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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

A. THE PFROBLEM

Only when farmers are secure in their possession of a farm are
they free to make the long-term investments that are economically and
socially desirable not only from the standpoint of the individual
farmer but also of the natione

Soil conservation and soil i.mprcvemsrri: practices are examples.
Liming, dralining, terracing, seeding of grass waterways and legumes
are long=term investments that can be economically justified by the
farmer only when he has seocure possession of the land and its income

for a long period of timee

| Houses, barns and fences frequently need remodeling, repair or
replacement. But because such improvements do not pay for themselves
over a short period of time, only the farmer with secure possession of
the farm can justify the investment of his time and money in malding
the improvements. A new roof, a water system, and even an adequate
electric system are often delayed for many years because the tenant or
owner is not secure in his possession of the farme

Finally, farmers often fail to develop adequately their herds
and flocks that would be economically justifiable because their secur=-
ity of possession is not great enough to warrant needed changes in

buildings and cropping practices on the farme



Hence lack of security of possession lﬁits the farmer?'s
opportunity or freedom to combine land, labor, and operating
capital in those proportions that will give the greatest net
returns over a long period of timee As a result the farm resources
may be inefficiently used, and the farm family may be forced to
live at a lower staln&a.rd of living than would be possible if greater

gsecurity of possession and freedom of operation could be hade

For an excellent report that stresses the need for security
of possession in "occupancy" see Family Farm Policy, Ackerman and
Harris editors; University of Chicago Press, Chicago, 19,7 Chapter
XVI by E. B. Hill and camittee p. ;09 and passime

largely because of the greater security of possession and
freedam of operation provided, most farmers prefer the risks involved
in an attempt to acquire and maintain farm owmership in preference to
the insecurity of possession and lack of freedom of operation that
characterizes farm te:;ancy in the United Statese From an economic
standpoint the tenant farmer, under the tenancy conditions that
prevail in the United States at present, is notorious for his lack of
security of possession and freedom of operations

In the Spring of 1935 over one=third of the tenant
farmers in the United States were in their first year
of occupancy on the farm they were operatinge About
one-eighth of the tenants were starting their second
year of occupancye Almost one half had occupied the
farm they were operating for 1 year or less, By
contrast only approximately one=tenth of the owner=-
operators had been occupants for so short a periode
The proportion of owner=farmers who had occupied their
farms for more than 15 years was approximately six
times larger than that of tenants; a little over two=
fifths of the owners had occupied their farms for 15
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years or longeri while only one-fourteenth of the tenants had
occupied their farms for so long a period of timee The high
degree of tenant mobility is not confined to any particular
state or region, though it is more serious in the South and
West than it is in the North and Easte

Ferm Tenancy, Report of the President!s Committee, 1937, U.S.
Government Frinting Office, Washington, pe 50

In 1940 full owners as an average had occupied their farms for
seventeen years while tenants had occupied their presemt farms for

only six yearse

Mex lle Therp, rarm Tenure Situation, Family Farm Policy,
Ackermen dnd Harris, editors, University of Chicago Press, Chicago,
1947, p. 63

Under existing tenancy conditions, at least, tenancy does not
appear to be well adapted to hilly sections and poor soils where

dairy, general, and self-sufficing farming is practiced.

Ibid. p. 62

Dairy and general farming requires greater security of possession
and freedom of operation than is at present available ;o tenantse
Dairy herds require special improvements that must be paid for over
a long period of years. Erosing control, fertility maintenance, and
legume hey and pasture crops are usuaily required on rolling general
crop farmse Since a number of years are requiredﬁﬁo secure the bene-
fits of these‘practices and crops, such farming is not adapted to in=-
secure tenancye.

Even when tenants have remained far as long as twenty years

or more on the same fearm, the tenant may remain in possession year

after year without knowing when he will be required to move. Under
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such circumstances the tenant canmot aiford to maize loni=-tcrm
improvenenss on tihe farm because he c2a never be certain that ne
vill receive the benefit of his e:mense and lzbor.

There are, of course, other reasons wiyy farmers desire farm
ovmership. Yarm ownership is wealth and farmers, like neerly
evervone else, are interested in accumulating wealth in order to
increase their income, thneir social nrestige, and their old aze
security.

From the socizl viewooint farm owners may take better care
of the land, maintain a better standard oi livin;, and, because
or their greater wealth and stebilitv, sunport rural institutions --
the church, the school, ~nd the local government -- in a much
more satisfactory manner than do tenants. Yarners viho beczuce of
their lack of security connot improve their f rmus, can scarcely
Justily imoroving a comuniby whi:re the returns arc often even more
renote.

The crgument is soretiqaes advanced that tenants co not need
the security of possession necessary to perait them to enjoy the
benefits ot lonz-term imrrovements because the making of such im-
»rovenents on the farm is the responsibility of the owner of the
2nd and not thizt of the tenant. while this arzament has much logic
and trutn in it, there cre at lcast three reasons wny landlords
caanot be depended upon to make these imnrovemenw s,

In the first place the gre-t bilk of the landiords in this

country cre retired farners or their widows vho are larcely
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dependent uvon the annual rent for their income during tiheir old

L

age and retirement. Under such circuitstances it is not surprising

g
that sich landlords are reluctznt to make lons-term invest ents

in the farm, Their needs are often too :reast and their life
expectancy tno short to encoirarse then o snend their small income
in naking imnrovements that mszr larszely benefit their heirs or the
tenant.

Arain the lack of ¥nmrled:e of modern farming practices and
needs, md the conserviatism ol retired fammers and widows are potent
factors affecting che meking ov improvements on tenant opersted
{=ras, Finally, the iact that tne tenant farmer is free to move at
the erd of anv year leaving behind imnrovements nob needed or
wanted by the next tenant undoutedlr causes menv lzndlorcs to make
improvenenits with relactance and misrtivings.

On the other h3nd, imrrovements made br the tenant ars nmore
likely to be conservative and suited to his needs and he sees them
than are improvencnts made by the landlord. If the tenant has
secarits of possession and can make imnroverncnts freely he has muach
more freedom oi actiosn than wonld usually be the case if improvements
were only made by the landlord.

Ovmership of farms in fee simple, at its best, thea, provides
bobil security of possession and freedom oI overation tazt is needed
and desired by the farmers and the nation. Yet, ualort.nately,
sich ovmersihip is often extremely dirticult to obbtain and maintain.,

To enter a conbract for the title of 2 f-ra reguires as a rule an
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advance payment of at lesst 25 percent of its value. oince an
econonic fara anit moy cosbt an vhere fromn ten to forty tnousand
dol.ars or more this "down payvaent" may be cuite large. uite oiten
the farmer does not acciire title to the land until all the nay-
mente have been made. Until he has zccouired title he may be dis-
possessed on as little as thirty davs notice for faiiuie to mezt
Iils onliz=tions as listed in the con-ract.

