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PREFACE 

This volume on the Economic Demography of Eastern and 
Southern Europe constitutes the second of a series prepared for 
the League of Nations by the Office of Population Research of 
Princeton University. The first was published last year under the 
title "The Future Population of Europe and the Soviet Union." 

These studies have been prepared in execution of a programme 
of enquiry drawn up shortly before the outbreak of war by a com
mittee appointed by the Council of the League to study demo
graphic problems in their economic, financial and social setting. 
After the outbreak of war it proved impossible to convene the com
mittee, and for a time there were grounds for fearing that the 
whole undertaking would have to be postponed indefinitely. For
tunately, however, thanks to the courtesy and helpfulness of 
President Harold W. Dodds of Princeton University, these fears 
have proved groundless; for he was good enough to arrange for 
the University's Office of Population Research, under the direction 
of Professor Frank W. Notestein, to undertake an extensive pro
gramme of research and analysis for the League. 

Amongst the questions covered by the programme drawn up by 
the League's Demographic Committee were "the problems which 
present themselves in countries with rapidly increasing popula-
tions." • 

It was felt desirable when turning to these problems to select, in 
the first instance at any rate, a single more or less homogeneous 
area in which social customs and market conditions were not as 
widely dissimilar as they are between one continent and another. 
For this reason the enquiry has been confined to eastern and south
eastern Europe, which seemed to be the most appropriate area to 
select, as both the economic and the social statistics are relatively 
satisfactory and at the same time the countries composing it, while 
all belonging to the same type of civilization, presented enough 
variety to afford a rich source of testimony. But rich as the evi
dence afforded by this area is, it would be a mistake to assume that 
it is necessarily pertinent to other parts of the world. Some of the 
special problems which present themselves in other still more 
densely populated countries are discussed in a volume now in the
press, entitled "Industrialization and Trade," which, though 
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mainly an economic rather than a demographic study, deals with 
many of the issues raised by Professor W. E. Moore in the course 
of these pages. 

The thanks of the League are due to President Dodds for ar
ranging for the University Office of Population Research to under
take this work, to Professor Frank Notestein, the Director of this 
Office, and to Professor W. E. Moore and his colleagues. 

League of Nations 
Princeton, New Jersey 
July, 1945. 

A. LoVEDAY 

Director of the 
Economic, Financial and 
Transit Department 
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CHAPTER I 

DEMOGRAPHIC POSITION AND PROSPECTS 

IF ONE were to draw a circle on a map of Europe, with a center 
in the North Sea off the English Coast and with a radius of some 
800 miles, the arc dividing the European continent would approxi
mate the boundary between the relatively prosperous industrial 
economies of the North and West and the relatively undeveloped 
and predominantly agrarian economies of the South and East. 
Within the area of the circle lie most of the major commercial and 
industrial centers of Europe, and the regions with virtually sta
tionary populations; beyond its borders lie countries of meager 
wealth and growing populations. 

Whether the problems of the countries of Northern and West
em Europe are as great as those of the nations of the South
western Peninsulas and the Eastern belt (exclusive of the Soviet 
Union'), obviously depends on one's point of view. But from any 
point of view there is little gainsaying the fundamental differ
ences between the problems of one section and those of the other. 
Two of these differences are of critical importance to the present 
study. Demographically, the former countries have low birth 
rates and are entering a period of population stability or decline. 
The populations of the latter countries are still expanding rapidly, 
and bid fair to challenge the numerical superiority of the \Vest. 
Economically, the Western European countries have become 
primarily concerned with problems of distribution for their tech
nologically developed production, whereas the Eastern and South
em nations have attempted with unequal success to develop an 
adequate volume of products. Other regional differences, such as 
unequal political stability and ethnic homogeneity, are relevant 
for present purposes only as they bear on the economic and demo
graphic problems. 

These differences provide the basis for selection of a group of 
countries for analysis in terms of their prewar difficulties and 
postwar prospects. For reasons both of geography and of eco-

• 
1 The d~mograpble situation of the Soviet Union Ia dealt with In anotbu ltudy 

In this aeries. (See Frank Lorimer, Tu PoptU«Ii<>• of Ill• B<nMI Uaitno: Hulorr 
au Pro•pectl.) 
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nomic situation, the countries with which this study is primarily 
concerned comprise two main groups: (1) Eastern and South
eastern Europe, exclusive of the USSR, and (2) the Southwest
ern Peninsulas, including Italy, Portugal, and Spain. Naturally, 
the differences in economic and social situation within each of 
these groups are substantial, yet not so impressive as the exten
sive similarities. 

The first group of countries outside the hypothetical circle 
form a clear-cut belt from north to south, lying between the in
dustrial West and the rapidly industrializing USSR. Almost all 
of them are either "succession states" established by the peace 
treaties following the First World War, or states whose terri
torial extension was profoundly modified by the postwar settle
ments. Roughly from north to south they include: Estonia, Lat
via, Lithuania, Poland, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Roumania, 
Yugoslavia, Bulgaria, Albania, and Greece. Although the two 
northern Baltic states (Estonia and Latvia) fall within the Scan
dinavian sphere in some respects, their inclusion in this survey is 
justified by their position as small succession states, faced in the 
interwar period with major problems of economic adjustment. 
Finland, the northernmost country of the north-south marginal 
belt, was not a succession state in the same sense. Considerations 
of the same order justify the inclusion of Czechoslovakia, which 
would be split by the imaginary circle referred to above, as indeed 
it is in economic fact. As will be noted later, its four major divi
sions from west to east illustrate perfectly the transition from 
western to eastern economies. 

The Southwestern Peninsulas form an area intimately involved 
in the early period of Western European commercial expansion, 
but now lying at the "fringe" of Western European economy. In 
comparison with the countries to the north they have been slow to 
industrialize, predominantly conservative in tradition, and poor 
either in resources or in the use made of resources. That the imag
inary dividing line is not wholly arbitrary is again attested by 
the separation of northern continental Italy from the peninsula 
proper, for this division corresponds to actual economic distinc-

< tions. The perfect regularity of the circle is, however, more arbi
trary in its exclusion of the Catalonian industrial region of Spain. 



c 19 J 
Pre1ent and Future Population 

The population of the countries of Eastern and Southern Eu
rope within their interwar boundaries represents just less than 
half (47 per cent) of the total population of Europe exclusive 
of the Soviet Union. As shown by Table 1, in 1938 some 110 
million people were living in the eleven countries of Eastern Eu
rope, and over 76 million in the three countries of Southern 

TABLE 1 

Estimated Populations of Eastern and Southern European 
Countries, 19381 

Country 

Estonia 
Latvia 
Lithuania 
Poland 
Czechoslovakia 
Hungary 
Roumania 
Bulgaria 
Yugoslavia 
Greece 
Albania 

Total Eadera E•rope 

Italy 
Portugal 
Spain 

Total So .. thera E•rope 

Estimated 
Population 

in Thousand• 

I,IU 
I,995 
2,1175 

ll5,090 
I0,500 

9,078 
I9,852 
6,27ll 

I5,490 
7,108 
I,057 

110,152 

4S,4SO 
7,460 

25,600 

76,490 

1 From Btotutieal Y •ar-Bool< of tho L•ogtU of N atiou, I939-40, Table II, pp. 
17-18. 

Europe. The former figure is well over one-fourth of the total 
population of Europe outside the USSR, and the latter figure an 
additional one-fifth." These proportions of the total European 

1 Tbe population estimates u sbown In Table I may be eompared with the~ 
estimated total European population (exdusln of the USSR) of 400,100,000 In 
1938. The 110,132,000 of Eutem Europe thu represent. 27M per cent of the 
total, and the 76,490,000 of Southern Europe 19.lll per cent of the totaL 
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population have certainly been rising at least since 1920, thus 
reversing an earlier trend of more rapid population growth in 
Northern and Western Europe.• 

The economic problems already created by past growth and 
those that will be created by the prospective continuation of the 
growth in t~e future provide the basis for the present study. The 
general pattern of demographic change in Europe is clear. A 
period of very rapid growth that started approximately with the 
industrial revolution in Northwestern Europe, and is now near
ing an end in that region, has appeared more recently in the areas 
to the south and east. With minor exceptions, the onset of rapid 
growth has been most recent in those areas most remote from the 
center of diffusion. The characteristic feature of the change in 
rates of population growth, and the one that accounts for its 
occasional designation as the "vital revolution," is a rapid decline 
of death rates followed after some considerable interval by a de
cline of birth rates. The int!!rvening period gives rise to unprece
dented growth in successive populations as they become affected 
by the commercial, agricultural, and industrial influence of the 
West. 

Net Reproduction Rates. In so far as the vital revolution can 
be generalized, and it appears amenable to such generalization at 
least within Europe, the relative stage in the cycle of any given 
area at any given time may be judged by the growth rates then 
current. One refined measure of growth that takes into account 
differences in age and sex distribution in the population is the net 
reproduction rate. "This rate indicates how rapidly the popula
tion would ultimately grow if the risks of death and the fertility 
of each age group remained unchanged and there were no mi
gration.'" A rate of 1.00 would ultimately yield a stationary popu
lation. Rates above or below 1.00 would yield expanding or de
clining populations. The amount of the departure from 1.00 
indicates the percentage increase or decrease per generation under 
the assumptions noted. As shown in Figure 1, most of the coun
tries of Northwestern Europe during the late interwar period did 

a See Frank W. Notesteln, Irene B. Taeuber, Dudley Kirk, Ansley J. Coale, and 
Louise K. Kiser, Tho F•<luro Population of Europo and tho Soviet Union; Po,.. 
latio• Projoctio"' 1940-1970 (Geneva: League of Nations, 1944), pp. 44-71. This 

Lftrst volume In the series of which the present study Is a part eonstitutes the prln
dpal source for the demographic background summarized In these pages. 

• Ibid~ p. 11. 
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not have sufficient births to continue the replacement of their popu
lations under existing mortality conditions. While most of the 
populations were actually growing, aside from migration, their 
net reproduction rates indicate that they were doing so only by 
reason of an unusually heavy concentration of numbers in the 
reproductive years, and that continued growth can not be as
sumed after the concentration is removed through aging and death. 

NET IUPRODUCTION RATES, ABOUT IUO·IUS 

OuNon.lo 
D .1o-.11 
D .9o.:_, 
EZ31.00-1.1S 

smg 1.20- 1.)9 

.1.40•1.5t 

-J.IO+ 

Figuro 1. Net Reproduction Raw by Country In Europe, about 1930-19811 (Re
produced by permission from Frank W. Notestein and Othera, Th• Fvt..,., Po,.... 
latioa of Evrop• aad 1/11 Bo'DNt Unioa [Genevao League of Natiou, 19~). 

Fig. 1, p. 18). · 

On the other hand, with few exceptions the countries of Eastern 
and Southern Europe show evidence of continued potential growth 
implicit in the birth and death rates of the late interwar period. 

Proapect1 for Growth. Although net reproduction rates allow 
significant comparisons between the growth patterns of different 
areas at a given time, and have a precisely defined predictive 
value under the assumption of continuance of existing fertility 
and mortality characteristics, they neglect precisely the changing 
pattern of birth and death rates implicit in the vital revolution. • 
Under the dual assumption that the future course of vital ratea 
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in Europe "will represent orderly developments of those in the 
interwar period," and that no migration will take place over the 
1937 national boundaries, a previous study• presents population 
projections for the countries of interwar Europe to the year 1970. 
The procedure involves projecting age-specific birth and death 
rates on the basis of past European experience, and applying 

' these rates to the population of each country at the time of the 
base-year census and at successive five-year intervals after ·1940. 
Thus the size and composition of the population at the census 
year provides the initial base to which the generalized rates are 
applied; the projected population at the end of each five-year 
interval then becomes in turn the base to which projected vital 
rates for the succeeding period are applied. In this way it is 
possible, under the assumptions noted, to project not only the 
total size of the population in each area but also its age and sex 
structure. 

The significance of these projections for the present study is 
the regional differences in future population growth. These dif
ferences in potential growth are great enough to compensate for 
the assumption that reproductive rates will decline most rapidly 
where they are highest. As indicated in Figure 2, the countries of 
Northwestern and Central Europe show changes in the thirty
year period 1940-1970 ranging from substantial losses to small 
gains (with the exception of the considerable projected gain in 
the Netherlands).• On the other hand, most of the countries here 
classified as Eastern and Southern show indications of large· in
creases by 1970 relative to their 1940 populations. These pro
jected populations will certainly not be the exact populations at 
any given future date; yet the gross relationships implicit in the 
projections will almost certainly hold. 

The regional differences are even more marked in the projected 
size of the potential male labor force. As shown in Figure 3, all 

•Ibid. See especially pp. 20-43 and Appendix I for exposition of the method em
ployed, War losses and future international migration are left out of account in 
the population projections. Their significance is discussed with reference to the 
present study in Chapters III and IV. 

• Note that four countries-Estonia, Latvia, Caechoslovakia, and Hungary
Included with Eastern Europe in the present study are grouped with the countries 

"' of ':forthwestern and Central Europe in Figure 2. Of these, only Hungary has a 
proJected population Increase after 1970. The reason for their discussion in this 
atudy Ia the similarity of some of their economic problems to those of neighboring 
countries showing greater potential population growth. · 
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ABSOLUTE CHANGE 
(1940-1970) 

NORTHWESTERN a CENTRAL 
EUROPE 

PER CENT CHANGE 
(1940-1970) 

NORTHWESTERN a CENTRAL 
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SOUTHERN a EASTERN 
EUROPE 

Fig••• 2. Absolute and Per Cent Cbange from 1940 to 1970 In Projected Total 
Population of European Coontriea (Reproduc:ed by permiulon from Frank W. 
Noteatein and Otbers, Th• F•t•r• Popvl<Jtit>lo of Et~ropo au tho Bo.n.e U•it>lo 

[Genen: League of Nations, 19"), Fig. 19, p. 69). 
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of the European countries will have growing labor forces, neglect
ing war losses, in the first postwar period (to 1955), with relative 
growth greater in the East and South than in the West. In the 
second period (1955-1970) the projections indicate declining 
labor potentials in most of the Northwestern and Central Euro
pean countries, while in most' of the countries of Eastern and 
Southern Europe it will still be necessary to find increasing ave
nues of economic opportunity if the projected trends develop. 
Those trends seem to require economic expansion precisely in 
those areas where such expansion has been least evident in the 
recent past. 

Population Dependent on Agriculture. The foregoing observa
tion is given added point by the fact that the regions of poten
tially rapid growth in Europe exclusive of the Soviet Union are 
in general much more heavily agricultural in economic structure 
than are the regions approaching population stability and de
cline. The proportions of the total population dependent on agri
culture (see Table 2 and Figure 4) indicate that in all of the 
Eastern and Southern European countries, excepting only Czecho
slovakia, more than 40 per cent of the population is dependent on 
agriculture. On the other hand, of those European countries fall
ing outside the range of this study only the Soviet Union, Finland, 
and Ireland are so heavily agricultural. Eastern and Southern 
Europe as a whole may be characterized therefore as predomi
nantly agrarian, although the individual countries are unequally 
dependent on agricultural production. 

Population and Production 

At the end of the Second World \Var national and international 
government agencies are now faced with reconstruction tasks that 
will make all previous postwar rehabilitation problems seem simple 
by comparison.l\Ioreover, no country could desire to return to the 
disastrous economic conditions of the second interwar decade. The 
peoples of well-to-do areas want not only further opportunities 
for economic development but also the world security necessary to 
protect their gains. Those who live in undeveloped areas want an 
even greater economic development sufficient to overcome their 
poverty in comparison with other regions. This is markedly true 

r See prerioua note for dllreren<ea In regional claaslftcatlon In the present otud7. 
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TABLE 2 

Population Dependent on Agriculture, European Countries, 
around 19301 

(OOO'a omitted) 

Popula-

Po pula-
tion De-

Per Country• and Date pendent on 
tion Agricul- Cent 

ture 

Albania, 1980 1,008 800 80 
Yugoslavia, 1981 18,984 10,629 76 
Bulgaria, 1926 5,479 4,088 75 
Roumania, 1980 18,057 18,069 72 
Lithuania 

(including Memel) c. 1980 2,867 1,657 70 
Poland, 1981 82,107 19,847 60 
Finland, 1 980 8,562 2,015 57 
Estonia, 1 984. 1,126 626 56 
Latvia, 1 980 1,900 1,086 55 
Ireland, 1926 2,972 1,561 58 
Hungary, 1980 8,688 4,472 51 
Spain, 1980 28,564 11,864 50 
Portugal, 1980 6,860 2,954 46 
Greece, 1928 6,205 2,829 46 
Italy, 1981 41,177 17,958 u 
Czechoslovakia, 1980 14,780 4,812 88 
Sweden, 1980 6,142 1,906 81 
Denmark, 1 980 8,551 1,061 80 
Northern Ireland, 1926 1,257 872 80 
F ranee, 1 981 41,228 11,890 29 
Luxembourg, c. 1 980 800 85 28 
Norway, 1980 2,814o 762 27 
Austria, 1 984 6,760 1,772 26 
Switzerland, 1980 4,066 901 22 
Germany, 1988 66,029 18,297 20 
Netherlands, 1980 7,986 1,486 18 
Belgium, 1980 8,092 1,190 15 
Scotland, 1981 4,848 887 8 
England and Wales, 1981 89,952 2,117 5 

1 The ligures given represent In the main the official data for the several countries 
at the yeara Indicated. ln some instances the official data give only those gainfully 
occupied In agriculture. 1n these cases the percentages of those dependent on agri
eulture have been estimated from the general relation between the ratios, based 
upon evidence from the countries where both are known. These percentages were 
then applied to the total population to yield the population dependent on agricul
ture expressed as absolute numbers (column 2). 

1 Arranged In order of magnitude of laat column. 
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in Europe, where economic development is likely to be regarded 
as an end in itself, but may also be a necessary condition for the 
perpetuation of peace. 

Despite Europe's historical role as the center of modern indus-

PER CENT Of TOTAl POPUlATION 

CJ , . • 
~ oo · u 
1!81lts . ,. 
••o·•• , 
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Figure ol. Per Cent of Population Dependent on Agriculture in European Coun
tries, a round 1930 

trialism, the continent retains remarkably divergent economic 
systems. The industrial expansion and complex market organiza
tion characteristic of Northwestern Europe have made slight in
roads in the belt of agrarian states in Eastern and Southern 
Europe. It is the inevitable postwar problem of effecting not only 
reconstruction but renewed and accelerated economic development 
in the agrarian regions of the European continent that prompts 
consideration of their economic and demographic position. 

The essential question posed by this study is the ability of the 
countries of Eastern and Southern Europe to support growing 
populations at a "Western" level of living. This necessarily as
sumes reasonably common standards or aspirations throughout :> 

Europe. Thus the critic may inquire by what right the absence of 
manufactured products is a problem of the Roumanian peasant if 

' 
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that peasant has no knowledge of or interest in any increase in 
material standards other than the size of his farm or the yield of 
his crops. Historically, and even contemporaneously, the question 
has considerable merit. Unquestionably the hopes of Eastern Eu
rope differ not only in degree but also to a certain extent in kind 
from those prevailing in the urban and industrial West. Yet the 
eastward spread of Western ideals has been steady, and was given 
added impetus by the upheavals of the First World War and has 
doubtless been further accelerated by the Second World War. 

It is therefore no longer an academic exercise in "welfare eco
nomics" to point to the relative poverty prevailing in Eastern and 
Southern Europe. The problem is a concrete one because it is re
garded as such by a growing proportion of the populations of 
those regions. It seems safe to assert that whatever political lead
ership emerges in these areas after the Second World War, that 
leadership must perforce face and attempt to solve the problems 
of growing populations with rising aspirations and with existing 
means of support that appear somewhat less than adequate to 
meet present and future demands. 

The present chapter has summarized briefly the demographic 
background of this problem. Chapter II presents materials show
ing the low per capita productivity of agriculture precisely in 
the regions where the burden of dependency on agriculture is 
greatest. The relation of agricultural population to agrarian 
economy is examined in greater detail in Chapter III, especially 
with reference to "surplus" rural population, the institutional 
and technological features of agricultural production, and some 
of the broader implications of inefficient agricultural organization. 
The chapter thus attempts to indicate why the productivity of 
agriculture is low in the countries of Eastern and Southern Eu
rope. Chapter IV examines the chief possibilities for changes in 
the demographic and economic situation as outlined in the first 
three chapters. Since none of the economies considered is purely 
agricultural, attention is given in that chapter to commercial and 
industrial developments and prospects. Finally, Chapter V turns 
tO a brief examination of the poiitical and institutional precondi-

' tions for various possible changes in the economic order, and, in 
turn, the significance of these possible changes for the demo
graphic situation. 



CHAPTER II 

VOLUME. OF AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTION 

THE magnitude of agricultural production always has a bearing 
on the demographic position of a country or region. The rela
tionship arises in part from the fact that a substantial proportion 
of the population is directly or indirectly dependent on such pro
duction for a livelihood, and in part from the fact that agricul
tural production implies ways of life that themselves influence the 
forces of population change. 'Vithin Europe the relationship is 
strongest in the South and East, where, as was shown in Chap
ter I, a large proportion of the population is dependent on agri
culture. Analysis of the economic demography of these regions 
requires, as a first step, an appraisal of the relative volume of 
agricultural production by means that permit international com
parison in common units. The appraisal is presented in this Chap
ter, supplemented by Appendix I. 

lnde:c of Agricultural Production 

The basic data available for the computation of agricultural 
output are quantities of products and national prices. In order to 
eliminate random variations due to conditions in a particular 
year, both production and price data are computed as annual 
averages for the five-year period 1931-1935, the last such period 
for which anything like complete information is available. 

Construction of the lnde:c. To determine that part of the an
nual agricultural production available for food and industrial 
consumption, various "disappearances" (including seed and live
stock feed) are computed and subtracted from the gross volume.• 
This yields the net quantity of agricultural products and thus 
excludes that part of the total which is used for further produc
tion in agriculture. It includes both crops and livestock products 
but avoids the "double counting" of grains and other products 
used as feed. 

The net quantity of agricultural products remaining after sub
traction of re-used products represents output in units of weight. 

1 The methods and data used In mmputing the Yolume of &I!Ticultural produe
tion are more fully discussed in Appendix I, where also are noted the llmitatlDnl 
Inherent In both. 
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To obtain a sum representing "agricultural production" from 
this array of quantities (by weight) of separate commodities, 
some common denominator is needed by which quintals of wheat, 
maize, milk, honey, and so on can be converted into comparable 
units. Unfortunately, from the point of view of statistical manip
ulation, it is not economically meaningful to add quintals of po
tatoes to quintals of wine on a one to one basis. In principle, this 
summing of quantities of commodities was done by attaching a 
value per quintal to each commodity. In effect, therefore, the total 
of "agricultural production" is the sum of so many quintals of 
wine at so much per quintal, and so many quintals of beef at so 
much per quintal, and so on, through the entire list of agricul
tural products. It is to be noted that a single value per quintal of 
each commodity was used throughout the study for all regions. 
Agricultural production is, therefore, defined for present pur
poses as the sum of weighted physical amounts of commodities 
produced, the weights being uniform throughout and obtained in 
the manner described below. 

Given complete information as to prices and a situation of free 
and orderly currency exchanges, the summing of commodities 
would offer no substantial problem. Local prices could have been 
used and the resulting values converted to gold equivalents. In 
fact neither complete information nor free exchanges existed in 
the period under. consideration. It was impossible, therefore, to 
arrive at the direct monetary value of production on terms that 
permit meaningful international comparison. Instead the quan
tities of commodities produced were weighted by a uniform set 
of value ratios. To obtain these value ratios the following steps 
were taken: 

1. A crop basket comprising a quintal of the most important 
European crops (five cereals and potatoes) was priced in the cur
rency of each country. 

2. A quintal of each domestically produced commodity was 
priced in each country for which price quotations could be secured. 

3. The value of a quintal of each commodity in each country 
was then expressed in terms of the value of the crop basket in the 
same country. Thus a quintal of peas was worth 2.31 crop ba~kets 
in Germany, 1.88 in Roumania, and so on for all countries. 

4. From the array of values in terms of crop baskets of each 
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commodity such as peas a typical or modal value was selected. 
This value was called the typical value in Crop Units. Thus a 
quintal of peas in every country was assigned the value of 2.00 
Crop Units wherever peas entered into the computation. 

The index value of each commodity was then applied as a weight 
to the physical volume of production of that commodity in a given 
area to give the total value of the amount produced. The sum of 
the index values of all the products of a specified region was 
taken as the measure of that region's total production. 

In brief, therefore, the index of agricultural production is one 
of physical output in which the total quantity of each commodity 
is given a standard weight that reflects the typical or modal ex
change ratio between that commodity and the crop basket. 

Limitatiom of the Method. In order to avoid misinterpretation 
of the data summarized in this chapter and presented more fully 
in Appendix I, certain observations are pertinent: 

1. The volume of agricultural production cannot be construed 
as equivalent to the income of the agricultural population for 
several reasons: 

(a) Although price relationships among agricultural prod
ucts are used in constructing a schedule of weights, the very uni
formity of the weights yields results that are somewhat arbitrary 
relative to the price structure in any given area. 

(b) Even were the index values of agricultural production 
exactly representative of exchange ratios among agricultural 
products in every country or province, the "real income" of the 
agriculturalist would still depend on exchange ratios between agri
cultural products sold and goods and services bought. 

(c) The net quantity of agricultural production as defined 
above with reference to crop and livestock production does not 
constitute "net production" in an economic sense, since most costs 
of production are not deducted from the basic index values as com
puted for small areas. The procedure here adopted excludes 
shrinkage losses and seed uses of crops, and avoids "double count
ing" by excluding feed domestically produced. Imported feed is 
only deducted to the extent that it is matched by domestic produc- , 
tion, since all deductions have been applied to the domestic crop 
up to the limit of domestic production. Additional feed imports, 
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which are substantial in such countries as Denmark,' are not de
ducted although the value of livestock products is included. These 
imports, together with other production costs such as commercial 
fertilizer, farm machinery, and so on, represent charges against 
the product that should be deducted to give an accurate picture 
of net production in the economic sense. It is impossible to deter
mine these costs by small districts, where differences owing to type 
of agriculture and the like may be rather large. However, it is 
possible to estimate national differences in costs of production, as 
explained below, and these differences are introduced as an ad
justment of the basic index values. Failing to take costs into ac
count in the CU-value of production serves to increase the differ
ences in productivity, since the costs are greater in countries with 
a highly rationalized agricultural system. 

(d) Agricultural production does not necessarily represent 
the entire income of the agricultural population. Although an 
attempt has been made to exclude from the population data those 
people whose principal occupation is fishing or forestry, and espe
cially those who are principally engaged i~ industry or trade but 
secondarily in part-time agriculture, the separation is ;necessarily 
incomplete. It has proved impossible to make any adjustment for 
income from homework or from a secondary occupation in indus
try. However, it has been possible to include the income from fish
ing and forestry on a national basis, as noted below. Neither type 
of production can be reliably allocated by districts within coun
tries. In the case of fishing, a proportional distribution of the 
total product by districts, relative to the value of other products 
or the size of the agricultural population, would obviously under
value the importance of fishing in coastal districts, and con
versely. In the case of forestry, an allocation by area of forests, 
for example, would neglect significant differences in quality, avail
ability of transportation and markets, and .so on. The value of 
these products is therefore excluded from the data by districts, 
but subsequently added to the national figures as a further ad
justment. The same population figures are used in both cases. 

2. For most of the countries of Europe the data available un
fortunately do not allow reliable adjustments for quality differ
ences. Since standard index values per quintal of the various 



[ 33 J 
products have been selected, it is obvious that a standard quality 
is implied. In the absence of standardized quality distinctions, and 
in the virtual absence of any data on the relative amounts of 
various qualities of a given crop produced, only partial adjust
ments have been possible. This difficulty is most marked in the 
case of livestock products. It should be observed that the countries 
with poorly developed agriculture not only produce smaller quan
tities relatively to labor or area used, but also produce agricul
tural goods of lower quality. Were quality differences fully repre
sented, therefore, the distinction between well-to-do and poor 
regions would be further accentuated. 

3. A few minor crops are not fully represented in production 
statistics, and the bases for arriving at reasonable estimates do not 
exist. This is notably true of garden produce for home consump
tion. Although we have attempted to include such crops, and those 
actually grown for the market are probably not unduly under
represented, it is certain that some kitchen garden produce has 
not been included. In general, were it possible to include these 
crops the effect would be to increase rather than decrease the dif
ferences between rich and poor agricultural areas. Flower and 
bulb production has not been included except in the case of the 
Netherlands--the only country where the importance of this 
type of production is considerable. 

In summary, of the limitations noted, some clearly tend to an 
understatement of actual differences in agricultural output; this 
is the case with reference to the partial neglect of small garden 
produce and the partial neglect of quality dinerences. Other limi
tations tend equally clearly to overstate the differences; this is 
especially noteworthy in the neglect of various costs of production 
in the data for small districts. Still other limitations would have 
mixed and somewhat uncertain effects on the results were it pos
sible to make the necessary adjustments; this is especially the 
case with various additional sources of income of the agricultural 
population, for which only partial adjustment can be made on a 
national basis. 

The total agricultural output by districts or countries obviously 
does not admit of ready and meaningful comparison unless re- 0 

lated to population engaged in agriculture, agricultural area, or 
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some similar base. Since the immediate and primary concern of 
the present discussion is with the well-being of the agricultural 
population, two bases of comparison are of especial interest: the 
volume of agricultural production per capita dependent on agri
culture as an approximate indication of the income of the agri
cultural population, and the volume of production per male 
engaged in agriculture as an expression of labor productivity. 
However, a comparison is also made of productivity per area of 
agricultural land as an indication of levels of land utilization. 

Production per Person Dependent on Agriculture 

Although the value of agricultural production per person de
pendent on agriculture is not a complete indication of real income 
(for reasons previously noted) it is in general a rough representa
tion of that income. By dividing the index of production (ex
p~essed in CU) by the population dependent on agriculture, 
comparable per capita values are derived.• In this as in all the 
other comparisons on a per capita basis the observed data are 
expressed as percentages of the European average (excluding 
Turkey and the USSR)," or, in other words, as index numbers, 
European average= 100. · 

The results of this calculation are presented on a national basis 
in the first two columns of Table 3, and mapped in Figure 5. Ref-

• The population data are derived from census returns, supplemented where 
necessary by estimates made by the Office of Population Research. Some countries 
give population dependent on agriculture, others those gainfully occupied. Since 
for present purposes a complete series of both types was desired, missing figures 
have been estimated on the basis of relationships between the two where both are 
available. 

I The exclusion of Turkey and the USSR from the European average Is based 
on several considerations. Both nations are only partly European powers by con
ventional geographical definition, and a satisfactory separation of data as apply
Ing to European and Asiatic areas Is Impossible. The agricultural production and 
other data are very scanty for both countries. In the case of Russia adequate data 
are only available for 1924-1926, the period before extensive collectivization. This 
material Is to be Interpreted as being only very roughly representative of the rela
tive position of the Soviet Union at the period covered for the rest of Europe, but 
as showing the problema and to a certain extent the areas which were of concern 
In subsequent Russian policy. Finally, the Inclusion of the great bulk of Russian 
production on a low per capita level would have unduly depressed the European 
average and thus unduly accentuated the favorable position of Northwestern 
Europe. We have therefore Included the data for the USSR (and for Turkey 
where available) and computed their relative rank In ratio to the average of the 
rest of Europe. Since the Turkish data are missing from many of the tables, Turkey 
Ia excluded from ail of the maps, although the USSR Is Included on some of the 
Illustrations on the general grounds that its relative position underwent no ..,,r,_ 
change by 1981-1985. 
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TABLE a 

Indexes of Agricultural Production per Person Dependent on 
Agriculture, per l\Iale Engaged in Agriculture, and per Hectare 

of Agricultural Land, by Countries, 1931-1935 Average' 

Pu PeBDD Dependent Per Male Enp~ Per H«tare ol Alfl• 
Countriea oa Apiculture In Agicultwe cultural Land• 

cu Europe- 100 cu Europe -100 cu Europe- 100 

Nortlu,. Fwo~ 
Den mart ISZ .!54 411 l2J 57 2.!6 
Finland 211 65 119 70 :zz 9Z 
Norway 9l 116 I< I lll 4l 173 
SwedeD 6Z 146 J7l 134 28 Ill 

Btutnw l!wo~ 
Estonia .f.! " IJI Jill 17 69 
LalYi& 48 lll 131 10.1 19 110 
Lithuania 31 73 45 74 17 69 
Poland Zl 49 7Z 56 II 7S 

I 

Cntrol Euro,. 
Austria SA 134 16J 1211 l7 UJ 
Belgium 9S Z20 ZJO Ill 6J Zl\1 
c .. choolonltfa 4S 105 146 liS Jl 129 
F,...ce 7S 174 Z04 160 211 109 
Germany 14 lOS Z44 191 44 Ill 
Luxembours 54 1211 lJl JOJ lS 147 
Netherlands 114 259 :m Zl7 91 m 
Switzerland 14 194 ZIJ 167 119 l71 

aallroru 
Albania 10 :zz lZ 25 17 70 
Bulpria zo 47 70 ss 19 110 
Greece Zl 9l 61 48 II 77 
Hunpry lJ 71 96 7S Zl 17 
Roumania Zl 48 67 SJ 17 69 
Turkey IS lS 9l l9 
vu ... lufa 17 .11 ss .f.! 17 69 

Sotdl•,. EtWOIC 
Italy 31 73 17 61 17 69 
Portupl l.J 53 67 53 11 47 
Spain .11 • IZO 94 lJ 53 

llriri.r•lms 
lftland 40 9l 114 119 41 171 
United ltinidom 

England It Wala Jl7 319 .106 Z40 46 193 
Scotland JJS 314 3ZS 2SS lJ ll7 
N.lreland 48 liZ 134 105 211 Ill 

USSR 17 39 53 41 

Europe exd. USSR. 
and Turkey .f.! 100 IZ7 100 Z4 100 

1 The CU and buies number nlues h .. e bem rounded f« prneatadora. althouch camputatlona 
were made oa the bull fll cme dedmal piau fOf' the aational data, and the followinc Europeaa 
CU aYU&ges: per penoo dc-pmdmt oa apiculture, 42. 9311; per maJe mpp:cl iD apicultw., 
JZ7.4Zl7; per bec:lan ol qrlcultural land. Z4.1Z. 

a Areu 1mder nrioua forma ol land atiliatioa CIOIIftl1ed to '"arable-equlnlmta." u aplaJDed 
Ill the lollowllla cii&J>W. 
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Figur6 5. Agricultural Production per Person Dependent on Agri~ulture 

erence to the table indicates the following grouping of countries 
in terms of ranges of index numbers! 

