
certiñcate authorizing a forced sale must be submitted to the local
peasant leader 1 month in advance, and agricultural products that are
appurtenances of the holding or are needed for the subsistence of the
holder or his family are excluded.
Under the same act selling of peasant land is forbidden. The sale of
any farm land, except small parcels below the minimum size set by the
law, became subject to public approval through legislation passed in
1918, and further restrictions have been enacted since.
In addition, important restrictions have been imposed on the
inheritance of agricultural holdings. Under the German Hereditary
Holdings Act of 1933 the rule that there shall be only one heir and
that the property shall not be divided (the so-called anerbenrecht)
has become applicable to all the German holdings qualif^dng as
hereditary holdings (erbhoefe). This rule finds its counterpart in
certain Scandinavian, Austrian, and Swiss regulations. Moreover,
it should be noted that a provision prohibiting tíie division of holdings
has also been included in modern English land-settlement legislation.
The German Homestead Act of 1920 provides that the burdening of
homesteads with debt charges shall be subject to the approval of the
agency establishing the homesteads. It also provides that a limit may
be entered in the land register as to the financial burden that may be
placed on a given piece of land. Holdings falling under the German
Hereditary Holdings Act of 1933 are not subject to debt charges.
In the past, the greater density of population and certain political
and economic factors made the need for efficient and intensive land
use more urgent in certain European countries than in the United
States. These countries had to act quickly when they saw that
imres trie ted ownership w^as accompanied by serious shortcomings. In
many instances inefficient use or abuse of agricultural land, objectionable diversion of such land to nonagricultural purposes, and undesirable subdivision or enlargement, overburdening with debt, and
speculation have been prevented.
Property Rights and Forest Land Management in Europe
A German landowner, asked how he could justify an outlay of
about $100 an acre for reforesting stripped coal land, replied that he
considered it his duty to leave the property to his successors in at
least as good condition as when he took it over. Whether or not the
expenditure would earn compound interest or show a profit did not
enter into his calculations. This epitomizes the prevailing attitude
of enlightened forest owners in much of central and northern Europe.
There are, of course, good reasons for this attitude. The pattern of
land use in central Europe had become fairly well crystallized by the
end of the Middle Ages. To be sure, it has continued to be subject
to adjustments, and minor shifts between crops and forests are constantly taking place. In a general way, however, everybody recognizes the fact that forest land will continue to find its best use in
forestry and that most of the agricultural land should remain in
cultivation.
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Racial differences and political boinularies in Europe have tended
in recent centuries to impede the free niovenient from one region to
another that has characterized the evolution of land occupation, in
the United States. Even if such movement were possible, most of
central and western Europe has long been fully occupied. For
centuries there has been no land over the liorizon to be had for the
taking. If the farmer exhausts the fertihty of the soil or if the forest
owner cuts on' the timber he cannot expect to move on to a new nrca
and repeat the process. He must make the best of the land he has,
or else seek a new source of liveliliood. As a result, the individual
proprietor feels attached to a particular piece of land, which may
have belonged to his family for hundreds of years.
Owing to the crowded populations and relatively limited land resources, it is imperative that all of the land be used continuously in
the ways that will be most productive. National policy cannot
permit avoidable waste in land use. This is particularly true under
present-day tendencies to seek national self-sufficiency.^ Misuse of
the land and destruction or diminution of soil productivity not only
are contrary to the best interests of its proprietors but also harm the
community. Land is not regarded as a mere object of speculation or
a commodity to be exploited at the whim of the current proprietor.
Instead, it is held to be an integral part of the permanent national
economy—a part of the heritage of the race. The proprietor is
regarded as a trustee for the future generations that must live on and
farm the land.
This theory of ownership finds its clearest expression in laws of
entail, which require that landed properties in entailed estates be kept
intact and be passed on to specified heirs. _ Although post-war legislation in Germany provided for the abolition of such estates, it was
soon fomid desirable to provide, for forest properties, substitute forms
of tenure that embodied practically the same requirements.
