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Preface: 2007 Reprint

This reprint responds to a felt need to preserve what may well be the first
documentation of the Community Land Trust concept.. The concept and
principles evolved in part from the experience of several pioneering alternative
landholding initiatives of the time such as the Jewish National Fund, Bryn Gweled
Homesteads, and New Communities, inc. Bob Swann, the principle author, was
strongly influenced by thinkers such as Henry George, Ralph Borsodi and E. F.
Schumacher. This led him to help establish what he believed to be the first
experiment of this sort in Albany, GA in 1967.

But the term “community land trust” does not seem to have been used in
these pioneering projects. | believe the term was born in 1972 with this
publication. The movement has come a long way in the 35 years since.
Directories now list over 170 CLTs and CLT projects in the USA.

International Independence Institute, the think tank out of which Bob Swann,
Shimon Gottschaulk, Erick Hansch and this writer worked, was laid to rest toward
the end of the 1970s. By then Institute for Community Economics (ICE) was
well along with its mission to help CLTs take root. Bob Swann moved on,
becoming a founder of The E. F. Schumacher Society, one several groups
currently promoting the concept and supporting the establishment of CLTs.

Among them—

-The Schumacher Society (www.smallisbeautiful.org)
-Institute for Community Economics (www.iceclt.org)
-National CLT.org
-Burlington Associates (burlingtonassociates.com)
-CLT Academies:
Florida Housing Coalition (Florida only)
Lincoln Institute of Land Policy (Boston), www . lincolninst.edu

With this reprint we have preserved the entire text intact, adding only this
intro page and modifying the original cover and title page. To the best of our
knowledge CCED of Cambridge, MA, the original publisher, has long since been
dissolved so the original copyright line has been dropped. Print quality is variable
thanks to the original edition’s earthy dark brown ink on light brown stock and
some of the exhibited documents that had already been through several
generations of copying.

The core ideas in this volume | attribute o Bob Swann with my contribution
primarily helping to clarify and edit. Many of these ideas still lie at the core of
today’s CLT movement, of interest to all and perhaps even helpful to some.

--Ted (Edward) Webster,
DRA of Vermont
February, 2007



Preface

This guide describes one of the most exciting new tools that low-income communities
can use to gain control of the development process in their own neighborhoods. It is a
tool that can be used in either urban or rural areas, especially in conjunction with a
local community development corporation — itself an innovation of poor communities
for their own development.

The Center for Community Economic Development has had a continuing interest in
the land trust concept through its three-year association with the Featherfield Farm
project in southwest Georgia. That project seeks to build an entire, small new town on
a 5,700-acre farm, under the control of local low-income people, especially black share-
croppers in a multi-county area. It is sponsored by New Communities, Inc., a rural-
oriented, civil rights, community development group that has pioneered the land trust
concept for that project. NCI is described in detail in this guide, and some lessons are
drawn from what is still an incomplete experience.

As a policy research and advocacy center, CCED has tried to promote attention to the
Featherfield Farm project and support for it as one of the most promising ideas for
definitive rural development. In the past year, we have also sought to expand our focus
to a whole variety of policy issues of land development and land allocation, in both
rural and urban areas. This guide is only one of a series of completed and planned pub-
lications on the general topic of land development.

In April 1971, CCED asked Robert Swann and his colleagues at the International
Independence Institute to prepare for us a monograph on the use of the community
land trust as an adjunct for local programs of community-based economic develop-
ment. At first, we all thought that we could engender a manual that would lay out,
step by step, the initiation and use of the trust mechanism. As the research proceeded,
however, it became clear that a ““manual” was premature. Although there was prob-
ably no one in the country who was better qualified than the authors to write such a
manual, the fact was that relevant experience anywhere is too sketchy for such an
ambitious task.

We settled instead on the more modest goal of producing an introduction to the con-
cept and some descriptive materials on how it had been used to date in a wide variety
of partial or variant applications. This guide admirably reaches that goal. It should be
viewed as a preliminary publication, produced with the explicit expectation of being
superseded in a couple of years when additional experience around the country can
be mined.