If the farmer can pay 35 percent or more o) the ourchase
nrice he mav secure titlz a2t once by Zivin: a note secured by a
mortzage for the balance due on the fara., Under such circumstances
the faraer lhas greater sccarity of possession since severel months
are usually rguired to foreclose and tne former may also benelit
from mortgage moratoriun levislation darins periods of economic
deprescsion.

Beczause farmers have difficully in saviil. enoush money to
make the dovm payment on an cfficient tarm unit they tend to buy
smalier, less productive fcrms at hicher vrices per acre. The
purchase ot an inade~uate farm lociated on poor land ajgraveates the
difficulty of naying for t:e fara. Because oi the relatively
smaller net income from such farms,pavments are more difficult to

make and therefore possession is more insecure.

T. We bchiultz, Capital FA:tloning, Unvertainty and Farm
Tenure Reiornm, Jonrnal of Political Economics, ©%9:323-l, 1910

J. Ackerman and L. J. torton, yochors Affecting the
Success of Fara Loans, Illinois BulletIn Lo, 1540. p. LT0-0
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Therefore, even t -ou:h the frramer has naie the necessary dovn nayment
on the farm as recuired by a land comtracht or a mort. cre s.1lz, he
nay still be insecare in his possecsion, of the farm until the
renaining payments of intercst and ~rincinsl have beca met. The
meeting of these naynents are oi L en sach a drain o the famers!
szavin s th:t he canhot malke the long-term invsstments in soils,
buildings, cross, and livestock that he knows snould ve made for
crectest efiiciency over a long ceriod or tine,

fhe 1=nd tenure croblem of farmers, then, is their;‘ecurity
of possession ~nd their lack of freedom of operation on enouyn
productive land for efficient and economical production over a long
ceriod of years. tuch insecuarity of nosseusion is found, not only
emon:; tenants, but aiso among nmany ovmers vio have bzen forced by
the size oI the dovm payment to by small inefficient farms located
on unproductive land.

B. Tiagd FURPOoL U ThEIs LIUDY

Three ideas 1or the solution of the farmer's problem of
insecurity and lack oi freedom up>n the land they operate have been
aavanced in the United ctates.

The first o1 thesc ideas is that increasing the farmers!?
nurchasing powcr, cniefly by cheaper and more abundant credit and
perhaps land price controls, will enzble a hizh percentage or
raraers to attain the securit. of possession and Ireedom ol operation
nrovided by Zee simple ownership.

The second idea is that tenzncv legisl tion such as ith2t in
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#ngland is a more oractical means of providing farmers with security

IS

of possession and reasonabie freedom of overation on the faras they
OCCUDY »

e tiird ideaz is tne thesis or hynothesis of &this study.
This idea 1is that father-son succesdon on f{arms orovides a more
practical m-zns of achieving greater security and freedom on the
land than is gencrally recognized, beinz superior under present
conditions in the Unitsd states to proposed tenancy lezislation
2nd verhovs, in the long ran, more desirable than cheap and abundant
credit and related proposals to increase or maintain the farmer's

S

2bility to nay for tara ownsrship.

The chief purnose o: thils study then, is to test the validity
of the idez o. fathur-son succession on lfarms byc owarin; it with
the credit idea and the tenancy idea to solve the ferrner's problem,

A second purrose is to outline the {at:cr-son transier asrrangesents

that appear t2 be most urzctical under present conditions in the

)

nited ot .tes.

v

C. Tib FROCUuUJAs Uonb I THIS STUDY
The investigation oi the coaparative advan.aces ol credit,
tenancy reform, and father-son succession on {»rms as aezns of
giving the farme:sol the United States greater security ol posses-—
sion and freedon or overaztion in such a large undertzking that it
is obviously impossible for even a larze staff of research workers
to gather much original data on the subject, nor would such a pro-

cedure be desirable. .ven if the collection oif oriiinal data by



several viorkers were possible such a procedure wvould be open to
serious question at many points. For exasple, mach oi tne history
of man‘s‘constant struzgsle to acguire sufficient rishss in or control

over tie surface or the earth to meet his v=ryiig economic and
social needs would be irretrievably lost because time vould have
been decstroyed or distorted the ev.dence. The exmerience of foreign
countrics with varioas arransenents to transfer farm proscrty viould
be gained 1if at all, only =t grect eipense and difiiculty.

To limit the studv to ori:zinal dala would ba to eliminate

the services of many past and contem~orary workers in the field some

of v hom have made briliiant contributions to the solution of this

problem. hile the collection o: additional information is both

Vo
1]

desirable and necessary in bthe study of some aspects of this

oroblemns, waiting until all possible aata are col.ected before

attemntin, tentative comparisons can scarcely be justitied., FProbably

no other method will more quickliy reveal the inadecuazcy or existing
data than an atiemnt to use it to tect an idea for the solution of
a problem. Hence, an attemrt a2t comparison will be useful in
revealing the voints at which additional daba are needed and should,
therelore, ve valuable in cirecting; further study.

Finally, the usefulness oi the aata devends uvon its
vai1idity rather than upon vhen or brwnom it vos cathered. Prinecy
of sources docs not guaranse: the validity of data for all dota was
primary in the beginning. The unigueness o1 this study denends

upon the ordering, analyzing, compering, and evaluating of ecteblished
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. L2

facts in new relationshins rather thsn in collechin: »rizinal aata
concernin: tne nroblem,

For these reasons the data ascd in this staily has been.
aatnered larsely from secondary sources. OUr, more speciiically, the
cata nas been larzely s ecured from the literszture found in the
libraries. In =ddition to library sources, nowev.r, iree use has

bee made ol the unmublished data collected inicr tne dircction of
e 3. Hi1l by Huscell L. Berry and Sidney Eonderson on a joint
research -~roject entitled "Inheritance and tiie Trinsier of Farms
from one Gencration to the Hevwgit, of the ldchiian Ajriculbaral
wvrerinent Stotion ~nd fhe Darezun of Avricultorel esnncics of hhe
Ue 8. Denartment of Avvieultnre, hile mort of the deta collec*od
dirine tne stadr vins orf~oinnl ield dote considereble attention hiad
als»m bemn -iven to library sources. All the c2%2 col ected n=s

been fuliy utilized vhenever it a-sseared to e relevanh bo the

thoeses helineg tested,



CHAPTER II

HISTORICAL DEVELOPLINT OF INHARITAINCE

The purpose of this chapter is to outline briefly sowme of the
ancient and contemporary systems of inheritance by law and by will
in order that a clearer understarding can be hed of the nature of
these arrangements and their relations to the transfer of farm
property from father to son under modern farming conditions. Under
"Inheritance Customs and Laws" group ownership and succession,
gavelkind inheritence, primogeniture, ultimogeniture and ecualitarien
inheritance are considered.