Such restrictions are particularly necessajy with forest land, because
misuse of forests is frequently much more difficult to correct, and the
correction takes much longer than is ordinarily the case with crop or
pasture land. For forest land to yield a continuous income, a growhig
stock of timber must be nuiintained at all times. If the proprietor
cuts off or seriously reduces the growing stock he can seldom replace
it during his lifetime.
Sustained-yield forestry in Europe is regarded as an. enterprise in
itself rather than a mere adjunct to a maiuvfacturing industry sucli
as a sawmill or a pulp mill. It is much less common for sawmill and
pulp-mill concerns to own timberland than in the United States, or
for timberland owners to operate sawmills or other wood-conversion
plants. Where a forest owner does operate such a plant, it is usually
subordinate to the main enterprise, which is forest-land management,
and consequently is commensurate with the sustained-yield capacity
of the forest. There are some large industrial forest properties in.
northern Europe that have been well managed for many years, and
considerable areas of farm woodland were acquired by nonresident
owners and industrial corporations in Noi'way, Sweden., and Finland
during the latter part of the nineteenth century. For the last 30 years
or so the policy in all three countries has been to restrict further
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acquisition of forest land by such owners. Recent legislation in
Germany also makes it practically imi)ossible to alienate woodland
belonging to farms.
There were relatively few small individual forest properties before
the sixteenth century, but large nimibers of such holdings originated
after the French Revolution, through partition of forests previously
held in common, and througíi allotment of woodland to the peasants
and villagers to take the place of use rights which tliey formerly held
in the public forests and in forests belonging to the large landowners.
Taken as a whole, these small forests, mostly farm woodlands, are
the worst managed of any forests in central Europe. They are so
small and scattered that systematic management by the individual
owners is impossible. Being, in most cases, only a minor part of the
farm enterprise, they are generally'' handled to meet the innnediatc
needs of the farm for fuel wood, pasture, bedding, and other minor
products rather than the long-time needs of the community as a whole.
Much of the farm woodland has been overcut and overgrazed, and the
soil has been impoverished by repeated removal of the organic litter.
A form of forest ovv^nership that is almost if not quite iniknown in the
United States is the so-called corporation forest, held in common by
a group of owners. Ownership usually runs with the ownership of
farmsteads or village homesteads and can be transferred only with
the other property. These forests, although classed as communal
forests, are quite distinct from those belonging to political communes,
which are analogous to town and city forests as knowji in the United
States. This form of ow^iiership is more favorable for good forest
management than the individual ownership of small tracts. The
combined area is usuall}^ large enough to be handled on a sustainedyield basis, and to permit the full-time or part-time employment of
a trained forester. Moreover, the management of such forests is
usually subject to the supervision of State forest authorities.
Although most forest owners with tracts large enougli for sustainedyield management are disposed to handle them conservatively, there
are some who would not do so if it were not required by law. Nearly
all European countries have gone further than the United States in
legislation designed to insure decent management of privately owned
forest land. The scope of public control varies widely.
The simplest form, and that interfering the least with private ownership, is control over changes in land use. Such legislation usually
requires only that a proprietor notify and obtain the consent of a
designated public agency before clearing forest land; such consent
may be withheld where removal of the forest is held contrary to the
public interest. In a few places (Bavaria 1921, Hesse 1923) similar
consent must be obtained before afforesting agricultural land.
A common form of interference with private forest management,
which has been adopted by most European countries, is designed to
prevent practices likely to result in damage to the persons or propert}^
of others. This applies especial^ to forests that serve to protect
the soil against erosion, regulate stream flow and run-off, protect
against wind and other climatic influences, promote the national
defense, or preserve the beauty of the landscape. Some countries
go further than this and seek to insure a continuous suppty of timber,
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either by specifically requiring siistaiiied-yicld inaiiagciiient, or by
requiring owners to employ trained foi'esteis and conform to approved
management plans. No attempt is made to dictate wbat kinds of
timber shall be grown or what silvicultura! methods shall be employed.
The present trend in most European countries appears to be toward
a larger degree of public control over forest-land use. This is being
brought about not only through legislation affecting the practices of
private owners, but also through the gradual extension of public
forest ownership in nearly every country.