However, today so many people — leaders of low-income communities and others —
have come to recognize the critical importance of land in the development

process that there is an urgent need to communicate whatever ideas and infor-
mation exist now for immediate application to current problems. Thus, even prior to
publication, the authors have had hundreds of requests for this guide. Its real utility,

vii



however, will rest upon whether it can stimulate action well beyond what the authors
have been able to present on these pages.

CCED is especially concerned that the ideas presented in this guide have relevance for
the residents of low-income areas, for they are our constituency; it is on their behalf
that we work. (A grant from the Economic Development Division of the Office of
Economic Opportunity has made the writing and publication of this guide possible.)
Therefore, we do not intend to rely simply upon written materials such as this guide
but will also periodically sponsor and participate in seminars or individual consulta-
tions with community development corporations and other community groups on
problems which this guide addresses. For that reason, CCED is especially eager to
maintain an up-to-date record of the experience of those who have struggled with the
land development problem.

All readers and users of this guide are urged to write the authors {or CCED} and com-
municate their comments, criticisms, and above all their experiences with the land
trust approach. Only with the exchange of such information can communities hope
to solve the staggering problems of development that they face today.

Stewart E. Perry, Director
Center for Community Economic Development

viii



Foreword and
Acknowledgements

Although by far the greatest technological development has occurred during the past
century, most truly fundamental ideas have been with us much longer. The idea of
“stewardship” or “trust’’ with respect to the land and natural resources is one of these
fundamental ideas — expressed, one way or another, in early landholding practices.
Yet the idea was swallowed up and almost forgotten in mankind’s rush to industrialize.

When mankind’s activities or institutions ignore nature’s realities, sooner or later his-
tory catches up and the realities must be faced. One reason why the idea of the com-
munity land trust is apparently so exciting and relevant to so many people right now
is that they are beginning to see that we have arrived at that point. Economic,
ecological, and political crises are looming in a way that is now becoming very real.
We are hungry for alternatives to existing land use practices based on more ethical
distribution and rational consumption of resources.

As of this writing, Limits to Growth1 has been on the market just a few months, and is
already in its third printing. Prepared under the sponsorship of the Club of Rome, an
informal, worldwide organization of leaders in industry, technology, and science, it
contends that our rather heedless technological and population growth has crashed
headlong into the finite nature of the earth, its limited amount of space and resources.
It is essential that we immediately begin to reorder our institutions and plan to estab-
lish a stabilized economy. One key to such an *equilibrium state” is the holding of
resources in trust for the good of mankind as a whole and future generations.

The followers of the economic philosophy of Henry George maintain that all wealth,
in the final analysis, comes from the land, and that the current pattern of private land
ownership and a tax policy that encourages land speculation are at the root of a host
of economic evils, including inflation and maldistribution of wealth.

Although many may disagree in part or in toto with this position, it is nonetheless
obvious that exclusion from land and its resources seriously handicaps those struggling
for economic equality. Today’s tax and related policies tend to make land costs too
high for small farmers to survive. In urban areas inflated land values (and a property
tax system that discourages improvements) have a lot to do with the urban “housing
crisis.”” As we move into various forms of cooperative enterprise, such as consumer
cooperatives and community development corporations (CDCs), where land use is
involved, a complementary landholding structure is desirable. These are the kinds of
problems addressed by the community land trust concept.

The basic principle appears quite simple. But getting it into more concrete terms and
applying it is harder. The idea is both old and new; it has both conservative and radi-
cal aspects. It may be one avenue for root changes in society by nonviolent means and
will be opposed by those who amass largely unearned fortunes from private exploita-

1 Donella H, Meadows et al., The Limits to
Growth, ‘A Report for the Club of Rome’s
Project on the Predicament of Mankind”’ (New
York: Universe Books, 1972).

ix



tion of irreplaceable resources and rising land values — but, at the same time, it may
also be opposed by minority groups rallying to the principle of unfettered local con-
trol. And it may be greeted with skepticism by middle-class dropouts “doing their own
thing” in the country.