Over 27 5: Denmark, England and Wales, and Scotland. 
17 5-27 4.9: Netherlands, Belgium, Germany, and Switzer

land. 
125-174.9: France, Sweden, Austria, and Luxembourg. 
100-124.9: Norway, Northern Ireland, Latvia, and Czecho-

slovakia. 
75- 99.9: Estonia, Ireland, Spain, and Hungary. 
50- 74.9: Italy, Lithuania, Finland, and Portugal. 
25- 49.9 : Greece, Poland, Roumania, Bulgaria, USSR, 

and Yugoslavia . . 
0- 24.9: Albania. 

The foregoing list and its illustration in Figure 5 point clearly 
to a general pattern of widening rings (or concentric arcs) cen-

• The discussion of the countries in t erms of rather broad groups serves to min
Imize minor numerical differences that fall well within reasonable limits of error . 
For the same reason the results presented in the tables have been rounded to whole 
numbers. The class intervals chosen for the graphical presentation in the maps 
have been selected with a view to creating as few essentially artificial distinctions 
as possible. 
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tering around the North Sea, with decreasing productivity in 
successive rings away from that center.• This pattern emerges 
even more clearly if comparison is made with the detailed map by 
districts (Figure 6).1 Thus, it may be noted that parts of Belgium 
and Netherlands and a few small districts in France and Germany 
are in the highest group; the second ring includes the southern tip 
of Sweden, most of north-central and western Germany, north
eastern France, and parts of the low countries; most of central 
France, south-central Germany, northern Austria, Bohemian 
Czechoslovakia, and the southeastern coast of Sweden are in the 
third ring. A similar and fairly orderly progression is evident to 
the South and East. The pattern transcends national boundaries, 
and shows, rather, a gradation of agricultural regions. 

Although exact numerical validity cannot be claimed for the 

• This general structure was pointed out with referenre to a~lculture In a re
cent publication of the League of N atlons. See A grieullvral Produclioft ;,. Co,.. 
lil.,nlal Evrop• during thl1914-1918 War and Ill• R•co,..lruclion P1riod (Geneva• 
1943). See also P. Lamartine Yates and D. Warriner, Food and /o'arming ia Po•I
War Europ1 (London: Oxford University Press, 1943), especially maps on p. 89; 
Economic Dw•lopm"'l ia 8. E. EKrop• (London: PEP [Political and Eronomlc 
Planning), 19415), Chap. II and Appendix tables on pp. 137-141. The ring otructure 
Is confirmed by many other bases of international comparison, &I will be evident 
In a forthroming volume by Dudley Kirk on the population of Interwar Europe. 

Certain reservations for the national data should be Indicated, especially In the 
case of Spain. Present data Indicate a much higher per capita production In Spain 
than In Portugal, and even hi!l'her than In Italy. Varloua other data available for 
these three countries would Indicate a rank for Spain below Italy, and not much 
higher than Portugal. This seeming overvaluation of Spanish production appearo 
consistently In the national romparisona. It may be partly due to an underestima
tion of feed disappearanres of crops, and partly to exal(!l'erated production ata
tistics. Other possibly questionable results, such aa the low position of Finland In 
comparison with the Baltic States, are minor, and may be more accurate (in Ylew 
of climatic and other relevant ronditions) than would appear at first glan..,. 
Reference should be made to Appendix I for a discussion of possible erroro In the 
national data deriving from the Index procedure here used. 

The consistently high positions of England and Wales, as well •• of Belgium and 
Netherlands, are no doubt in some meaaure due to the aelection of land deriving 
from the small proportions of agriculturalist& In the population. A aample com
parison of result. for England and Waleo and the Netherlands (see Appendix I, 
Table 13), using national price ratios, doea not Indicate any over-valuation of the 
CU-index. 

• The data by districts, Including population figures, the YBiue of production In 
CU, and Index numbers for production relative to Bl(rlcultural population and 
males gainfully occupied, are given In Appendix I, Table 18. 

The grouping of countries Into general regions, followed uniformly In the ,...._ 
eral comparative tables, requires no romment except for the group called "Central 
Europe." The Low Countries and France are Included In thil group, althou(<h theae 
muntries are not ,renerally ronsidered as Central European, and can only be con
sidered so geographically If their position relative to the British lslea 11 taken Into 
account. They are here included on the basis of their similarity- In grneral economic 
structure. The grouping itself Ia therefore aomewhat leas arbitrary than the desig
nation "'Central." 
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national comparisons-and the same reservation applies a fortiori 
to the data by districts'-the general pattern is certainly correct. 

Production Per ltfale Engaged in Agriculture 

The output per capita of those persons directly engaged (that 
is, gainfully occupied) in agriculture is the simplest measure of 
labor productivity. This productivity of course largely depends 
upon such conditions as climate, nature and fertility of the land, 
use of fertilizers and mechanical equipment, and the efficiency of 
production methods used. 

The preferable method of comparing labor productivity is on 
the basis of the total number of persons actively engaged in agri
cultural work, but the problem of comparability of data with re
spect to the labor of women makes such a comparison impossible. 
The apparent proportion of women recorded in the agricultural 
labor force varies greatly from country to country for two reasons: 

(1) Customs and traditions in some countries place barriers 

' It should be noted that the attempt to get comparable data for amall dlotrlcta 
within countries is a much more hazardous undertaking than In the ease of national 
comparisons, where at least part of the errors In reportin~, necessary estimating, 
and so on, may be expected to cancel one another. In the data by amall areao two 
possible aources of error are common throughout the calculation•: (a) National 
index values for various livestock r,roducts have been distributed within the coun
try on the basis of livestock popu ationo of the appropriate categories; (b) feed, 
seed, and other subtraction& have been applied uniformly throughout each country, 
although in fact there must be considerable variation& In these "disarpearances." 
In addition, in certain cases it has been necessary to allocate nationa production 
of some crops on the basi& of area planted owing to lack of data on production by 
districts, although differences in yield& certainly exlsL Conolderable errora may 
arise from lack of data on particular product&, insignificant in national totalo but 
10 concentrated in one or a few district& ao to be of considerable Importance there. 
In diversified economies the significance of difference& within di1tricta may be aa 
great as between districts. Other erroro may arise from part-time farming or the 
8easonal employment of foreign workers. Thuo the production per capita In north
eastern Germany would certainly be lower were It pooslble to take Into account the 
Lithuanian and Polish agricultural workero employed on German estatea. Even 
lesa than witb the national data Ia It possible therefore to claim precise validity 
for the rank order of small districts, to say nothing of the exact Index nlues com
puted. In general, any single district Illustrated in Figure 0 might well be In the 
next higher or lower category, and In aome casea the error may be even greater 
owing to special circumstances. 

The calculations of production per capita by groupo of counties In England and 
Wales indicate a hift"her position for Wales and southwest England than for the 
east and southeasL Careful checking of published otatistica and experlmento with 
national price ratios revealed no explanation for thia aomewhat surprising result. 
In view of expert opinion, bowever, the validity of the result b aubject to ouch 
doubt as to prompt consideration of En,.Jand and Wales as a unit wltbout re
gional distinction. It b 10 represented in Figure 6. 

The fact that tbe relative position of a number of districts can be called Into 
question, however, seems insufficient basis for dis~nsing with an otherwbe Yalid 
and useful comparison. Moreover, it i.e alway• well to bear In mind the phenomena 
tbat are onder comparison. Thus, the fact that a particular diotrlct b well known 
to have ricb aoila does not necesaarlly mean tbat Ito production por eapi14 mud 
be bigb. 
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on the participation of women in agricultural work proper (as 
distinguished from housework and routine farm tasks), whereas 
in other countries no such restrictions exist. While housework and 
routine tasks contribute indirectly to agricultural income, there 
are marked national differences in the direct contribution by 
women to the physical output of agricultural goods. 

(2) On the other hand, women on farms are not classified ac
cording to uniform principles in the occupational returns of the 
national censuses. Even when chiefly engaged in housework they 
are recorded in some countries as persons active or gainfully oc
cupied in agriculture; in other countries they are not so recorded, 
and indeed women actually engaged in field work may be listed as 
"dependents." The occupational statistics therefore are not al
ways comparable, even between countries with similar customs and 
traditions in respect to the direct participation of women in agri
cultural production, and do not accurately reflect national differ
ences due to differing institutions. 

In view of these facts less error is likely to result from omitting 
than from including female workers in international comparison 
of output per person gainfully occupied in agricultural produc
tion. Accordingly the male labor force alone has been taken into 
account in computing the per capita and index number values 
shown by countries in columns 3 and 4 of Table 3 (and by districts 
in Appendix I, Table 18). The national index numbers are illus
trated on a European map in Figure 7. 

As peasant families are larger on an average in the eastern and 
southern parts than in the western and northern parts of Europe, 
the range of variation between the different countries displayed 
by the figures for output per person dependent on agriculture is 
somewhat narrowed in the case of output per male gainfully oc
cupied. Thus a small part of the advantage of the more favored 
countries on the former basis is due to a "favorable" ratio between 
active and dependent population. However, the position of the 
individual countries in the range of countries covered remains al
most unchanged, as will be seen from a comparison of Figures 5 
and 7. 

The relative position of European countries with respect to 
agricultural production per male gainfully occupied may be com
pared with the results obtained by quite different procedures by 
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Colin Clark. Clark's data are based partly on budget statistics, to 
which the production of livestock products and certain other food 
crops is added; part of the foreign trade balance is taken into ac
count; and fertilizer, fodder, and some other costs are subtracted.' 
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Fig·ure 7. Agricultural Production per Male Engaged in Agriculture 

Despite fundamental differences in method, Clark's results for the 
twelve European countries for which he presents data correspond 
rather closely with the relative positions of the countries shown in 
the present study. This may be seen in Table 4, where for con
venience the indexes of production per male engaged in agricul
ture as developed in the present study and those of Colin Clark 

I See Colin Clark, The Condition~ of Economic PTO!J"ell (London: Macmillan 
and Co., 1940), pp. 240-250. Clark computes the consumption of wheat, rye, barley, 
and potatoes from budget statistics, and uses production statistics for livestock 
products, sugar beets, grapes, olives, citrus f ruits, tobacco, soya beans, peanuts, 
linseed, flax, and hemp. Trade statistics are computed for wheat and wheat flour, 
rye, barley, oats, maiu, and potatoes. Quantities are weighted by 1926-1934 &Y

erage farm prices in the United States. This introduces some errors u applied to 
European data ; for example, Clark's price for a quintal of potatoes le slightly 
higher than his price for wheat, whereas in E urope potatoes on the average are 
worth only about one-fourth the price of wheat per quintal. Indeed, the price 
ratios used by Clark differ rather widely from the Typical European Value-Ratios 
used in the present study. The comparative price ratios are given In Appendix I , 
Table 16. 
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TABLE 4 

Comparison of Indexes of Agricultural Production and Agricul
tural Real Income per Male Engaged in Agriculture 

in Certain European Countries 
(Germany = 100) 

Agricultural Pro- Agricultural Real 
Countries duction, 1981-1985 Income, 1925-1984 

Average' · Average• 

Denmark 168 181 
Sweden 70 72 

Estonia 54 66 
Poland 29 40 

Belgium 94 80 
Czechoslovakia 60 59 
France 84 85 
Germany 100 100 
Nether lands 124 118 
Switzerland 87 88 

England and Wales 125 97 

USSR 22 18 

1 Index figures, as given In Table 8, converted to German base. 
I Colin Clark, Tho Condition• of Economic Progr.,• (London: Macmillan and 

Co., 19W), table following p. 2'"- Dollar values converted to Index numbers rela
tive to German base. 

are related to the German index. Clark's lower ratio of Belgium, 
Netherlands, and Denmark to the German base is probably ac
counted for by his deduction for production costs. The same may 
possibly be true in the case of England and Wales, although the 
consistently high position of England and Wales in the results 
presented in this study (even when costs are taken into account, 
as noted below) suggests the possibility that Clark has substan
tially undervalued the production in this case. 

Production per AretJ 

Although the primary concern in this study is with agricultural 
production as an indication of the well-being of the agricultural 
population, the data allow some further comparisons of produc-
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tivity per area that serve to provide part of the explanation of the 
observed clifferences in output per capita. The effectiveness of 
land utilization necessarily reflects not only differences in levels of 
productive technique, but also differences in the climate, topog
raphy, and natural fertility of the soil. The most readily com
parable data are yields of cultivated crops per standard area 
(conveniently, the hectare in Europe) planted to the e crop . A 
combined index of yields per hecta re of the even mo t important 
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Figure 8. Index of Yields of Important Crops 

crops in Europe (wheat, rye, barley, oats, maize, potatoes, and 
sugar beets), representing the 1931-1935 average, has been con
structed. The yield per hectare for each crop is expressed as a per
centage of the average European yield, and both an unweighted 
and a weighted average--the latter in terms of areas sown- have 
been computed. The two average do not differ greatly, as shown 
in Appendix I, Table 19. The unweighted average is mapped in 
Figure 8. 

The highest yields are obtained in Northwestern Europe (the ~ 
British Isles, Belgium, Netherlands, Germany, Denmark, Nor
way, Sweden) and in Switzerland. The natural fertility of the 
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soil is not in all of these countries superior to that in the remainder 
of Europe. Rather the higher yields are the result of higher cap
italization in equipment, fertilizers, etc., more effective production 
methods, and in general more intensive cultivation. 

Theoretically it might be possible to extend a comparison of 
yields to all cultivated crops in ratio to the total arable land. 
Aside from problems of adequacy of data for special crops and 
problems of treatment of fallows," any such comparison obviously 
represents very inadequately the utilization of land for total agri
cultural production, since livestock products on the one hand and 
meadow and pasture lands on the other are neglected. 

A somewhat different approach is to relate total agricultural 
production (including livestock products) to total agricultural 
land, the latter expressed in "arable equivalents." This procedure 
obviates some of the difficulties of non-comparability among var
ious uses of land (for example, market gardens and rough pas
tures). Clearly, even arable land is of very unequal quality. The 
addition of other agricultural land areas at arbitrary weights 
relative to arable land further reduces the true comparability of 
the areas. However, the adequacy of the procedure must be viewed 
in terms of possible alternatives, and so viewed it appears the 
preferable basis of comparison. In general, the measurement of 
production in terms of "arable equivalents" allows the presump
tion that observed differences in productivity are more the result 
of differences in the economic and technological organization of 
agriculture than of variations in natural fertility of land.'" 

The data for production per area on this basis are given by 
country in Table 3, columns 5 and 6. The European regional pat
tern is again partially repeated, as will be evident from Figure 9. 
The national totals given in Table 3 show the highest productivity 
in the Netherlands, Switzerland, and Belgium, where intensive 
agriculture and the production of specialized livestock products 

t Fallow land Is not uniformly classified by national statistics and Indeed should 
not be in view of Its varying significance. Countries with poorly developed agri
cultural techniques allow a large proportion (32 per cent in Spain, 4.1 per cent in 
the USSR) to lie in bare fallow. Countries with intensive agriculture leave little 
bare fallow, either practicing a rotation of productive crops (including legumes) 
or planting a temporary meadow for bay or pasture. The utilization of fallow land 
Ia thus in itself a fairly reliable index of general land utilization. The significance 
of bare fallows Is further discussed in the following chapter. 

10 The method of conversion to "arable equivalents" is explained in the following 
ehapter. Table 1 of Appendix II shows the "arable-equivalent" agricultural areas 
for European countries and districts. 
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contribute to effective land utilization. Denmark, England and 
Wales, and Germany form a second group of countries with high 
land utilization, followed closely by Norway, Ireland, Austria, 
Luxembourg, Scotland, and Czechoslovakia. Sweden and Northern 

INDEX NUMBERS, EUROPE • 100 

F•gure 9. Agricultural Production per H ectare of "Arable-Equivalent'' Agricul
tural Land 

Ireland are well above the European average, and France is only 
slightly above the average. Finland, Hungary, Latvia, Bulgaria, 
Greece, and Poland represent a range from 75 to 92 per cent of 
the European average production per hectare. Italy, Albania, -' 
Roumania, Yugoslavia, Lithuania, and Estonia, range between 
67 and 70 per cent of the European average, while Spain (53 per 
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cent) and Portugal (47 per cent) have the lowest level of land 
utilization. The data and map by districts indicate that the pat
tern of decreasing productivity to the South and East is modified 
only in a few cases, where the departure from the general pattern 
may represent either genuinely exceptional la.nd utilization or may 
represent inadequacies in data or procedures.11 

Still another, and considerably less satisfactory, approach to 
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·Figure 10. Agricultural- Production, Fishing, and Forestry per H ectare of Total 
Area 

effectiveness of land utilization is to relate total agricultural pro
duction (plus forestry products and the catch of fish) to the total 
land area. This relationship is illustrated in Figure 10, an exam-

11 The results by districts shown in Figure 9 are subject to the same reservations 
indicated in Note 7, above, relative to production per capita, as well as to additional 
reservations owing to the arbitrary character of the converted land areas used. 
Thus in northern countries an adequate d ivision between pastures and forests is 
Impossible. For this reason the northernmost part of Norway has been left blank 
on the map, and the results for Estonia and Latvia as well as for the remainder of 
Norway are subject to considerable error. Other questionable results include 
Venezia Trldentina, Veneto, and Venezia Giulia e Zara in Italy (probably too 
low); the central departments in France (probably t oo high); and Epirus in 
Greece (probably too high ) . England and Wales has again been treated as a unit 
for reasons explained in Note 7. 



[ 47 J 
ination of which indicates at once the favorable position of Den
mark and the Low Countries, followed by England and \Vales and 
Germany. France, Czechoslovakia, and Hungary (the last two 
having no sea fishing) also have a high position relative to the 
average. Aside from ~he improved position of Hungary and Italy, 
the most obvious result of this comparison is the greatly lowered 
position of Norway, Sweden, Finland, Scotland, and the northern 
Baltic States, where the inclusion of the important revenue from 

·fishing and forestry is insufficient to compensate for the inclusion 
of the high proportions of completely unproductive areas. 

All of the foregoing comparisons of agricultural production by 
country and by small district confirm the general pattern of Euro
pean economic development, and those comparisons which relate 
production to the agricultural population (total or active) indi
cate the real and substantial differences in the economic well-being 
of European agriculturalists. Indeed, the series indicates not only 
the existence but also-at least in a rough way-something of the 
magnitude of the differences. Subject to the reservations earlier 
noted, consideration of which would substantially alter the mag
nitude of the differences in some cases, these comparisons indicate 
the relative incomes of the agricultural population in the various 
countries and regions of Europe. In order to take into account 
some of the more important reservations that apply to the fore
going results, certain adjustments are introduced below. 

Adjustment. for Coat& and Additional Output 

Of the several previously noted limitations on indexes of agri
cultural production as measures of income differentials, two allow 
of partial rectification: costs of production on the one hand and 
additional sources of income on the other. Although available 
data do not allow adjustments in these respects by administrative 
districts, it is possible to remove part of the limitations on a 
national basis. 

Production in Fiahing and Forelfry. Since national statistical 
sources ordinarily do not adequately distinguish persons primarily 
engaged in crop and livestock production from those primarily 
engaged in fishing and forestry, production in the latter enter
prises may be appropriately attributed to the agricultural popu
lation. 
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The value of the catch of sea fishing is available for most coun

tries, although in a few cases estimates have been made by analogy 
from the data for similar countries. Fish caught in inland lakes 
and streams are neglected in view of a virtual absence of informa
tion. Because of a .tremendous variation in. quality of fish (and 
therefore of price per weight), a Modal Value-Ratio has not been 
used, but rather the values in national currencies have been con
verted to CU on the basis of the price of one crop basket in national 
currency.11 

Forest production is given annually by the International Insti
tute of Agriculture,11 and some national data are available for 
both quantity and value. Thus the value of forestry products in 
national currencies has been computed directly or estimated from 
available production data and price ratios prevailing in neigh
boring countries. The value of the products in national currencies 
is converted to CU in the same way as in the case of the catch 
of fish. 

Forestry products contribute substantially to the income of the 
agricultural population in Finland, Sweden, Norway, and Austria, 
and to a much smaller extent elsewhere. Fishing is also of consid
erable importance in Norway and Sweden, as well as in France 
and Italy. The combined index value of crop and livestock pro
duction, fishing, and forestry per capita dependent on agriculture 
is mapped in terms of index numbers (European average= 100) 
in Figure 11.'' A comparison of this map with Table 3 and Figure 
5 indicates that the principal alteration of relative position of 
countries is the improved position of Norway, owing to high 
values of both forestry and fishing, and Finland, Poland, and 
Roumania, owing mainly to the inclusion of forestry products. 

Crop and Livestock Net Production. In order to compute net 
production in the economic sense, production costs must obviously 
be subtracted from the gross value of output. With the exception 
of a few items for which rather complete national statistics are 
available, notably chemical fertilizers and in some cases feed im
ports, the major items of cost cannot be computed from general 

uSee the second section of Appendix I for the construction of the Crop Unit 
'- as a basis of International comparison. 

ll[nto,...,.tional Yonrbook of For01try Stotilticl. · 
u The figures for the value of fishing and forestry expressed In CU, lesa ded...,_ 

tlon for costs of production, are shown In Table 5 below. It should be noted that 
Figure 11 does not take production costs Into account. 
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statistics and subtracted from the value of agricultural produc
tion. Rather, reliance must be placed on the relatively small 
samples available in farm accountancy statistics. 1 ~ The statistics 
are of uneven reliability in the various countries, depending on 
the size and representative character of the sample. They are, 
however, sufficiently complete to allow estimates based either on 
the national sample or on the data for similar areas. 

Figure 11. Agricultural Production, Fishing, and Forestry per Person Dependent 
on Agriculture 

The farm accountancy statistics do not take into account prod
ucts used on the farm; costs and returns are confined to items 
bought and sold. This means that domestically produced feed and 
seed-items already deducted in the basic data by districts--do 
not enter the accounts at all if used on the producing farm. If 
sold within the country the income is counterbalanced by the cost 
to other producers. Thus the subtraction of costs for feed and 
seed eliminates their value added into the revenue of other farms, 
and additional costs comprise a genuine charge against national 
production since they represent imported crops. Similarly, im-

u International Institute of Agriculture, Farm ~cco•"ta.ey. baued yearly. 
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ported ·chemical fertilizers represent genuine costs to domestic 
production, whereas manure either does not enter the accounts at 
all, or is balanced between income to sellers and costs to pur
chasers. Labor represents a cost to the individual producer, but 
is not a legitimate charge against national production, since labor 
costs are also part of the income of the agricultural population. 
Labor costs, therefore, do not enter into the accountancy sta
tistics used. 

From the farm accountancy statistics for 1931-1935 the per
centages which net production in the economic sense represents 
of the total output of agriculture have been computed. These per
centages are shown in column 2 of Table 5. The index value of 
agricultural production, shown by countries in column 1 of 
Table 5, when multiplied by the appropriate percentage is con
verted to the net physical return from crop and livestock produc
tion. This net return is shown in column 3, converted to a per 
capita basis in column 4, and the latter is then expressed in ratio 
to the European average in column 5. The results of this compu
tation may be summarized in terms of the relative position of the 
countries (index numbers, European average= 100). 

Over 275: Denmark. 
175-274.9: England and Wales, Scotland, and Netherlands. 
125-174.9: Belgium, Germany, Switzerland, France, Aus-

. tria, and Sweden. 
100-124.9: Ireland, Northern Ireland, Spain, Luxembourg, 

Latvia, and Estonia. 
75- 99.9: Norway, Italy, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Lith

uania, and Portugal. 
50- 7 4.9: Greece, Bulgaria, Finland, Roumania, USSR, 

Yugoslavia, and Turkey. · 
25- 49.9: Poland and Albania. 

Since high yields, whether of crops or of livestock products, are 
primarily the result of intensive agriculture, it follows that costs 
of production are proportionally higher in advanced than in un
.developed countries. The effect of subtracting production costs 
therefore is to narrow the spread between the countries of high. 
and low per capita production (compare Table 3) but doe1 not 
materially alter the relative po1itiom of the count.rie1. 



TABLE 0 Net Production in Agriculture, Fishing, and Forestry• 

Net Production 

A1ricultural From Agriculture (Crop and Livestock Production) From Agriculture, Flabina, and Forntry 
Countrla Production 

Per Penon Dependent From Flshfn1 Per Penon Depcndcat In 1000 CU PerCent In on Agriculture and Forestry In on AJrTiculture or Net 1000 In 1000 cu 1000 
Production cu In CU Europe- 100 cu In CU Europe- 100 

Ntmls~,. Buro,. 
Denmark 161,01\J 51 82,142 77 282 6,012 M,l54 Ill 275 
Finland 56,495 65 J6,72Z II 66 20,1&5 56,907 211 93 
Norway 37,296 59 19,394 016 95 '·""' 29,271 J9 IJO 
Swrden 119,094 57 67,114 J6 IJO 23,666 91,570 ... 159 

&st1rw Ewo,. 
65 Estonia 016,755 17,391 211 101 159 11,250 29 96 

Latvia 49,215 62 JO,SS7 JO 107 1,970 32,527 Jl 104 
Lithuania 51,713 67 J<,.,l 21 76 954 35,002 21 71 
Poland 404,344 .. 258,780 u 49 • 32,311 291,091 15 50 

CINiral Ewo,. 
Austria 101,907 62 63,182 J6 l.lO 11,700 74,M2 42 140 
Belgium 112,606 50" 56,.JJJ 47 172 3,256 59,559 50 165 
C ~:echoalovaltl& 216,12l 55• 118,868 25 90 20,700 139,561 29 96 
France 898,5.17 ss• 49-4,195 4J ISS 4J,222 5.\'7 ,417 47 156 
Germany l,lll,IIO 56 623,174 47 171 611,5119 691,76] 52 172 
Luzemboura 4,S8l ss• 2,5:.0 .lO lOA 225 2,7-45 32 107 
Nelherlanda ISQ,905 46 73,556 51 187 3,6<11 77,224 54 171 
Swltzerlaad 75,159 56 4Z,009 47 170 3,240 45,329 50 166 •a lira., 
Albania 7,646 95• 7,26< 9 JJ 1,172 9,136 II .!II 
Bul1arla 82,.!94 95° 7~.Z74 19 70 3,)67 81,641 20 66 
Gre«e 60,261 95 57,255 20 74 1 .. 1211 511,5!\J 21 61 
Hun111.ry H&,S96 66 IM,271 22 110 4,SQO 102,MI 2J 76 
Roumania 272,.ltl 71 212,401 16 59 21,780 2~\.4,1 "8 II 59 
Turkey 169,773 95° 161,lS4 14· 52 2Z,Ozs 161,2M 14 47 
Yu~QSlavla 175,752 90" 158,177 15 54 1110,205 17 56 

So.~lt.~ne ~..,.,. 

Italy 561,716 .,. 449,J7l 25 91 29,700 479,073 27 • Portupl 67,261 90" 60,5-41 20 75 13,603 74,144 25 Ill 
Spain 4-68,199 10" J51,559 JO 110 10,3ZJ .!611,182 31 IOJ 

.,.it1J'- I slit 
J1tland ~.648 110" 50.112 J2 117 346 51'1.<~ J2 107 
Encl..&nd • \\'alee ZQll,S-44 5JO ISJ,Q.~ 73 265 19.162 173,1.~ 112 27~ 
Scotland 5.!,619 5,! 27,AAI 72 262 J,.oz 31.290 II 71>7 
N. lr<lud 17.QI6 65• II,MS 31 114 l.ltJO 12,905 J5 115 

VSSR I,QOi,7U ts• 1,112,3&4 16 5I 117,000 1,929,334 17 56 
Total (F..-d. Turter 

and l'SSR) ~~JS ~ 64 :u.-~.tM Z7 IM ""429 4,tl!lt.~lt9 :00 11'111 

• E.•timated 
I The per capita CU ed llulu Dvmber ftlua have hem rowukd lot pre~e~~tatioa. althouch tompuUtiona were made em the buls ol two decimal places ftw 

per capi&a CU nluca. 
~ 
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Net Production in Agriculture, Fishing, and Forestry. How

ever, net crop and livestock production provides only an incom
plete measure of relative income in view of the previously noted 
fact that in some countries the agricultural population derives a 
substantial additional income from fishing and forestry. It is now 
possible to combine the adjustments for the closest possible ap
proximation to the income of the agricultural population.16 

INO(X NUMBERS. EUROPE • 100 

0 ... . .. 
(::::J >O • 74 t m , .... 
588 100 • I! 4 t 

rzzi !2$•17 4 t 

• . , ,- 274. t 

• n•• 

Figure 12. Net Production in Agriculture, Fishing, and Forestry per Person 
Dependent on Agriculture 

To the net crop and livestock production rna y be added the net 
index value of fishing and forestry. For the computation of the 
latter, costs are not readily available. Ignoring national differ
ences, which can only be of minor importance in view of the small 
fraction of total income derived from these sources in most coun
tries, it has been assumed somewhat arbitrarily that the produc-

1& The calculation of net production still assumes a uniform schedule of agri
cultural p r ices and neglects price ratios between agricultural products and indus
trial products, part of the quali ty differences, and some additional sources of in
come. Some of these would, probably, improve the position of high-ranking coun
tries, while the effect of others is uncerta in. Taxes, rents, and interest have also 
been neglected, not only on the grounds that there are insufficient data, but also on 
the grounds that these may or may not be net charges on agr iculture. 
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tion costs to be subtracted account for roughly 10 per cent of the 
index value of the raw products considered. Thus 90 per cent of 
the computed CU-values of forestry and fishing (as noted aboYe) 
has been included as net income from these products. The results 
are shown in column 6 of Table 5. The net total (agriculture, 
fishing, and forestry) is shown in column 7, which is expressed on 
a per capita basis in column 8. The per capita values are again 
converted to index numbers relative to the European average in 
column 9. 

The index numbers are illustrated in Figure 12. Reference to 
Table 5 and Figure 12 indicates the following groups of countries 
in descending rank order: 

Over 275: Denmark. 
175-274.9: England and 'Vales, Scotland, and Netherlands. 
125-174.9: Germany, Switzerland, Belgium, Sweden, 

France, Austria, and Norway. 
100-124.9: Northern Ireland, Ireland, Luxembourg, Latvia, 

and Spain. 
75- 99.9: Estonia, Czechoslovakia, Finland, Italy, Portu

gal, and Hungary. 
50- 74.9: Lithuania, Greece, Bulgaria, Roumania, Yugo

slavia, USSR, and Poland. 
25- 49.9: Albania. 

A comparison of Figure 12 with Figure 5 indicates that the 
relative position of the countries undergoes two notable changes as 
a result of the inclusion of fishing and forestry and the calculation 
of costs of production. (1) In general, countries in Northern and 
Western Europe remain about the same or are reduced to a lower 
position, while the countries of Eastern and Southern Europe are 
generally raised in terms of the European average. (2) The two 
notable exceptions to this rule are Norway and Finland, the posi
tions of which are improved owing to the importance of income 
from fishing and forestry and despite relatively high production 
costs in agriculture." Again, however, the general order is affected 
in only minor respects. 'Vhat is more important is that the numer
ical order of the differences is substantially narrowed, since costs, 

u This summary overlooks many change~: In index number&, and minor t:hanga 
In class inte"als. (Compare Table a, column 2, and Figure IS with Table 6, column 
9, and Figure 12.) 
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as already noted, bear most heavily on those countries with high 
production. 

The European regional pattern of differences in agricultural 
productivity is again vividly illustrated by these comparisons. 
With the exception of two small areas, Luxembourg and Albania, 
the net income of the agricultural population falls off gradually 
but consistently the greater the distance from the lower North 
Sea. This pattern, it may be reasonably assumed, would have been 
even more evident had it been possible to construct an index for 
small districts. After the double adjustment of adding income 
from fishing and forestry and subtracting costs of production, the 
results conform in general with those derived from computing the 
total value of crop and livestock production alone. This con
formity indicates that the latter alone is probably a fairly reliable 
indicator of relative well-being of the agricultural population, but 
not of the magnitude of the differences. Thus, the data by small 
districts have some merit not only as indicating local differences in 
agricultural output, but also as representing at least in a rough 
way the relative per capita income differences in European agri
culture. 