Under "inheritaznce by will"™ the early origin, characteristics,

The term "inheritunce™ in strict legal usage refers to property
accuired by the law of descent as distinct from that acquired by will
or other means. However since the word is generally used and uncer-
stood to include any provnerty acquired as a result of the death of
znother person it is used in this sense herse.

end limitations of wills are considered and their efiect unon the
inheritance laws are noted.
A, INHERITAMCE CUSTOLS aidD Laws

Since laws have their eurly beginnings in the custonary pruac-
tices of families, tribes, and villages, the term "Inheritunce by
Law™ is only a convenient tern for all trnose social arrangements
concerning the transfer of landed pronerty thet have cowe to be
generally accented and known. The custom of the Anglo-Saxon village
of early England was just as much the law of those times as are many

of the written statutory laws of today.

Since inheritance imnlies that vproverty is received from some
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nerson upon that person's death it is both interesting and instruc-
tive to consider the situation that existed when individual owner-
ship of land was unusual or unknown.

1. Group Ownershio, Transfer, and Succession

Since earliest times man has desired the rights in land neces-
sary to permit him to make a satisfactory living. In simple, undevel-
opved soci¥ries where food and clothing are collected from the land or
from the sea the needed rights are generally held by the family, tribe,

clan, or village. Lxamples of such land holding are found in many

N. 8. B. Gras, a4 History of Agriculture, revised, Crofts, New
York, 1940, p. 253-4.

varts of the world where hunting, fishing, grazing, or simple hoe
culture is practiced. In the more highly develoned countries, a
review of their historical develoument usually revecls the presence

of family, tribe, or village ownership at an ezrlier period. Campbell,
in discussing the land tenure of India, has said:

We are too apt to forzet that proverty in lend, a2s a trans-
ferable mercantile commodity absolutely owned and passing
from hand to hand like any chattel, is not an ancient insti-
tution, but a modern development, reached only in a few very
advanced countries. In the grester part of the world the
right of cultivating particuler portions of the earth is
rather a privilege than a property; a privilege first of a
whole people, then of a varticular tribe or a particular
village community, and finally, of particular individuals of
the community. In this last stage the land is vartitioned
off to these individuals as a matter of convenience, but not
in unconditional property; it long remains subject to certain
conditions and to revisionary interests of the community,
which prevent its uncontrolled alienation and attach to it
certain common rights and common burdens,

George Camnbell, Land Tenure in India, Systems of Land Tenure
in Various Countries, Cobden Club, Probyn, editor, London, (188l),
D. 215,
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In early times villace ownership apnarently existed in

Greece, Rome, Gersiany, snd other countries.

Gras, op. cit., p. ?53.

Family ownership still persists in India and in southeastern
Europe. In southeastern Zurove the patriarchal family is still to
be found where each individual torn into the faaily has an equal

right to the undivided land.

M. Sering, The Helations of Land Tenure to the Social and
Economic Develonment of Agriculture, Proceedings of the Fourth Inter-
national Conference of Agricultural Econoxists, 1936, Oxford Univer-
sity Press, London, 1937, p. 84.

In England the comnon or Lamma lands, so-called because they
were thrown open to public grezing on oSt. Lamuna's Day, are believed
to be survivals along with the village commons of the ancient anglo-

Saxon villages in which the land was held as community vroperty.

F, Pollock, The Land Laws, revised, kacwillan Co.ipany, London,
1887, vp. 36-42,

In the United States the General iallotuwent sct of 1887 helped
to breck un the tribel ownership of the Indians and permitted the
division, inheritance and alienation of land to individueals. This
system proved highly unsuited to the Indiuan's manner of life. Their
lands shrunk from 187 million acres in 1837 to 52 million in 1935
end the interests of the heirs of the original ovmer have become
badly fras ented. In 1934 the iikccler-Howard sct was vnassed in an

attennt to restore tribal owmership znd enlcrge the reservations.

Re T. m&ly end G. S. welirwein, Lend isconomics, ikacaillan Cou-
rany, New York, 1940, po. 98-99.

anparently family or comrmunity ownership has cdvantages when

the tyre of agriculture is simple and the economy is highly unsnecizlized.
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Under such conditions &ll who live raust have access to the land to
carry -n their collectioncl, ~reozing, huntins, fishingz, ¢nd hoe
culture. With tlic nrossitle excention of hoe culure 211 of these
activities would be crertly hindered if ecch individual owned in fee
simzle a cefinite share of the lund wmerized off by special toundaries
or fences,

Even when hoe culture is practiced in & simnle econowy where
no buildings or fences are needed on the lLind and floods or fallow
were denended upon to maintain or restore the fertility of the soil
individuzl ovnership would provide few if any advantages and would
create some nroblens,

A possible advantage is that an individual ovner might be rnore
inclined to control the vweeds on his plot since he knows that if he
does not the weeds will be thicker in the next crops. However, the
small size of the hoe plots would mske special control of veeds of
little benefit unless they were also controlled on neighbtoring plots.
Wind and water borne seeds would often nullify the efforts of the fee
simple owner even as it often does todey with much larger farms.

Under individual ownership as it exists today neighboring
plots might not be worked at all but left fallow as wcs done every

three or four years in the o0ld English farming village.

Pollock, Op. Cit., D. 57,

Yet because some few pnlots vere growing crops it viould be
imnossible to graze such fullow lund with livestock. The vproblem
of protecting the crons from wild anincls and thieves might be made
more difficult. Cooveration in the work would be more difficult to

secure.
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Perhavs the chief advantage of family or community ownership
over individual ownership was the ease with which the former could
be adjusted to changes in the population. In case of the death by
war, disease, or old age of severai members of the groun the redis-
tribution of the land was easily made. Likewise vihen the membership
of the group increased the yearly re-allocation of the land gave
added workers an opnortunity to wmake a living.