Itis therefore not surprising that in the United States and elsewhere there are only a
few experiments based on the community land trust idea. This study is at least in part
advocatory, emphasizing a somewhat hypothetical model which as of this writing
exists only in the form of various prototypes. One reason why a guide such as this is
needed is because there is not much in the way of legal tradition or precedent; there
exist no legal structures designed specifically to support the land trust principle.

Such are the realities that have made our task challenging. We as authors are aware that
this guide is just a beginning, that we have left many gaps and questions unanswered.
To fill these gaps we will rely upon an expansion of our own experience, communica-
tion with the many new relevant experiments we see springing up across the country,
and upon response from the readers. With this kind of input we can build more com-
plete future editions.

The fund of knowledge and experience is expanding quickly. Organizations are begin-
ning to respond to the “land question.” A 1970 American Friends Service Committee
report has stated:

Present patterns of land use are central to the flaws in our economic
picture. Only through basic changes in these patterns can we hope to
create an economy which serves man. . ..Public trusts should be created,
with power to acquire land, to purchase easements or development rights
and to lease land to ocal government bodies, community groups, private
developers or industry.2

The Cambridge Institute, through its New City Project, and the Center for Community
Economic Development, through publication of this book and other activities, have
also become effective and creative protagonists for new solutions. :

More publicly, the “land reform”” issue was recently explored in some depth by Peter
Barnes in a three-part series of articles in New Republic (June 1971).3 Shortly there-
after, the National Coalition for Land Reform was founded with both West and East
Coast offices.4

At CCED and almost everywhere else we turned for advice and assistance we received
a helpful response. We would like to acknowledge the contribution of Shimon
Benshemesh, Director General of the Jewish National Fund; Mildred Loomis of the

2 Man and the Economy: The Social Impli-
cations of Economic Patterns. {(American
Friends Service Committee, 160 North Fifteen
Street, Philadelphia, Pa., 1970). See also, Karl
Davies, “Why Land Trust? How Land Trust?”
(American Friends Service Committee, 48
inman Street, Cambridge, Mass.)

3 Peter Barnes, “Land Reform [three
articles},” New Republic, June 5,12, 19,
1971, [“The Great American Land Grab”;
“The Vanishing Small Farmer”’; “The Case
for Redistribution”],

4 National Coalition for Land Reform, 126
Hyde St:, Suite 101, San Francisco, Calif.
94102; or 1878 Massachusetts Ave., Cambridge,
Mass, 02140,
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Part One: Chapter One:
The Idea - The Community
Land Trust

Defining the Community Land Trust
The community land trust constitutes a social mechanism which has as its purpose the
resolution of the fundamental questions of allocation, continuity, and exchange.

The community land trust is a legal entity, a quasi-public body, chartered to hold land
in stewardship for all mankind present and future while protecting the legitimate use-
rights of its residents.

The community land trust is not primarily concerned with common ownership.
Rather, its concern is for ownership for the common good, which may or may not be
combined with common ownership.

Precisely how the community land trust attempts to resolve the questions of allocation,
continuity, and exchange is detailed throughout the guide. In this chapter, we will
introduce only the most salient assumptions, definitions, and principles.