The marked differences in per capita productivity in agricul
ture between the various regions of the European continent, 
together with the previously noted differences in demographic 
situations and prospects, provide the background for further 
scrutiny of the economic position of the peoples of Eastern and 
Southern Europe. The following chapter begins that scrutiny 
with reference to the agricultural population and the conditions of 
agricultural production. 



CHAPTER III 

AGRICULTURAL POPULATION AND PRODUCTIVE 
ORGANIZATION 

THE demographic and economic significance of the regional dif
ferences outlined in the two preceding chapters may be approached 
by turning to the specific problems of support of a growing popu
lation on the land in Eastern and Southern Europe. The present 
chapter outlines first the relation between agricultural population 
and production, with particular reference to agricultural "over
population." Attention is then turned to the technological and 
organizational features of agricultural production, in an attempt 
both to determine the reasons for low productivity and to provide 
a key to possible means for improving the agricultural situation. 

People on the Land 

Because the agrarian regions of Eastern and Southern Europe 
combine high proportions of the total population dependent on 
agriculture and a low volume of agricultural production, these 
regions are frequently said to suffer from "overpopulation." It is 
worth while to examine briefly precisely what this may mean, and 
what significance it may have for future economic prospects in 
these areas. 

The traditionall\Ialthusian theory of population predicated an 
unstable balance between population size and food supply; the 
world was thought to be doomed to chronic maximum population 
at subsistence level, with population growth only restrained by 
various "natural checks," including starvation. Underpopulation 
could exist only briefly in a new country, since the population 
would quickly expand to the full extent made possible by existing 
resources. Present purposes do not require a review of the doc
trinal controversies in this field beyond the observation that a 
primary dynamic factor in the relation of population to resources 
is the level of technological development. A change in this develop
ment can, and constantly does, change the significant ratio of 
population to resources. For example, extremely rapid population 
growth in Western Europe in the l~st century wii;B accompanied 
by rising levels of living, made poss1ble by revolutionary changes 
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in agricultural technique and in the whole struc~ure of modern 
economy. There are also other "middle terms" in the relation of 
population to resources, including productive organization, divi
sion of labor, the distributive system, and the standard of living 
considered appropriate. The view of population size itself as a 
biological variable is inadequate, since a variety of institutional 
controls enter into the determination of fertility and mortality. 
Thus a "Malthusian situation," strictly speaking, has never 
existed. 

Clearly untenable, therefore, is the conception of overpopula
tion as a greater number of people than the economy can support 
in some absolute sense. In the same absolute sense, those who are 
alive are obviously not part of the surplus. To discuss surplus 
population at all some standards of judgment must be introduced: 
health and longevity, full employment, or a "minimum" level of 
living. In all of these cases the surplus may be viewed in relation 
to existing technology and social organization or in relation to 
some hypothetical or ideal modification of the social system. The 
question at issue then becomes, how many people can be supported 
or employed at some particular level in view of various relevant 
circumstances ?1 

Surplus population therefore is a relative notion, and one that 
can be assessed from various standards • .AJJy program of rectifi
cation mpst determine not only what surplus exists from some 
point of view, but also what circumstances are amenable- to 
change. 

Measures of Overpopulation. Among the various standards that 
might afford a basis for measuring surplus population, three are 
of especial significance: population density, level of employment, 
and level of production or consumption. Each of these standards 
represents an attempt to relate population to "resources," with or 
without explicit assumptions about other relevant conditions • 
. Relian~e on population density as a measure of surplus popula

tion requ1res the assumption of some "reasonable" number of per· 
sons per unit of area, any higher density representing the amount 

1 For • erltlque of the Malthusian position and restatement of population theory, 
aee E. F. ~enrose, PopulGti<n• Th•orie1 GM Th•ir ApplicGtion (Stanford Unl
nrslty, C~!•f.: Food Research Institute, 193-l), Chap. I, "The Malthusian Theory"; 
Chap. II, The Income Optimum Population" • Chap III "The Welfare Optimum 
Population!' ' · • 
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of the surplus. 2 Although this procedure is statistically simple it is 
also arbitrary. It not only neglects completely the economic and 
technological organization and other "middle terms" that largely 
determine the carrying power of the land, but also poses the prob
lem of relating population to comparable areas. For example, any 
metropolitan community would represent an extreme overpopula
tion. The regions of Europe that have prospects for stable or de
clining populations and that have achieved high productivity per 
capita in agriculture, are by no means thinly ettled. In fact, 
Northwestern Europe is not only the most den ely populated part 
of the continent, as may be seen in Figure 13, but is one of the 
most thickly settled areas in the world. 

Figure 13. Distribution of Populat ion around 1900 

(Adapted from BydoTD-Wag~n• Methodilcher Bch•latlal, Courtuy of Amel'lc:&n 
Geographical Society. ) 

2 F or example, see Royal Institute of International Affai rs, Agra"Nut ProbletM 
from the Baltic to the A egean (London : 1944) , pp. 52-63; Royal Institute o,f Inter
national Affairs, Information Department, Bo•th-Ea1ter~ EMrop1 : .d Bn~f B•r
vey, Paper No. 26 (London : Oxford Un.iversity Press, 1940), pp. 74-'7~; Doreen 
Warriner, EconomiCI of Pealaftt P armartg (London: Oxford UniYel'aaty Praa, 
1939), Chap. III, "Over-Population." 
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The difficulties in the interpretation of population densities 

remain even if the measure is confined to agricultural population 
and agricultural land. Thus, an agricultural area made up almost 
entirely of rough pastures can support a much smaller population 
than an area devoted to horticulture. 

The problem of comparable areas may be partially, but not 
completely, overcome by converting various types of land utiliza
tion to a common basis. Such a procedure was used to translate 
agricultural land into "arable equivalents," following the method 
suggested by J. Poniatowski.• The results for European countries, 
and for provinces or regions within the larger countries, are pre
sented in Appendix II. When related to the population dependent 
on agriculture, these converted land areas yield density figures of 
considerably greater comparability than would otherwise be pos
sible. These data are presented in Appendix II, Table 1, and 
mapped in Figure 14. Aside from the not insignificant technical 
problems of determining the appropriate value ratios among the 
various types of land use, the procedure assumes that either the 
productive value of arable land is equivalent in all regions or that 
the differences can be offset by technological developments. It is 
clear, for example, that even climatic disadvantages and low soil 
fertility can be offset by improved technology, although there can 
be no doubt that greater capital and managerial ability are 
required.• 

The densities of agricultural population, as portrayed in Figure 
14, are chiefly significant for what they do not reveal about levels 
of living or economic opportunity. Thus, although the regions of 
Eastern Europe are shown to have high densities, so do the Low 
Countries and considerable portions of Switzerland and the Scan
dinavian Peninsula. If these densities are compared with either the 
value of production per hectare of agricultural area or, more· 

.• Cited !n International lns~ltute of Agriculture, Populatioa and A.grit:1dturo, 
11>11/o Spoci<JI Rofor.,.co lo A gnctJIIural Ovorpo,.Uatio.., League of Nations, Euro
pe:n Conference on Rural Llf ... 1989, No. 8 (Genevar 1989), p. 21. 

This point has been made, with perhaps undue emphasis, by Ellsworth Hunting
ton ln. his "Ap:rlcultural P':"~uctlvity and Pressure of Population," .A.nnalo of tho 
.dnooncoa .dcod•m' of Pohhcal and Soci<JI Scioftco, 198: 73-92, July, 1938. 

In p:eneral, the assumption that land used for similar purposes 1s of similar 
quality (with the exception of pastures) overestimates the quality of the land, 
and J>&rtlcularly ?f arable land, where the "pressure" of agricultural 0 ulatlon 
leads .to the brlnp:ID!f of land of .low fertility under cultivation. In other ~!rds, the 
.... rgoa for productive land nr1es with the demand for that land. 
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Figure 14. Density of A gricultural Population per Square KUometer of "Arable
Equivalent" AgricuJtural Land 

especially, the value per capita of farm population ( ee Figure 
6 and 9 in Chapter II), it is evident that den ity doe not provide 
a sound basis for estimating population surplu es. At the mo t, it 
allows comparison between region of imilar economic structure 
by holding one factor, land utilization, fairly constant.' 

~ The significance of population density, and therefore of available labor , b 
clearly relative to the situation with respect to other productJve factors. To the 
point of the maximum uti lization of these factors, additional labor may lnereue 
output. Thus given levels of technology and economic spcciallu.Uon set minimum 
as weJI as maximum limits to manpower requirements. ThJs has been pointed out 
in the case of Czechoslovak agriculture by H . BOker and F . W . von BUlow, Tla• 
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The level of employment as a measure of overpopulation is no 

more adequate than a mechanistic view of the "overcrowding" rep
resented by high densities of population. The evidence of variation 
in employment levels corresponding with business cycles immedi
ately indicates that the volume of employment cannot be accepted 
as a pragmatic test of the employment capacity of an economy. 
The cause of unemployment may be a shortage of one or more of 
the other factors of production: capital, resources, or managerial 
ability. However, unemployment is frequently due to an ineffective 
distributive organization for marketing potential production or to 
occupational rigidities producing both labor shortages and labor 
surpluses. The measure has, if anything, even less merit with 
regard to the agricultural population.• The seasonal nature of 
labor demand, coupled with the fact that wage employment may be 
almost non-existent, places insurmountable barriers in the way of 
using agricultural unemployment statistics as indicative of "too 
many people."' 

As in the measurement of overpopulation on the basis of employ
ment levels or labor requirements, the question of how many people 
could be supported at some "reasonable" level of living requires 
analysis of the whole organization of production and distribution. 
Thus, the factors of production may be genuinely lacking,• or 

Rur<Jl EOJod,.. ;,. CzocAollotxJkia, International Labour Office, Studies and Report., 
Series K, No. 18 (Geneva: 1936). Dolinski found agricultural population growth 
In Bul~arla accompanied by an Increased, although lesser, Intensification. (N. w. 
Dolinski, "Cber den Zusammenhang der Bevijlkerungsvermehrung und der In
tensltiit der Landwlrtschaft In Bulgarien," drciiiD fur Sozialwiuomcllafl und 
Sozlalpoll!lk, 63:608-624, June, 1930.) On the other hand, Klonov found In C&echo
slovakla that d•eroa.,, In population Increased yields. (Vladimir Klonov, "Re
cherehe statlstlque sur Ia relation entre Ia productivite agrlcole et Ia densite et Ia 
structure de la population," Statlltickj Obzor, 18:81-46, March, 1937.) 

• See Colin Clark, Th• Cot~ditiom of Ecoftotllio Progr11o (London: Macmillan 
and Co., 1940), pp. 227-230; Warriner, op. cil.; P. Lamartine Yates and D. War
riner, Food at~d p,.,...;,.g ;,. Po•I-War Europo (London, etc.: Oxford University 
Press, 1948), Chap. IV, "Over-Population"; Erot10mio D•D•Iopm"'l ;., S. E. E ... 
ropo (London: PEP [Political and Economic Planning], 19411), pp. 88-39. 

' The measurement of agricultural unemployment Is especially difficult because 
actual employees are likely to constitute very small proportions of the labor foree, 
and "hidden unemployment" may be widespread among owners and tenants. Esti .. 
mates of surplus labor on the basis of mon-days required for the existing output 
must be at. best extremely rough, and would be beset with many difficulties. Capital, 
land fertlhty, product structure, market organi&ation, managerial abilitv, and di
Yislon of labor would have to be held constant or Included In the calculations. 

• The crucial factor In the productive system may be lack of capital, as will be 
noted In some detail In a later section of this chapter. The significance of capital 
shortage for agricultural overpopulation has been pointed out by Dolinski, loc. cil. 
s.., also Theodor Oberlander, "tlbervolkerung In Ostmitteleuropa," Baltllc/oo 
lloroat•lloft•, 1933:8711-882, July/August, 1983.. 
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simply inefficiently used. In the latter case, changes in the economic 
or technological organization might increase the level of produc
tion and therefore, presumably, of per capita consumption. How
ever, a low level of living, for example among peasants or farm 
employees, may also partly reflect a highly unequal distribution, so 
that a seeming population surplus may be due less to the low total 
volume of output than to the proportion of that output available 
to cultivators. The measurement of overpopulation relative to a 
given volume of output thus requires assumptions both as to the 
productive and distributive systems and as to the per capita level 
of production or consumption selected as a standard.' 

Agricultural Production Per Capita a1 a JJlea1ure of SurplUI 
Population. The data on agricultural output by administrative 
districts in Europe, 1931-1935, presented in Chapter II supple
mented by Appendix I, allows calculation of the number of people 
that would be required to produce a given total production at a 
selected per capita level of productivity. If this calculated number 
is less than the actual agricultural population, a "surplus" popu
lation remains. Since this is a measure analogous to the "reason
able" level of living discussed above, the assumptions should be 
noted: (1) if the existing level of production is taken as the basis 
for calculation, the procedure does not indicate whether that pro
duction could be increased, and if so, by what means; (2) the 
"reasonableness" of the selected per capita level of productivity 
must be assumed. The significance of these assumptions is further 
discussed and partially tested in the following paragraphs. 

Because of the impressive differences between prosperous and 
poor agricultural regions of Europe, the selection of a "reason
able" standard is difficult. For example, the Danish per capita 
level, which is the highest in Europe, reflects a highly specialized 
and intensive agrarian regime, dependent upon Gennan and espe
cially English urban markets. In no meaningful sense would such 
a level be reasonable for Sub-Carpathian Russia or Bessarabia. It 

1 It Is to be emphasised that this standard Is also a nrlable and mtieal fador. 
This Is true not only for the lnnstigator who attempts to determine the exlstmn! 
and amount of surplus population, but also for the peoples of areas elaimed to be 
suffering from "population pressure." In the latter ease It Is nldent that the era
cia! question eannot he posed In terms of absolutes, but depend• on the relation 
between existing lnels and the standardo or idealo there eurrent. See Warren 8. 
Thompson and P. K. Whelpton, MLeYels of LIYing and Popniation Presaure," Aro
....U of tr.. .dmorieaa .dca<Wrn1 of Politieal ••4 Social Bt:Naeo, 198:93-100, Jnly, 
1938. 
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doe1 appear, however, that the general European average ie not 
an exceesively high standard. With the exception only of Finland 
and Ireland, all of the Northern and Western European countries 
are above the average. Of the Eastern and Southern countries, 
only Latvia and Czechoslovakia are slightly above the European 
average. When it is noted that Ireland, Estonia, and Czechoslo
vakia have per capita levels within 10 per cent of the European 
average, the standard seems fair.•• 

If the average European per capita product ie taken as stand
ard, it may be divided into the index value of total production in 
each country to obtain an estimated number of people required to 
produce that product at that standard of productivity. This in tum 
provides the material with which to judge the size of the surplus 
agricultural population. Table 6 shows the estimated surpluses 
calculated on this basis, together with the proportions of the total 
agricultural population that the surpluses (or, in a few cases, 
deficits) represent.11 For countries as a whole, the percentages 
range from an 11 per cent deficit in Latvia, which is confirmed by 
an agricultural labor shortage, to an overpopulation amounting 
to 78 per cent in Albania, which has the lowest level of production 
in Europe. 

Under the assumption that a European average standard is 
reasonable, the countries of Eastern and Southeastern Europe 
have a surplus agricultural population of 45 per cent. By the same 
standard, the Southwestern Peninsulas have a redundant farm 
population of 23 per cent. This means that with no increase in 
production a substantial proportion of the rural population would 
have to find other employment in order for the remainder to 
achieve a European average level, or, approximately, that of 
Estonia. 

The percentages of agricultural overpopulation for each East
ern and Southern European country, and for administrative die
tricts in most countries, are mapped in Figure 15. By reference to 
Table 6 and Figure 15, the more important features of agricul
tural- overpopulation, as here defined, m~y be noted for each 
country. It should be noted that "existing" production actually 
refers to the prewar period. 

•• See Appendix I, Table 18. 
u B..,ause, by the otandard Bel..,ted. nearly aU of the Northern and Weotem 

c:ountrleo would be underpor,utated. the tableo and mapa lbowln! onrpopulatlon 
are c:onllned to thole c:ountr 01 primarily c:olllidered In the preoent atudy. 
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TABLI: 6 

"Standard" and "Surplus" Agricultural Populations, Eastern 
and Southern Europe, around 1930, Assuming Existing Produc

tion and European Average Per Capita Level 

Populattoa A~hure ~tandudPopu- ''Swpl,." Populo-
De-cleat Net roduct.ioa lattoa.A..umlna 

Coanb7 ... .. Europa.a Per Nam~ 
and Alrlcu- c..,..Uullll' CapltaU..II -· hrC111t" 

Rellaa ooo·. omitted GOII'a -lltecl aoo·a-ltecl -utecl 

(I) (Z) (l) (4) (5) 

ALBANIA 100 7,646 171 6lZ 71.7 

BULGARIA 4,0111 II2.3M 1,921 :1,167 SJ.O 

CZECHOSLOV AltiA 4,812 Jld,U5 S.OJA -uti -u 
Bohemia 1,627 107,96t 2..117 -190 -su 
Monria..SIIal& 968 $.1,734 1.25J --205 -.4 
Slonkla 1,197 46,92.! 1,094 7IIJ 39.1 
Sub-CU]JOthlaD Ruaala 419 7,4911 175 344 5U 

ESTONIA 6ZI 311,755 IZ4 a .4 

GREECE 2,829 to.W 1,4111 1,424 SII.J 
Central Greeee• E .... 409 '·-"' Zit .... 46.4 
Pelo~ 611 12,991 JOJ Jill 50.4 
Cycladea 51 "" .. .lS .... 
Ionian I.W.da . 116 I.SSS .l6 10 ... 1 
Th-uy 275 6,076 142 llJ 41.5 
Maceclollla .,.. 15,120 J57 JSI 49.4 
Eplrua 174 2,121 61 ... eu 
c- 224 4,111J liZ 112 10.0 
A._Ialancla 105 2.597 61 .. G.J 
w-..Th..ao liS 3,999 Q to 49.1 

HUNGARY 4,472 14A,II'll 3,471 1,1101 22.4 
TraudaDobla ..... 45,113 l..llt 122 7.4 
GratPiala 2,185 44,9]7 1..114 671 Jll.7 
Norlll ... 11,771 4JI - JZ-2 

ITALY 17,953 561,726 13.094 ....,. 27.1 
Plemante 1,410 S7.&ll 1,.141 ., 4.4 
LIIUrla 294 10,281 240 56 19.1 

~-~· 1,447 ... l51 1,547 100 ... 
v ....... TrlcleatlDO lZJ 9,117 21J 110 .JU 
v ....... 1,996 56,417 1,316 6110 J4.1 
VenezlaGiullaeZua lZJ ..... 160 16J SII.J 
EmUia 1,7 .. 71 ·"" 

1,671 60 J.J 
T- 1,110 40,814 951 229 .... 
Muche 710 22,452 S2J 117 au 
Umbria 410 IJ,20l Jill IOZ 2"-' 
Lulo lSI 22,1l2 511 1IJ 39.4 
AbroadeMolbo 992 21.691 ,.. ... 49.0 
Camp&Dia 1,290 J4,40t IOZ ... J7.1 
Puolle 1,29J 2li,JI4 660 6lJ 49.0 
Lucan Ia J2il IJ,651 Jll I u 
Calabrlc 951 21.269 496 45J 47.f 
Sldlla 1...., !0,296 1,1n 711 JU 

~ sst 14,612 J4l 215 &7 

LATVIA I,Cill 49,215 ..... -IIJ -IO.f 

LITHUANIA 1,657 SI,71J 1,211J 4SZ 27.1 
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TABLE 6 (Continued) 

Population AIJ'Iculture Staudard Popu· 
Dependent Net Production latlon A.uuminR 

Country on In European Per 
and AKrlcuhuret Crop Unl,.. Capita Leftl' 

Re11oa OOO'a omitted OOO'aomiUed OOO'a omitted 

(I) (2) (J) 

POLAND 19,347 404,339 9,425 
Central 7,388 157,937 3,68Z 
Eut 4,.!61 !0,2J3 1,870 
Sou til 5,1192 95,729 2,231 
Well 1,705 70,440 1,64l 

PORTUGALI 2,954 67,269 1,!6& 
Entre Mtnho 1 Douro 51!4 12,601 296 
Traa-a.lrlontee 283 5,520 129 
Be In 934 16,244 379 
Eatnmadura 649 19,248 449 
AlemteJo and Alprue 504 13,569 316 

ROUMANIA 13,069 272,311 6,341 
Old Klnodom 6,.!63 132,547 3,090 
Beuarabla 2,4116 47,964 l,llll 
BukOYina 595 11,573 270 
Tralll)'lvanla 3,645 !0,234 1,170 

SPAIN 11,!64 448,109 10,441 
Oalatco-Aiturlca 1,697 57,573 11,342 
Vucon11adas y Navarra 461 19,435 453 
Cutillo Ia VIejo !06 34,629 107 
Ara.On 576 21,1!0 657 
Catalufta 903 42,732 996 
Valencia. 941 37,976 815 
Murda ..., 19,113 462 
Andalucla 2,734 77,631 1,110 
Extrema dura 711 24,256 565 
Caatllla l& Neun. 1,2.lJ 48,852 1,139 
Le<ln 941 41,5<10 "" Balearn 158 6,545 153 
Canarlu 192 9,017 210 

YUGOSLA VI.\ 10,629 175,752 4,097 
Drank& 686 11,031 234 
Drlnska 1,2~8 1R,9.M 441 
Dunank& 1,779 5..,,027 1,236 
Moravaka 1,230 17,501 401 
Prlmonka 747 6,937 162 
Sank a 2,026 33,1!47 789 
Vardaralta 1,226 14,878 347 
Vrbulta 910 12,244 2ll5 
Zetolta 756 7,876 114 a_..d 10 470 11 

a Percenta~s are eomputod fMm uni'Oundod figures. 
• Sourcez Appendix I, Table 18. 
'Ibid. 

115urplua" Popub.tiOil 

Number< 
OOO'a Per Caat• 

omitted 

(4) (5) 

9,9;!2 51.3 
3,706 50.2 
2,491 57.1 
3,661 62.1 

6.1 3.7 

1,388 46.9 
288 49.4 
154 54.5 
555 59.5 
200 30.9 
181 372 

6,721 51.4 
3,273 51.4 
1,341 54.7 

325 54.7 
1,775 48.7 

1,411 11.9 
355 20.9 

7 1.6 -· -.1 
~I -14.0 
-93 -10.3 

55 5.9 
36 7.1 

924 33.1 
153 21.3 
94 7.7 

--20 ~-I 
6 3.7 

-II -9.5 

6,532 61.5 
452 65.9 
817 64.9 
54l 30.5 
822 66.1 
5M 71.4 

1,237 61.1 
879 71.7 
625 68.6 
572 75.7 
-I -9.6 

• Column 8 represents column ll dlvldod by 42.9, the EuMpeau average per 
capita nlue of a!fl'lcultural production, expressod In CI'Op Units. 

• Column 8 aubtradod fi'Om eolumn 1. Computation made before I'Oundinll,". 
• Portuguese data refer uniformly to the "Continente, • thUI excluding "llbu.'' 
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A. EASTERN AND SOUTHEASTERN EUROPE 

ESTONIA. Having almost exactly the European per capita level 
of agricultural production, Estonia appean to have almost no 
1urplua agricultural population, even with existing production. 

LATVIA. Latvia has developed both specialized agriculture and 
extensive trade, and appean here as underpopulated in the sense 
that per capita productivity is above the European average and 
that a larger agricultural population with existing product would 
still aiiow a "reasonable" per capita productive level. 

LITHUANIA. Of the Baltic States, only Lithuania is clearly asso
ciated with the Eastern European pattern. With an agricultural 
surplus population, amounting by present computation• to over 
27 per cent, it has in the past 1upplied migratory farm laboren for 
East Prussian and Latvian farms. 

PoLAND. In Poland agricultural overpopulation reache1 major 
proportions. Although Figure 15 shows all of Poland except the 
western provinces as falling in the highest category, Table 6 indi· 
cates that Central Poland barely exceeds 50 per cent 1urplu1, 
whereas South Poland, which has one of the densest agricultural 
populations in ali Europe, has a surplus amounting to 62 per cent. 

CzECHOSLOVAKIA. The four principal region• of Czechoslovakia 
provide the classic example of transition from Western to Eastern 
European economic development. Bohemia, with a level of agri
cultural production considerably above the European average, is 
shown on the map as underpopulated; indeed the "rural exodua" 
had become a problem in the interwar period. Moravia-Silesia is 
nearer the average. The eastern provinces of Slovakia and Sub-

- Carpathian Russia show an orderly progression to a large aurplu1 
population. For the country as a whole, however, the deficit in the 
west slightly more than offsets the surplus in the east. 

RouMANIA. Of the four major regions of Roumania, only 
Transylvania in the west falla slightly below 50 per cent over
population in agriculture. All of the regions are very 1imilar with 
respect to level of production, the northern region• (Bukovina 
and BeSS4rabia) having slightly larger 1urplua populations than 
the rest of the country. 

HuNGARY. The Hungarian Great Plain and the North are 
ahown to have a redundant population of considerable proportiona 
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in view of existing per capita production, whereas Transdanubia 
ha1 only a slight excess. . 

YuGOSLAVIA. Every province except that of the Danube (Du
navska) and the small area around Belgrade has over a 50 per 
cent surplus of agricultural population. The two most overpop
ulated provinces are those of Primorska and Zetska. 

BuLGARIA. Although not broken down by provinces, the country 
as a whole has a surplus agricultural population of 53 per cent. 

ALBANIA. Albania, with the lowest level of production of any 
country in Europe, would require less than one-fourth of its pres
ent population to produce at the European per capita level. 

GREECE. The country as a whole has an excess population on 
the land amounting to just over 50 per cent. The per capita levels 
of agricultural production, and therefore the calculated popula
tion surpluses, are fairly uniform throughout the country, the 
highest surpluses (over 60 per cent) being in Epirus, the Cyclades, 
and the Ionian Islands, the lowest (under 45 per cent) in the 
Aegean Islands. 

B. SOUTHWESTERN PENINSULAS 

ITALY. Figure 15 duplicates, with minor exceptions, the familiar 
progression from the more prosperous regions of the North to the 
poorer areas of the South. Every province has, however, some ex
cess agricultural population, however slight. The provinces at the 
head of the Adriatic, especially Venezia Giulia e Zara which ad
joins Yugoslavia, appear to follow the Eastern Europeim pattern. 
The small surplus shown for Lucania in the South (2.3 per cent) 
is somewhat surprising. 

PoRTUGAL. The extent of the surplus in the several districts of 
Portugal seems to fall within a fairly narrow range, with some 
apparent tendency for the excess to be larger in the north, an area 
predominantly characterized by small holdings. However, the 
northern coastal region around Porto, which is the chief wine 
center, shows a slightly smaller surplus population than the other 
two northern districts. 

SPAIN. The regions of Spain show greater diversity in per capita 
agricultural productivity than those of any other country consid
ered here. This is reflected in the estimates of surplus population 
illustrated in Figure 15. Arag_on ~nd Catalu~a have farm popula-
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Figure 15. urplus Agricultural Population in Eastern and Southern Euro~, 

Assuming Existing Production and European Average P er Capita Level 



( 68 J 
tion deficits, by the atandard adopted here, running over 10 per 
cent. The north central region• (Caatilla la Vieja and Leon) alao 
appear aa underpopulated, although in amaller proportion. The 
Basque provinces and Navarra ·cvascongadas y Navarra), the 
eastern coastal region• (Valencia and Murcia), the Balearic Is
lands, and New Castille have excess farm populations of les11 than 
10 per cent. Galicia and the Asturias on the northwest coast, and 
Extremadura in the aouthwest show greater surpluses, which are 
not aurprising in view of the known characteristics of the regions. 
The high aurplua shown for Andalucia (33.8 per cent) should be 
noted, however, since it indicates that a region generally favored 
by climatic conditions and soils still would require only two-thirds 
of its actual farm population with existing production and a 
"reasonable" per capita level. As pointed out in Chapter II, there 
is aome reason to believe that the Spanish production ligures are 
too high, in which case the calculated population surpluses should 
be larger. 

If one were to assume the higher French per capita level of agri
cultural production (which is still below that of Switzerland, Ger
many, Belgium, Netherlands, Scotland, England and Wnles, and 
Denmark), the amount and percentages of overpopulation in the 
agrarian economies would be proportionally increased. The data 
comparable to those in Table 6, but with a French per capita level, 
are given in Appendix II, Table 2. Every district of Eastern and 
Southern Europe is below the French per capita level, and thus 
has an agricultural overpopulation by that standard. It is not 
proposed that the French per capita level, which partly reflects a 
static or declining population, would be a "reasonable" standard 
for Eastern and Southern Europe in the predictable future. More
over, the poor quality of pastures in many of the agrarian coun
tries militates against some types of livestock production, which is 
ordinarily of higher value per unit of labor than is, for example, 
cereal production. It is, however, suggested that the numerical 
ex~nt of overpopulati?~ under the assumption of a French per 
capita level of productivity confirms the conservatism of the pre
vious estimates.'" 

u These estimates are, of ~une, atlll higher than the frequent and undOI!U
mented uaertlon that the aurplUI amounts to one-third of the agricultural popu
lation. 
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Further confirmation of the conservative character of the esti

mates appears from the fact that the population and production 
figures express the situation in the early part of the 1930's. These 
are areas of rapid population growth, and there is no evidence that 
agricultural production is expanding at an equal rate, or that the 
pace of urbanization was sufficiently rapid to draw ofF enough of 
the rural population to reduce or even to maintain the ratio of 
people to product. 

The estimates of agricultural overpopulation have up to this 
point rested simply on a calculation of the number of people re
quired to produce present agricultural output, at a standard per 
capita level. It may, however, be objected that it is precisely the 
inefficient state of agricultural technology that is the crux of the 
problem in the Eastern and Southern agrarian regions. From this 
it would follow that an improvement in agricultural production 
would provide the necessary means for supporting the farm popu
lation at some "reasonable" level. This general point is examined 
in some detail in the following chapter. However, at this juncture 
it may be instructive to estimate how large a farm population could 
be supported at some selected per capita level of production were 
the efficiency of land utilization raised to that prevalent in some 
more prosperous area. 

A. in the case of the selection of a "reasonable" per capita level, 
the choice- of some standard of land utilization is hazardous, and 
of course arbitrary. The calculation of roughly comparable areas 
only partly removes the hazard, for it leaves untouched the com
plex factors in agricultural production: climate, soil fertility for 
comparable land uses, technology, transportation, capital, and 
markets. The problem remains one of selecting a standard of land 
utilization with some chance of being achieved if appropriate 
measures are taken.'' 

The standard here selected is that of the French agricultural 
productivity per hectare. Without arguing the case in detail, the 
following considerations seem to support the selection: (1) France 

11 In ~era!, It oeema likely that rllmatle faclon operate aomewbat to the dlo
adnnt&ge of Southam and Eutem Europe. and that a redundant farm population 
hu brought marginal Ianda Into c:ultlntlon. Th111, the "standard" produrtiYity of 
an arable-equinlent unit may oYerrate oomewhat the produrtiYity of Ianda In the 
agrarian eeonomieo uuiesa exreptlonal meuureo are taken In the way of rapltal 
and technique. This qualilleatlon would aerYe to make the eotlmated population 
nrpluaa on the baaia of at&ndardiaed producllon llllduly eonaerYatiYe. 
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represents an extensive agricultural area, with fairly wide ranges 
in climate, soil composition, and the like. (2) French fa~s, in 
comparison with those of other Western European countnes, are 
not heavily capitalized. (3) French agriculture is not dependent 
on an unusually favorable external market situation, as are, for 
example, the Low Countries and Denmark. (4) Finally, the 
French productivity per hectare is lower than that of any of the 
Northern and Western European countries except Finland, and 
also lower than that of Czechoslovakia and Latvia. In fact, the 
French productivity per unit of area is only slightly abovr the 
European average.,. 

The procedure used for estimating surplus farm populations 
under changed conditions of agricultural production is to apply 
the French value of agricultural land to comparable land areas in 
Eastern and Southern Europe. This calculation yields a "stand
ardized" production figure that is greater than the actual pro
duction in all areas falling short of .the French standards of land 
utilization. The standardized production may then be used for 
computing the population required to produce that amount, as
suming some "reasonable" per capita level, as in the previous case. 
Table 7 shows the standardized production, the agricultural pop
ulation that could be supported at the European per capita level 
with the standardized production, the computed surplus, and the 
percentage the surplus represents of the total agricultural popu
lation. The percentages are mapped in Figure 16, which may be 
compared with Figure 15. 