Comaunity ownershin would have still greater advantazes when
hunting, fishing, @nd grazing were the chief occupations. Under such
circumstances individual ownership would be highly impractical and
would require the building of extensive fences, the location of addi-
tional water suprlies (usually an impossibility) and the maintenance
of widely scattered homes vhere wild beasts, thieves, nd robbers
ebounded. That individuel ownershin of small tracts is uneconomical
in semi-arid grazing areas is demonstrated in the United Stztes by

the trend in the Northwest towards collective tenure.

G. H. Craig and C, . Loomer, Collective Tenure on Groczing
Land in lMontana, lontena bulletin 406, 1943.

In time, however, so:e of the z2llocctions of the villzsze lands
became fixed and assw:ed sone of the churacteristics of private pronerty.
The Roman historien, Tucitus, who descrited the Germen institutions
shortly after the time of Christ, makes clear that each fanily held
rermanent vossession of its honestead et that eurly time. This land

was knovn as heir-lsnd or land that npassed by descent or inheritance.

Pollock, opn. cit., ». ‘1.
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Since the land was held by the family rather than by an individual,
succession occurred much as it did on the common lands of the village.

Pollock states:

In o0ld times it could not be disvosed of by the holder,
but the custom gradually arose of alienating it by will,
and perhaps by purchase, within the limits of the family.
Freedom of alienation became greater &s the bonds of the
village community were loosened. The order of the steps
would be of this kind: First, no alienation, but only
inheritance; then alienation within the family, but with
the consent of vpossible heirs as well as the community;
lastly, the consent of the commnity would become mere
forms.

Pollock, op. cit., p. 21l. See 2lso, H. Cabot Lodge, The #nglo-
Saxon Land Law, bssays on the sanglo-Saxon Lew, Little, Erown and Com-
nany, Boston, 1876, pp. 74-80, 108,

Whether free alienation of heir land occurred before the

Norman Conquest is unknovm.

Pollock, op. cit., p. £l.

When, however, land was willed or given to & son by a father and
with the consent of the other members of the family,the son would seem
to have accuired greater rights than the other members snd in time may
have transferred the property without their consent.

The evidence availeble suzgests that because individual owner=-
ship was cuite generally lacking, the transfer of land from one indi-
viduel to another was uncommon and unnecessary. Land was plentiful,
agriculture was simnle, and :eallocation of cormon lands was sufficient
for‘the simnle social order. 4«n exception, of course, was book-lcnd
which could be devised or sold to strangers if the grant did not
prohibit such transfers. However, book-lend vizs not plentiful enough

to affect apnreciably the tillers of the soil. DBook-land is interest-
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ing in that it was the nearest aporoach to modern fee simple ownership
that existed in those early anglo-Sexon times.

2, Gavelkind Ownership and Transfer
Before nassing on to the developrment of individuel ownership
and transfer under the feud:zl system a moment's notice should be
taken of o0ld Kentish tenure known as Gavelkind. Under Gavelkind
tenure the son8 shared equally by inheritance in the land of the
father. Daughters did not inherit land, perhups, because they did
not bear 2arms or because'they were exnected to marry into other

families.

Pollock, oo, cit., pp. 58, 2l4-16.

This inheritance custom is very old in thet it is believed to
antedate dnglo-saxon times and continued in the county of Kent until
abolished by Parliament at the scme time Primogeniture was abtolished
in 1925.

It is interesting to note that Islamic inheritunce laws, which
are of comparative recent development, gives a double portion of the

land to sons and a single portion to the daughters.

V. Liversage, Land Tenure in tune Colonies, University Press,
Cembridge, England, 1945, »n. 130.

Hebrew law, on the other hend, gave & double portion to the
eldest son. This practice of giving the eldest son a double nortion
was adonted in some of the samerican colonies for a time but was
finally renlaced by equal inheritance on the part of the children.

Gavelkind inheritunce wes the prevailing rule of inheritance

in Zngland a century after the Norman Concuest of 1066 and wus still
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the chief rival of primogeniture as late as the thirteenth century.

Pollock, op. cit., p. 58, 2l4. See also, G. C. Brodrick,
The Law and Custom of Prirogeniture, Systems of Land Tenure, Cobden
Club, 1881, p. 97. '

Gradually, however, by some obscure process, primogeniture was extended

from the land held by military service to the comparatively free socage
lands. In 1285 the great land holdefs prevailed upon Parliament to -
permit thenm to entail (pass) their estates in perpetuity by enacting
the statute De Donis Conditionalibus. This act was so unpopular with

the common people that the judges and lawyers succeeded during the
next two centuries in circumventing the law and in limiting entails

to a life or lives in being and twenty-one years.
Pollock, op. Cit., pp. 60-70, 217-8.

This limilation has been adopted quite generally in the United States as
common or statutory law. Since voluntary entailed estates are similar
in effect to the law of primogeniture the opposition to entails may
indicate something of the conflict between the equal division of Gavel-
kind and the custom and law of primogeniture whereby the land passed to
the oldest son.
3. Feudal Ownership and Transfer

With the increase in population there was greater and greater
pressure upon the simple tribe or village economy. Roving bands of
people found it possible to overthrow the weakly organized communities

and exact tribute from the conmon people.

The prevailing need of the later Roman and early
medieval society was protection--protection against
the sudden attack of invaders or revolted peasants,
against the unwarranted demands of govermmental
officers, or even against the legal but too heavy
extractions of the government. The protection which
the government normally furnished, the weak freedman
and the small landowner could no longer obtain. He
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He must seck vrotection wherever he could get it.
These are the great social fucts--the failure of the
government to perform one of its most primary duties,
the necessity of finding so:ie substitute in orivate
life--extending tnrough the whole formutive veriod of
feudelism,.

Georgse burton acdans, Feudalisnm, ancyclonccdia britcinnica,
vol. 9, 1946, nn, 704-7,

Because of this pressure there grzduelly develored in xngland as
in Burope and nmmuch of asia the feuditl systex with its personzl end
territoriel denendence of en upon their lords. while this denendence

wis brou-ht to full flowver by the Foruan Concuest of wnzlsund in 1086,

it had its berinnings meny generations before,.

Pollock, ovn. cit., n. 51,

The early beginnings of feudclism are to be found in the gravi-
tation of grouns into the leaders and the led. Undoubtedly the earliest
lezders.were in many cases cescendients of the leuders who rirst brougzht
their bunds to éngland. In the lawless tizes of the pre-roudcl veriod
these descendunts were undoubtedly looked to es lewders or lords wund

finally es lundlords.

rollock, cn. c¢it., 0. WU-07, «¢nd rassia.