The Concept of Trust. The choice of the word “trust” is based upon our desire as
authors to emphasize the notion of “trusteeship” or “stewardship.” If land is limited,
then its use in the face of steadily expanding human demands upon it must be regu-
lated for the long-range welfare of all people.16

Our choice of the word “trust”’17 can be explained further by aur desire to emphasize
Ralph Borsodi’s idea of ““trusterty.” Borsodi suggested that possessions should be classi-
fied as either “property”’ or “trusterty.” Property is created by man through his labor.
Trusterty includes land, the atmosphere, rivers, lakes, seas, natural forests, and mineral
resources of the earth. Since these do not come into existence as a result of human
labor, they cannot be morally owned; they can only be held in trust,18

Originally fand was “free”’; it had no price. But with time, as desirable land has become
increasingly scarce, its price has increased. During the past century this increase has
progressed at a rate that far exceeds the rise in the cost of living. (It may be reasoned
that whenever men derive economic vaiue from that which they have not produced,
this becomes at least one factor behind inflation — and some economists go so far as to
say it is the only factor.) When land is exchanged as “property’ (rather than as “trus-
terty”), the impact of such exchanges upon the total economy are in the long run
dramatic, if not catastrophic.

Land is held by the community land trust in perpetuity — probably never to be sold.
Thus, the problems of exchange are virtually eliminated. The trust leases the land to
the users with the expectation of preserving or enhancing its long-range resource value.
The leases are long-term, restricted to the actual users of the {and; absentee control

and subleasing are specifically proscribed. The residents have secure use-rights to the
land and are free to control and build their own community through cooperative organ-
izations or individual homesteads.

16 A variety of modern thinkers have cried
out for the restoration of the notion of trust in
connection with land. The best known are such
disparate souls as Marx and Gandhi. In the West,
Henry George's Progress and Poverty {1880) be-
came an instant worldwide bestseller; the read-
ing public seemed hungry for new approaches
to the “land problem.” During the Depression,
it was the social philosopher Ralph Borsodi,
perhaps more than anyone else, who discovered
a way to translate George's ideas (of land as a
source of wealth) into the field of applied
economics.

17 Hopefully, the community land trust will
not be confused with an ordinary real estate
trust which usually has individual, private
beneficiaries and has as its purpose the protec-
tion of private profits.

18 The concept of “trusterty”” includes more
than natural resources; it includes aiso abstrac-
tions such as legal grants. ft is more complex
than it might first appear to be. For a full dis-
cussion of trusterty, see Ralph Borsodi, Seven-
teen Problems of Man and Society (Anand, in-
dia: Charotar Book Stall, 1968}, especiatly pp.
333-372. The book is available from School of
Living, Freeland, Md.



Both in concept and in practical operation, the community land trust distinguishes be-
tween land with its natural resources and the human improvements thereon, often
called property externalities. The land is held in trust, not the improvements.19
Homes, stores, and industrial enterprises created by the residents will be owned by
them, either cooperatively or individually.

Community. We use the word “community” in the term community land trust fully
conscious of the fact that it is an overused, imprecise, and confusing word. Throughout
this guide we will try to be relatively specific in our usage. We will refer to the people
actually living on the land trust as the ‘resident community.”’ The larger “community”
includes the resident community as well as those who intend to be residents, support
the trust, or who otherwise identify with the trust.20 And although we have tried not
to use it in this sense, we recognize the broader connotations of the concept of the
community land trust: “community’ in the largest sense, the community of all man-
kind, an idea that is essential to the concept of trusterty.

Applications of the Community Land Trust Concept

The community land trust addresses the contradiction between the private ownership
of land and its inherently limited nature in the face of multiplying population pres-
sures. Therefore, in theory and, we hope, increasingly in practice, it can be applied
wherever private landownership exists. However, from the standpoint of practicality,
we should outline certain specific areas or ways in which the community land trust
might first be applied. '

Rural New Towns.21 In the United States as well as in most other Western and indus-
trialized countries, maldistribution of population is one of the more pressing problems.
_In the United States, 70 percent of the population lives on 2 percent of the total land
area.2 The all-too-familiar urban problems are directly linked to this-population pat-
tern; many are, in fact, rooted in the “lack of access to productive land ownership by
groups who today constitute the urban poor.”’23 One approach to redistributing the
population is the new, planned town; among those discussed have been towns with
populations of up to a half million.24

The major obstacles to any significant beginning in this direction are, first, the multiple
difficulties of acquiring large tracts of land (we are talking about thousands of acres) at
reasonable cost, and, second, speculation in land which siphons off the value that
accrues from planning and community development. It is these problems that make it
impossible to provide decent housing in a healthy environment for the millions of low-
income families now deprived of this right. Neither of two widely publicized new

towns — Reston, Virginia and Columbia, Maryland — despite good intentions,; have been
able to provide significant housing for low-income people, lncludmg those who spend
their days working in or building the communities.