It is clear from an examination of Table 7 and Figure 16 that 
if these stri~tly defined "optimum" conditions of production are 
assumed, there would still remain a substantial surplus agricul
tural population in Eastern and Southern Europe. A comparison 
of the two estimates of overpopulation reveals a number of areas, 
however, where more efficient land utilization would allow the 
existing agricultural population to produce at European per 
capita levels. This is notably true in major portions of Italy, 

It Aa shown In Table T, the French figure Is 26.8 Crop Units per hectare of 
arable-equivalent land. The European average Is 24.1. These ligures, as well as the 
ranking of the countries noted above, are derived from the index value of agrf.. 
~ltural production (aee Appendix I, Table 18) related to the arable-eJU~valent 
qrlcultural area, u ahown In Appendix II, Table 1. 



TABLE7 

"Standard" and "Surplus" Agricultural Populations, Eastern 
and Southern Europe, around 1930, Assuming French Productiv
ity per Hectare of Arable-Equivalent Agricultural Land and 

European Per Capita Level 

Standard 
Standard Popula1k1a 

Ap-tcultural with 
Production Standard .. Su.rpla" Popula"-

Total Aorl- Astumln1 Productioa 
Ccmlb'J Uld Rei! .. cultural Area : French Vl~ld A•umln1 

Hectarn al pe:r Hed&le Euro~:inpu 
Arable- ID Crop Capita 

Equlvalentll Unit-' J..,evri' Numberl 
1100'• ooo·, ooo·, 000'• Pu Cat• 

omitted omlmd ornttkd omitted 

(1) (2) (8) (4) (G) 

Albania 414 ll,llo&O 278 6:.13 .., .. 
Bulgaria 4,287 112,748 2,828 1,4110 811.T 

c.echoalovalda 8;929 182,288 4,248 684 1U 
Bohemia 2,866 76,860 1,758 -1211 -u 
Moravla-SUeala 1,671 41,628 868 0 0 
SloYakia 2,126 66,888 1,803 494 17.1 
Sub-Carpathian Russia 868 8,442 li20 188 47.1 

Estonia 1,818 42,668 m -aGO -88.1 

Gre«e 8,284 86,848 2,001 828 2U 
Gre«e Centr. & Eub. 647 14,3R6 8.'!5 "' 18.1 
Peloponnea.,. 660 14,728 848 268 48.8 
Cyclades 84 1,420 88 18 IG.8 
Ionian Jslanda 84 1,420 88 88 TU 
Theasaly 470 12.361 2R8 -18 -u 
Macedonia 938 24,688 672 184 lU 
Eplrua U8 4,108 .. 78 44.8 
Crete U9 4.1R2 .., 127 IHJ.7 
Aef!O&n Jolanda 88 2.262 611 62 49.11 
W eatel'll Thr..,., 244 8,417 160 88 18.0 

Hungary 7.083 186,2113 4,842 180 u 
Transdanubla 2,661 69,9R4 1,631 10 .. 
Great Plain 8,491 91,818 2,1.W 411 2.1 
North tal 24,486 6Tl 75 11.8 

Italy 88,618 884,022 20.110'7 -2,8.'14 -lU 
Piemonte 2,947 77,608 1,80'1' -891 -28.3 
Llgnrla 9Gl 25,01l 5R8 -287 -7.0 
Lombardi& 2,368 82,278 1,4112 195 11.1 
V ene&ia Trident. 2,010 52,863 1,2a2 -909 -28U 
Veneto 2.479 tlll.198 1,620 478 28.8 
Venezia Glulla e Z. 1,074 28.2411 tlll8 -884 -103.1 
Emilia 2.4119 l!4.9all U14 224 12.1 
Toscana 8,584 94,2~9 2,191' -1,017 -88.2 
Marehe 1,()08 26.~10 818 92 18.0 
Umbria 1,1!11 29,7411 898 -2R8 -89.0 
Lulo 2.097 115,1~1 1,2118 -4all -1.1 
Abruul e MoUse 1,894 44.3.'12 1,009 -7 

__ , 
Campania 1.611 42,369 - 802 23.4 
Pug lie 1,694 44,652 1,1)89 254 lU 
LuC'anla 828 24.408 IHJ9 -48 -'TU 
Calabrle 1,985 50,891 1,188 -285 -2U 
Slcllla 2,1104. 80,695 1,412 478 25.1 
,Sardegna 1,1121 84,968 811 -451 -4e.l 



Coun1J7 ond ltelion 

Latvia 

Lithuania 

Poland 
Central 
East 
South 
Weat 

Portugal• 

Roumanla 
Old Kingdom 
Beooarabla 
BukoYina 
Tranaylvanla 

Spain 
Galalm-Aoturlra 
Vaomngadaoy Navarra 
Castilla Ia Vleja 
Ara~6n 
Cata una 
Valenrla 
Murrla 
Andalurla 
Extremadura 
Castllla Ia Nueva 
Le6n 
Balearea 
Canar!u 

Yugoslavia 
Dravska 
Drlnska 
Dun&'Jska 
Moravska 
Prlmorska 
Savska 
Vardarska 
Vrbaska 
Zetska 
Beograd 

r 12 J 
TABLE 7 (Continued) 

Standard 
Standard Populatioa 

Acrlcultural with 
Production Standard 

Totol AJrl· Auumln~ Production 
cultural Area: FrmchYI~ d Auuminl 

Hecto,..al perHectan European per 
Arable· In Crop Capita 

Equlvalentl1 Unftaol Level' 
000'1 000'1 000'1 

omitted omitted omltkd 

(1) (2) (8) 

1,68P 48,100 1,006 

8,116 81,P25 1,910 

22,270 585,701 18,658 
8,610 226,448 6,278 
5,804 152,645 8,658 
4,799 126,214 2,942 
8,058 80,425 1,875 

5,967 156,982 8,658 

16,401 481,645 10,055 
7,968 209,558 4,886 
8,589 98,076 2,170 

408 10,780 250 
4,4.88 117,982 2,750 

84,921 981,422 21,408 
1,668 48,787 1,020 

888 28,854 M4 
2,486 65,882 1,524 
2,477 65,145 1,519 
2,746 72,220 1,688 
2,524 66,881 1,547 
2,245 69,044 1,876 
7,468 196,277 4,576 
2,825 74,298 1,782 
6,798 152,858 8,551 
8,108 81,740 1,906 

476 12,519 292 
228 5,996 140 

10,614 279,148 8,507 
619 16.280 879 

1,207 81,744 740 
2,609 68,617 1,599 
1,088 28,488 664 

629 16,548 886 
1,180 81,0114 728 
1,166 80,666 n5 

897 28.591 550 
604 15,8!111 870 
20 526 12 

"Swplua" Populatloa 

Num~ 
000'• Per Cent• 

omitted 

(4) (6) 

81 ' 8.0 

-258 -15.8 

11,694 29.4. 
2,110 28.8 

808 18.4 
2,950 50.1 
-170 -10.0 

-704 -28.8 

8,014 28.1 
1,478 28.2 

298 12.0 
645 58.0 
896 2U 

-8,544 -80.4 
677 89.9 

-88 -18.0 
-718 -89.1 
-848 -168.7 
-780 -86.4 
-806 -84.4 
-879 -176.9 

-1,841 -87.8 
-1,014 -141.2 
-2,818 -188.0 

-957 -100.9 
-184 -84.8 

52 27.1 

4,122 88.8 
807 44.8 
1118 41.2 
180 10.1 
1166 48.0 
861 4.8.8 

1,803 64.8 
Ill! 4l.'r 
860 89.8 
886 51.1 
-2 -20.0 

1 Perftntages are romputed from unrounded figures. 
t Sourftt Appendix II, Table 1. 
• The Frenrh produrtlvity per arable-equivalent hertare Is 26.8 Crop Units. (See 

Appendix I, Table 18, and Appendi:r II, Table 1.) Column 2 represent& mlumn 1 
multiplied by 26.8. 

• Tbe European &Yera~ leYel of produetlon per raplta Is 42.9 Crop Unlb. Column 
I repreoenb mlumn I divided by 42.9. 

• Artual agrlrultural populations (gl'l'ell In Table I and In Appendi:r I, Table 
18), leu atandard populations u giYen In mlumn a. 

• Data Oil land utlllaatlon aN Dot aYaUablt for provlnca 1n Portugal. 



Figure 16. Surplus Agr icultural Population In Ea.stem and Southern Europe, 
Assuming '"Standard" P roduction and European Average Per Capita Level 
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Spain, and Portugal." In Spain, for example, land utilization at 
the moderate French level would allow a per capita value of pro
duction appreciably higher than the European average in all 
sections except Galaico-Asturica in the northwest. Italy and 
Portugal would have a national per capita production higher than 
the European average, although in the former case at least there 
would remain a number of provinces with surplus population. For 
the Southwestern Peninsulas as a whole, the deficit in agricultural 
population under these assumptions would amount to 35 per cent. 

Even in the heavily populated areas of Eastern and Southeast
ern Europe, increased productivity per hectare would substantially 
reduce the calculated surplus population. For the area as a whole, 
the assumption of increased production reduces the surplus from 
the previously computed 45 per cent to 35 per cent. 

Actually the application of a single standard of land utilization, 
a standard that is itself a statistical artifact, oversimplifies the 
situation with respect to areas where substantial improvement in 
population-product ratios might be made. The assumption is 
really two-fold: (a) that the "arable equivalents" are actually 
equal in intrinsic productivity, and (h) that the areas are there
fore equally amenable to improvement. To the extent that either 
assumption cannot be fully supported, the possibility arises that 
some of the areas with greater surpluses can be improved more 
than those with smaller redundant population. However, Figure 16 
shows more clearly than Figure 15 the areas of high concentration 
of agricultural population in relation to both land resources and. 
production. Without repeating a summary, country by country, 
the areas that call for special comment may be noted. The areas of 
greatest surplus are shown to be South Poland; Bukovina in 
Roumania; the provinces of Savska and Zetska in Yugoslavia; 
Ionian Islands and Crete in Greece; and Albania. A few areas, 
such as Latvia and the regions of Bohemia and 1\foravia-Silesia 
in Czechoslovakia, have existing levels of land utilization higher 
than that of the French, and would have smaller population 
deficits or actual surpluses if reduced to the French standard. 

u It Ia unfortunate that regional dUI'erencea eannot be shown In the ease of 
Portugal owing to the absence of any data on land utilization for the Yarloua 
provinces. In view of the dUI'erencea In per eaplta level Indicated lfl Appendix I 
Table 18 and In Flgnre 8, bowe•er, It Ia reaaonable to suppose that eonslderabl~ 
Internal Yarlatlon would be found. 
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For purposes of comparison, the same procedure was followed 

under the assumption of a French per capita level of production 
rather than the European average. These results are presented in 
Appendix II, Table 3, and may be compared with Appendix II, 
Table 2. Since the assumption of a French level of land utilization 
reduces the surplus population from that computed on the basis 
of existing production, but the assumption of the French per 
capita level of distribution increases the surplus over that com
puted at the European average, it is not surprising that the per
centages of surplus population presented in Appendix II, Table 3, 
are very close to those presented in Table 6 above." 

Surplu. .Agricultural Population• and Demographic Pro1pect1. 
The problem of supporting a large population on the land is not 
one that will disappear in the immediate future through demo
graphic changes. As noted in Chapter I, Eastern, and to a lesser 
extent Southern, Europe are in a period of population growth 
comparable to that in Western Europe during the last century. 
Assuming the continuance of past trends in birth and mortality 
rates based upon European experience as a whole, the eleven coun
tries here included as Eastern Europe would show a total increase 
in population by 1970 of almost 17 million. This amounts to an 
increase of almost 15 per cent over the population of 1940." Under 
the same assumptions, the three countries of Southern Europe 

••It may be noted that the nse of the doubly otandardloed population ftlfUreo 
• amounto to a otandard density of agric:ultural population per square kilometer of 
agricultural land. Assuming a European &Yerage per nplta level, thlJ otandard 
density amounto to 69.'; with a French per capita lenl, it Ia Z8.8, which lJ the 
actual Frencb density (see Appendix JJ, Table 1). In Yiew of the well-known 
demographic situation in France, the former would appear to be the more reunn
able figure. n Ia oomewhat lower tban the standard densltieo assumed by the 
writero of the Royal Institute of International A fralrs, Committee on Reconstrue
tion, Economic and Statistical Seminar, No. 9, where comparable land areas are 
computed by a method similar to the one used In the present atudy. HoweYer, It lJ 
not evident from the cited study what method wao u~d for arriving at a otandard 
density, or wby, in Yiew of the preaumed eomparabillty of agrl<-ultural areas, It 
sbould be necesaary to nry the atandard density for difFerent countrlea from a 
low of 110 per square kilometer to a bigh of 80. 

u The projeeted populations, and oubsequent referen<eo to projected population 
eomposition, are derived from a previoua monograph In the preaent aerle11 Frank 
W. Notestein, Irene B. Taeuber, Dudley Kirk, Ansley J. Coale, and Loulae K. 
Kiser, Tb F•t•r• PoptJatW. of E•ropo aad 1/11 BOIMI U•W. (GeneYar League 
of Nations, 1-). See eapecially Chap. V, Mlofanpower," and Chap. VIII, "'The 
Next Decades." Tbe basic data are given by eountry In ibid., Appendi• IV, MPopa
lation Projections for Europe and the U.S.S.R. at Five-Year Internls, IK0-
1910." Tbe totalJ for Eastern and Southern Europe, total population and tboae of 
workin& ages (111-M), are reprodueed in Appendix 11, Table' of the p~ otudy. 
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would show an increase of almost 9 million by 1970, or nearly 12 
per cent over the 1940 population. 

In certain respects the problema of a growing population will 
be made even more acute in view of the probable changes in the 
compoaition of the population attendant on increasing size. Declin
ing fertility will slow the rate of growth as compared with past 
decades, but growth will continue to 1970 and beyond. Declining 
fertility will not affect the size of the labor force at least until 
around 1960. The labor force of 1955 is already born. On the 
other hand, declining fertility coupled with an earlier decline in 
mortality will increaae the proportion of the total population in 
working ages. Thus, although the projected population of Eastern 
Europe in 1970 shows an approximate increase of 17 million, those 
in the working ages (15-64) will increase by some 20 million, 
exclusive of war losses, or an increase of almost 28 per cent over 
the number in that age group in 1940. Similarly, the projected 
increase of about 9 million in total population in Southern Europe 
may be compared with an increase of almost 12 million in those 
ages from which the labor force is drawn. The latter represents an 
increase of 24 per cent over the 1940 population of those ages. 

From the foregoing it is clear that the probable future trends in 
population size and composition in Eastern and Southern Europe 
signify (a) a "favorable" ratio between active and dependent 
population, but (b) an increasing strain on the economic organi
zation not only to support an increasing population, but to provide 
a disproportionate increase in economic opportunity in the form of 
employment for the labor force.'' 

Although the foregoing projections could not distinguish the 
growth patterns of agricultural and non-agricultural populations, 
their significance for agrarian economies is clear. Even were future 
increases only proportional to present ratios between what may be 
called rural and urban populations, the inelasticity of agricultural 
resources and of effective demand for agricultural products would 
impose the larger burden on land utilization. Two further consid
erations serve to a,pgment that burden. One, which has already 
been noted in some detail, is that by any one of several standards 
most agrarian economies are already faced with an agricultural 

11 See Ibid~ espeelally Chap. V. See also Frank W. Notesteln, "Some Jmplicationa 
of Population Change for Post-War Europe," Proc.,di.ago of tl" ... ,.,......._ Ploilo
ooploic<U Bo<Nty, 87 ;ltla-174, AuiWlt. 19'1L 
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overpopulation of aubstantial proportion•. The aecond ia that the 
projected declines in birth rates for countries u a whole will 
undoubtedly take place mostly in urban and indlistrial centers, 
and only gradually extend to rural areas. In other words, if pat
terns almost universally observable elsewhere are followed, a dis
proportional ahare of the projected increases in population will 
be contributed by the agricultural populations. Only by aubstan
tial migration to the cities can that burden be reduced. 

War losses in the Eastern European countries and Italy, and 
the losses attendant upon civil war and slow reconstruction in 
Spain, will reduce the total number of people below that projected 
without taking such losses into account. There ia no a priori reason, 
however, for aupposing that these losses will substantially improve 
the ratio of product to population. The destruction of agricultural 
capital-including buildings, tools and machinery, orchards, vine
yards, and livestock-may for a time in certain areas at any rate 
oft' set any reduction in the number of cultivators." 

Although any temptation to deal in absolutea must be avoided, 
it seems safe to assert that for the present and foreseeable future 
the relation of population to land in Eastern and Southern Europe 
places great significance on the organization of agricultural pro
duction. It is accordingly to the characteristics of agricultural 
organization that attention must next be turned. 

Characteriltic1 of .4griculturtJl Organir:atitm 

The productivity of the agricultural worker or the economic 
well-being of the agricultural family is a function of many vari
ables, including climate, soil, agrarian technique, and so on. But 
the relation of cultivators to the land is also a function of how the 
land and its product are distributed • .An understanding of the 
property system is accordingly a fundamental prerequisite for an 
appreciation of the characteristics of agricultural production. 

Property, Tenure, and Labor Relations. Property and division 
of labor clearly are of cardinal importance in determining the 
actual organization of agricultural produ~ion and distribution. 
For example, the share of produce remaining to the cultivator ia 
a result of proprietary claims to capital and aervices. If land ia 

10 Notesteln and Othen, op. cU., Chap. III, "Tbe Demo~apble Ell'eeta of War 
ud Tbclr RelaUon to Population Projectlo111," and pp. 187-168. 
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held privately and cultivated by a family group, the share of the 
product available for the cultivator is reduced only by taxation 
and charges for credit, for which commensurate services may be 
received. A tenant, on the other hand, must give up a fixed amount 
or proportional part of the product to the landlord. Landless agri
cultural workers ordinarily have no direct claim upon the product 
that is partly the result of their labors, but only a claim upon 
compensation for services. 

The technological and economic organization of agriculture is 
likewise intimately related to the distribution of rights to the soil. 
Thus, the size of the productive unit under unified control partly 
determines the amount of capital that can be productively used 
for technological improvements. In some cases, even if owners of 
small plots could afford to purchase equipment its use would be 
scarcely feasible. It is virtually impossible for small farms acting 
independently to undertake irrigation, control of pests, or exten
sive drainage. Lack of capital and bargaining power may also 
place the cultivator of a small plot at a disadvantage in marketing 
his product. He must ordinarily sell at the time of the harvest, 
rather than hold his produce for higher prices. Even the motiva
tion to increase efficiency depends partly on the distribution of 
resulting benefits. A temporary tenant may see little value in 
preserving land fertility, or adding to the immovable capital of the 
farm. A share tenant who must pay his rent in readily marketable 
crops may be actively dissuaded by the landlord from diversifica
tion and increased self-sufficiency. A large supply of landless 
workers may inhibit the adoption of labor-saving methods of 
cultivation, not simply by active intervention, but also by the sim
ple fact that their labor may be hired at less cost than the price of 
machinery. 

Two further aspects of land tenures are of special significance 
for the organization of agricultural production. The first is the 
unification or division of rights in the same land, or, in other words, 
the type of owner1hip. Despite numerous combinations and grada
tions, several types stand out: private, feudal, and communal 
ownership. The second aspect of land tenure is closely related to 
the first; it is the labor 1ystem that stems from the nature of prop
erty rights. Private ownership, if sufficiently equalitarian and if in 
sufficiently small units, may entail an essentially familial organi-

' 
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zation of production. This is peasant proprietorship in the strict 
sense. Private ownership with considerable concentration of land 
holdings in units larger than a single family can cultivate requires 
tenancy or wage labor. Feudal ownership tends to make labor 
assignments flow directly from the proprietary position, and in
deed to be a part of that position. The labor system associated 
with communal ownership must depend on the organization of the 
kinship unit, village, or governmental unit exercising the effective 
control of production. 

The prevailing modes of land tenure and the agricultural labor 
systems in Eastern Europe owe much to the agrarian reforms 
undertaken in the interwar period. Some areas in Eastern Europe 
have experienced earlier agrarian reforms as well, while Hungary 
and the Southern European countries have had no redistribution 
of land of comparable extenL Although in a very few cases the 
agrarian reforms were sufficiently sweeping to wipe the alate vir
tually clean, in each of the countries the actual property and 
labor systems incorporate features retained from earlier periods." 

A classification of land property systems is given in Appendix 
III, where also the agricultural property and labor arrangement. 
in each of the countries of Eastern and Southern Europe are sur
veyed. An examination of the actual variations in these important 
institutional arrangements indicates the hazard of making sweep
ing generalizations. Nevertheless, the more salient features of the 
productive organization of agriculture in these areas may be noted 
here, while observing the caution that each national system is in 
many respects unique and that future developments must certainly 
take into account previous patterns. Without a recognition of the 
actual problems on a national or regional basis, a general state
ment must also be an unrealistic one. 

It should be noted that the present summary refers to the inter
war period. The new governments in Eastern Europe have already 
introduced additional changes in land tenures since the close of 

•• The agnrlan reforma hue, for the moat part, olmply added another aet of 
tmure prln~iples to thoae prnlously exbtlng. Althou~h quantltatiYely and quali
tatively of great lmportan~ the Ianda afrerled by the reforma did not eomprlle 
the total territory of any otate. It II neeesaary to bear tbese f- In mind In Yle9 
of the perslstm~ of the OYenlmplifled Yirw that. ~mplete uniformity of land 
tenures exiAta aln~ the re(orma were undertaken. See, for example, "Land Tmure1 

- Eutern Europe and Near Eut," Bt~eJeiGJNdio of r.V Bot!W Beine••• •• K-Iot. 
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the Second World War. The general direction of these changes 
aeema to be aimilar to that of earlier reforms. 

The agrarian reforma that were introduced during and after the 
First World War in nearly all of the countries of Eastern Europe 
did not create a uniform property system but did tend in a com
mon direction: the spread of individual peasant proprietorship at 
the expense of large estates. Feudal tenures, with only minor modi
fications, had persisted in most of the countries until the time of 
the postwar reforms, and were virtuaiiy abolished or at least 
transformed to more nearly contractual tenancies by the various 
reform programs. Only in Poland, Hungary, and Albania of the 
Eastern tier of states do modified forms of feudalism persist. How
ever, the permanent workers paid partly by allocation of land 
(deputatists) on some estates in the Baltic countries and Czecho
slovakia, as well as in Poland and Hungary, may also be regarded 
as having quasi-feudal tenures. Even tenancy is not widely preva
lent in most countries of Eastern Europe, the exceptions being 
nearly the same as those already noted in the case of feudal tenures. 
However, some share tenancies are to be found in all of these coun
tries, and cash tenancies also have developed to a limited extent. 
Share tenancy is most marked in the countries of Southern Europe, 
where very frequently the landlord is an absentee. The distribution 
of property is most unequal in Italy, Portugal, and Spain in the 
South, and in Poland, Czechoslovakia, and Hungary in the East. 

The development of tenancy in the Southern European coun
tries means that hired laborers are not extensively employed, 
although some estates in all of these countries are operated as units. 
The large estates of western Poland, western Czechoslovakia, and 
Hungary are operated as units with hired workers. The rights of 
these workers are protected by various legislative measures, which 
are also designed to stabilize employment relations in the interest 
of a continued labor supply for estate owners. Naturally, the 
importance of hired labor, and of special provisions for farm 
workers, in other countries varies in direct ratio to the persistence 
of large estates operated as units. 

The bases for the utilization of land in larger units still persist 
in most of the peasant economies. This is most evident in the case 
of the communal ownership of woodlots, meadows, and pastures. 
The old Slavic pattern of kinship ownership (by the aadruga) of 
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cultivated lands has not entirely disappeared in the South Slu 
states, and occasionally other forms of joint ownership occur. 
Collective ownership or tenancy by a substantial group of culti
vators is fairly common in Italy, but has received little acceptance 
elsewhere. Purely private and competitive organization of agricul
ture has been modified to some extent throughout the areas con
sidered by the organization of various types of cooperatives. 

The most common form of succession throughout Eastern and 
Southern Europe is the Roman Law system of equal division in 
kind among all heirs. Exceptions to this arrangement are to be 
found only in scattered areas that still follow old Slavic or Ger
manic practices, or in the provisions for particular types of prop
erty rights, such as the entailed estates in Hungary and the fre
quent temporary or permanent limitations on subdivision of land 
distributed through the agrarian reforms. Subdivision through 
successive generations, coupled with a scattering of cultivated 
strips originating in the feudal agrarian organization, has resulted 
in "parcellation" into tiny scattered plots. Few of the agrarian 
reforms effected any appreciable consolidation of plots," and 
indeed the reforms frequently parcelled out unified estates into 
scattered allotments. The principle of equality of benefits, common 
to the feudal agrarian organization and to most of the subsequent 
institutional modifications, has thus often been served at the sacri
fice of rational productive organization. 

Were the quantitative data available, it would be helpful to 
know the comparative situation in various Eastern and Southern 
European countries with respect to (1) the distribution of prop
ertiel, that is whether a substantial proportion of agricultural land 
is owned by a small number of individuals, or whether private 
ownership by cultivators is widespread; (2) the distribution of 
holding•, that is, whether the land is predominantly farmed in 
small units, or whether the area under the direct supervision of the 
cultivator is frequently very large; (3) the distribution of plot1, 
that is, whether the holding of a cultivator is a single unified farm 
or a more or less dispersed group of plots. A system of private 
property in land owned by the cultivators and farmed as a unit 
represents only one combination of these variables, and the com-

.. Some c:onoolldatl011 wu ~~CCDD~pllahed later Ia Poiud, bat tbe proportloa of 
tbe IC&ttered boldinp all'ected .... Yery IID&IL 
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TABLES 

Proportion of Agricultural Undertakings in Several Size-Groups 
and Proportion of Agricultural Land Represented in These 

Groups, around 1930" 

Percen1a1e of Undertakfnp Percentase of Ana 
CountrJ' 

Over 50 1-5 5-10 10-50 OYer SO 1-5 5-10 10-50 
Ha.• Ha. Ha. Ha- Ha.• Ha. Ha. Ha. 

Bulgaria• 117.4 80.8 12.2 0.1 29.1 87.8 82.0 1.6 
Czechoslovakia• 89.7 21.9 17.4 1.0 20.0 19.8 au 21.1 
Estonia• 17.6 16.2 61.0 1.2 2.5 6.1 78.8 18.1 
Greece• 79.8 14.8 5.t 0.5 16.9 11.7 21.6 49.8 
Hungary• 67.7 17.8 18.8 1.1 14.6 12.0 22.1 51.8 
Italy• 66.1 18.2 18.4 1.1 17.5 13.6 26.8 42.6 
Lotvla' 15.7 19.5 117.7 1.1 2.8 7.8 64.8 25.8 
Lithuania• 18.8 27.2 IIU 2.8 8.7 18.9 67.8 IU 
Poland• 64.ll . 24.8 10.11 0.5 14.8 17.0 20.9 47.8 
Portugal tO - - - - 28.0 27.5 17.0 17.5 
Roumanlalt 18.0 17.1 T.ll 0.7 28.1 20.0 19.7 82.2 
Spain" 78.5 8.6 10,6 2.8 18.8 1.1 u.o 59.1 
Yugoolavla11 61.8 20.5 11.8 0.8 28.0 27.0 85.8 9.1 

• Albania Ia omitted In view of the absence of data allowing even a rough estimate. 
• Holdings under one hectare are excluded for Jack of comparability. In some 

national statistics they are excluded entirely, In some they are given only If they 
Include agricultural land, and In some building plots are Indiscriminately grouped 
with garden plots and other small genuinely agricultural holdings. Although the 
exclusion meano an understatement of the percentage of very small holdings, pa~ 
tlcularly where such holdings are numerous, the procedure followed seems to be the 
only safe one. 

• Bulgaria, Direction G~nErale de Ia Statlstlque, .dan••dro Btalilliquo d• 
Roya11mo d1 Bulgario, 1989 (Soflaz 1989), p. 210. 

I International Institute of Agriculture, Til• Fir~t World .dgrietlltural c.,...., 
(19.!0) (Romezl989), Vol. II, p. 166. 

1 International Institute of Agriculture, Tho Land Tonvro 8y•tom1 i11 Europe, 
Technical Documentation for League of Nations, European Conference on Rural 
Life, Publication No.4 (Genevaz 1989), p. 49. (Hereafter cited as ECRL, No.4.) 

• Greece, Statlstlque G~n~rale de Ia Greco, ,d,.,.,,a;, Statidiquo do Ia Gr~co, 
1985 (Athenaz (1986?]), p. liB. The proportional area has been estimated from the 
number of holdings In each alae group. 

1 Based on data In Michael Ke~k, "Agricultural Land Reform In Hungary," 
Bungaria11 Q110rt.,ly, 6:411-480, Autumn, 1940. The data In cadastralyokea have 
been converted to hectares under the assumption of equal distribution throughout 
each of the original class Intervals. Since the number of proprietors tends to be 
concentrated toward the lower limit of each size-group, this conversion unde~ 
estimates to some extent the proportion of small land holders. 

• Fir~l World .dgrietlltNral c.,...,, pp. 214-215. Italy has a large number of very 
1mall holdings (under 1 hectare), amounting to 85.5 per cent of the total number 
of holdings reported, but accounting for only 2.5 per cent of the total agricultural 
area. 

r ECRL, No.4, p. 49. 
II hid. 
t Distribution by number from Poland, Ministry of Information, Collri•• Btatil

ml Yoar-Book, 1988. (Warsaw:l989), p. 68; distribution by area represents 1921 
data, from International Institute of Agrl~ulture, .dgriMJJit•ral Problo,...;. TArir 

,lloto,.atio-.1 .dop•ct. Documentotion for League of Nations, International Eco-
nomic Conference, May, 1927 (Geneva:192G), p. 869. Since the latter figure repre-
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bination is somewhat rare in the areas under consideration. Mtere 
tenancy is common, holdings are much more dispened than are 
properties." Thus comparative data on the distribution of hold
ings may be misleading concerning the relative economic inde
pendence of cultivators. Unfortunately, statistical data for the 
first and third of the comparisons noted above are very scanty, and 
international comparisons are impossible. It is possible, however, to 
compare the distribution of holding1 in various countries, anJ to 
interpret those data in view of the descriptive materials, given in 
Appendix III, on property and tenure systems. 

In Table 8 holdings are classified according to size and each 
group shown as a percentage of the total area and of the total 
number of undertakings. The data are represented graphically in 
Figures 17 and 18. The large proportion of the total undertakings 
that are very small (under 5 hectares) is marked in all of the 
countries considered except the Baltic States. In these amallstatea 
unusual attention was given in the postwar agrarian reforms to 
the establishment of medium-size farms. Large estates were vir
tually abolished, but they were broken up into consolidated units 
of fair size. Neither tenancy (which would serve to increase the 
number of small holdings) nor parcellation (which would serve to 
offset the economic advantages of the medium holding) is wide
spread. The data by area indicate that in these countries the small 
proportion of the total land held in small units is not accompanied 

( N otea to Table 8, eontlnued) 
oenta the situation before the a,-arian reform, the eon""tratloa of larllf! holdln,a 
Ia now eertainly smaller. Both figures apparently Include hoidlngo under I beetare, 
not distinguished In the atatistloa. In the case of the area dlltrlbutlon the Jn<iuoion 
of these small holdingo probably offsets part of the onnepresentatioa of larp 
holdings. 

10 No exad data on the number or area of holdlngo by olse are anllable. It hu 
not been possible to give even an estimate by number, ex<ept that the Portu~eoe 
aituation Ia eertainly olose to that In Italy and In Spain. The eotlmate of the area of 
holdingo by aise-~upa Ia deriYed from aome Yery impreolae eotlmateo ln1 Portu~~:al, 
Ministere dell Affaire& Etrangha, Lo Porl•gaJ d 101t aeliviU • ..._..,~qw (U. 
bon:1932), p. 81. 

11 ECRL, No ... p. 60. 
u Computed from data In E. Martines de Bajanda, • Agrarian Reform In Spain," 

l•lonoalioaal B...W. of .Agrimdt•ro, 2t:118E-130E, April, 11188. Spain hu a Yery 
large number of holdingo under 1 he<tare, a<eounting for 16.8 per ""t of the total 
boldingo reported and 13.2 per cent of the area reported. Moat of theoe are truly 
agrloultural plots. 

u ECRL, No. .. P· 60. 

n Tbia 1a tbe normal aoeompaniment of tenanoy, and Ia only offset to the de~ 
that large -entrepreneurial" tenaadea are eotablllbed that perbapa -blne ..,._ 
era! propertlea tnto a atngle boldine. 
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Figvr~ IT. Distribution of the Number of Agrloultural Holdings by Si&e In Eastern 
and Southern Europe 

by a concentration of large holdings but rather by the predomi
nance of medium holdings.'' 

Roumania, Spain, and Greece represent the opposite extreme 
with three-fourths and more of the holdings under 5 hectares in 
extent. Were genuinely agricultural holdings under 1 hectare 
included, the proportion of small holdings would be even higher 

11 The data on the distribution of agrloultural holdings In the Baltic countries, 
aa In all the others, eupposedly excludea area in forests, which Ia given aeparately 
In the national statistios. However, It Ia quite possible that part of the area listed 
ae "pastures" Ia actually pastured woodland and therefore of fairly low quality 
for strictly &~rkultural usc. 
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Figvro 18. Distribution of the Area of Agricultural Holding• b7 Siae In Eutarn 
and Southern Europe 

in Spain, and Italy would rank in the highest group. The impor
tance of the large estates is indicated by the proportions of the 
total area held in large estates, which shows that in Hungary and 
Spain more than half of the agricultural area is held in units over 
50 hectares in extent. Greece, Italy, and Poland have just under 
one-half of the farm area so held. 