The feudel stcote wos one in vwiich, ws it has been
szid, »rivate law hed usurmed the place of public

law, Public duty had becors orivate obligation. Yo
understand the feudel state it is essential to realize
that all sorts of services which men ordinarily owe to
the nublic or to one another were translated into a
form of rent naid for the use of land, @nd defined and
enforced by a nrivate contract.

G. b. Adams, o». cit., ©o. Z06-7.




4, Primogeniture and Ultimogeniture
Zventually each commmnity becrne to sorie extent a semi-indenendent

monarchy which duvlicated as nearly as possible the royal court of the
king. This duplicution of kingly custom is avnnarent in the custom ¢nd
law of primozeniture. Kings end lords ulike desired to nreserve and
continue their vower and ovrerchin richts in the land. Yo divide tneir
kingdom or their manor zmong &1l their children wis an impossibility
for the sum of the narts vere not equal to the whole &rnd would soon
fall prey to a more powerful neighbor. <Therefore the custom arose of
nermmitting only the eldest son to succeed his father's titles, land,
duties rnd privileges. [0 doubt tue choice of the eldéest son =rovided,
£s & rule, ti~ wost meture ¢nd therefore the best cuwlified locder for
tie commmunity. That this systes Wwown o5 wricormiture (Jirct born)
had «dvantages not only for the lord butv for the comununity is well
stzted by Iaine:

Ine lord with Lis vics.ls, dwring tie ninth  anc tentlh

centuries mey be considered a patriarchal household...

and to such & confederacy succession bty rrimogeniture

was a source of strength and durability. So long as

the land was kent together on vhich the entire organiza-

tion rested, it was powerful ror defense and attack; to

divide the land was to divide the little society, &nd

voluntarily to invite agzression in an era of universal -

violence. we mey be perfectly certain that into the

preference for Primogeniture there entered no idea of

disinheriting the bulk of the children in favor of one.

bverybody would have suffered by the division of a fief.
Everybody was the gainer by its consolidetion.

Henry S, ﬁgane, sancient Law, revised, Henry Holt and Cowmnuny,
Mew York, 1888, p. 279.

Under the English feudal syvstem inheritance by the custom and

law of primogeniture was the only transfer arrangement vermitted
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emong the nobility. However, the equal division of the land among
the sons according to gavelkind tenure cpneared to be practiced to
a considerable degree for two centuries after the Concuest by the

lesser veovle of the comrmnity.

Pollock, 0D. cit., PP. 56-7, 65.

Gradually the custom of primogeniture becume the accented
inheritence law of snglend as has already been pointed out zbove.

In some arezs of pnpland the inheritance custom of ultimo-
geniture (last born) nrevailed. Under this system the land descended
to the younrest son ratker than the eldest as in nrimogeniture. In
Inclend, this was known as borough English or "credle holding."
Pollock suggests that "orobably the explanation (of borough f£nglish)
is thaet there was a time when each son of a family as he caue of age
was entitled to an allotment out of common land., Thus the sons in
turn varted off from the fumily &nd were vorovided for, and the home-
stead was left to the youngest. Such a state of things is actually

recorded in the old Welsh laws,

Pollock, op. cit., pp. 48-9,

Another reason why parents probebly preferred to leave the farm
to the youngest son might well be that they needed to keevp the farm
as long as possible for their own use. 4 father twenty years old when
his son was born would be only forty when his son reached his twentieth
birthdey. IEven with the shorter life snan of the earlier times this
would apoear to be a cogent reason for trensferring the farm to the

youngest son and helving the older son get started elsewhere.
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Primogeniture outlasted by several centuries the military
tenures which it was develoved to preserve. Not until 1925 was the
law of primogeniture, ultimogeniture and gavelkind inheritance
replaced in England by equal inheritance by all the children. How-
ever,'the law of primogeniture is seldom @&pnlied in modern times
because wills, entails and family settlements have been found to be
a more satisfactory means of achieving the same purpose--namely, of
keeping the land in the family by transferring it from father to son
or other close relative,

Primogeniture was introduced into the southern colonies &and
in New York, while the New Ingland and Fennsylvania colonies adopted

the Hebrew custom of giving the son a double portion.

B, L. Bogart, Lconomic History of American agriculturs,
Longmans, Green and Comnany, New York, 1923, p. 35,

Thomas Jefferson and other Revolutionary leuders were afraid
that these laws would meke the United States a land of large =states
inconsistant with the ideals of democracy and therefore succeeded in
getting the laws abolished. Jefferson in writing of his expnerience
in the Virginia legislature szys:

I vprovosed to abolish the law of primogeniture and to
make real estate descendable in parcenary to the next
of kin, as personal property is, by the statute of
distribution. lir. Pendleton wished to preserve the
right of primogeniture but seeing at once that he
could not prevail, he proposed we should adopt the
Hebrew principle and give a double portion to the
eldest son. I observed that if the eldest son could
eat twice as much, or do double work it misht be
naturael evidence of his right to a double portion;
but being on a par, in his powers and his wants with
his brothers and sisters, he should be on a par &also
in the partition of the patrimony; and such was the
decision of the other members.

F, W, Hirst, Life end Letters of Tho.as Jefferson, Macmillan
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Company, New York, 1926, p. 133. The same quotation may be found in
James Truslo #dams, Jeffersonian Principles, Little Brown and Comnany,
Boston, 1928, p. 16- 17.

The Ordinance of 1787 for the government of the Northwest
Territory snecificzlly states that the land was to be divided ecually

among the children vhen no will was made. when the states carved from

Government in the Northwest Territory (Ordinence of 1787),
Michigan Statutes snnotated, vol. 1, Callagan and Coxpeny, Chicago,
1936, See also, N. S. B, Gras, History of igriculture, Crofts, New
York, 1940, p. 262,

this territory prevared their inheritence laws equal division of real

and personal property emong the children was accepted and adovted for

all intestate !no will) cases. Liany western stotes used the inherit-
ance laws of ‘eastern states es their pattern. For examnle, Kichigan,

Wisconsin, and kiinnesota laws of descent are vatterned after those

of New York State.

In sharp contrast the principnle of sole inheritance was never
completely rejected in Germany and continues in some form up to the
present time. In 1933 the Hereditary Farms Law established the prin-
ciple of primogeniture, or ultimogeniture where that was the local

custom, on all farms between 18.5 and 309 acres in size. Farms of

A

A press release of the present military government of occuvied
Germany was issued about a yeer ago, stating that the Hereditary Farms
Law has been abolished along with the other Nazi laws which in soue
areas includes the principles of primogeniture or ultimogeniture. The
exact source of this release is not known.

this size meke up less than one-cuarter of the total number of farms
and slightly more than one-third of the agricultural land. On the
other hand, the law of nrimogeniture was removed from the large estates

in Germany in 1937. The apparent contradiction has a logical explana-
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tion in thet it was considered desirable to preserve the small farms

and to break uv the larger estates.