19 The leasing of land only, without structures, 2
may seem to be a novel concept, but this is
neither a new nor-an uncommon idea. It is used

in such dissimilar places as Canberra, Austrafia;
Irvine, California; and part of Baltimore, Mary-
{and. 1t is a standard way of handling commer-

cial urban land; the corporate owners of many

a skyscraper do not own, but only lease, the

land upon which it stands.

20 See Chart 1, Chapter Four, for a diagram
that may clarify this distinction.

21 The concept of the rural new town has its
American precedents among the covenanted
communities of the earliest settlers of the Mass-
achusetts Bay Colony, as well as among several
experiments during the New Deal period. Its
structure is largely based upon the moshav in
Israel, See Shimon Gottschalk and Robert
Swann, “Planning a Rural New Town in South-
west Georgia,”’ Arete 2:1, Journal of the Grad-
uate School of Social Work, University of South
Carolina, Fatl 1970. For further reading on the
history of the covenanted community in Amer-
ica, see Page Smith, As @ City Upon a Hill (New
York: Knopf, 1966). For an example of a New
Deal precedent, see Edward Banfield, Govern-
ment Project (Glencoe, lll.: Free Press, 1951).

22 Current Population Reports, U.S. Bureau of
the Census, Series P-60, No. 77 (Washington,
D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1971).

23 Peter Barnes, “The Great American Land
Grab.”

24 The idea behind the rural new town and
how it can address the maldistribution of pop-
ulation in the United States is described in
Gottschalk, “Rural New Towns: Toward a
National Policy” (Cambridge, Mass.: Center
for Community Economic Development, 1971).
For a report on ways of dealing with social and
political issues inherent in planning and develop-
ing new towns, see New Towns: Laboratories
for Demacracy, Report of the Twentieth Cen-
tury Fund Task Force on Governance of New
Towns, background paper by Royce Hanson
{New York: Twentieth Century Fund, 41 East
70 St., 1971). For additional studies on differ-
ing aspects of new town development, see Peter
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Introduction

The story of 1and is older than the story of man. Land came first; no man created it.
Every society, targe or small, must devise ways in which its members will share this
gift. This is allocation.5 Members of society must also determine under what condi-
tions the land will be passed on to the next generation. This is continuity. And they
must decide if, when, and how it may be traded with others. This is exchange.

The authors have developed this study of the idea of the community land trust be-
cause they believe that in our society, if not in much of the world, unsatisfactory
institutional answers have been evolved to the questions of allocation, continuity,
and exchange. However, there is no claim intended that this one mechanism is a
panacea. It is only one idea among many which are needed to restructure our social
and economic system in order to produce a world order, not without conflict but
without war; not without sorrow but without hopelessness; not without inequality
but without inequity.

We are fortunate that today there is heightened awareness of the need to protect and
preserve the natural resources we have inherited from the generations that have come
before us. But the struggle to provide continuity for generations into the future — to
re-establish the balance between ourselves and nature — has hardly begun.

Historical Precedents

The ideas behind the community land trust as formulated in this guide and practiced
by experimental community groups today have historic roots largely ignored in con-
ventional histories, which is why we can say the goal is to “restore’’ the land trust
concept rather than initiate it. For example:

American Indian tradition holds that the land belongs to God. Individual ownership
and personal possession of land and resources were unknown.,

The Indian had a respect bordering on awe for everything he could see,
hear, or touch: the earth was the mother of life, and each animal, each.
tree, and each living thing was locked into an interrelated web of spiritual
existence of which the individual was a small part. In trying to attune his
everyday life to these concepts, the Indian inevitably established a deep
feeling of oneness with the world of nature. Implicit in this feeling was
what we now call a stewardship approach to the use of land. . . .