These indications of concentration of land holdings in the hands 
of a relatively small number of enterprisen are 1ignificant in 
themselves, but do not adequately take into account the differences 



c 86 J 
in productive organization. Thus, the proportions given for Hun· 
gary probably represent very nearly the distribution of proper· 
tie1, since small tenancies are not common. The large estates are 
for the most part operated as units, and therefore are statistically 
regarded as single holdings. On the other hand, the indicated pro· 
portions of large holdings in Italy and Spain, and to a somewhat 
lesser extent in Poland and Greece, substantially underrepresent 
the concentration of property in these countries, since large estates 
are usually broken up into share or cash tenancies (with various 
degrees of capitalization and supervision by the landlord as 
reviewed in Appendix III). 

The large number of small holdings in Roumania, Bulgaria, and 
Yugoslavia does not represent extremes of property ownership, but 
rather the decided predominance of peasant farms. These are coun· 
tries of small holdings which are subject to successive subdivision 
and further accentuated by scattering of plots. Only Czechoslo
vakia (except for the highly questionable proportions by area for 
Portugal) represents a fairly even distribution of area in each size 
group, although this is also offset by the fairly large number of 
cultivators who must share the area in the smallest group. 

The contrast between the economies where small holdings pre
dominate and those retaining numerous large estates is indicated 
also by the proportion of those gainfully occupied in agriculture 
who are landless workers. Available data allow comparison of the 
situation in ten of the countries here considered." As shown in Fig
ure 19, landless workers comprise over 20 per cent of the gainfully 
occupied in Italy, Hungary, and Portugal, whereas in Bulgaria 
they comprise only a little over 1 per cent. It is certain that Spain 
also should be included in the group having the highest proportions 
of agricultural employees; Roumania probably would be among 
the lowest, with Greece and Albania possibly in about the same 
position as that of Czechoslovakia and Poland. Clearly, employ
ment on any exteJilsive scale for landless workers is confined to the 
regions where large estates have been retained and operated as 
units. 

The evidence deriving from the detailed review of tenure systems 
or from the general comparison of distribution of holdings allows 

•• Figure 19 Is based on Tables 1-10 In Appendix III. Comparable data are not 
anllable for Roumanla, Albania, Greece, and Spain. "Land holders" Includes 
ownero, tenanto, and occupied memben of their families. 
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no single answer to the abstract question about the relative effi
ciency or inefficiency of large or small holdings. Unquestionably 
some of the agrarian reforms have resulted in more intensified and 
diversified agriculture in many of the Eastern European countries, 
and just aa certainly in other instances their effect was to break up 
into tiny and uneconomical plots many farms large enough for 
rational cultivation. Yet the low level of productive technique on 
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some of the Portuguese and Spanish estates could scarcely be 
lowered by redistribution into smaller farms. The economic effects 
of possible organizational modifications are more fully discussed 
in the following chapter. 

Certain conclusions do emerge, however, from the detailed ex
amination of property and labor systems and from the statistical 
data on distribution of holdings. 

(1) In ~ost of the countries under consideration a majority of 
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the cultivators have holdings so small as to impose stringent lirni· 
tations on the amount of income for the farm family, and this situ· 
ation is further accentuated by the difficulty of making substantial 
increases in capitalization. The small holder, it is true, can spend 
more time per unit of area at work adding to the value of his land, 
especially clearing and such construction as allowed by readily 
available materials. But since the produce from these small hold
ings will scarcely support the cultivator's family at the subsistence 
level, increased productivity through greater capitalization cannot 
be expected from the investment of savings. 1\Ioreover, the size of 
the farms limits the amount of capital that could be economically 
employed under any conceivable circumstances. 

(2) Although in a few countries the very small size of the 
majority of holdings is partially a function of a highly unequal 
distribution of land-notably in Hungary, Italy, and Spain, parts 
of Poland and Portugal-in Southeastern Europe generally it is 
a function of continual division of holdings resulting from a 
rapidly expanding population without many alternative means 
for support. The process of successive subdivision is generally 
facilitated by the rule of inheritance requiring equal division in 
kind among heirs, coupled with the reluctance or inability of 
peasants to secure even the limited number of commercial or indus
trial jobs. 

(3) \Vherever a preponderance of small holdings is accom
panied by widespread tenancy, which is especially the case in Italy 
and Spain, the small returns from minute undertakings are fur
ther reduced by the rent in cash or kind payable to the landlord. 
Although the disadvantageous position of the tenant may be offset 
somewhat through partial capitalization, management, and pos
sibly marketing by the landlord, the landlords' contributions are 
often meager in the countries here considered. Ordinarily therefore 
the tenant would benefit from a redistribution of property rights 
that did not at all affect the distriJmtion of holdings. 

(4) The position of the landless farm worker is relatively unfa
vorable in all Eastern and Southern European countries, but the 
problem of his support is most acute not in those countries where 
the large estates occupy a large proportion of the agricultural land 
but in those countries where the family farm is the usual agricul
tural undertaking. In the former countries the farm worker may 
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have little or no chance for economic improvement, and may be 
placed in a position of complete personal dependency on the own• 
ers of estates or farms hiring workers. But his security is consid
erably greater than that of the landless worker for whom there is 
but little chance for employment without migration or attachment 
to some more fortunate kinsman. 

(IS) Finally, it is clear that the institutional organization of 
agriculture in Eastern and Southern Europe places atrong atruc
tural impedimenta to improved efficiency and increased produc
tion: the small size of holdings, frequently acattered in tiny plots 
and subdivided through inheritance; the difficulties of self-capital
ization; and, in some cases, tenancy arrangements that not only 
drain off part of the cultivator's returns but limit the initiative 
and ability of the tenant to improve his methods. 

These institutional considerations lead directly therefore to an 
examination of the economic and technological level prevailing in 
Eastern and Southern European agriculture. 

Economic and Technological Level. Evidence has been presented 
on the low productivity of agriculture in Eastern and Southern 
Europe, whether measured in ratio to labor potential, the popula
tion that must be supported by the product, or the land used for 
agricultural purposes. This low productivity of agriculture may 
indeed be regarded as sufficient demonstration of the relatively 
poor economic organization and low level of agricultural tech
nique in Eastern and Southern Europe. It is worth while, however, 
to examine a little more closely the factors responsible for the 
observed results. 

Perhaps the outstanding characteristic of the economic organi
zation of agriculture in the areas under consideration is that of 
relatively low capitalization. This is especially clear in the case of 
liquid capital to be used in increasing production and improving 
market position through the use of commercial fertilizers, pro
vision for grading and semi-processing, and the like. It is lese evi
dent in the case of relatively fixed capital, auch as land, buildings, 
and farm animals!" Low capitalization of the latter variety is 
evident in the typically small holding managed by the cultivator, 

uSee Jntematlonal Institute of Agrln~lture, T.U Capital aa4 1-• of p_. 
"'BrtrOfH u TUJ App..,. froM lito Fa,.. Aeeo .. u for lllo Y.-. JBn-tl U 
1934-35, Technkal Doaunentatlon for Lope of Natlo111, EIU'Opeaa Conferexe 
on Rnral Life, 1938, Publication No. I (Gaana1 llr.ISI). 
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and the low expenditure for irrigation, drainage, or other methods 
of increasing the fertility of the soil. But very small holdings may 
be overcapitalized in ratio to the area of land cultivated. High 
fixed costs relative to product thus represent a constant charge 
against the output, and this is not offset by higher production. 
This situation may be seen clearly in the case of minimum equip
ment, and especially, of work animals. The peasant may keep a 
plow and an ox, without which he could not satisfactorily cultivate 
his plot. On the other hand, the plow and the ox could actually be 
used to cultivate a much larger farm than the peasant has at his 
disposal. In the case of the draft animal, the cost in feed is about 
the same whether the animal is working or not. In a purely indi
vidualistic organization the peasant cannot own one-third of an 
ox or one-half of a plow. In a sense, his fixed capital in equipment 
is too large because his capital in land is too small. This situation 
prevents the use of farm machinery with its lower cost of upkeep 
when not in use or the accumulation of any reserve. •• 

Because of the small size of his holding and the virtual impos
sibility of adding to it, the peasant is not only unprepared to 
weather short-term crises, but may be forced to deplete his capital 
over a longer period of time. That is, far from increasing the pro
ductivity of the soil through use of fertilizer, he may steadily de
plete the natural soil fertility by attempting to get the highest 
possible yield at the lowest possible cost. Even slight diversifica
tion in the form of root and leguminous crops would improve soil 
fertility. But here one encounters some further characteristics of 
peasant farming in the European agrarian belt. In general, the 
level of agrarian technique is low, even for the difficult institutional 
and economic circumstances that prevail. Tools and equipment 
are frequently more limited and primitive than the economic situ
ation as such would impose. Plowing is sometimes too shallow, al
though that must naturally vary with type and use of the soil. 
Cultivation is frequently carried on without regard to the pos
sibility of erosion. Thus, long narrow strips of land (a function 
of property arrangements as previously noted) may be laid out 

H See R. Bl~anl~, "Conditions of Agricultural Cooperation In Yugosluia and 
the Chances for a Cooperative System," Report to the Conference on Cooperative 
Systems In European Agriculture ••• London, 1948 [mlmeo.); International La
bour Office, "Social Aspects of Land Reform In Csechoslovakia," late ...... tio1oal 
La6oWf' Bo'Di,.,, 1~"6-M. 225-2"- July and August, 1926; Doreen Warriner, op. 
eU., Chap. VIII. 
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vertically on a hillside and plowed lengthwise for yean and even 
generations. n In some cases, as in parts of Roumania, manure 
may be used for fuel, roads, and even plaster, but rarely for 
fertilizer. In other cases the peasants understand the value of 
manure as fertilizer but have a small supply because of a small 
number of livestock. . 

The effectiveness of soil utilization is ordinarily compared in 
terms of yields per area of land cultivated. A comparison of yields 
of five important cereals, sugar beets, and potatoes, discussed in 
Chapter 11,'1 shows that of the countries in Eastern and Southern 
Europe only Czechoslovakia ranks above the European average, 
whereas not one of the countries to the north and west is below 
the European average. The countries with the highest yields (Bel
gium, Netherlands and Denmark) produce more than twice as 
much per area as the countries with the lowest yields (Greece, 
Roumania, Yugoslavia, and Portugal). The difference is even 
more striking if the value of total agricultural production, in
cluding livestock products, is related to the total agricultural 
area (converted to "arable equivalents")." Again only Czecho
slovakia in the Eastern and Southern group of states ranks above 
the European average, and of the countries here excluded only 
Finland ranks below that dividing line. The inclusion of livestock 
products, as well as other products of intensive agriculture, nat
urally serves to increase the disparity between the regiona. Thus, 
expressed in index numbers (European average= 100), Portu
guese production per area is 47, the figures for Belgium, Switzer
land, and the Netherlands being 283, 371, and 377, respectively. 

It may be objected that these distinctions are based in part 
upon differences in conditions of soil fertility and climate. The 
objection has considerable merit, particularly with respect to the 
sandy and infertile soils of some parts of Eastern Europe. On the 
other hand it is significant that the measures necessary to com-

•• See Lonia G. Mlobael, .dgri""ll•ral s,.,.,., of B•ropo: TM D•'""'• Ban.; 
Parl 6, .R•ma11i<l, Bwlgaria, aatJ Y•go•ltn>iG, United Stateo Department of Aifrio 
eulture, Tecbnleal BulletiD No. 12e (Wuhingtons 11129) 1 Warrloer, op. rit., Cbapo. 
V-Vll. . 

11 See Figure 8, and aiJo Appendb: I, Table 19. Compare Warriner, op. rit., 
pp. 97-102. 

11 See Figure I. Compare Karl Brandt, T .. R • .....,.,....,,loto of World .d,.v.l
l•r• (New Yorks W. W. Norton and Co., 11146), Cbart I, "Zoaea of lntenolty In 
European Agrlcalture, • p. 18. 
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pensate for natural disadvantages have not been taken."' 1\lany 
of the methods of soil conservation are relatively new, and fertility 
may be impo11ible to restore where the top soil is gone. 

The level of agricultural technique may be indicated by a 
measure that ia largely independent of the factors of climate and 
soil fertility, namely, the proportion of cultivated land annually 
left in bare fallow. Although still requiring interpretation in view 
of institutional and organizational circumstances, the treatment 
of fallows is approximately indicative of effectiveness of soil util
ization. Fallow land, that is, that arable land which is left uncul
tivated or is planted only for grazing or green manure, may pro
vide either an effective method of crop rotation and preservation 
of soil fertility, or an area not only withdrawn from productive 
cultivation but so managed that soil fertility is reduced in the 
process. Were adequate data available, the ratio between fallows 
of all kinds (including temporary pastures and green manure 
crops) and bare fallow (either left unplowed or plowed but with 
no sown cover crop) would provide an excellent basis for compar
ing agricultural technique. But since the land utilization statistics 
lack comparability with respect to classification, the most trust
worthy basis of comparison ia that of the proportion of arable 
land left in bare fallow.11 

As indicated in the final column of Table 9, the proportion of 
arable land left without any utilization is under 10 per cent in 
all countries of Northern and Western Europe, whereas several 
of the Eastern and Southern European countries for which data 
are available have more than that amount in bare fallow. The 
regional differences are somewhat less marked than on other bases 
of comparison; the differences are sharper with respect to the 
less comparable but more complete data on total fallow. A few of 

ao Clear If., aa Indicated by previous discussion, technolo!O' In the narrow 1ense Ia 
not the 10 e atrategle faetor. Limited capitalization prevents otherwlae posalble 
changea In productive organlaatlon, whereas lack of dinrslftcatlon, aa pointed out 
below, eontlnuea to make low crop yields of critical Importance. 

11 Some eountrlea provide data only on bare fallow, whereaa others give flgurea 
only for total fallow. In Table I no attempt waa made to rectify thole total flgurea 
that actually eomprlse only bare fallow, In view of the lack of eomparabllity of the 
total flgurea on other grounds aa indicated abon. 

It ahould be noted with respect to bare fallow that the effect on aoU fertility for 
further eultlvatlon Ia likely to be either neutral or negative. If left unplowed, the 
"rest" eontrlbutea little to aoll fertility but rather only postpone& the time of 
exhaustion. It plowed but not aown, the posalble adnntage through aeration may 
be more thaD olr~et b7 loechlng or eroaloa. 
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TABu 9 

Proportion of Arable Land Lying Fallow in Certain European 
Countries, around 1935' 

I TocaiArablo Total Falmw- , .. Bare fallow ... 
Kock- 011d CoaaiiY Ia Hcdv• In Htdara Ceal In H«ta,_ c .... 

Norlll,...attd w.,,. .. 
E•rop1 

Austria 1,977,1188 152,992 T.T 11,884 O.t 
Denmark 1,881,GOT 81,864 u 15,782 1.2 
England and Walea 8,672,796 118,418 8.2 116,418 8.11 
Finland 2,1113,408 152,872 ... 152.3711 ... 
Pranee 21,1M.026° 1,713,000 8.1 1,715,000 1.1 
Germany 19,395,924 628,181 u 160.- 0.8 
Luxembourg 110,1110 4,782 4.8 11.11111 lU 
Netherland& 960,631 2,016 • 0.11 11.016 0.2 
No,....ay 828.760 11,120 0.6 11,120 0.8 
Scotland 1,208.261 5,641 0.8 11,1141 0.8 
Sweden 8,784,895 241,284 u - -

Total: N orthem and 116,860,321 2,1161,1138 
Weatem Europe 

u 2,198,402 4.1' 

Ecutora aad Bo•IAo .. 
E•rop1 

Albania 806,018 76,503° 25.0 81.208" 20.0 
Bulgaria 8,606.285' 445,781 12.4 299,1124 8.8 
Czechoslo'J&kla 11,848,814 88,206 1.1 88,206 u 
Estonia 1,075,109 177,821 16.5 - -
Greece• 2,006,066 657,292 27.8 - -
Hungai'J 6.604.608 181,272 2.8 181,2711 2.8 
Italy 12,752,977 2,128,844' 16.7 1,1128,581' 12.0 
Latvia 2,121,600' 275,000 18.0 282,200 10.t 
Lithuania 2,691,1190 1196,830 1U - -Poland 18,1137,180 1,6a9,792 8.8 1,818.816 7.4 
Roumania 18.666,102 638,809 8.11 1138,809 ••• Spain 15,769,862 4,992,1191 81.1 - -
Yugoslavia 7,483,!147 468,478 8.1 468,471 ... 

ToW: Eastem and 91,1196,108 11,906,479 18.0 .;114,681 .. ,. 
Southem Europe 

Total: of Countrlea I 48,1166,424 14,868,135 10.0 1,908,088 1.1' 
Considered 

• Not Including rotation meadaw (for hay or aeed) and feed cropa. 
• 1981. 
• Computed from the toW arable land In tbooe countrlea for which the amount of 

land left In bare fallow Is ginn. The regional and ~~:eneral totala uoed therefore 
differ from the flgurea giYeu In column I. The net totala are, for Northem and 
Weatem Europe, 68,125,426; for Eutem and Southern Europe, 70,147.4711 eom
blned total, 128,272,902. 

• Rough eatlmate baaed upon data In Dallb Zualanl, D,. la"""'lrucAaflllt:1a .. 
Y•rl<illai101 .41baaa- (Berlin: Parey, 1-). 

• Total fallow lncludea "other waste areas of arable land." Bare fallow lndudea 
thla c:ategoi'J, plua one-half of other fallowa, nadilrereutlated In the 1011rce u 
between bare fallow and grued fallow. 

• Ualeu othe""lse apecifled. baled npoa clata Ia lntematlonal lnatltute of A.,-1-
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the countries in Eastern Europe rank as well as many Western 
European countries, and better than some. The low proportion 
of bare fallow in Roumania, Yugoslavia, 'and Bulgaria is prob
ably due to the preponderance of very small holdings that barely 
support a peasant family if nearly all available land is planted 
year after year. It should be noted that the low proportion of bare 
fallow in these countries is not accompanied by the types of crop 
rotation that would preserve fertility, such as the planting of 
legumes. These same considerations apply to a lesser degree in 
the cases of Poland, Czechoslovakia, and Hungary, where more 
intensive agricultural methods are used in some districts, and 
especially on some of the large estates. However, the small holders 
are in a position similar to that of the peasants in Roumania, 
Yugoslavia, and Bulgaria. Other areas in the East and South, 
probably including many countries for which,data are not com~ 
plete, not only have low yields but leave much of the cultivable 
land without productive or protective crops. 

The comparison of effectiveness of land utilization raises still 
another question, that of product diversification. The customary 
view of peasant self~sufficiency would lead onl! to expect a diversi~ 
fied type of subsistence farming. The small domestic markets in 
many of the states here considered, together with poor marketing 
facilities and inadequate means of storage on the farm, would 
seem to confirm this view. Yet one-crop commercial agriculture, 
chiefly in the form of extensive cultivation of grain crops, is actu· 
ally the prevalent mode of farm production ... 

(Notes to Table I, continued) 
culture, lnlonoaliotoal Y oarbook of Agrieullural SttJtilticl, 1987-88 (Rome:19S8), 
pp. 20-1541 data for 1985. 

1 Figure for total arable land, from Greece, Statlstique G.!n~rale de Ia Gftce, 
Annuairo Statilt6que de Ia Gr.co, 1985, p. 108; 1929 data. Figure for total fallow 
from Georges Servakla and C. Pertountal, "The A!rl'arlan Policy of Greece,H In 
0. S. Morgan, ed., Agricultural Sy•t•m• of Middle Europe (New York: The Mae
mlllan Co~ 1988 ), Chop. IV, p. 144; 1929 data, 

11 Obviously agriculture In Eastern and Southern Europe Ia not exclusively de
voted to cereal production. However, the low diversification Ia evident from the 
small proportion of llvestock products In total agricultural production. All of the 
countries except Estonia, Latvia, and Ccechoslovakia rank well below the European 
average, which Ia 59.6 per cent. The range In Eastern and Southern Europe, ez
clusive of the countries noted, Is 25-60 per cent, while the range in countries of 
Northern and Western Europe (exclusive of France) Is 11-93 per cent. (See Ap
pendix I, Table 17.) For a general au"ey of the extent of diversification In Eu
rope, see International Institute of Agriculture, Co .. ditionl and lmpra1>em .. 1 of 
Crop Prod..,tio~t, Slo<lcravillg and Rtor..Z Jnd...,lril•, Technical Documentation for 
League of Nations, European Conference on Rural Life, 1939, Publications No. f 
(Geneva: 1939) 1 Leaf(Ue of Nations, Economle Committee, Tl• ..tgrictolt•rlll 
Crioil, Publieationa 1931. 11. B. 13 (Geneva: 1931), VoL I. 
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The explanation for this seemingly anomalous situation is two

fold: (1) In the historical shift from nomadic livestock produc
tion to settled agriculture, cereal growing became increasingly 
important as a means for supporting a growing population by a 
high food yield per unit of area. (2) This trend became accentu
ated in the development of a commercial or market economy, with 
a steady rise in the demand for manufactured products in the 
virtual absence of domestic industry. Thus, crops are grown that 
will get a ready and convenient sale in domestic and international 
trade and at the same time provide the bulk of the cultivator's 
own food supply. Failing rapid transportation or the capital for 
domestic processing, the market organization is necessarily geared 
to the handling of cereals, although more recently such industrial 
crops as oil seeds and soya beans have been developed. Livestock 
and horticultural products require a convenient domestic market 
or rapid transportation to foreign industrial centen. Many in
dustrial crops tend to be too bulky for economical transportation 
to foreign centers and must chiefly depend upon local processing 
or at least semi-processing. 

Now this general situation means that the peasant's ability to 
intensify production is limited by lack of capital, and that product 
diversification would be at the expense of what little marketable 
surplus he has to exchange for manufactured products."' Alterna
tive ways of escaping this economic straitjacket are reviewed in 
the following chapter. At this point it is clear that the institu
tional framework, the economic organization in productive enter
prise, and the level of agrarian techniques provide a closely woven 
net of restrictions upon increased production in agriculture. More
over, these circumstances have further ramification• in the whole 
character of social life. 

Further Implication~ of the Agrarian Situation 

The consequences of the demographic and economic circum
stances prevalent in Eastern and Southern Europe are many and 
far-reaching. It is clear, for example, that the agricultural popu-

•• In isolated Jnstan«a political policy has been directed toward oolutlon of tht. 
difficulty by limiting the eft'ectlve demand for manufactured products through pro
hibition on sales in rural areas. Tbis was attempted for a number of yean In 
Serbia. See Mijo MlrkoYif, "The Land Question In JugoolaYia," Tit• 81...,.,.;. R.
..W., 14: 89!1-402, J&Duary, 1936. 
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lation1 must have a low level of living as eompared with fanners 
in other 1ections of Europe. This can be inferred from a markedly 
low per capita productivity. Although a low level of living alone 
would lead by implication to certain more specific aspects of 
peaaant life, the latter are of course partly the concrete results of 
the particular characteristics of the agricultural organization 
from which the peasant's income is derived. Thus, dietary and 
nutritional studies indicate not only that diets are poor (as might 
be expected from poverty in general) but that this is partly the 
result of lack of diversification in agricultural production. The 
peasant's diet normally lacks precisely those protective foods 
whose production and sale, given adequate market organization, 
would increase his general income.'~ Similarly, housing facilities 
reflect not only a low level of living, but also a distribution of 
property rights and holdings that places even building space at a 
premium.11 

. 

The low level of living of the agriculturalist in the non-industrial 
states was accentuated by the price differential between the peas
ant's income from agricultural produce and his outlay for manu
factured products. This arises both from the small domestic 
market for agricultural products and from the small supply of 
manufactured goods produced by domestic industry.'' 

Under the institutional and organizational conditions previ
ously outlined, the dynamic situation gives little ground for op
timism with respect to the future economic position of the Eastern 

It International Institute of Agriculture, Btatiltic1 of Food Prodvcliotl, Co• 
ltlmpliotl at1d Pric.,, Documentation for League of Nations, Mixed Committee on 
the Problem of Nutrition (The Problem of Nutrition, Vol. IV), League Publica
tiona 1986. JJ. B. 6 (Geneva: 1986) 1 League of Nations, Health Committee, Rural 
Dlotari11 ;,. Europo, Documentation for European Conference on Rural Life, 
1989, P11bllcatlons No. 26 (Geneva: 1989) 1 League of Nations, Mixed Committee 
on the Problem of Nutrition, Tho Rolatio• of Nutrilio• lo HoaltA, .Agriculturo, 
atOd Eronomio Policy, Final Report, League Publications 1987. JJ. A. 10 (Geneva: 
1987) 1 F. L. McDougall, "Nutrition and European Agriculture," TAo .AdooJICo
"""' of Bciowco, 6: 186-189, July, 1942; Warriner, op. oil., pp. 88-91; Eoonomio 
Do~>olopmotll i• B. E. Europo, Chap. I, "Nutrition," and Appendix tables on pp. 
182-187. 

•• Rural housing Is aurveyed In the several "National Monographs" prepared for 
the European Conference on Rural Life. See al•o Warriner, op. cit., pp. 91-95. For 
the altuatlon In Italy, aee Carl T. Schmidt, TAo Plo•glt awd tho 8'1110rd: Labor, 
Lawd, awd Proporl' it1 Fa~cilt ltal' (New York: Columbia University Press, 
1DS8), pp. 165-169. 

II See Colin Clark, TAo Cowditiot11 of Economic Progr111 (London: Mactnlllan 
and Co., 19~), Chap. VJJ, "The Productivity of Primary Industry"; League of 
Nations, Economic Committee, Tile dgrieultural Crilil, League Publications 1981, 
ll. B. Ia (Geneva: 1981, a Yola.). 
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and Southern European peasant. The widespread prevalence of 
high indebtedness relative to assets and income indicatea not only 
that self-capitalization in agriculture is low, but also that far 
from accumulating capital the peasant is frequenUy in the posi· 
tion of steadily depleting his resources and of borrowing to post
pone the time of complete insolvency. In fact, whether the capital 
depletion takes the form of soil exhaustion and obsolescence of 
equipment or the form of growing indebtedness, it is clear that 
the process may be a spiral escaped only by capital originating 
outside of the agricultural organization. 

Again, the previously noted restrictions on increased produc
tion result in the perpetuation of inefliciences. Even if one could 
assume an inherent dynamic toward improved technology and in
creased production, which is not at all uniformly true of agrarian 
economies, the network of institutional and organizational limita
tions would stringently restrict economic rationalization. This is 
not to say that no significant changes have taken place during the 
recent past, or that no changes may be predicted for the future, 
but only that, with significant exceptions, the pace of change is 
slow and the results in any generation may be minor. 

The European agrarian economies are unavoidably involved in 
competitive world markets for agricultural produce. If the means 
can be developed for distributing food products, improved stand
ards of nutrition might expand the market for the products of 
agriculture. Without new types of distribution the inelasticity of 
the demand for and supply of agricultural products placea theae 
economies in a steadily worse competitive position in comparison 
with the industrial countries and those agricultural countries with 
a more diversified production. This aituation, coupled with the 
growing ease of communication that allows comparison with con
ditions in more prosperous areas, means that the economic dis
advantages imposed by existing circumstances tend to increaae at 
the same time as they are increasingly recognized. If a problem 
with respect to relative economic position in Europe now exists, 
its proportions are likely to grow in the absence of fairly funda
mental change in economic organization. 

This conclusion is given greatly added emphasis by the demo
graphic situation. Nearly all of the agricultural regiona here con
sidered have a labor supply greater than can be fully employed 
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under existing conditions. Where the worker is landless, as is 
notably the case in Hungary, the result is overt unemployment; 
where the worker has a small plot of land, "hidden" unemploy
ment is widespread. The population of these areas, and a fortiori 
the farm population, is increasing rapidly so that there are stead
ily more people to support within a system where both labor de
mand and productive organization are stringently limited."' 

The summary, "too many people, too little land," is no mean
ingless phrase when applied to Eastern and Southern Europe so 
long as the level of popular aspiration is high and rising, and the 
means for fulfillment effectively barred. The following chapter 
examines some alternative solutions to the problems that appear 
from a review of the agrarian situation. 

If In addition to Noteateln and Others, op. ell., oee Rudolf Blanlf, "Exceu 
Population," Tilt .ddllonctmt.U of Scltnco, 61 U.1-1M, July, 1942. 



CHAPTER IV 

OUTLOOK FOR ECOXo:\IIC DE\"ELOPliENT 

IN THE preceding chapter the basic elements in the agrarian struc
ture and the problems of supporting a large and growing agri
cultural population were outlined. It is this relation of population 
to productive capacity 11·hich forms the central problem of this 
study. Changes in the obsened population-product ratios may 
obviously be approached in two ways: increase the product or re
duce the population. These alternatives are examined in this chap
ter with reference to the expansion of agricultural production and 
the possibilities of demographic solutions. But production also 
includes industrial output, and therefore the prospects for indus
trialization are discussed as a possible solution to the population
product ratio. 

Agrarian Change• and Their Limit• 

The analysis of agricultural structure in the peasant economiea 
as developed in the preceding chapter indicated a number of 
points at which the agrarian organization is poorly designed to 
foster production. Part of these barriers are institutional and 
thus intimately bound up with other institutions and with aocial 
values. If the means for directing social change are disregarded 
for the moment, the immediate problem then becomes: what con
ceivable changes in those institutions most intimately connected 
with agricultural production (chiefly property and division of 
labor) could be undertaken with results favorable to production? 
It is also proper to inquire 11·hat changes might be made on the 
strictly organizational or technical levels that, within existing or 
changed institutional arrangements, would increase production. 

Imtitutional Modification. Contrary to a supposedly common 
pattern of social change, the institutional structure in Eastern 
Europe has undergone more rapid change than has the technology 
of production.• This is especially evident in the case of land tenure, 

1 Th'- '- an n:""llent demonstration of the falsity of the theola that t..,hnolol!fal 
changea are the primary determlnanta of ..,.,lal change. Actually, u the conclud
ing aection of the P""'edlng chapter emphasized and u the discuAIIon Ia the fol
lowing chapter will point out in greater detail, technological chan~reo are alwaya 
limited by the preY&iJing institutional and Yaluatlonal aystem. Where rapidity of 
tedmologlcal change and Ita raaltlnJ toclal tranaformatlont haYe ben moat In 
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which haa undergone numerous changes in most of the states of 
Eastern Europe. 

The modifications of tenure systems provide some basis for 
judging the effectiveness of land reform as a means of increasing 
agricultural production. Although the reforms differed in scope, 
specific provisions, and prevailing circumstances, some general 
characteristics of the several programs need emphasis. Changes in 
the distribution and tenure of land represented certain goals of 
public policy that took precedence over existing property rights. 
Those more desirable goals were occasionally nationalistic or nar
rowly political, but always aimed at a more nearly equal distribu
tion of the means of production. The goals sought corresponded 
with the private interests of the individual peasants or workers 
who demanded land, and indeed these claimants provided the chief 
source of political pressure for reform legislation. In no cme, 
however, il there any evidence that an overall increase in agricul
tural production was a primary goal of the institutional change1. 
In other words, the purpose of the agrarian reforms was that of 
an increased national income only to the extent or under the special 
circumstances that the greater total production resulted from 
peasant proprietorship. The same point may be put more simply: 
the purpose of the reforms was to distribute wealth rather than to 
produce it. If the resulting increase in the economic returns to the 
peasants benefiting by the reform was purchased at the cost of a 
decrease in the total productivity of the land, the result must be 
regarded as incidental and not as defeating the purpose of the 
reforms. This point has usually been missed in the various analyses 
of the results of the reforms. • The purpose of the reforms also 
accounts for the fact that, despite extensive changes, some of the 
features of the property systems providing the most serious bar
riers to "rational" agricultural organization were not touched at 
all in the reform programs. 

That past land reforms were not primarily intended to increase 
production need not prevent an examination of their actual effect 

evldenee, namely, In Western Industrial soelety, the Institutional system and social 
nlues have been peculiarly favorable to economic expansion. 

• A notable exception Ia provided by David Mitrany, whose comprehensive anal• 
ysls of the results of the agrarian reforms In Roumania emphasizes throughout the 
social and political purposes of the reforms, at the frequent sacrifice of productive 
Or!f&niaatlon. See hls TA• La11d alld llt Po01a1tl ;,. Rtomania (London• Humphrey 
Milford, Oxford University Press, 1930). 



c 101 J 
on production. The economic history of Eastern Europe has been 
marked by agrarian reforms and demands for reforms to such an 
extent that the formulators of future policy may attempt to in· 
crease prosperity by division of capital in land. Another series of 
land divisions would naturally have the support of every peasant 
with a holding smaller than the average, and is likely to be re
garded by that peasant as a solution preferable to unfamiliar 
methods of cultivation or unfamiliar avenues of employment. The 
most obvious solution for "land hunger" is more land. 