Walter Bauer, agricultural Credit in Ger.cny, U. 3. Farm Credit
Administration (bulletin CR-1), 1939, n. 4°.

5. Individual Ownership and Trensfer

In order to understand the develomment of equalitarian inherit-
ence it is necessary to know something of the economic, socicl, and
political condition of the vost-feudal period. Whereas the feudal
system was made necessary by the inability of the central zovernuents
to deal effectively with the pressure of population unon available
resources, the nost-feudal neriod was marked by a reversal of this
trend. This trend towards a stronger centralized governaent, made
nossible by the invention of gunpowder, the demonstrated effective=-
ness of trained national armies, and the developrment of trade and
money, gradually reduced the political power of the community lesders--

the lords and landlords--and increased the rights of the conmmon men.

Marc Bloch, Feudalisi--iurovean, Encyclopaedia of the Social
Sciences, 6: 209, Nacmillan Compeny, New York, 1937.

Unfortunately, however, the economic and social controlsof the
lords over the common peovnle were retained long after the needs for
such controls had largely disappeared., &8 a result of these changes
the lord and his femily came to be regarded, not as desirable and
necessary units of the government, but as economic =nd socizl parasites
preserved in their position and landed wealth by the inheritance law

of primogeniture and by the privilege of entailing their estates.

G, C, Brodrick, &nglish Land &nd un=lish Landlords, Cassell,
Petter, Galvin and Company, London, 1831, pr. £v6=70, 370, 412.
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Under such circumstances it is not surprising that there should be
considerable pressure to abolish rrimoseniture, to limit enteils, and
to substitute equalitarian inheritance laws as a means of achieving
greater economic democracy. Since land was the chief form of wealth,
equality of inheritance appeared to be a satisfactory method of dis-
tributing the wealth amongs the peonle.

Jefferson, in his travels in Zurone, end particularly in ¥rance,
became convinced that the system of great landlords with their polit-

ical power and prestige were incompatible with democracy. Therefore,

F. @, Hirst, Life and Letters of 'Thomas Jelferson, Macmillan
Company, New York, 1926, p. 14 and v&ssjin.

he bent his efforts to elimincte oprimogeniture, first in Virginia,
and then in the United States. The fact that primogeniture was
abolished is testimony that this principle was unpopuler. Further-
more, éhe substitution of ecual inheritznce for primogeniture is one
of a long series of examnles that could be cited to show that owner-
shin of land by many individuals is the product of povular demand on

a cemocratic system rather than the contrary as some have argued.,

See for exzmvle: L. C, Lisutti znd J. C. dowe, RHural Rouds to
Security, Bruce Publishing Comvany, ililwaukee, 1940, op. 75-6; H.
Hoffsomier, Progress of Tenure Grouvs, Journal of Farm fconomics,
23:209, February 1941; and O. E. Baker, Ralnh torsodi and ii. L. Wilson,

"Agriculture in Modern Life, Harver and brothers, New York, 1939, p. 5.

While the lew of primrogeniture wes considered unfair and
undemocratic wherever it was found, Brodrick admits tnat “The direct
effect of the Law of Primogeniture in keening together great estates
and aggrandizing the heuds of gre:t families, is probably not very

considerable.”

G. C. Brodrick, inglish Land and =nglish Landlords, Cessell,
Petter, Galvin and Comneny, London, 1831, nv. 96=99.
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The reason this wes true in Zngland was thet "The deuth of a
fee-gsimnle holder of land without meking a will is in modern times

{1e87] an exceptional case.”

F. Pollock, on. cit., p. 174.

After carefully coanering the French inheritance system of
equal civision of the legitim with the British system of nrimo-
geniture and free devise by will wedgwood concluded that the differ-

ences in the concentration of wezlth, such sas it is, cannot "be

ascribed entirely or even mainly to the different laws of inheritance."

J. Wedgwood, The Lconomics of Inheritance, revised, Penguin
Books Ltd., Harmondsvorth, zngzlend, 1943, p. 99.

He agrees with John Stewart 1Mill that inheritance systems do not
affect the size of farm holdings because even under the French Civil
Code alienation by will or contrect provides ample opportunity to
prevent uneconomic subdivision.

The argument of Brodrick that "it is certainly a significant
fact that no sooner was the Law of Primogeniture swevnt away in the
United States than equal nartability beccme the almuost universal
custom not withstanding that American landovners are by no means
destitute of family pride and enjoy very necrly the same liberty of
devising or settling their estates as an EBnglish proprietor,” is

orven to guestion. That the mere removal of the law of primogeniture

Brodrick, op. cit., p. 96-7.

from the statute books had eny considerable influence uron the economic
behavior of men in a lend where freedom of zlienation by will, or

contract to give or sell is permitted anrezrs to be wislkLful thinking.
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The oprortunity to sreculatc, the heavy forest growth thet covered
the land, the scarcity of tenants, the availakility of chean or free
lznd in the west, the lzck of profitatle markets for lumber ard agri-
cultural produce were unéouttedly economic factors that plered an
imnortant role in preventing the develo-ment of largse estates. Another
votent factor was that the democratic form of government yielded
readily to the vnressure of the frontier fermers for the free distri-

bution of the land to €ll vho would improve it.

Lk, &, Zdwcrds, american agriculture--the First 800 Years,
Farmers in a Chanring dorld, U. S. Yearbook of sagriculture, 1940,
pp. 196, 222-2%7; and P. J. Treat, The Nationzl Lond Systsm, 1786-18-20,
E., B, Tre=t end Comnany, New York, 1910, on. 44, 143, 16l.

That the substitution of ecual for sole inheritunce in the
United States seldon causcs the division of economic farm units in
comercial farming areas is well known. The heirs may hold in comron
for a long time or they may scll their interests to the heir who works
the farm. 4Apgain if neither of these nossibilities are rezlized, the
farm mey be sold to strangers. Only in the areas of rather vrimitive
acriculture does fregmentation or varcellation of inherited farms
occur to @ny &nnreciatle extent. In such subsistence faruin;; arecs
the size of the holdings cun be guite suell. 1In any cese the purcella-
tion is not likely to be carried to the noint vihere they zre too zmall
for mule @nd hoe culture or too siacll to onrovide the fwnily with the
food, shelter, and clothins necessary to sustain life. In areas of
cormercial farming division may occasionally occur but since the
tynical farm is already too smell for the most efficient farming the

tendency is to recombine the small units into larcer farms.