It was incomprehensible to the Indian that one person should have exclu-
sive possession of parts of the earth. The warrior chief, Tecumseh, reacted
with astonishment to the demands of white buyers: ‘Sell the country?. ..
Why not sell the air, the clouds, the great sea?’. . .6

In New England today, what were once significant areas of community land survive in

the form of park areas near the center of a town and in town-owned forests. Originally

the town common was made up of large tracts open to all members of the community

Xiii
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5 Problems of land allocation fall into two
broad categories: the allocation of land among
individuals, and the allocation of land among its
multiple possible uses. Inequitable allocation of
the first type is a major source of injustice amorig
men; inequitable allocation of the second type
produces injustice not only among men, but

also between all men and nature.

6 Stewart L. Udall (Secretary of the Interior
during the Kennedy and Johnson administra-
tions), “The Indians: First Americans, First
Ecologists,” The American Way, May 1971.



for animal grazing and sometimes farming. Though inheritors of the Roman tradition
of private land tenure, the early European settlers in America were prompted by the
severity of their new environment to modify landholding in favor of community
ownership.

In Mexico, the ejido system of land use — village control over communal lands — was
traditional, Villagers had use-rights to commonly owned plots of land in Indian com-
munities. But land was increasingly appropriated by the wealthy and the Church, from
the Spanish Conquest through 1910. After the Mexican Revolution, the new govern-
ment made land reform a major goal. Many lands were returned to Indian villages from
which they had been taken. In other cases, villages of landless peasants without tradi-
tional title received land. These villagers were given use-rights, without individual title
and without the right to sell the land. This progressive land reform effort was only
partially carried out, however, and exploitive landholding patterns are still evident.

In Africa, common tradition often held land to be the property of no single person or
tribe, It was to be shared by all, There were territorial boundaries fixed by custom or
agreement; however, within these boundaries land was communally used. Today,
Julius K. Nyerere, prime minister of Tanzania, has initiated the program of Ujamaa
Vijijini (“familyhood in villages’’} which represents a return to the traditional land-
holding concept.

In ancient China, during 24 centuries (from 2697 B.C. to 249 B.C.), “‘land was held
not as private but rather as common property. . . .Lands were held by the government
[emperor] as a trustee for the general public. . . . The policy of the Chinese govern-
ment toward land . . . has.always been to distribute it as widely as possible among the
great mass of people. . . .”’7 It was not until the beginning of the Ch’in Dynasty in 221
B.C. that private ownership of land was introduced.

Evolution and Effect of Land Tenure Practices

Early peoples throughout the world were alike in their common vision of land as a
resource to be held in trust. Today, most of these examples have long since vanished.8
In the West, the Roman (allodial) land tenure system (prototype of the prevailing
system of private ownership of land) has become dominant. Similar patterns prevail
elsewhere in the non-socialist countries.

A century ago, America was still largely a land of independent small farmers and home-
steaders. Most lands which were not in governmental hands were individually owned
by those who cultivated them. For decades the federal government had given away
fand at almost no cost to anyone who would settle upon it and use it. As long as there
appeared to be no limit to available land, America, full of optimism and self-confi-
dence, gained its worldwide renown as the land of opportunity and endless wealth.

7 Han Liang Huang, “The Land Tax in China,”’ Xiv
Studies in History, Economics, and Public Law,

Vol. LXXX, No. 3, ed., Columbia University,
Faculty of Political Science (New York: Long-
mans, Green & Co., 1918).