The economic results of previous reforms may be viewed most 
readily in terms of the relative advantages of large and small 
farm undertakings under various conditions. Since the whole 
tenor of the reforms was the establishment of small undertakings 
at the expense of large ones, the problem is one of relative produc
tivity in view of the particular circumstances. The conditions that 
apply to all of the Eastern and Southern European countries in 
somewhat varying degree may be stated in general terms: an 
agrarian economy with little industrial development, a small in
ternal market, and meager market facilities.• 

Under the conditions noted certain features of the shift to small 
farms owned by cultivators are especially significant for the pro
ductive economy as a whole. 

The needed capital is higher, relative to area, for small farms 
than for large ones. However, as pointed out in the preceding 
chapter, this higher capitalization is predominantly in the form 
of buildings and equipment and is not necessarily fully utilized in 
production. Thus the large holdings tend to yield a greater prod
uct per unit of capital by more nearly maximum utilization of 
work animals, equipment, and buildings. The land reforms ordi
narily resulted in an increased capitalization of agriculture with
out commensurate increase in production. • Thus, even in those 

I These mnditlon• applY with lea•t fo....., In C"...-h~slnYOk'a. Gr-., end Portull'ol. 
• See Otto Yoa Frongd, "The Agrarian Reform In Yugo•lnla." IMI•f1111tiowal 

lhtrN"' of "'gnc.lt..,.•, 25: 185E-197E, May, 19341 Doreen Worrlner, EetnUnnk• 
of P~tJMnl Fnrming (London, etc.: Oxford UaiYerolty Preso, 1939), especlolly 
Chap. VIII, "The Advonta~ end Disadnntal(eo of Peuant Farming." Mltrony 
(op. t'il~ pp. 228-413) noteo that In Roumanla the large atateo were !(Featly under• 
capitalized before the reform owing to the form of tmon<y whereby the burdf'll of 
capitalization was mainly borne by the peasonta. Ao el...,.here, the reform did oot 
result In keeplllj!' the existing oupply of work anlmala end equipment with greater 
utilization but rather In adding to thot oupply for the eultlntloa of the omaU 
allotmenta formed from the expropriated eotatea. 
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cases where the small fanns could show a higher productivity·per 
acre, they usually had a smaller net return. • 

The drain of fixed costs nonnally prevents liquid capital ac
cumulation on small fanns, whereas the operator of the large 
estate may be able to increase his product through greater invest
ment in variable costs such as fertilizer, while deriving a higher 
unit yield from his livestock and equipment costs. In these circum
stances accumulation of liquid capital is more likely on large than 
on small agricultural holdings, and this conclusion is generally 
supported by the evidence for Eastern and Southern Europe. 
However, it should be noted that if the peasant has any savings he 
is more likely to convert them to capital than is the absentee land
lord who maintains a different level and pattern of expenditure. 
l\Iany estate owners in Hungary, Spain, Portugal, and Italy have 
failed to accumulate capital both by reason of inefficient use of 
existing capital and by reason of "living up" any surplus.• Owners 
of small plots, on the other hand, either have no savings, or under 
exceptionally fortunate circumstances invest savings in more land 
for extensive cultivation. 

The small holder is ordinarily expected to utilize his land re
sources more intensively than the large operator. In the peasant 
economies the small land areas would seem to require intensive 
use. But intensification means partly diversification (especially 
the growing of labor-intensive crops) and partly increased cap
italization. Actually, little intensification resulted from the divi
sion of the large estates through the land reforms,' because the 

• Tbere Ia no Intention here of arguing an abstract use by the Inclusion of "labor 
mats" that a<tuaUy represent the work nf unpaid family workers. The costs of 
draft animals, equipment, and minimum Installations are genuine charges against 
the consumable or marketable product available to the peasant family. 

• Warriner'• claim that the peasant Is more likely to aeeumulate capital (op. ril~ 
pp. 161-164) Ia thus true In a very speeial set of circumstances: a situation allow
Ing the small eultivator an appropriable surplus to reinvest while estate owners 
maintain a "leisure class" level of consumption. In the adual situation In Eastern 
and Southern Europe the peasant's savings, If any, are likely to take the form of 
debt retirement, whereas many peasants operate at a net loss and eontlnue cultl
Yation by Increasing their Indebtedness. Warriner gives no evidence to support her 
blunt assertion that large agrleultural enterprises do not easily accumulate capital. 
See alao P. Lamartine Yates and D. Warriner, Food and Farming in Po1t-War 
Europo (London, etc.: Oxford University Press, 1948), p. 64. The role of capital
Istic agriculture In larll"e operating units Is much more accurately assessed In Carl 
Brinkmann, "Landed Estates," Encyclopedia oflho Bo.V.I Brien•••• 9: 140-148. 

' Except In Estonia, Latvia, and western Czechoslovakia, where the size of the 
land grants and favorable market situations did foster an Intensive eultlvatlon of 
bolding1. 
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organization of the agricultural market remained geared to cereal 
production. However; in some areas of Southeast Europe there 
was a shift from wheat to maize cultivation and thus a greater use 
of labor. Although in all of .the countries affected by reform legis
lation there is some slight evidence of increased intensification fol
lowing the land reforms, it is difficult to establish that the in
creased production of root crops and livestock products was 
actually due to the extension of peasant proprietorship, except as 
a result of increased draft animals. Indeed, the initial effects were 
almost universally a decline in yields, and in some cases the sacri
fice of intensive rotation systems possible on larger farms. Live
stock increases were largely in draft animals and not in stock 
yielding marketable products." The fact that more labor can be 
expended per hectare of land in a small holding does not mean 
that all available labor could be efficiently used even under condi
tions of a market favor~ble for labor-intensive crops, and in the 
absence of those conditions the availability of more labor than is 
necessary for extensive cultivation may, and does, prove more of 
a handicap to increased production than the contrary. 

The question for the future is whether further changes in prop
erty distribution in the peasant economies would increase the eco
nomic well-being of the individual peasant or increase the total 
agricultural product. (It must be noted again that the two results 
are not necessarily the same.) It would appear that in most of the 
Eastern European countries the holdings are already over-small, 
with few if any large holdings remaining to be divided. The prob
lem in these areas with reference to both of the objectives noted 

a The most accurate and comprehensive survey of the results of the Eastern 
European land reforms is given by Karl Ihrig, "Leo resultats des !'<!formes 
&Jrrair~s d'nnres.guerre," Jourwal de I~ aocUtl laongroUe de ltat'-tique, 12: 405-
'68, 19M. Mitrany, op. cit., provides the most intensive study of the effects of the 
reforms within a single country; for a lec;s detailed but essentially complete anal
ysis of the Yugoslav reforms, see Frangd, loc. cit. See also Warriner, op. cit, pp. 
140-167; Yates and Warriner, op. cit., pp. 67-70. Numerous studies have noted that 
small holdings In Hungary have smaller yields and in general less Intensive culti
vation than the large estates. For example, see A. Kormendy-ll:kes, "Big Estates In 
Hungary," Hungarian Quart•rly, 8: 43-68, Spring, 1937; Ladislas Liptak, "Des 
possibiliti~s de l'a~riculture de fat-re vivre les habitants; analyse statistique en 
egard a Ia repartition des proprietes," Magyar Btatiozti/cai Szomlo, 15: 812-621, 
Julv, 1987; Louis G. Michael, Agricultural Suro•y of Europo: Hun11ary, United 
States Department of Agriculture, Technical Bul'etin No. 160 (Wa.h'ngton: 
1930), pp. 12-16. It is not, however, necessary to eonclude with Kormendy-ll:kes and 
Liptak that a division of the large Hungarian estates would decrease production, 
since the large estates have In general better soils than those in the small plots, 

. and the latter are too small for effective ~ultlvatlon. There are scarcely any 
medium-abe holdings in Hungary to eompare with large and nry small holdinga. 
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above is to secure a reversal of the process of successive subdivision 
of holdings. In those Eastern European countries where large 
estates remain (chiefly Poland, Hungary, and Greece), a division 
of land among present employees and neighboring small holders 
would certainly give temporary improvement to the position of 
those directly benefiting by the distribution, but possibly at the 
further sacrifice of total product. If the goal is to maintain or in
crease production while achieving some more "equitable" distribu
tion, reforms should be undertaken with both goals as criteria 
for determining procedures to be followed. A simple division of 
Hungarian estates among all landless claimants would probably 
sacrifice productive capacity, and might not materially improve 
the position of the recipients of small plots. Where the land is best 
suited for continued extensive cultivation, as seems true of much 
of the Hungarian Plain, some form of cooperative or collective 
cultivation may be a change better fitted to utilize productive 
capacity than an over-zealous division of estates into falsely in
tensive plots. 1 

Where the previous land reforms resulted simply in a change 
of title from landlord to tenant without division of the holding, 
the position of the cultivator was clearly improved, while produc
tivity also increased through removal of drains upon the peas
ants' resources and the removal of restraints upon initiative and 
product structure. Similar results would appear probable wherever 
absentee landlords control large estates, which is very common in 
the countries of Southern Europe. However, where capitalization 
by the landlord is heavy, with unified control of productive tech
nique and of marketing (these conditions prevail on some Italian 
estates), division on a purely individualistic basis would probably 
decrease the product. In these as in other cases, if the goal is in
creased production the possible institutional modifications should 
be restricted to those giving some reasonable chance for success. 

The rational exploitation of peasant holdings now in small and 

I This Is at variance with the proposals of Yates and Warriner, op. cit., p. 69, 
who see advantages In peasant farms devoted to Intensive livestock raising, such 
as a maize-and-hogs combination. Whatever the type of ownership, production 
would certainly be Increased by proper crop rotation including an Increase In 
leguminous eropa for fodder. However, parts of the Hungarian Plain are ad .. 
mirably suited to large-scale cereal cultivation, and Insistence upon small-scale 
enterprises In these conditions Ia certainly "doctrinaire" (a complaint of these 
authora about collectivization). 
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scattered plots would seem to require institutional modifications 
of a character quite different from the main direction of previous 
reforms. It is consolidation rather than further scattering, in
creased rather than reduced size, that would allow greater produc
tive efficiency and an increased product per capita. Scattering is 
a problem that the peasants of Belgium, France, and Switzerland 
share with the small holders of Eastern Europe. The experience 
in all of these areas indicates that the peasant grumbles about the 
inconvenience and inefficiency of his land arrangement, but is 
deeply suspicious of any attempt to consolidate, since he has 
various emotional attachments to particular plots and is moreover 
afraid of getting a bad exchange. Strong governmental measures 
are probably required for consolidation if it is to proceed with any 
rapidity and uniformity!• Although the chances of success of 
such a program might be increased by the extensive dislocations 
of people and property rights during the war years, the anxiety 
of the peasant to retain or regain "his own" in a highly specific 
sense is not to be overlooked. Since scattering of holdings is con
stantly increased by equal division in kind among heirs (which 
usually means an equal division of each kind and quality of 
land), no very profound or lasting effects of consolidation could 
be achieved without prevention of subdivision below a minimum 
level. Those who argue that equal inheritance promotes subdi
vision only to an "economic minimum" and is offset by unrestricted 
competition and the emergence of unified holdings through supe
rior competitive efficiency, 11 are assuming conditions that actually 
do not prevail in the agrarian economies. Notably, they assume 
erroneously that "superior competitive efficiency," even on a tiny 
holding, will result in sufficient capital accumulation to buy out 
the less efficien~ cultivators, and they assume alternative economic 

u Of the European countries where extensive agrarian reforms were under
taken after the First World War, only Poland also undertook to consolidate scat
tered plots. Between 1919 and 1988, 869,000 holdings comprising an area of 
8,428,800 hectares were consolidated. This was somewhat less than half of the total 
area for wbicb consolidation was planned. (See Poland, Ministry of Information, 
Concil• Stalilllical Yoar-Book of Poland, September 1989-June 1941, p. 82; Inter
national Institute of Agriculture, Tho Land Ton••• Sydom• in Europ•, Technical 
Documentation for League of Nations, European Conference on Rural Life, Pub
lication No.4 [Geneva: 1989], p. 62.) Provision was made for voluntary initiation 
of consolidation but compulsory compliance by those not initiating the program 
but having plota In the areas to be consolidated. Abatement of land taxes and 
granting of governmental loans were used as lnducementa to consolidation. 

11 See, for example, C. Evelpedis, La rlformo agrairo •• G•••• (Athena: no 
pub., 1926). 
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opportunity for those displaced in the process. In the absence ·of 
such alternative employment the demand for land that does de" 
velop (and this is likely to come from owners of larger rather 
than smaller farms) will simply increase land prices far beyond 
productive value even in terms of interest rates far lower than 
those actually prevailing in the agrarian economies. 

The legal prevention of subdivision also requires alternative 
economic opportunity. It is doubtful if either legal change or ex
panded opportunity alone would succeed, in any brief period; in 
establishing consolidated family farms, but the two in combina
tion, and in combination with extensive consolidation, would allow 
the creation of that "prosperous peasantry" so often talked about 
and so seldom seen in the peasant economies. 

The farm labor supply, whether located on small holdings or 
completely dependent on employment by farm proprietors, is on 
the whole inefficiently used. There seems to be no basis for viewing 
this as a situation amenable to change by modification of the labor 
systems within the agrarian structure. For the most part, the pro
ductivity per labor unit is low because the capitalization per labor 
unit is low. The clearest exceptions are provided by the Hungarian 
estates, where non-productive servants represent part of the "con
spicuous consumption" of the land-owning gentry. The position 
of some landless workers might be improved by further legislation 
on wages, hours, and the risks of employment. But the principal 
problem is that of unemployment and underemployment, and not 
of the particular form of labor utilization. 

Institutional changes designed to increase the total and per 
capita product in peasant agriculture would therefore entail a re
versal of previous trends in those areas characterized by small and 
scattered holdings, whereas the future disposition of large estates 
would be determined with primary attention to productive organ
ization. No change in property or labor disposition is likely to 
bring any marked increase in production while capitalization per 
labor unit remains low and alternative means of employment are 
not available. • 

In this connection it is instructive to compare the Eastern Eu
~opean ag~arian _reforms with the collectivization of. agriculture 
1n the Sov1et Umon. After postwar reforms .that resulted .in .the 
conversion of some large estates into state farms .. and of many 
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more into small holdings, the Soviet government undertook forced 
and rapid collectivization in 1929. At the present time almost all 
agriculture is collectivized, although modifications have been in
troduced to allow some gardening and livestock raising outside 
the structure of the kolkhoz.12 Although exact data are not avail
able, it is certainly true that productivity per capita and the area 
under cultivation have been greatly increased, and probably true 
that productivity per area has been improved. The initial effect 
was certainly a reduction in product, owing partly to the sheer 
disorganization incident to rapid change and political uncertainty, 
but more especially to the extensive slaughtering of all types of 
livestock by the peasants in protest against collectivization. 

Several other features of Soviet collectivization merit attention 
for their bearing on the possible alternatives in Eastern and 
Southern Europe. The undoubtedly higher productivity per cap
ita was made possible in part by a great increase in capitalization, 
which in turn was bought at the price of drastic reduction of that 
part of the product available to the cultivator. Higher produc
tivity was also partly the result of improved productive tech
niques. Were this all the story, collectivization might be regarded 
as a "purely agricultural" solution for the problems of unde
veloped peasant economies. But agriculture was in addition forced 
to supply much of the initial capital for industrialization. More
over, the increased productivity per capita was the result of ex
tensive shifts of agricultural population to employment in indus
trial centers as well as to lands hitherto not in production. This 
last part of the process certainly could not be duplicated in East
ern and Southern Europe. 

Forced collectivization may be a more heroic measure than is 
required for increased agricultural productivity in Eastern and 
Southern Europe. It would represent institutional changes of 
greater severity than any hitherto undertaken. Indeed, collectivi
zation on the Soviet model represents an integrated use of all the 
major points of attack here discussed separately. It is not certain 
that it would prove economically successful in small countries 

u See Gregory Bienstock, Solomon Ill. Schwarz, and Aaron Yugow, M afi<Jgo
m"''' ill Rouliaft ]ndtUtry and .A.griculture (New York, etc.: Oxford University 
Press, 1944),. Part II, "Management of Collective Farms"; Warriner, op. eU~ 
Chap. IX, "The Russian Solution." 
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with meager resources and in a difficult international marketing 
situation. 

Techrwlogy and Productive Organization. Within the existing 
institutional and organizational framework in the European agrar
ian countries, some increase in the value of agricultural produc
tion could be achieved through improved techniques. Deeper 
plowing with better plows, contour cultivation to avoid erosion, 
and the more effective use of manure would certainly improve 
yields and help to avoid soil exhaustion.11 Bare fallows could be 
eliminated and fertility partially restored by adequate rotation. 
Even if the capital and market situations would not allow growing 
feed or cash crops, the fallow land could be planted to a green 
manure crop. Selective breeding of livestock could be introduced, 
and existing stock perhaps gradually replaced by superior breeds. 
Plant varieties better adapted to local climatic conditions, the use 
of better seed, and similar changes would contribute to increased 
yields. These measures are part of what has come to be called 
"scientific agriculture," and naturally presuppose adequate tech
nical education for the farmer in order to elicit his support. Educa
tion is in fact the crucial factor in these relatively minor changes." 

However, without other economic changes the effectiveness of 
the foregoing measures would be limited. Thus, chemical fertil
izers require cash outlays that the peasant is poorly prepared to 
make, whereas the high interest rates for credit would probably 
offset the increased returns from crops.11 1\Iechanization would in
crease the product per unit. of labor, but might not increase total 
product. The latter result might follow were it possible sufficiently 
to reduce the fixed costs of draft animals. However, mechanization 

11 Se~ Yates and Warriner, op. cit., p. 76. 
16 I bad., pp. 44-411, 88-98. See also P. Lamartine Yates, "Factors Affecting 

Peasant Pros\'erity," T~• -1-dvancement. of Bcienco, 6: 14ll-148, July, 1942; J. Van 
d~r Vaeren, 7 he ?rganllahoA of T•chnacal Imtruction for Agricul!uralilt•, Tecb
n:cal Docu.me~tabon for League of Nations, European Conference on Rural Life, 
1989, Publication No. 14 (Geneva: 1989). For an analysis of the general problems 
of agr!cultu~al education together with a survey of actual educational facilities 
see 1nternab?nai Labour Office, Vocational EducatioA iA .tfgriculturo, Studies and 
Reports, Ser1es K, No. 9 (Geneva: 1929). For countries not Included In this survey 
see League of Nations, European Conference on Rural Life Bulgaria (in series 
National Monographs drawn up by Governments) Publication N 28 (G : 
1989); idem, Lithuania, No. 12, pp. 28-82. ' o. eneva. 

11 See Inte~ational In~t~tute of Agriculture, Conditiono and Improvemmt of 
Crop Productu>.n, Btockra"'"ll and Rural lndwtri.,., Technical Documentation for 
League of Nabons, European Conference on Rural Life, 1939 Publication No 'I 
(Geneva: 1989), pp. 11-19. ' • 
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requires not only increased capital but also some consolidation of 
plots and holdings. The farm employer finds labor cheaper than 
machinery in view of the abundant supply of the former. The 
peasant proprietor of a small holding has no capital and a super
abundance of labor. Even were the machines and improved equip
ment that are best suited to small-scale enterprise--hay mowers, 
fodder cutters, small tractors, and the like--introduced, increased 
capital and a product and market structure favorable to their use 
would be required. Above all, however, increased productivity per 
man-hour is no advantage to the peasant family whose labor sup
ply is in a sense part of its fixed costs, and no advantage to the 
productive capacity of the economy if it necessitates displacement 
of labor and the displaced labor has no other productive em
ployment.11 

Livestock breeds are frequently poor in Eastern and Southern 
Europe, but this is partly the result of inadequate feeding. The 
introduction of lineage and production records and stud books, 
the extension of knowledge of proper care, and the use of artificial 
insemination might be expected to improve both draft animals and 
those used for livestock products. The increased products would 
add to the agriculturalist's inadequate diet, and possibly increase 
the market demand through lowered prices. 

The low yields per area of land in crops and the poor quality 
of crops (chiefly cereals) reaching the markets in the peasant 
economies suggest the possibility of considerable increase in value . 
of product within the existing agricultural framework. The situa
tion is aptly summarized by the International Institute of Agri
culture: 

Of all the methods of improving agricultural technique, such as the 
rational rotation of crops, the use of chemical fertilisers and green manure, 
the introduction of hoed crops, deep tillage of the soil, perfected me
chanical harvesting, etc. none has brought about such progress as the im
provement of plants through selection and cross-breeding. Nor should it 
be forgotten that as a rule, the methods of improvement mentioned above 
entail considerable expense and constant care, whereas the use of improved 
varieties only involves the agriculturist in the slight extra expense repre
sented by the surcharge of a few centimes per quintal of seeds, which is 
his modest contribution to the costs of plant selection work. The introduc
tion of a better variety in an agricultural area means an immediate profit 
for the agriculturist. It improves the crop either in quantity or in quality,· 

11 See Ibid., pp. 19-20; Yates and Warriner, op. cit., pp. '18-'16. 
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while scarcely increasing the cost of cultivation. The creation of varieties 
with an improved yield and quality is therefore clearly one of the simplest 
and most effective means of raising the general level of a country's 
economy.· 

If, however, an improved variety is to give the best results, the -care 
shown in its cultivation must correspond to its superior quality; i.e. care
ful methods of cultivation and intensified manuring must accompany the 
use of improved varieties which repay the care given to them and make it 
possible to obtain a maximum return from the soil. It would be useless to 
lay down any rule as to which should come first-the introduction of choice 
varieties, or the use of perfected and intensified methods of cultivation. 
The two systems are naturally complementary to each other. This inter
dependence between the improvement of methods of cultivation and that 
of the varieties cultivated is one of the best stimuli to agricultural progress. 
Among the various means of fostering agricultural progress, the improve
ment of plants is, at the present time, of outstanding importance." 

It is again clear that the really substantial increases in value of 
produce require measures of intensification and probably diversi
fication. Diversification would actually contribute directly to the 
cultivator's level of living, through provision of a better diet. Im
proved market organization, increased variable costs in fertilizers, 
the development of rural industries, and the introduction of grad
ing and other quality controls would facilitate higher returns 
from the land. In the absence of these other changes, plant im
provement and those improved techniques possible under existing 
circumstances would allow small but probably not decisive in
creases in agricultural income. 

A final technical measure of importance for increased yields is 
the extension or improvement of the area of cultivation. Land 
reclamation and improvement, especially through irrigation and 
drainage, would increase the product from land already under 
cultivation, or bring new lands into agricultural utilization. Nota
ble efforts in this direction have been made in some of the agrarian 
regions, the most spectacular and highly advertised being the 
drainage of the Italian marsh lands. The Pripet Marshes in east
ern Poland and White Russia could be drained, while substantial 
areas in the Balkan region and in Spain and Portugal could be 
irrigated with highly favorable results.'" 

" Ibid~ pp. 9-10. 
11 See International Institute of Agriculture, Lantl ll•clamation anti Improv•

tnnl in Europe, Technical Documentation for League of Nat ions, European Con· 
terence on Rur~l Life, 1989, ~ublication No. 6 (Geneva• 1989). The foregoing 
aummarlzeo prOJeCto and operations In Bulgaria, c .. choslovakia, Greece, Hungary 
Italy, Lithuania, Poland, Portugal, and Roumanla. For a brief atatement on lrr~ 
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Land reclamation and irrigation projects have the obvious ad

vantage of adding to the productive and employment capacity of 
agriculture, while providing employment for redundant labor .sup
ply. They have the equally obvious disadvantage of being rarely 
feasible in either economic or technical terms by the independent 
action of the agriculturalist. The scale of required action is so 
great that at least cooperative pooling of capital is necessary, 
whereas the requirement of uniform adherence to a particular 
project regardless of individual objections and an over-nice at
tention to proprietary rights indicates the necessity of govern
mental sponsorship in some form. In some cases, as notably the 
reclamation of the Pripet Marshes and extensive irrigation in the 
Danube Valley, an effective handling of the project would require 
international agreement, assuming 1939 boundaries. Given the 
requisite political and economic organization, there would be long
term prospects for substantially increased agricultural produc
tion. The magnitude of the required public works precludes the 
possibility of great gains over short periods. 

Governmental action, ranging from legislative assistance to 
direct intervention, would be required for the rapid adoption of 
many of the measures needed to effect technical change in agri
cultural production. The same is at least equally true for such 
measures as disease control, insurance and credit extension, and 
market organization." The role of the government might be of 
the minimum variety indicated above--that is, legislative assist
ance--were cooperative organizations established on an extensive 
scale. 

Actually, of course, none of the countries here considered (with 

gatlon prospects In Spain, see E. Martines de Bujanda, "The Spanish National 
Irrigation Plan," I .. temational RmefiJ of Agriculture, 25: 237E-248E, June, 
19M. The program of "Integral bonification" in Italy Is treated In Cesare Longo
bardi Land-Reclamatio• i• Italy (London: P. S. King and Son, 1936). A more 
eritlc~l appraisal of results Is given by Carl T. Schmidt, T/ae Plough and tll• 
Bwtwd: Labor, Land, and Proporty ;,. F'01ciol Italy (New York• Columbia Uni-
versity Press, 1938), Chap. V, "Reclaiming the Soil." ' 

uSee International Institute of Agriculture, GovernmeRI Actio• CoRCerned 71Jitll 
Agriculturlll Markell and Production, Technical DoeumentatioJt for League of 
Nations, European Conference on Rural Life, 1939, Publication No. 8 (Geneva• 
1939); An annual survey of governmental policies with· respect to agriculture Is 
given In the Institute'• Tla• World Agri<:ultur<JI Situation, Part II, "Agricultural 
Polley and Conditlona·ln the Different Countries." See also EcoROmio Devewpmonl 
in B; E. Europe (London:"PEP [Political and Economic Planning),l945),Cha!'- V, 
"Marketing," Appendix on "Meaaures ·of State Intervention In Marketing,' pp. 
152-1118, and Appendix tables, PP• U9~155. · · · · 
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the possible exception of Albania) is without cooperative organi
zations serving the rural population. The soc!eties existing in t.he 
interwar period were highly diverse both m types of service 
offered to members and in general organization. •• Since the servic:es 
were many and varied, and frequently cut across rural-urban. dis
tinctions, it is not possible to determine the importance of.agr1cu~
tural cooperation in any precise numerical way. The evidence 18 

clear, however, that the cooperative organizations were most ex
tensively influential exactly in those areas that were most advanced 
in productive techniques and per capita value of product. The 
significance of cooperatives in some of the prosperous agrarian 
regions in the West bears out this relationship. It is also clear, 
however, that the causal relationship between cooperative organi
zation and peasant prosperity is reciprocal, not unidirectional. 
Although the cooperative organization may increase the economic 
return or the security of the individual member, its power for 
"betterment" is necessarily somewhat limited by the initial re
sources of its participants. 

The most general type of cooperative organization, in rural as 
in urban areas, is the "consumers' cooperative" providing for 
joint purchase of consumption and even production goods. Such 
organizations provide one means for reducing the price spread 
between agricultural goods sold and manufactured or other goods 
bought. Next in popularity to the consumers' organization in 
rural areas is the society for cooperative marketing, which may 
in fact be combined with an organization providing consumers' 
and producers' goods. Such cooperatives provide a measure of 
control over the prices received for agricultural products and 
thus are complementary to the cooperative purchasing activities. 
Through pooling of resources, aided by greater ease in securjng 
credit on favorable terms, it is possible for small holders markedly 

zo For ~eneral sun:eys of typ-:' ?f cooperatives, membership, resources, ete., see 
Karl Ihr1g, Inlernahonalo Btatut•k der GoiiOIIBflllchaft.., (Berlin: Struppe und 
Winckler, 1928); International Institute of Agriculture, Agricultural Problema m 
Their lntomatiollal A•poct, Documentation for League of Nations, International 
Economic Conference, Geneva, May, 1927 (Geneva• 1926); International Labour 
Office, Co-operalir>e Actio• Ia Rural Lifo, Technical Documentation for League of 
Nations, European Conference on Rural Life, 1939, Publication No. 9 (Geneva1 
1939). Ao noted In the text above, the complexity of organizational types and over
lapping of memberships Is such &a to m!lke virtuollv lm'POssible a stati•tlcal ap. 
pralaal of rural cooperation. (See G. Fauquet, "The Diversity of Co-operative 
Institution• and Their Claasitl~atiori," Inttnwztioaal Labour BevW'lD, 89: 43iJ...468, 
AprU, 1939.) The Bibliography lists a number of aoureea giving national data. 
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to increase their productive capitalization by cooperative ventures 
in electrification, purchase and use of equipment, and the like. 
Cooperatives may also foster low-cost purchase of productive 
goods such as seed, feed, and fertilizer; joint determination of 
product structure; the introduction of quality controls, grading, 
and possibly improved packaging; and perhaps the establishment 
of processing units. If all of these activities are taken in combina
tion, some of the disadvantages of small-scale individualistic farm
ing may be overcome. The addition of low-cost credit facilities and 
reduction of various risks through cooperative insurance increases 
the ability of the peasant to withstand crises and avoid capital de
pletion.11 

The potentialities are great for increased value of total product 
as well as for improved economic position of the individual peasant 
through extensive cooperative organization. Indeed, cooperatives 
may do much to overcome some of the defects of individual enter
prise. Their influence is all the greater on account of the educa
tional advantages, both formal and informal, offered by joint 
action and a closer integration into modern economic life. Some 
organizations have already operated effectively in the agrarian 
economies and there is some possibility of their expansion and con
solidation. Within modern times crop lands have been owned in 
common. The persistence of joint use of pastures and forests 
furnishes another precPdent for further cooperative action. The 
economic importance of the large kinship group (the Slavic :rad
ruga) still persists in some areas, and other areas have somewhat 
similar bases for communal economic activity. The cooperative is 
accordingly a possible mode of partial transition in such areas 
from one form of economy to another. 

An adequate appraisal of the potentialities for agricultural co
operation requires two elements of caution, however. Fir~t, the 
cooperatives to be successful in any major way must gain the 
active support of the peasants. This they may not be able to do 

11 For brief summaries of the advantages of cooperative organization In peasant 
economies, see L. Feierabend, "Post-War Tasks for Farmers' Co-operatives,, TU 
.fdi>GftCetutd of BcieftCO, 6: 158-161, July, 19,.2; International Labour Office, Co
oper<&tir>e .fctioft ;,. Rur..Z Life; International Labour Office, "Social Aspecto of 
Land Reform In Czechoslovakia," l•terft<ltio....Z L<&bouP BoDie..,, 12: 231-234, Au
gust, 1925; C. F. Strickland, "The Coope~atlve Society as ~n Instrument of Eco
nomic and Social Construction," I..te"""oo....Z .L<&bo•P B•"'""'• 87• 729-758, June, 
1938. 
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as dire~t organs of government. The cooperatives of the interwar 
period were often financially or otherwise dominated by govern
mental bureaus1 and accordingly had little independent stability 
in cases i>f political crisis. The cooperatives of Hungary, Rou
mania, ·and Greece tended to be such in name only because of 
capitalistic or political control from above ... Certainly the organi
zations are not "cooperative" unless a large measure of voluntary 
participation and local determination 'of policies is maintained."" 

Second, the cooperative is limited in its ability to create mar
kets, or even to accumulate capital if the members have no surplus. 
It can facilitate some improvement in yields and it may further 
increase real income through reduction of price differentials. It 
is admirably suited to be an avenue of effective pooling of capital 
resources and, on the basis of those resources, of increasing the 
value of product and the employability of labor. But these more 
fundamental results must first presume a reasonably favorable 
ratio of family size to available land area and a market organiza
tion capable of absorbing and rewarding an increased quality and 
quantity of product. 

Limita to Agrarian Solutions. The potentialities for raising per 
capita levels of living in the peasant economies through the ex
pansion of agricultural production may now be summarized and 
appraised. The preceding paragraphs have noted a number of in
stitutional, organizational, and technical expedients that would 
increase the productivity of agriculture if undertaken without 
other major changes in the existing general structure of the 
agrarian economies, and much greater advantage if undertaken 
along with major shifts in productive organization. 