J. F. Timmons, Farm Ovmershiv in the United States, Journal of
Form Economics, 30:92-3, February 1948.
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Desnite the fact that farms are not likely to be divided
beyond the voints indicated above there is recson to believe that if
a high vercentaze of farm ovnership by furners is desired, consider-
able thougzht should be given to the zdontion of furm inheritance lawvs
similer to those of Switzerlend which permits one heir to tzke the

farm and buy out the interests of the other heirs. If the family

4, Eobson, agricultural Survey of Burove: Switzerland, U. S.
Devartment of Arriculture Techrical bulletin 101, 1929, »n. 13-~14,

cannot airee as to which son should have the farin then a son is
chosen by the courts. The son chosen rmust nay the other heirs their
shore of the velue of the furm ¢s deteruiined by its wroductive
capacity ratiner than the market rrice. MNorway lies a similer inherit-
ance system which gives the farmers a high decree of security. 4bout

90-95 percent of Norwegian farmers own the lund they onerate.

C. Thoiison, Norwegian Agricul ture, Foreiéﬁnzz}iculture, 4:80-1,
February 1940.

It is, of course, a fact that American farmers can prepare a
will that gives the furm to one heir providing that he agrees to mekse
certain svecified payments to the other heirs. Such & will has been

found in Iowa and another was discovered in Michigen.

H. Read, Keep Your Farm in the Family, Country Gentleion,
117:18 ff, August 1947; and H. L. Berry and 3idney Eenderson, Inherit-
ance and Transfer of Farm Proverty, Michigan agricultural Experiment
Station, Unnublished data, 1945-46,

However, what faermers csn do and what they are willing or eble
to do are by no means the scme thing. For example, written leuses
have been recomrended to farmers in this country for meny yesrs yet
the generzl adontion of written leases has been unsatisfactory. 4s

a result one group has urged that states incorporate a basic lease
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into their statutory law. Such a stutwory leuse would govern whenever

a written lease wus not prevnared.

association of Lanéd-Grent Colleges aud Universities, Postwar
Azricultural IPolicy, Michigen Azriculturel Mxveriment Station and
Extension Service, October 1944, v. 37,

Since considerably less than 20 percent of the veonle in the

United States make a will of any kind, difficulties exnerienced in

A, Robinson (wWills Are Funny lhinzs, lation's business 35:64
March 1947) stetes that only 10 percent of aicricans nrepare wilis.
R. R. Powell and C. Looker (Lecedent's istates, Illuminatcd from
Probate und Tax rRecords, Colwnbia Law Review 30:919-5%, 1920) found
that 10 - 15 of the peonle in two New York counties »renared wills
vhile nez>2ly 70 nercent made wills in two Pennsylvania counties,

securing a high percentage of written leases may also be exnected to
hold for securing a high vercentage of wills vwhich give the ferm to
one son providing he makes certain specified payments to the other
heirs for their interests.

There is at present a demand for "Procedures .... to facilitate
continuous ovmer-overction of ferms by succeeding generations of the
same family,.... to discourage the prectice subdividing farms into
units too small for economic«l operation, to permit purchase by the
farm operator at a fair income value and to give protection from

undue risks to the one who assumes ownership."

Association of Land-Grunt Colleges, etc., on. cit., 0. 3Z2.

Similar statements have been made and published by other

organizations.

North-Central Regional Comwnittee on Lund-lenure usesearch,
Imoroving Farm Tenure in the Midwest, Illinois Bulletin 502, 1944,
vo. 151-2;

Farm Tenure Imnrovenent in the United States, U. 3. Lenart-
ment of agriculture, Liimeograph, 1945, p. 81;
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K. H. Parsons.and 0, E, vwaples, Keeninz the ¥orm in the
Family, Wisconsin desearch Bulletin 157, 1945, vo. 10 - 20.

While it is not steted, this apnecrs to be tucit admission
that however desirable or effective equal division of land may have
been in an age of large landed estotes such equal division should
now give way to some form of sole inheritance that would be essen-
tially & modification of primogeniture or ultimogceniture. The
ad justments needed to prevent hardship could still be made by will

or by contract to give or sell farm property.

B. DIH<RITHMNm BY WILL

In addition to the inheritance customs and laws discussed .
above which are of very ancient origin, there gredually arose the
custom of vermitting individuals to change the order of descent of
pronerty held by them by a testament or & will, In early Rome such
testaments were oral promises made before no less than five witnesses
&s to the manner in which the nroperty was to descend. Unlike modern
wills such testements were bindinz, public obligations that, strangely

enouzh, were carried out before the death of the meker.

H. S, lKaine, Ancient Law, revised, Henry Holt and Company,
MNew York, 1838, on. 169, 190, 195 - 200,

This is in marked contrast to modern wills which are com-
paratively secret, always revokable during the life of the mzker,
and take effect only upon the maker's death.

Since customary inheritance according to family blood lines
is generally considered much older than testaments or wills, it is

interesting to inquire into the reasons why the latter were ever
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permitted to change the established order of descent and distribution.

Maine, ov. cit., p. 189.

One of the reasons for &llowing early Roman wills was to vermit the
head of the family to choose an heir when there was no one of blood

relationshin to succeed him under the customery inheritance laws,

Maine, on. cit., op. 185, 189,

Thus by choosing an unrelated heir and giving him the fumily vproverty
by means of a will, a new head of the family was chosen.

Another reason why the Romans cherished very highly the »nrivi-
leze of meking a will probebly wes that their laws of intestute
descent and distribution were imverfect in some resnects or were noorly

administered.

Maine, ovn. cit., np. 211-17.

The privilege of muking a will gave them an ovmortunit:” to meke
a fairer or moreeyuitable distribution of their property. Such wills
never seemed to be used to disinherit the femily. On the contrary
they apveared to have been necessary if the children of daughters or
other worien relatives were to share in the property as they were

excluded under the esrly inheritance laws of Rome.

Maine, on. cit., »p. Z14-6.

The later Buropecn develovment of inheritance laws limited
rather strictly the use of a will. The French Civil Code of 1809,
vhich still continues in force and hus beern widely =zdopted in Zurope,

permits the testator to devise or bequeath only one-half of his
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proverty if he has one child, one-third if he huas two children, one-
fourth if he has three children and so on. Such strictures on the

devising of property are quite general outside the Anglo-american

region of the law,

0. K. lciiurray, Laws of Succession, smncylconcedia of the
Social Sciences, 14:441, 1937.

In England the prectice of meking wills Was.Customary before
the Norman Conquest. Devises of book-land by will were nermitted;
and the devise of heir-lend within the fumily and with anprovel of

the other heirs was knovn.