8 ‘‘Historically, it was the dispute over the
use and ownership of land that caused the
white-skinned immigrants to ignore and cast
aside the lessons of Indian ecology. The West-
ern European immigrants were land-hungry.
They came from feudal societies where the
governing classes owned land outright, fenced
it off, and gloried in its exclusive possession,
We perceive now that feudal land laws were a
serious flaw of Western culture.” Udall, “The
tndians: First Americans, First Ecologists.,”



Private ownership of land seemed justified as a practical response to actual historic
forces. Fast accumulation of capital through private entrepreneurial exploitation of
land and natural resources was an important factor in the quick industrialization of the
United States. But whatever the original logic, current economic, political, and envi-
ronmental problems indicate the Roman system may have outlived its usefulness, As
the noted planner, Edgardo Contini, comments:

The heritage of this commitment [ to the sanctity of private ownership of
land] stems from one of the founding principles of the United States. . . .
Ownership of the land that one worked was an essential component of the
social revolution upon which our nation was founded. But, as the United
States changed from an agricultural to an industrial economy, from a rural
to an urban nation, the social significance of private land ownership be-
came, to a large degree, a cover for extracting speculative profits from the
. pressures of urbanization.?

World conditions have obviously changed, and America not the least among them. The
system of private ownership of land that led to high productivity and personal indepen-
dence one hundred years ago has become a major source of economic and social
inequity.190 Private ownership of land is increasingly translated into corporate owner-
ship, and, despite the increase in private homeownership, ever more land is being held
in relatively fewer hands.?1 Middle-income families, as they attempt to purchase their
homes, are forced to pay inflated prices, and the poor, as always, are almost totally
excluded.

Today’s poverty, unemployment, and urban misery are in no small part due to the
thoughtless malappropriation of rural land which has taken place at an ever-increasing
pace over the last century and a half. Profligate and ruinous landbuying and settlement
practices have resulted in a monopoly-owned development pattern in the South and
West that has not been altered in the last century — except to replace family ownership
of many large tracts of land by corporate ownership.12

The social effects of maldistributed land have been most manifest in the impoverish-
ment of tenant farmers and sharecroppers in the South. Furthermore, as agriculture
becomes more mechanized and comes to be dominated by those who have capital {the
wealthiest family farmers and the giant corporations), those families that formerly
owned and managed their own farms have largely been driven off. Many have migrated
to the cities.13 Some smal} farmers continue to survive in poverty where they and their
ancestors were raised. Some few are employed by the large conglomerate corporations
or the relatively few millionaire farmers who have succeeded in gaining control of vast
expanses of the best cultivable iand.

Urban problems, too, can be traced to a century of thoughtless distribution of a fast-
dwindling resource.

9 Edgardo Contini, “The American City — A XV
Forecast,” The Futurist 4:1, February 1972.

10 in the American South, where the planta-
tion system and slavery reigned for 300 years,
there never did exist the “freedom and justice
for all” upon which the highest ideals of Amer-
ica were based. In fact, the Southern plantation
system was in many ways a forerunner of the
modern corporate factory farm.

11 We are not aware of any comprehensive
census of land ownership in the United States.
It is in most localities extremely difficult to
find out precisely who owns what and how
much. On a national scale it is even more diff-
icult. With our cultural mania for statistics,
perhaps this phenomenon is to be viewed
simply as an oversight.

12 Unchecked — and even encouraged — by
Congress, the issuance over the years of vast
tracts of land to speculators drove up land prices,
discouraged settlement by the poor, and resufted
in monopoly ownership of America’s farmlands.
The Homestead Act of 1862, a provident mea-
sure adopted by Congress, attempted, albeit
feebly, to encourage settlement by poorer
families. Under its provisions a family could
acquire up to 160 acres if it occupied and im-
proved the land for five years. But by the time
it was enacted, a substantial portion of the best
fand in America was already taken. Even the
Federal Reclamation Act of 1902 did nothing
to break up massive landholdings even in pro-
viding a 160-acre limitation {and residency
requirement) for those lands receiving federal
water. Land mo