It is difficult to attach a quantitative value to the possible in
crease_ in agricultural production were all of the strictly agricul
tural changes undertaken. The _effects of one measure of increased 
production, the French level of land utilization, were noted in 
Chapter III, where it was observed that this still would not yield a 
European average per capita product in most of the areas here 
under review. . · 

. •• Royal Institute of International Atrairs, 4.graria• Prob!•"" from lhe Bailie 
1o lhe .<fegeaa (London: 19#), pp. 68-68, . . . ·... . . . . · . . 
• · ti Tbla principle seems to hold even under the extreme form of coOperative ·organ~ 
laatlo.n represented by the collectiviud farm. See Bienstock,. Scbwars, and Yugow. 
op. oil. 
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Wagemann, arguing that industrialization would require non

existent capital which could only be accumulated by an increase 
of agricultural exports, thinks that technical changes in agricul
ture could easily increase the total product in the Balkans by 50 
per cent over the course of twenty-five years. •• He neglects, how
ever, the fact that these countries are also characterized by a rap
idly growing population, so that the assumed increase in produc
tion must be viewed in terms of the probable growth of the 
agricultural population in the same period. The agricultural 
population growth may be estimated by computing the projected 
percentage increase in total populations of the countries of East
ern and Southern Europe from 1930 to 196021 (the latter year 
taken as representing the end of W agemann's twenty-five year 
period) and applying the percentages to the 1930 agricultural 
population. Table 10 shows the value of agricultural produc
tion assuming a 50 per cent increase by 1960, and the projected 
agricultural population for that year. These two figures allow the 
computation of the hypothetical per capita value of production 
shown in column 3 of the table. If these per capita values are ex
pressed as percentages of the 1931-1935 European average per 
capita value of production (column 4) the possible effects of the 
increased production may be judged. For convenience in com
parison, the actual1931-1935 index values are given in column 5. 
lu may be seen from Table 10, Czechoslovakia, Estonia, Hungary, 
Latvia, and Spain would under these assumptions have attained 
by 1960 a per capita level higher than the European average of 
the late interwar period. But Portugal and the remaining coun
tries of Eastern Europe except Lithuania would remain markedly 
below that level; Lithuania and Italy would fall just below the 
average. The lack of fundamental improvement under these as
sumptions is especially marked in Bulgaria, Roumania, Yugo-

•• See Ernst Wagemann, Dor -• Bolluno; alt11 Laad--juago Wirt.cAaft (Ham
burg: Hanseatlsehe Verlaganstalt, 1939); a portion of this work containing the 
point under discussion has been translated as "The Pressure of Population as an 
Economic Foree," in w,.kly Report of lAo Germaa lmtituto for B..,;..,, Ro-
,.arcla, Supplement, June 29, 1939. ' 

•• The data on projected population size for eaeb of the countries have been taken 
from the base tables in Frank W. Notestein, Irene B. Taeuber, Dudley Kirk, Ansley 
J. Coale, and Louise K. Kiser, TAo Future Populatioa of Etwopo an<l tho SoN I 
Uaioa: Populalioa Projoctiom,I94o-1970 (Geneva: League of Nations, 194o4), Ap
pendix IV. 
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TABLE 10 

Possible Effects of Increased Agricultural Production in View 
of a Growing Population 

Projected Agricultural Populatioa and Production. 1960 

Production t93t-t935 
Per Capita, Production 

Countries Production, European Per Capita, 

Population Crop Unita Average, European 

(in thou .. (in thou- Production t93t-t935 Average 

sands)" u.ncls)l Per Capita -tOO' -tOO' 

Albania 989 11,469 12 27 22 

Bulgaria ~,OBI 123,59I 24 ~1 47 

Czechoslovakia ~.051 824,I8~ 64 149 IO~ 

Estonia 602 40,IB3 61 155 99 

Greece 8,69~ 90,402 24 67 ~0 

Hungary 4,906 223,844 46 I06 78 
Italy 2I,328 842.~74 40 92 78 
Latvia I,07~ 78,928 69 I60 III 
Lithuania 1,86I 77,670 42 97 78 
Poland 24,648 606,6I6 25 51 49 
Portugal 8,799 I00,902 27 62 ~3 

Roumania 17,882 408,477 24 55 48 
Spain 14.000 672,299 48 112 88 
Yugoslavia 18,488 263,628 20 46 88 

1 The projected agricultural populations have been computed by applying the 
percentage Increase in each country, I930-I960, in total populations (as calculated 
by methods explained In the text) to the agricultural population figures for I930, 
given In Appendix I, Table 18. 

• Production figures are derived by multiplying the 193I-I935 average value of 
agricultural production In Crop Units by I.~. the proportion of increase sug
gested aa possible over a twenty-five year span by Ernst Wagemann, "The Pres
sure of Population aa an Economic Force," W•ekly Report of the German lnltitute 

. for Bwi"''' B•••arcla, Supplement, June 29, 1939. 
• European per capita average, 193I-1935: 42.932. Figures rounded subsequent 

to computations. (See Table 8.) 
•Ibid. 

slavia, and Albania, which are precisely the countries to which 
Wagemann's argument is primarily applied. 

Actually it is to be seriously doubted whether an increase of 
the magnitude suggested by Wagemann could be effected in the 
absence of fundamental economic change, and it is difficult to de
termine even what such an increase would mean if confined to the 
existing product structure. Wagemann suggests that higher 
yields would allow the diversion of large agricultural areas to 
"other products." But without extensive changes in market struc
ture, these other products cannot be grown or produced. For the 
molt part they require greater capital, which is precisely the 
variable at issue. 
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Wagemann quite correctly points to the inadequacy of capital 

as a barrier to industrialization ; but the same is true for agricul
tural expansion and intensification. As earlier noted, the self
capitalization of the more successful peasants has been largely 
limited to construction and land amelioration requiring little or 
no cash outlay. The less successful small holders have gone into 
debt without being able to use borrowed money or credits for 
greater production. Even were it possible to increase production 
by 50 per cent without internal market expansion and greater 
capital investment, the rate of capital accumulation would be very 

• low. Without a rigid limitation of the level of consumption it is un
likely that such an increase in production would result in any 
appreciably increased savings available for industrial investment. 
Yet, as already noted, the rising consumption levels would be 
limited in their scope, and certainly would show no promise of 
being able constantly to rise at a rate faster than the growth of 
the population. 

It is indeed the slow capital accumulation in agriculture even 
under favorable circumstances that points to the necessity of trav
elling an indirect route: the improvement of per capita agricul
tural production through industrialization. For without the shift
ing of productive resources (including labor) to other economic 
spheres and the correlative reduction of the persons directly de
pendent on the products of agriculture, no substantial gains will 
be made in the level of production!• 

.. See Rudolf Bi~anil; "Excess Population," Th• Adooncomone of Bcie,.ct, 1: 
141-145, July, 1942; H. Boker and F. W. von BUlow, Tho Rural Ezod111 ia Cuclto
•lo~>akia, International Labour Office, Studies and Reports, Series K, No. 18 
(Geneva: 1935), pp. 5-8; Karl Brandt, "The Employment Capacity of Agriculture," 
Social R•11arch, 2: 1-19, February, 1935; Karl Brandt, Th• Rocoutruclio• of 
World Agnc..ltur• (New York: W. W. Norton and Co., 1945), especially Chapa. 
VIII and IX; A. J alowiecki, "The Population Question and Agriculture in Poland," 
InC•mationol RoNrD of Agriculeuro, 29z 859E-869E, August, 1938; Vladimir Klo
nov, ••Recherche statistique sur la relation entre Ia productivit~ agricole et Ia den
site et Ia structure de Ia population," 8Cotidickj Obzor, 18: 81-41, March, 
1937; Nicholas Mirkovich, "Agriculture and Population," Jugo•la" Po1trDor Rt
oondructio" Paport, Vol. Ill, No. 5, 1948; Theodor Oherliinder, "tlhervolkerung 
In Ostmitteleuropa," Balei,.h• Mo:.ot•h•ft• (1933): 875-882, July/August, 1933; 
United Nations Conference on Food and Agriculture, Hot Springa, Virginia, 
May 18-June 8, 1943, Final Act and 8eclio11 Report•, United States Department of 
State, Publication 1948, Conference Series 52 (Washington: U.S. Government 
Printing Office, 1943). 

It was of course part of German policy In Southeast Europe to favor the expan
sion of agricultural production on a colonial basis and to discourage Industrializa
tion. (See the excellent study of Antonln Basch, Th• Da"tob' B..,;,. a..d th• Ow
""'" Eco..omic Bpl:nt [New Yorkz Columbia UniveraitJ Presa, 1948), especially 
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· · It is conceivably possible for peasant economies to remain pri
marily growers and exporters of specialized and intensively pro
duced agricultural goods within the framework of a European 
economic federation. This would require both a substantial drain
off of rural population to the industrial centers, and some impor
tation of capital to effect the transition. Both of these processes 
might be possible, given economic and political federalism. Even 
in the event of a "rationally planned" European economy as a 
whole, however, it does not appear that regional division of labor 
would confine Eastern and Southern Europe to agricultural pro
duction. Indeed, it is not at all true that cultivable land is the 
sole significant resource in this area. In view of other resources · 
and existing labor supply, as will be noted below, the import of 
industrial capital should be at least as easy as the wholesale export 
of people. · 

The net conclusion, accordingly, is that marked improvement in 
levels of production and consumption in Eastern and Southern 
Europe cannot be expected from those measures that would place 
first and most emphasis on agricultural production. 

Demographic Solutiom 

The essential problem with which the present discussion has 
been dealing is that of the ratio between population and product. 
The possibilities of agricultural expansion have been examined 
and the limits of technical and organizational improvements in 
effecting a transition to higher per capita levels of living have 
been noted. Another solution is to reduce the number of people. 
Heavy emigration might offer a quick solution; over a longer 
period reduction of population growth may ease (but not neces
sarily remove) the crowding of people on the land. 

Emigration. Emigration is frequently proposed as a solution 
for major regional differentials in economic opportunity, and, in
deed, has often been used as a source of "release" for crowded 
areas. For the countri~s of origin emi~ration has such seemingly 
clear advantages that 1t needs to be given careful consideration. 

The outward movement of population is a rapid way of reduc
Chap.U, "Polley of the New Plan toward Southeastern Europe") Theeonel 1 1 unavoidable that Wagemann's "analysis" discussed above follo~a from th us~~.J 
policy and not from a aclentlde appralaal of tbe facta. e 0 0 
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ing the size of that age group in the population that ~mprises 
not only- consumers but redundant laborers and ·reproducers of 
the population; It was in fact emigration that provided a certain 
"safety-valve" for Eastern and Southern European rural popu
lations before the First World War and even during the first 
decade after the war.•• On the other hand, emigration may also 
have made possible the continuance of high reproductive rates. 
Emigration has not counterbalanced natural increase, except in 
a few communities, despite the fact that emigrants were chiefly in 
the reproductive ages. The remittances of emigrants contributed 
somewhat to the well-being of those left behind. However, return
ing migrants used savings not only to pay off farm indebtedness 
but also to bid up land prices to uneconomic levels. 

Where fertility has already begun to decline, migration may 
remove "surplus" labor and further reduce growth potential with
out upsetting the downward trend in fertility, since the latter 
seems to be a response to rising aspirations and changing stand
ards rather than a direct reaction to population "pressure." The 
phenomenon of declining fertility is already well established in 
the countries of Eastern and ·Southern Europe, although repro
ductive rates remain high."" Migration therefore might provide 
temporary relief while the process of change to lower fertility 
rates is in process. 

But the experience of the interwar period and the probable 
future course of events appear to make this discussion almost 
wholly academic. After the First World War overseas migration 
fell off, being partially replaced by migration to countries in 
Western Europe, and particularly to France. Barriers to immi
gration have been erected by nearly all of the potential receiving 
countries, and there seems to be scant prospect of any marked re
duction of those barriers."' Immigration provides problems of 
assimilating alien elements representing not only cultures sub
stantially different from those of the receiving countries, but levels 
of economic development and industrial skills considerably below 

· n See International Institute of Agrleulture, "The Migration Problem In Ita R.,.. 
lation to ·Agri~ulture,'_'.Jntfi"Miio.""l BeNU'.'I( .4griewlturo,_.24• 833E~79E, Sep-
tember,.1988. . . . .. . . . d . • · · 

•• Notestein_and Others, ,,., __ cit~ ·p. 170 n. an punm.; 
• •• See Edward 1'. Hutchinson and Wilbert E. Moore, Pre&o_u!""· and Barrltro In 
Jl'uture Migration," .4,.,...,. of the .dmeriew• .dcadomy of Political alld Boeial Bcf,. 
.,..,, 287a1M-171, January,19..S. · ··· 
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those of the West. The opposition of organized labor to continued 
immigration was based not only on the competitive labor market, 
but also upon the real and symbolic threat to labor security offered 
by workers who maintained lower levels of living. 

Even the war losses sustained by the Western regions coupled 
with prospects of declining population may not be sufficient to 
render large scale immigration possible, although France and 
some overseas countries may again seek immigrants. Countries 
willing to accept permanent settlers may so specify the general 
and specific qualifications of acceptable immigrants that few 
peasants from Eastern and Southern Europe could qualify. 

The barriers erected by countries potentially offering economic 
opportunity for larger populations are perhaps less formidable 
than the objections of the countries of potential emigration. The 
latter rightly point out that since emigrants are chiefly young 
adults the country of birth bears the social costs of dependency 
and education, only to lose productive (and possibly military) 
manpower. The removal of claimants upon product and economic 
opportunity is thus purchased at the cost of a negative selective 
process. 

Actually, the volume of migration necessary to provide a short
run balancing of population growth would exceed by far the sub
stantial emigration from these regions before the First World 
War, while the average of the interwar period probably in no 
country exceeded 15 per cent of the natural increase.•• 

These objections to migration as a solution to population
product ratios are likely to be conclusive except under very special 
circumstances: 

A period of chaos might induce a mass exodus of disillusioned people 
overseas, or, possibly, to the expanding regions of the Soviet Union. Such 
a movement naturally implies the absence of effective political barriers. 
With more orderly conditions there are reasons to believe that migration 
from Eastern Europe will be less important than it was in Western Europe 
during the latter part of the nineteenth century. A postwar order that 
leaves political tensions unresolved in the East might well bring strong 
incentives to emigrate, but these would probably be blocked by legal bar
riers to free movement erected by both sending and receiving countries in 
Europe. Eastern European governments would be reluctant to permit the 
mass exodus of their chief military asset, young men, more particularly 

•• See Intematlonal Itlstltnte of Agrlcnltu"re, "The Migration Problem In Its 
Relation to Agrlcnltnre," loo. cU.; Nicholas Mlrkovlcb, "Agrlenltnre and Popula
tlon1" loo. eil. 
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because they are the section of the adult population that will grow least 
rapidly. If there is general confidence in a period of peace and economic 
prosperity, the barriers to migration might be lowered, but the incentive• 
to move would also be weakened.11 

There is of course the further possibility of forced population 
displacement. Indeed, large numbers of European workers, peas
ants, and prisoners of war have been resettled, have fled to escape 
an unwelcome and possibly fatal political rule, or have been more 
or less forcibly conscripted to work or fight in support of the 
German military machine. •• These wartime population movements 
may leave a small residue of permanent transfers from the agrar
ian regions. Very few are likely to remain in defeated countries 
with disrupted economies and subject to strong peace terms. Al
though wartime relocations may provide some basis for a more 
nearly "rational" allocation of peoples relative to productive re
sources, it is to be expected that the deliberate policy of govern
ments and of international organization will be rather to aid the 
return of displaced peoples to their native lands and villages. 

Viewed abstractly, therefore, migration might provide a meas
ure for equalizing economic opportunity; viewed in terms of past 
experience, present circumstances, and probable future conditions 
the movement of peoples on a scale necessary for appreciable 
results is rather improbable. 

Prospect• for Declining Fertility. Nor is any immediate solu
tion for crowding on the land to be found in declining fertility. 
Falling birth rates may only be expected in an urban, industrial 
environment although not necessarily confined to strictly urban 
areas. The restriction of births is in fact incidental to a value
substitution already under way toward individualistic values and 
away from those of the large kinship organization, the hierarchical 
church, or the mystical state. But the evidence points to fertility 
reduction despite opposition of state and church, given urban
ization and industrialization ... Part of the process may be viewed 

11 Notestein and Others, op. cit. p. 169. 
12 See Eugene M. Kulischer, The Dilplac•m•nt of Populatioa in Europ• (Mont

real: International Labour Office, 1943). 
•• See Notestein and Others, op. eit. especially pp. 28-80, 176-178. Warriner (op. 

eit
1 

p. 168) raises the problem of the eft'~ of land distribution ~n rural fertility, 
and attempts to argue against the correlation between smali holdmgs and popula
tion increase by noting that the highest reproduction rates are those of farm em
ployees. Actually, the property system aa such is relevant In thil Instance· only aa 
It determines levela of living and degrees of Integration Into a aeeular, urban way 
of life. 
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aa simply mechanical: disruption of family patterns, separation, 
-and mobility. But more of it is the change of values effected by 
these mechanisms. -

Declines in fertility are already under way in the -East~rn a~d 
Southern European regions. However, further declines will prob
ably depend on a continued shift to urban and industrial life, and 
will be in approximate proportion to the degree and rapidity of 
that shift. Moreover, the supply and employment problems for 
the next twenty years will scarcely be solved by declining fertility, 
even if net growth were to stop entirely or fall below replacement -
level. There are already "too many" people on the land. In the 
absence of major improvements in agriculture, which would be 
largely impossible under present circumstances, or major emigra
tion, which would be unlikely, the remaining alternative seems to 
be additional sources of production and avenues for employment 
in industry. 

I nduatrialization 

The advantages to the peasant economies of fairly extensive 
and rapid industrialization have been indicated or implied at 
numerous junctures in the preceding discussion. Clearly the most 
general advantage is that of increased national productivity and 
economic opportunity, and the possibility of avoiding some of the 
limitations on economic expansion incident to agrarian produc
tive organization. Two other "incidental" benefits need emphasis 
here for their bearing on the particular problems raised in this 
study. These are the avoidance through economic diversification 
of some of the risks faced by highly specialized economies, and the 
changes in reproductive behavior that follow the urbanization and 
secularization of the social structure. The relationship between 
industrialization and lowered birth rates means that economic de
velopment not only provides an avenue for support of an expand
ing population but helps to set in train those social changes that 
ease the burden of dependency on society. •• The agrarian econ
omies must therefore be examined with respect to the industrializa-

•• See H. Bllker and F. W. von BIUow, Tho Rural Eo:odu1 ;,. Czocho•loiJakia 
Jntematlonal Labour Office, Studies and Reports, Series K, No. 18 (Geneva; 
111311)-; Tlvador Szel, ''L'eft'et d'industrlalisation au point de vue du mouvement de 
Ia population," Jlu.g11,u.r Btatiutikai Buml•, 15: 528-544, June, 1987. . _. 
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tion already in process and the relevant means and conditions for 
further and more rapid development. 

Interwar Industrial Development1. The discussion to this point 
has characterized the countries of Eastern and Southern Europe 
as "agrarian" economies. The justification for this characteriza
tion rests on the preponderance of agriculture in the scheme of 
productive organization and the heavy dependence on agriculture 
for economic opportunity. The importance of agriculture in the 
economies here considered, it may be maintained, is such as to 
introduce qualitative as well as quantitative differences in their 
economic organization as compared with Western countries. There 
is, however, no gainsaying the differences in degree of dependency 
on agriculture and in degree of industrial development within the 
"agrarian" regions, and no intention of maintaining the position 
that any of the countries considered is without manufacturing 
establishments. A few regions have fairly long histories of indus
trial organization. This is notably true of the western sections of 
Czechoslovakia and· the northern cities of Italy. Other regions, 
such as Catalonia in Spain, have developed industrially chiefly in 
the interwar period. A few areas, such as Estonia, Latvia, and 
part~ of Poland, were more industrialized before the First World 
War than immediately after it, and only gradually regained their 
prewar position. All of the countries were increasing their manu
facturing rather rapidly toward the end of the interwar period 
and some continued this trend under German sponsorship during 
the war. 

The relative economic or industrial development of countries 
may be judged in various ways, given the requisite information. 
Actually, incomplete data permit a number of comparisons that 
are roughly indicative of degree of industrialization. These in
clude proportion of workers engaged in industry, the :per capita 
value of manufacturing output, and the development of trans
portation and communications.•• 

Although occupational classifications are only roughly com~ 
parable. reasonable reliance may be placed on the differences in 
the proportion of the working population that is engaged in in-

.. Other measures that readily rome to mind, such as size of establishment, capi
tal per worker, motive power per worker, or man-hour productivity, cannot be 
used for want of data that are comparable and at all complete on an International 
bas Ia. 
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dustrial production. For the same reasons as previously o~tlin~ 
with reference to those engaged in agriculture, the compan.son 1s 
made on the basis of gainfully occupied males. As shown m the 
first column of Table 11, the countries of Eastern and Southern 
Europe have in general much smaller proportions of their m~le 
labor force in mining and manufacturing than do the countries 
of the North and West.11 Another measure of the extent of indus
trial development is the per capita value of manufacturing pro
duction. The second column of Table 11 shows this comparison, 
and again indicates the marked regional differences. It should be 
noted that the value of manufacturing cannot be interpreted as 
showing the efficiency of output per worker, but rather as indicat
ing the relative importance of industrial production in the several 
countries ... 

The development and use of transportation and communica
tions, although less directly an index of industrialization than the 
preceding bases of comparison, is rather indicative of general eco
nomic level. A general index of communications around 1935 has 
been constructed from a number of components, including length 
of railroads relative to area and population, passenger cars per 
capita, and the per capita use of mail, telephones, telegraph, and 
radios." This combined index, illustrated in Figure 20, shows the 

11 "Industrialization" In the broad sense of a high degree of occupational spe
elallzatlon and orientation to a market economy would be measured not simply by 
the development of manufacturing but by the Importance of commercial and 
financial organization. In this sense, the United Kingdom, although having almost 
exactly the same proportion of males gainfully occupied In Industry as has Ger
many, ls much more "industrialized" than the latter. As a comparative measure 
(which tends tn accentuate differences In economic development), the ratio of 
males In Industry tn males In agriculture may be taken as representative of this 
broader aspect of "modernisation." These ratios are shown in Appendix IV, 
Table 1. 

n The rank order of the eountrles Included In eolumn 2 of Table II Is approxi
mately the same as that shown by an earlier study of the value of machinery rer 
capita. The ranks by the two bases of comparison are given in Appendix V, 
Table 2. 

II Each eomponent was expressed In Index numbers relative to the European 
average, exclusive of Turkey and the USSR, and the general index represents an 
anwel~hted average of the eomponents. Not only is there no eonvenlent basis for 
weighting the Indexes, but It may be assumed that given reasonably homogeneous 
results as between the separate Indexes, any system of weighting would not 
markedly affect the results In the combined Index. 

Several of the eomponent Indexes are presented and discussed by Dudley Kirk 
In a forthcoming study of Interwar European population. For comparative ma
terial• on the development of Industry and transportation, see Economic D•.,•lop
"'"'' ito B. B. EttTop•, Chap. III, "Industrial Development," Chap. IV, "Trans
port," and Appendix tables, PP• Ul-l.S. 



c 125 J 

TABLE 11 

Industrial Occupation and Per Capita Manufacturing in Certain 
European Countries' 

CountrJ 

Ea•t•"' anti Sotdlao .. E•rop• 
Czechoslovakia 
Spain 
Italy 
Hungary 
Poland 
Estonia 
Latvia 
Portugal 
Greece 
Yugoslavia 
Bulgaria 

· Roumania 
Lithuania 

North•"' anti w.,,,,... Europ• 
Belgium 
C.ermany 
United Kingdom 
Switzerland 
Netherlands 
Austria 
Fran~ 
Sweden 
Denmark 
Norway 
Finland 
Ireland 

P~n:mtaae of 
Gainfully Occupied 
Males In Industry 

around 1930 

(I) 

41 
811 
81 
26 
22 
20 
19 
19• 
18 
a 
18 
11 
8 

112 
110 
110 
48 

"" 89 
88 
87 
83 
29 
18 
17 

Groa Value ol 
Kanufacturin1 iD $ 

In 19~JI at 
1926-29 Prlceo, per 
Head of Popul&tioa 

(2) 

100 
401 
80 
60 
80 

20 

210 
210 
260 

170 
100 
140 
260 
200 

170 

1 The figures In column (1 ), when not otherwise indicated, are based on data In 
the International Labour Office, l' ear Book of Lab .. r 8tati1tu,,, 1941, pp. 8-11. 
Difl'erlng statistical procedures impair exact comparability. The figures In column 
(2) have been supplied by the Economic, Financial and Transit Defartment of the 
League of Nations. They aim at indicating the approximate annua gross value of 
manufacturing per head of population in 1930-88 in dollar1 at the pricea that pre
vailed in 1926-29. 

• Spain, Dlrecci6n General de Estadlstlca, .4avariD E1tatll•tka M E1patla, 1942, 
pp. 86-109. 

1 19311 (production in the following years was reduced on account of the ClvU 
War). 

• Portugal, Instltuto Nacional de Estatlstlca, .4avdria E1totlltieo tl1 Portogal, 
1936, pp. 21-23. 
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Figure 20. General Index of Communications, around 1935 

following groups of countries, arranged in rank order: 

Over 175: Denmark, United Kingdom, Switzerland, Sweden 
125-174.9: France, Belgium, Norway, and the Netherlands 
100-124.9: Luxembourg, Germany, and Austria 

75- 99.9: Ireland and Latvia 
50- 74.9: Finland, Czechoslovakia, Italy, Hungary, and 

Spain 
Under 50: Estonia, USSR, Portugal, Greece, Poland, Bul

garia, Yugoslavia, Roumania, Lithuania, 
and Albania 

With the single notable exception of Germany,3 0 these results 
are closely parallel to those appearing from previous comparisons. 
Again the relatively undeveloped economic systems of Eastern 
and Southern Europe stand in marked contrast to the economies 
of the North and West. 

If the countries of Eastern and Southern Europe are in gen-

38 The results for Germany would certainly be modified were comparisons made 
for a somewhat later period, or were it poss ible to obtain data by districts (owing 
to the urban and Industrial concentration in Northwest Germany) . 
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eral "non-industrial," this does not mean that no significant in
dustrial development has taken place. On the contrary, those 
countries of .Eastern and Southern Europe for which reasonably 
'complete production data are available were during the interwar 
period expanding their production more rapidly than were the 
older industrial countries of the West. •• The same was almost 
certainly true of the other countries for which direct data are not 
available, and especially of Bulgaria, Yugoslavia, and Portugal. 

A more rapid increase in manufacturing production relative to 
a base year is of course partly, and in the present instance per
'haps mainly, a function of very small beginnings. A doubling of 
production may have small immediate significance in the economy 
if the initial output was minute. On the other hand, the logic of 
the situation indicates that any kind of a start may provide the 
potentialities for rapid increase, which if continued over some 
time may have more than a merely statistical significance. It is 
moreover true that industrialization in the course of recent history 
seems to be an accelerating process, that is, that countries that 
have entered upon a program of more or less deliberate industrial
ization late have also accomplished results rapidly. The accelera
tion is chiefly due to the ability of the undeveloped country to 
adopt at once the technical developments built up slowly in the 
older industrial economies. This leads to its own train of serious 
adjustments in the social structure, to which attention is directed 
in the next chapter. The points of immediate interest are twofold: 
viewed in static comparison the agrarian economies are little in
dustrialized, whereas viewed dynamically they give strong indica
tions of potentially rapid and ultimately significant industrial 
development. 

Iildustry is already of considerable local importance in most of 
the Eastern and Southern European economies. In the Baltic 
States, Riga is the outstanding industrial center and lesser centers 
provide some manufacturing facilities. Warsaw, Lodz, Lwow, and 

•• Appendix IV, Table 8, shows weighted averages of national Indexes of manu
facturing production, with 1913 as the common base year, for the two major region1 
of Europe (excluding the Soviet Union, which was of course expanding much more 
rapidly than the rest of the continent). The weight& used, as noted in the table, are 
national proportional shares of world manufacturing production, converted to a 
basis of 100 for each region. No significant change in results would have appeared 
had the weight& been converted on a basis of. 100 for the total number of countries 
included. 
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Krakow give Poland heavy as well as light industry, although part 
of the immediate prewar impetus given industrialization in Poland, 
particularly in the "Central Industrial District," was the attempt 
to increase armament production, and under German domination 
this development was then continued and directed toward the 
manufacture of parts for assembly elsewhere. The western prov
inces of Czechoslovakia, the Budapest region in Hungary, Zagreb 
and Belgrade in Yugoslavia, Bucharest and Ploesti in Roumania, 
Sofia in Bulgaria, and Athens and Salonika in Greece provide ad
ditional examples of important industrial centers in the East. 
Oporto and Lisbon in Portugal, Catalonian Spain, and northern 
Italy are comparable areas in the South. 

These industrial centers provide at least a small reserve of fixed 
capital and trained labor. The war has caused some destruction 
of capital; the supply of skilled labor, despite some military 
losses, has probably increased. Certainly the development of manu
facturing in the interwar period indicates both the possibility of 
and the interest in "modernization" in Eastern and Southern Eu
rope. The possibilities for further expansion may indeed be limited 
by a variety of political and economic circumstances. Probably 
part of the development before the Second World War and cer
tainly much of the expansion under German sponsorship have been 
"uneconomic" in terms of increased national levels of living or 
under conditions of unrestricted trade. n 

It will be necessary to specify later the conditions under which 
industrialization can be expanded, and the circumstances most 
favorable to enhanced production of consumers' goods and to in
creased economic opportunity. The present fact remains that 
despite the virtual collapse of world trade in the second interwar 
decade, poor organization for capital accumulation, primitive 
marketing arrangements, and general lack of industrial traditions 
or training, the undeveloped economies have made some headway 
on the road to industrialization. 

Re1ource1 and Potentialitie1. The major industrial centers of 
the world have been built around abundant natural power, chiefly 
coal, and accessibility to raw materials and markets, especially by 
means of water-home transportation. In these respects the coun-

u For a review of the results of Gennan economle domination, see Baseh, op. cit., 
pp. 208-228; Frank .Munk, Tho Economic• of Forco (New Yorlr.a George W. Stew
art, 19~). 
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tries of Eastern Europe, and to a lesser extent those of Southern 
Europe, are poorly situated for industrial development. 

Coal is in general of poor grade and in scant supply. The an
nual production during 1931-1935, shown in Table 4 of Appendix 
IV, reached a significant figure only in Poland, Czechoslovakia, 
and Spain. Production in the other countries was either very small 
or non-existent. The production of lignite is somewhat greater, 
and for fuel of this quality Bulgaria, Hungary, Yugoslavia, and 
Roumania may be added to the list of moderately important pro
ducers, although in Roumania the production remains very small 
per head of population. 

Small production is not in itself an indication of small supply, 
since production is also relative to economic and technological de
velopment. Reliable information about available reserves in coal 
and lignite is meager and out-of-date, owing partly to the fact 
that lack of economic development has retarded the exploration 
of actual and potential resources. What information exists, pre
sented in Table 5 of Appendix IV, suggests that Poland and Spain 
have considerable reserves of coal and that Hungary and Yugo
slavia have somewhat smaller reserves of lignite that may be ex
ploited for industrial uses. Czechoslovakia could probably be 
added to both groups. If the other countries are to develop major 
industrial centers, they must either secure their power by ex
pensive imports or develop alternative and probably even more 
expensive sources of power. 

Only four of the countries of Eastern and Southern Europe 
have become significant producers of petroleum--Czechoslovakia, 
Italy, Poland, and Roumania. Of these, only Roumania is a major 
producer. (See Appendix IV, Table 6.) Available evidence sum
marized in Table 7 of Appendix IV indicates that oil production 
in Czechoslovakia and Italy is based on scant reserves, and that 
the Polish production probably cannot be raised significantly. 
Roumania apparently retains large oil reserves, and Albania and 
Hungary have fairly large oil supplies, exploitation of which has 
barely begun. 

Southern and Southeastern Europe have some potentiality for 
hydroelectric development, not only by a "TV A on the Danube," 
but by harnessing lesser streams as well. Hydroelectric power can
not compete with coal for heavy industry, and indeed is unsuitable 

• I 
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for steel production. On the other hand, it is of considerable im
portance in producing some of the lighter metals, especially 
aluminum, and the alloys required for the newer varieties of steel. 
Indeed, hydroelectric power is of growing technical importance in 
the development of light and somewhat decentralized industry, for 
which the European agrarian countries are best suited. However, 
hydroelectric development requires considerable initial capitaliza
tion and possibly cannot be undertaken by undeveloped economies 
without outside assistance and reasonable assurance of markets 
for industrial products. Wood is in abundant supply in most of 
the Eastern European countries, but cannot be considered as a 
significant source of industrial power; the same applies to the 
use of oil seeds. 

The potential power for industrial development, therefore, does 
not provide a basis for the development of heavy industry except 
in favorably situated local areas. For the most part these are 
understandably enough the areas that already have some indus
trial development; the notable exceptions are provided by the 
meager domestic processing or industrial exploitation of petro
leum resources in Albania and Hungary, and the limited process
ing even in Roumania. 

The situation of the agrarian countries is only slightly better 
with respect to mineral resources. With the exception of Czecho
slovakia, the countries of Eastern Europe are not notable pro
ducers of iron ore, and only Spain in Southern Europe has an 
abundant supply of iron. (See Table 8, Appendix IV.) Yugo
slavia may have iron ore reserves that are not fully surveyed, and 
smaller unknown reserves may exist in other Balkan countries. 
Together with the small supply of high-grade coal, the paucity 
of iron adds a final barrier to heavy industry in many of the 
agrarian economies. 

Patently the most readily available raw materials available in 
the countries under consideration are those originating in agri
culture and forestry. Tobacco, oil seeds, sugar beets, some plant 
textiles, leather, wool, and forestry products are produced in some 
or all of the agrarian regions. Grains, potatoes and timber pro
vide ample sources for industrial alcohol. The domestic production 
of cotton textile goods would have to depend on imported cotton 
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except in Italy, Bulgaria and Greece, where production could be 
expanded.· 

Spain, Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia, Portugal, and possibly AI· 
bania have supplies of some of the strategic ores, such as nickel, 
bauxite, chrome, manganese, and tungsten. Some of these re
sources remain unexploited, and domestic smelting and processing 
could be increased. 

The lack of materials for heavy industry, together with capital 
shortages, lack of highly skilled personnel, and absence of elab
orate marketing arrangements, will probably render development 
in the manufacture of machine tools, precision instruments, or 
capital goods in general slow and precarious. This applies more 
directly to Eastern Europe than to Italy and Spain. 