Pollock, on. cit., vp. 21l.

Mchiurray stutes thet "wven before the Norman Conquest intestacy
was regarded as something accidental; the church encouraged the draw-

ing of a vill as & duty."

Mckurray, on. cit., p. 408,

However, the orivilege of making a will did not becowie a part
of the statutory law of fngland until 1540 when the Statute of ¥ills
was adopted. This law permitted the verson to devise £ll his land
held by socage tenure aﬁd two-thirds of that held by militery service

but aonlied only to lands held at the time of meking a will. This

E. T. Tiffany, rieal PFroverty, adbridred, Cellachan end Comreny,
Chicago, 1940, n. 732; Ldarrcy, on. cit., p. 438.

statute was strengthened in 1677 by the Statute of Frauds which reguired
that the will be sifned by the testator and by witnesses whenever land

was devised.

Mciiurray, on. cit., p. 438.
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A new Wills aAct in 1837 made wills apply to all the proverty
héld by the testator at his death and otherwisc strengthened the
laws and helvoed to prevent frauds.

In the American colonies the act of 1677 (Statute of Frauds)
furnished a model for legislation concerning wills. <The Statute of
Frauds still governs the making of wills in so@e states, although
most of themn have adonted with slight changes the knglish #ills act

of 1837.

Michkiurray, op. cit., np. 439-41.

C. SUlarY 4D COICIUSIUNS

Perhavs the most vpersistent idea to be guined from a review
of the literature concerning the historicul cevelopment of the inherit-
znce laws and wills is that the inheritance laws were successful only
when they were carefully drawn in the light of economic and social
conditions of the times. No greater mistake can be mece by the casual
observer than to conclude that because certain customs and laws no
longer avnpeer apnlicable that they were harsh laws that placed a heavy
burden on the comion peonrle without contributing anything of value to
theisociety in which they existed.

Tribal, clan, or village ownership apnears to play a useful and
desirable role in simnle or vnrimitive agriculture. Gavelkind inherit-
ance was no doubt suited to a period when new land was plentiful and
each man had more than he could effectively till. Borough knglish, or
ultimogeniture, was undoubtedly suited to a period when other lands

were readily available for the older sons, thus leaving the "home farm"
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to the youncer son. The system of primoreniture apneurs to hcve been
an imnortant social invention in the lawless Liidale Ages. and finally
equalitarian inheritance annears to be an exwression of the desire to
break up or prevent the formawtion of largé landed estates that gave
the lacndlords westth, rrestige, and political rower far beyond tha
justified in a highly centralized tut democratic stote.

Wills are essentially privete arrangements to tronsfer property
cncouraged in old zrgland by the church and elsevi.ere by the rigors

of statutory law.



CHAPTER III

A REVIFW OF THE LITERATURE

The purpose of this chapter is to show by a critical review
of the literature published in the English language, that (A) an
adequate comparative a.nglysis of credit, tenancy reform, and father—
son succession as a means of providing security of possession and
freedom of operation on farms has not here-to-fore been made; and (®)
an adequate comparative evaluation of the laws of descent, wills, and
sales arrangements as means of transferring farm property from father
to son has also not been made.

A, COMPARATIVE STUDIES OF CREDIT,
TENANCY REFORM, AND
FATHER-SON SUCCESSION ON FARMS

Very little research work has been done on the comparative
eveluation of the possible solutions to the farmer'!s land tenure
problem, However, the lack of research directed towards the solution
of specific problems of land tenure has not gone unnoticed. In a
survey of land tenure research in the United States only fifty-eight
studies were found by Wehrwein and Kelso to have been made prior to

1933 and these were mostly on farm tenancy.

J. Ackerman, Status end Appraisal of Research in Farm Tenancy,
Jo of Farm Economics, 23;277-81, Fed 1941

By 1940 an additional 102 studies had been made and fifty-three addi-
tional studies were under way at the various agricultural experiment

stations. Apparently no study had been made of father-son transfer
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arrangements prior to 1540 and only thres were reported as under way
at that time,

By combining the three classifications of Ackerman as given
above, it appears that roughly 85 percent of the studles were con—
cerned with describing tenure by areas, by characteristics of land-
lords and tenants, or in describing the effects of tenure on the
farmer and his community, While such studies have undoubtedly donse
much to make clear the nature and importance of the tenure probdlems,
and particularly the tenancy problem, such descriptions do not test
the relative merits of various proposals for the solution of the
prodblem,

Another 9 percent of the studies "dealt almost exclusively
with recommendations" concerning "written leases, longer term leases,
compensation for unexhausted improvements and disturbance, graduated
land tax and homestead tex exemption", The remaining six percent
might be classed as miscellaneous and include the three studies on

"land tenure, ownership, and transfer® referred to above.

Ibvid, p. 281

Maddox, pointing out that descriptive studlies, valuable and
necessary as they may be, do not solve problems, has called for re-
gsearch that will aid the policy maker in choosing wisely among the

alternatives of possible action in the tenure field.

J. G. Maddox, Land Tenure Research in a National land Policy,
Journal of Farm Economics, 19:102-111, February 1937




37
Hill writing nine years later calls for less emphasis on the descrip-
tive study in farm finance, farm management, and land tenure and more

emphasis on possible solutions to the problems described.

¥. F. Hill, Research Developments in Farm Finance, Jour of
Farnm Bconomicg, 28:114-125, February 1946

Salter, Thomsen, and Mcleod, in separate papers, have made much the

same criticisms of research efforts in thelr respective fields.

Leonard A, Salter, Jr., The Content of Land Economlics and
Research Methods Adapted to its Needs, Journal of Farm Economics,
243226~246, February 1942

F. L. Thomsen, A Critical Examination of Marketing Research,
Journal of Farm Economics, 273947-962, November 1945

Alan McLeod, Research and Educational Programs in the Market-
ing of Milk and Dairy Products, Journal of Farm Economics, 28:14k4=57,

February 1946

A review of the literature for this study of father-son suc-
cession revealed only one book, and one popular article that compared
in some degree, credit, tenancy reform, and father-son succession as
means of providing farmers with security of possession and freedom of
operation on the land,

H. W, Splegel, Land Tenure Policies at Home and Abroad,
University of <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>