Upon the basis of known resources and actual or potential mar
kets, the chief opportunity for industrial expansion in Eastern 
and Southern Europe would appear to be the manufacturing of 
standard consumers' goods, including building materials, and the 
processing of foodstuffs for domestic and foreign trade. There is 
. some possibility of expanding metallurgical industry in Spain 
and motor production in Italy. Some mineral resources would un
doubtedly figure more in foreign than in domestic use even with 
extensive domestic industrialization. Given relatively free trade 
at least within the Eastern European area, specialized metal in· 
dustries might be based on ores available within the region. 

The transportation facilities that will exist after the war in 
Eastern Europe, even barring heavy wartime devastation, would 
prove highly inadequate for an industrial development that re
quires the ability to get raw materials to factory centers and 
finished goods to the market. There is no advance reason for sup
posing that this obstacle to industrial development is any more 
difficult to surmount than the existing barriers to the establish
ment of factories and market organizations. Rather, the develop
ment of transportation must be regarded as an intrinsic part of 
the process of industrialization, and, like any other part of a 
functioning modern economy, may or may not be the strategic 
factor at any particular stage in the process. The natural ob
stacles to transportation are few except in Italy and the Southern 
Balkans, and the evidence of Switzerland, Austria, and other 
mountainous areas indicates that, given the need for transport&-



[ 132 J 
tion serving industrial centers and urban markets, natural ob
stacles are not decisive. The obstacles to a developed transporta
tion system in the peasant economies are to be found in economic 
structures, and will be removed with the modernization of those. 
structures. 

Capital and Labor Requirement•. Limited natural resources in 
Eastern and Southern Europe imply limited and specialized in
dustrial development even under favorable conditions. In the ab
sence of substantial capital and its availability for economic ex
pansion; the conditions cannot be regarded as favorable. .AJJ 
previously observed, the agricultural organization allows little 
capital accumulation, particularly in the form of cash savings 
available. for commercial or industrial investment. Indeed, agri
cultural capital may be decreasing relatively to workers employed 
in agriculture or persons dependent on farming for support. In 
the less developed countries even such liquid assets as exist are 
difficult to put to productive use, not only for lack of opportunity 
but also for lack of a commercia~ and financial structure fitted to 
modern economic development. . 

The countries that participated in early industrial development 
accomplished the transition to a diversified and expanded produc
tive system chiefly by means of capital accumulation through 
trade in handicraft-produced consumers' goods, and carried it on 
by capital accumulation from industrial production together with 
continued trade with less developed areas. Greece and the coun
tries of Southern Europe have had a part in the commercial de
velopment and to a lesser extent in the industrial development, 
and these countries have some prospects for further productive 
expansion if wartime destruction and disruption of economic 
organization can be made good. However, the avenues followed. by 
those early in the field are now relatively closed to newcomers with 
initially poor competitive positions in world markets. 

For some domestic projects (including many types of plant and 
road construction), foreign capital goods may not be required; 
the necessary capital takes the form of the food and other con
sumers' goods that the workers engaged on the project consume and 
do not themselves produce. Other workers have to produce these 
goods and they have to be "saved." But in a situation in which 
there is a large amount of hidden unemployment in agriculture, · 

• 
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part of the agricultural population is really not contributing to 
agricultural output but is being sustained by those who do con
tribute. In this case the producers by sustaining the non-producers 
are in fact saving. So far as the saving process is concerned there 
is little or no difference between this situation and the situation 
that would arise were tl\.e non-producers engaged upon some cap
ital project. If this is true, then it should be possible for the state 
to obtain the capital required for its project through taxation 
accompanied by draining off some of the unemployed agricultural 
workers. 

Two further possibilities remain: (1) attempted acquisition of 
capital equipment through exports of foodstuffs and raw ma
terials, possibly at the temporary expense of domestic consump
tion, and the importation of capital goods rather than consumers' 
goods; (2) the import of foreign capital, whether from private or 
governmental sources, and whether bonded loans or equity invest
ments. Both Japan and the Soviet Union followed the first al
ternative to some degree. Its advantage is that, given the requisite 
control over the domestic economic and social structure, the proc
ess requires a minimum of international arrangement. It is, how
ever, still subject to trade barriers and measures of what has come 
to be called economic warfare. Moreover, under conditions actu
ally prevailing in many of the agrarian economies, conditions 
allowing small opportunity for domestic capital accumulation, 
this method of securing imports of capital goods can be accom
plished only by tremendous, if temporary, reduction in levels of 
li . •• vmg. 

The advantage of importing capital is that it requires no such 
stringent limitation or reduction of levels of living, and may ac
complish a transition more rapidly as well as more smoothly. How
ever, the loans may be arranged only under conditions of a reason
able chance of political stability. Even if arranged between 
governments, a demonstration of net advantage to the economic 
structures of the capital exporters might be required. 

There is no quantitative shortage of labor for industrial em
ployment in Eastern and Southern Europe. On the contrary, 

•• A further altematl-.e lies In liquidation or export of substantial portions of 
the population. The alternative might In fact be a neceasary corollary where exist
Ing product allows only bare subsistence. 
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labor is not only one of the principal "resources" of these areas, 
but the shifting of labor to more productive employment is pre
cisely the immediate economic advantage offered by industrializa
tion. Two qualifications must be noted, however. A quantitative 
abundance of labor does not guarantee the immediate availability 
of appropriate technical skills, and the present location of labor 
supplies is not necessarily the location for industrial establish
ments that would be indicated on other grounds. Although the 
situation as here analyzed points to the movement of capital to 
sources of labor rather than the contrary, this principle holds 
only with respect to major geographical shifts. Industrial em
ployment within the present agrarian economies will still require 
the migration of skilled workers, in part from older industrial 
regions, and more substantial movements over shorter distances 
to draw workers off the farms into factory centers. Regardless of 
national boundaries, an area of relatively free movement is essen
tial for the recruitment of industrial labor. 

Industrialization will not solve all the demographic, economic, 
and political problems of Eastern and Southern Europe, but 
would aid in the solution of some of them. Any program of eco
nomic modernization will also pose new problems, some of which 
are briefly sketched in the final chapter. 



CHAPTER Y 

ECONOMIC TRANSITION AND 

SOCIAL ADJUSTMENT 

THE gloomy prophecies of "standing room only" have gradually 
lost their capacity to frighten the people of Northwestern Eu
rope. The specter of overpopulation has not been laid by learned 
examination of postulates and conclusions; the march of events 
has simply made the predictions appear to be concerned with 
another world. Yet part of that "other world" still lies within the 
European continent. The populations of substantial areas of 
Europe have grown at such a rate as to raise again the mooted 
questions concerning the ratio of population size to economic 
organization and product. Moreover, the populations of Eastern 
and Southern Europe exhibit considerable potentiality for con
tinued growth. Added to the problems common to a contim•nt 
devastated by war, the areas of rapid population growth must 
face the additional problems of ·providing economic support for 
all and employment opportunities for a labor force that will in
crease even more rapidly than the total population. The growing 
populations face these problems under circumstances scarcely 
auspicious. The economic organization is predominantly agrarian. 
Yet agricultural production per capita is low. In this sense the 
countries of Eastern and Southern Europe have "too many peo
ple"; in the same sense they have "too little product." 

The agricultural organization could be modernized to some 
extent, in some areas, under some conditions. In all of Eastern 
Europe except Hungary agrarian reforms have already estab
lished the peasant holding as the predominant type of enterprise. 
In the territories newly liberated from German domination even 
further agrarian reforms are once again under way. Division of 
land in the past has resulted in some intensification, but neither 
capital funds nor markets are available for greater application of 
intensive methods. In their absence, ample labor and small hold
ings simply yield "hidden unemployment." Marked improvement 
in the agricultural situation is only likely as part of a general 
economic development within the region, and this in tum may be 
feasible only within an expanding world economy. 
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The essentials of the analysis up to this point may be sum

marized in terms of economic opportunity. Some greater oppor
tunity may be provided in agriculture. Some may be provided 
outside the region through emigration, although the practical 
advantages to those that remain are doubtful, and in any event 
small. It seems clear that opportunity must be provided in broad
ened production and in the services that the consequently greater 
per capita wealth can provide. There remain two considerations 
of immediate significance for the problems posed by this study: 
the general conditions for economic development, and the demo
graphic significance of possible economic changes. 

lndu8trialization and Ita Organizational Requirementa 

Industrial development in Western Europe has been a long 
and essentially gradual process, revolutionary in the sense of 
fundamental change but not in the sense of a brief and violent 
transformation. It grew out of a previous and continuing com
mercial and financial development under conditions favorable to 
a change in methods and expansion of markets. 

It is interesting to note that Italy, Portugal, and Spain were 
leaders in the so-called commercial revolution that preceded indus
trialization in Western Europe. Greece also is an old commercial 
country, and trade centers on the Danube, Black Sea, and the 
Baltic have been established for centuries. Why commercial de
velopment in these areas was not followed by industrial expansion 
as in England and Holland,.and later in the rest of Western 
Europe, is a hotly debated issue in economic history. Certainly 
part of the reason for differences in economic development must 
lie in the inequalities of resources mentioned in the preceding 
chapter. It seems reasonable to suppose that another part has 
been due to differences in traditions and interests. Perhaps the 
most pointed evidence of such differences is to be found in the sig
nificance of land. In major sections of Eastern and Southern 
Europe land ownership not only remains the main basis of eco
nomic organization but also serves as an end in itself and as the 
recognized source of prestige in the community. Where the large 
estate still exists, it allows its owners the way of life of the landed 
gentry, perhaps with large numbers of, in a sense, non-productive 
servants and retainers, or else life in the cities as absentee land-
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lords (a common phenomenon in Southern Europe). Savings may 
be re-invested in estate improvements, but rarely in commercial 
or industrial enterprises. Of greater significance is the fact that 
profits accumulated in manufacturing and trade are very fre
quently invested in agriculture in Eastern and Southern Europe. 
Where large estates persist, the successful tradesman who can 
muster the necessary funds may buy himself an estate and even 
the titles and perquisites appropriate to his new and consider
ably enhanced status. The actions of less prosperous tradesmen in 
predominantly peasant countries are not essentially different. The 
business man of the town will frequently retain a farm or buy one 
as a security measure. In short, the economic and social signifi
cance of land ownership in Eastern and Southern Europe tends 
to inhibit the growth of non-agricultural enterprise. 

It is sometimes claimed that the great deficiency throughout the 
agrarian regions is the lack of adequate banking and other finan
cial structures for draining oft' savings into productive channels. 
The deficiency is real. It is, however, more symptomatic of retarded 
development than a cause of it. Similarly, corporations could con
ceivably combine many small investments into a single efficient 
enterprise. There is no certainty that these economic forms would 
by their mere presence convert an agrarian and petty trading 
economy to an industrial one. The "normal" instruments of private 

' productive enterprise cannot be expected to supply an interest in 
entrepreneurial success that has seemed less prevalent in Eastern 
and Southern than in Northern and Western Europe. Economic 
modernization requires special interests and skills as well as 
appropriate instruments and resources. 

The reasons for retarded economic development are not com
pletely irrelevant to the modern problems of productive expan
sion in the agrarian states. In so far as those reasons continue in 
force they condition present action. However, care must be taken 
not to pose the practical issues falsely. The problem faced by 
undeveloped areas seeking greater production and income is not 
how to reproduce the conditions that accounted for Western in
dustrialization. The technology and forms of economic organiza
tion as developed in the West are no longer confined to that region. 
They have rather become part of the relevant economic environ
ment everywhere. The pattern of historical change followed in the 
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West, and therefore regarded by Western scholarship as "natu
ral," will almost certainly not be repeated in contemporary unde
veloped areas. The accumulated experience of industrial countries 
now can be put to use elsewhere, thus making possible more rapid 
change. In point of speed, new industrial programs are likely to 
be more revolutionary than the original version. ~oreover, the 
pervasive influence of modem forms of economic control--cor
porations, cartels, and state economies-virtually assure that new 
industrialization will not be simply an accelerated recapitulation 
of the past. The new techniques of organization may and prob
ably must be used in areas undergoing modernization. 

The essential points in these circumstances are several. In most 
of Eastern and Southern Europe industry has not developed rap
idly, yet any program of economic expansion would seem to re
quire such industrialization as is objectively feasible. The his
torical processes of economic expansion cannot be repeated, even 
if it were desirable, since the results of those processes already con
stitute a new set of conditions in all parts of the world. An un
planned and unsponsored growth of small industrial establish
ments by private initiative may be too slow for present conditions. 
This inference flows from the present state of world economic or
ganization. It is given added force by the disadvantageous condi
tions in the agrarian regions. Both general and particular circum
stances indicate rapid transition with considerable planning or 
else a degree of continued impoverishment seriously disturbing to 
world peace and prosperity. 

The foregoing argument implies a considerable measure of 
governmental direction and planning if economic modernization is 
to be achieved. However, the particular circumstances prevailing 
in the European agrarian regions, and especially in Eastern 
Europe, argue against development on narrowly national bases. If 
autarchical principles can have even local success anywhere, it is 
not in the belt of small states poor in resources and with limited 
markets. Governmental sponsorship of economic development pre
supposes political stability, internal and external. It also presup
poses a large measure of international cooperation, often attempted -
in Eastern Europe but hitherto thwarted by intraregional jeal
ousies and by effective opposition from the great powers. Given 
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political stability and regional cooperation, political authorities 
can foster economic change in a number of ways. 

1. Marketing aids and market security are probably essential.• 
The strongest advocates of free trade have always acknowledged 
the need for protecting infant industries. This protection rna y take 
the form for instance of tariffs and other restrictions on imports, 
or of subsidies and tax remission, or of the provision of power or 
transport facilities at special rates. Whatever the form, some 
government plan and policy is implied; but it is important to avoid 
an autarchical distortion of such policies and to carry them out 
with appropriate regard to world and regional economic growth. 

2. A stable monetary system and fiscal policies that do not im
pede capital accumulation are needed. Like political stability, 
these are conditions difficult to achieve in the face of international 
disorder. Price controls and official rates of exchange may of course 
be determined unilaterally. This is a variety of economic warfare. 
To a significant extent, therefore, the internal problem of fiscal 
policy is inextricably also a question of external relations, areas 
of trade, and the like. Indeed, in modern Europe it is difficult to 
find "purely local" questions that are also of significance for eco
nomic development. 

3. An appropriate weighting of the factors in industrial location 
-resources, markets, transportation, power, capital, and labor 
supply-is an important part of the necessary planning for eco
nomic expansion. The relative importance of these factors varies 
with the type of industry, and with particular local conditions. 
Such recent technological developments as power transportation 
in the form of electricity have changed the relative strategic im
portance of the several factors. Light consumers' goods industries 
may be located with greater attention to labor supply and market 
demand than was customary in older industrial economies. Recent 
American experience indicates that some light industries (espe
cially textiles) may be almost as mobile as labor, and perhaps more 
so in view of the greater ease of control. The decentralization of 
light industries may therefore be prompted by local markets 

• With refenn~ to the advantages of priee stabU!ty In agrieulture, see P. Lamar
tine Yates and D. Warriner, FoorJ and Farmi•g ;. Po•I-WtW E•rop• (London: 
Oxford University Press, 1948), Chap. VII, "Marketing." 
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for the industrial product and availability of agricultural raw 
materials. 

4. General education of longer duration and more extensive 
coverage of the population than at present, supplemented by free 
technical education for all ranks of industrial personnel, is essen
tial for economic modernization with an elaborate division of labor. 
Public .. employment services and industrial recruiting programs 
may be necessary. Only by recruiting and training workers for 
new occupations will the over-all quantitative supply of labor, 
which is certainly adequate, have the appropriate skills and be at 
the right places. 

6. A barely calculable short-range difference in income will 
probably not be a sufficient incentive to promote rural-urban 
migration. The attractions of commercial and industrial employ
ment must . be great enough to overcome intrinsic barriers to 
mobility: property interests, kinship ties, and the pull of the 
familiar. The potential migrant may be viewed as choosing be
tween alternatives. The new opportunities need be least where his 
economic and social situation is poorest. Thus landless workers 
and dependent members of land holders' families would be most 
easily recruited for industrial employment. Official policy may 
either weight the alternatives negatively, by disrupting the eco
nomic and social position of the agriculturalist-as by forced col
lectivization--or positively, by' fostering sufficiently greater op
portunities in other fields of production. The greater opportunity 
must include a security at least equal to that enjoyed by the agri
culturalist. For the most part, the hazards of industrial unem
ployment have been regarded as greater than the hazards of the 
agricultural market. The whole economy would profit by measures 
that will increase the willingness of peasants to accept industrial 
jobs, and their ability to do so without substantial economic and 
social loss. 

The Change to an Urban, Secular Way of Life 

Recognition of the economic values of industrialization among 
leaders of the peasant societies is somewhat modified and in some 
cases nullified by fears concerning the social results of the process. 
In this field it is difficult to separate fact and fancy, and the 
question is not soluble by fact alone. There are genuine differences 
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in values that find expression among exponents of ruralism and 
urbanism. 

In the actual conditions prevailing in the agrarian regions of 
Europe, the alternative on the one hand is rural poverty, and a 
growing redundant population on the land; on the other hand, 
there is the alternative of industrial urbanization, which will 
inevitably lead to certain changes in structures and values, but 
need not intrinsically lead to the material poverty and economic 
insecurity accompanying industrialization in the West. 

A "middle way," so often sought in situations offering uncom
fortable alternatives, is frequently proposed in the form of indus
trial decentralization with part-time farming. This program might 
offer a means for preserving economic security and avoiding acute 
crowding, and is perfectly possible for light consumers' goods in
dustries in a planned economic expansion. But if the industries are 
large enough and numerous enough to provide substantial eco
nomic benefits, the necessary organization of communications and 
markets will lead to life in a generally urban context, whatever the 
specific size and organization of the local community. 

The evidence in Western Europe and America is that the farmer 
gets at least partially urbanized in the process of general urban 
growth and developing communications. It seems safe to predict 
that this hazard is intrinsic, and that those who plan the develop
ment should not expect the preservation pf all rural traditions by 
the device of industrial decentralization. On the contrary, decen
tralization may well hasten the process of rural change. 

Urbanization and the shift to an industrial market economy 
unquestionably bring about the process of secularization, that is, 
the breaking down of particularistic ties and the affiliation of the 
individual with larger and more specialized groups. The family 
and the village community cease to be the focus of social life, while 
occupational and similar groups gain in social and individual 
importance. This is sometimes referred to as an increase of sec
ondary-group at the expense of primary-group contacts. The 
family's role in the individual's emotional life may be enhanced; 
its role as the center of a whole range of his activities may decline. 
The shift away from a familistic type of society has gone on apace 
in the Western World, and has accompanied Westernization in all 
parts of the globe. It is accompanied by a greater emphasis on 
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individual worth and personality and less on subjection of the 
individual to the small group. 

A process accompanying and resulting from that of seculariza
tion in its broadest sense is the introduction of increased deliberate 
control of fertility and mortality. Essentially the change stems 
from individualistic values conducive to small families and to the 
extension of public health and private medical care. The process 
as a whole, starting from high birth rates and death rates and 
moving to a less wasteful balance of gains and losses, is sometimes 
called the "vital revolution." The process typically starts with 
reduction in death rates, with a considerably retarded control of 
fertility. The gap between the two changes results in an extremely 
rapid population growth, experienced in Western Europe in the 
last century and spreading to other sections of Europe and the 
world during the present century. 

The point of present interest is that the "vital revolution" is 
already under way in Eastern and Southern Europe, but the fall 
in death rates has not yet been compensated by declining fertility. 
The pattern of change in the agrarian countries appears to be 
following that previoudy established in the West. Capitals and 
other large cities already have net reproduction rates well below 
the replacement level. But between urban and rural areas the 
differences in rates are very great, and the predominance of the 
rural population assures the continued and fairly rapid growth 
of the populations as a whole. 1 It is the processes of urbanization 
and secularization, and indeed the whole complex of economic 
modernization, that may be expected to aid the completion of the 
"revolution.'" 'l'he problems of an expanding population may be 
met by greater production or by reducing the rate of growth. If 
the two can be achieved by essentially the same processes, the 
chances for success are so much the greater. 

I See a companion Tolume In this series by Dudley Kirk on the population of 
Interwar Europe, to be published. 

1 There Is no Intention here to claim that the family limitation pattern results 
from economic expansion p•r ••• but the two have gone together in the Western 
World, and even In the Industrialization of the Orient, in face of highly entrenched 
famlllstic nlues. (See Irene B. Taeuber and Edwin G. Beal, "The Dynamics of 
Population In Japan, A Preliminary Report," Milbank Memorial Ji'•tad Quartorly 
221 222-255, July, 1944.) The dynamics of the relationship involves educatlonai 
development, personal mobility, and other mechanisms for the dissemination of 
Individualistic values, while changed circumstances make the acceptance of the 
nlues feasible. 
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Retroapect and Pro1pect 

The agrarian economies of Europe have no monopoly on diffi
cult problems in the postwar world. For some of these problems, 
here as elsewhere, there may be no comfortable and eminently ra
tional solutions. Even when solutions seem possible from an 
abstract point of view, the actual complexities of adjustment may 
preclude an otherwise effective program of action. For example, 
one of the results of secularization in the Western World has been 
an increase in nationalism, based, with important exceptions, on 
ethnic homogeneity. Nationalism may lead either to peace or war, 
depending upon both its vigor and its direction. The evidence from 
the United States and Russia indicates the possibility of relatively 
non-aggressive national states, uniting many ethnic groups, given 
relative international security. But in Eastern Europe any increase 
in nationalism will require exceptional statesmanship and political 
skill. It is clear, however, that the chance for solution is increased 
to some degree if the problems are correctly understood. 

The present study has been confined to a relatively narrow sec
tor of the total social situation in Eastern and Southern Europe, 
although the relevance of elements other than those directly dis
cussed has been indicated at numerous junctures. In the nature of 
the case abstraction is less crucial in analyzing economic and 
demographic circumstances than in predicting the future or, 
especially, in formulating policy. The maximum practical useful
ness of scientific appraisal is in presenting facts relevant to de
cisions, while the latter are made on other grounds as well. 

The circumstances outlined in this study indicate a growing 
problem of poverty and insecurity on the land that may or may 
not be solved in a manner satisfactory to the tillers of the soil or 
the statesmen of the world. Whatever course of action is taken 
will not be equally satisfactory to all those whose interests and 
aspirations are involved. The line of analysis here developed seems 
to indicate that solutions to some of the economic problems are 
possible, given both the appropriate world political conditions and 
the willingness of the affected peoples to incur the inevitable sac
rifices of traditional values. This conclusion may be less than 
searchers for final answers would wish; it is as much as can be 
confidently maintained in a world of reality. 



.APPENDIX I 

METHODS AND DATA USED IN COJ\IPUTING VOLUME 
OF AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTION• 

THill difference. in agricultural productivity in Europe, summarised in 
Chapter II, are presented in terms of an index of volume of production. 
The methods of calculating the quantity of output and of determining the 
weights assigned to the several component products are presented In this 
Appendix. A brief discussion of the reliability and shortcomings of the 
index is also included, together with statistical tables aupporting the 
methods and summarizing the results. 

ColcultJtima af "Di•,.ppetJrtJncn,. 

The quantity of agricultural production that reachea the household or 
industrial consumer is difficult to determine precisely, since aome of the 
goods produced may be used In whole or in part for further production (as 
liveatock feed, seed, or fertilizer). The "net" production from agriculture 
may be approached by two different methods, as follows 1 

(a) Crop shrinkage and seed requirements are subtracted, and that por
tion of the product used for livestock feed is excluded while livestock 
products are counted.' The method has the virtue of taking livestock prod
ucts into account and yet avoiding "double counting" of crops used for 
feed. It has the disadvantage of requiring difficult estimates of feed uses 
of those crops used both as food (or as industrial raw materials) and aa 
feed. This difficulty is marked in the cases of cereals and potatoes. 

(b) Livestock products are not counted and exclusive attention Ia given 
to crop production on the assumption that the value of livestock producta 
is roughly represented by the value of feed. The method has two aerioua 
disadvantage.: (1) for most countriea the value of feed derived from 
pasture. is not available and extremely rough eatimates have to be made; 
(2) the value of livestock products is considerably larger than the nlue 
of feed used, and the cost of theae products must include the additional 
labor required. With considerable arbitrariness and inaccuracy the under
valuing due to the second difficulty may be offset by making no allowance 
for shrinkage and seed use in evaluating crops produced. Strictly apeak
ing, however, such a procedure yields "gross production of crops" and not 
the net quantity of agricultural production. Therefore method (a) Ia the 
one used in this study, and its main feature. are discussed below. 

• The essential methodology and data contained In this Appendix were denloped 
by Dr. Adolf Kosllk. However, Dr. Kosllk bad left the United States before final 
preparation of the study for publication, and cannot be bdd responsible for the 
present exposition. 

J This procedure Is !mown as the "Lanr method.• See Ernst Lanr, BiA/iJit,._, 
ill dis Wirt.clta.ftll<lllro dl1 Lotldb...., (Berllna Paul Parey, 1920), especlally pp. 
208-280. 
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The net quantity of production then consists of those products that reach 

the industrial or household consumer, thus excluding the products re-used 
in agriculture for further production as well as portions lost through 
shrinkage. It follows that the calculation of net quantity entaUs not only 
the calculation of gross product but also the assessment of that part of the 
crop production represented by shrinkage losses, seed, and feed. Both 
aspects of the calculation involve the supplementing of directly utilizable 
data by estimates, often of an extremely rough sort in the case of the neces
sary deductions. The data avaUable and estimates made are commented 
upon under the following topics: 

( 1) Livestock Products 
(2) Grains and Potatoes 
(8) Other Food Crops 
( t) Industrial Plants 
(5) Orchard, Garden, and Related Products 

Li'Oedock Product•. In computing the total volume of livestock produc
tion by countries' the following basic data have been used. Metzt and milk 
production data are computed by the League of N ations1 from current 
production reports and supplementary official estimates of that part of the 
output which is not currently reported. These are the best and most com
prehensive international computations of their kind available. Egg pro
duction has been computed (partly estimated) from various national and 
international sources. The meat produced from fowl (such as chickens, 
geese, ducks, and turkeys), which can only be estimated from the number 
of fowl on farms, is negligible compared with beef, veal, pork, and mutton, 
except in a few Balkan areas, and has therefore been omitted. 

Grtzin• tznd Pottztou. Part of the grain produced is re-used in agricul
ture for seed and feed or lost through shrinkage. Seed, requirements, 
wastage, and feed have been deducted from the amount of the gross crop 
in order to compute the net production of grain. 

W tuttzge varies somewhat by countries, but for lack of national data the 
German estimate of three per cent loss is used for all countries. • 

Seed-requirement• per hectare in the various countries are shown in 
Table 1, according to nationally computed data where available. Where 
such data could not be found, estimates based on known requirements in 
countries with similar agricultural, climatic, and soU conditions are given. 
It will be observed that on the whole more seed per hectare is used in the 
northern than in the southern parts of Europe, and more in the moun
tainous parts than in the plains. 

The average acreage under each specified crop in the live-year period 
considered (1981-1985) is shown in Table 2. By multiplying these data 

• Shown In Table 17 of this Appendix. 
• See Btatutical Year-Book of tllo LoagtH of Natiou, 1940/U (Geneva: 1941), 

pp. 81 If. 
• See BtatUtucll., Jallrbvcll fdr tl<u Dest•c11o .Roicll, 1988, p. 886. 
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TABLE 1 

Seed Requirements per Hectare, for the Period 1931-1935 
(Kilograms) 

Countries Wheat Rye Barley Oata Maisel Potatoea 

N orllo•NI Europ1 
Denmark 180 180- 205• 230• . 2000• 
Finland 166 165. 165. 185• . 2000• . 
Norway 219 170 208 282 . 2859 
Sweden 212 '198 201 224 . 18:U 

Etul•,... E•rop• 
Estonia 112 11, 172 188 . 2150• 
Latvia 169 168 )55 181 . 2150 
Lithuania 177• 175• ns• 185• nos• 
Poland 11'1 175 178 185 eo• 1708 

c ... tral E•ropo 
Austria 1411 150 ao teo 90 2000 
Belgium 165 15o• 1411• 150• 46• )600• 
C•eehoslovakia I eo• 180• 150• 150• eo• 2ooo• 
France 116 168 152 188 46 1618 
Germany 170 152 146 1M 46• 2122 
Luxembourg 176• 168• 152• ]88• 46• 1618• 
Netherlands 155 tso• uo• t5o• 46• 1600• 
Switaerland 200 190• teo• 200• 2000• 

Balka111 
Albania ~ '190• 165• 150• eo• noo• 
Bulgaria 217 198 186 146 eo 102. 
Greece ISS• no• no• Joo• eo• J.oo• 
Hungary n• I a 157 189 M 1891 
Roumania 177 161 188 187 2' 1668 
Turkey ISS• no- no• too• eo•· t.ro• 
Yugoslavia 199 198 165 152 81 1768 

Soull.,... Europe 
Italy ao 146 ISO too• 88 1000 
Portugal 1M 10. " 68 so• 1~ 
Spain 188 tos• 75• M• eo• 14110· 

Britwll.l•'" 
Ireland tss• tso• tso• tso• . 1600• 
United Kingdom 185 tao- ISO• tso• 1600• 

• Estimate. 
1 A dot indicates that maise Is not grown. 

with those of the preceding table, each country's total annual requirements 
of seed for each specified cereal and for potatoes are obtained. The results 
-dmittedly "conjectural" where estimated per-hectare requirements 
were nsed-re shown in Table S. 

U •u for futl are extremely hard to determine, since most cereal crops 
as well as potatoes may be used for either human or animal consumption. 
Available estimates eoncem only a few of the major grains in a relatively 
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TABLE 2 

Acreage of Specified Crops, Average for 1931-1935' 

Countries 
Acreage In 1000 Hectares 

Wheat Rye Barley Oats Malse Potatoes 

Nortltom Europ• 
142 Denmark 110 848 882 - 72 

Finland 40 231 126 462 - 80 
Norway Ill 6 118 94 - 49 
Sweden 284 221 109 669 - 133 

Ea1tol'ft Europ• 
Estonia 117 147 107 142 - 70 
Latvia 119 2118 1811 817 - 108 
Lithuania 2011 498 208 8111 - 176 
Poland 1748 11728 1208 2204 94 2758 

OoAiral Europo 
Austria 224 888 168 806 64 201 
Belgium 1118 194 811 262 - 167 
Czechoslovakia 8911 1017 680 798 172 736 
France 11872 698 727 3368 842 1411 
Germany 2214 4474 1602 81118 6 28110 
Luxembourg 14 8 8 28 - 16 
Nether lands 127 182 28 187 - 1511 
Swltlerland 60 17 6 14 1 46 

Balkau 
Albania 87. 8 .IJ 10 79 0.4 
Bulgaria 1228 209 230 121 711 14 
Greece 708 72 216 136 248 17 
Hungary 11191 6811 466 227 1140 2911 
Roumanla 8194 880 17811 828 4906 282 
Turkey 8230 271 1522 1711 899 44 
Yugoslavia 2069 249 422 8611 211111 248 

8011t1tom Europt 
IIIJ 207 Italy 4961 442 1442 406 

Portugal 11116 152 69 179 411 82 
Spain 411117 1198 18911 776 436 440 

Bntur. r.r., 
Ireland 28 1 IJO 250 - IR9 
United Kingdom 6115 81 888 .1068 - 308 

1 Sourceo International Institute of Agriculture, IA!BrADiional Yoarbook of.dgri
....Ztvral Btatlltie1, 19811-1987, pp. 282 ff. 

• Rye and meslln. 

amall number of countries. Because of the numerical weight in terms of 
both quantity and value of the grains commonly studied, the lack of data 
on the others might be considered relatively unimportant. But the inade
quate territorial coverage of the estimates creates a more fundamental 
hazard, since the utilization of crops is by no means constant. Thus, for 
example, potatoes are commonly used as a major part of stock feed in 
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TABLE 3 

Amount of Grains and Potatoes Used for Seed, 1931-1935 

Countries 
Amountl Used for Seed In 1000 Metric Tona 

Wheat Rye Barley Oatl Maloe Potatoes 

Norllae,.. Evrope 
Denmark 19.8 25.B- n.a• 87.9° - 1'4.0° 
Finland 6.6 88.1° 20.8" 86.4° - 180.o• 
Norway 8.8 1.0 11.8 21.8 - 115.8 
Sweden 80.2 48.8 22.8 148.8 - ~.II 

B..,l,,.. Buropo 
Estonia 9.8 25.11 1U 26.'f - 180.8° 
Latvia 2o.t 41.2 28.7 5U - 282.2 
Lithuania 1111.8° 87.2° 118.1° 84.9° - 299.7 
Poland 1109.4 1001.11 209.0 401.7 'fJI 4688.6 

Central Bv.rope 
Austria 112.11 51.1 28.8 88.7 8.8• 896.0 
Belgium 2U 29.1° 8.1° 88.7• - 267.2° 
Coecboslovakia 161.1° 188.1° 102.0° 119.7° 8.2° U72.0° 
France 945.8 118.0 110.8 464.1 18.7 2288.0 
Germany 1176.6 680.0 288.8 486.6 o.a• 8067.7 
Luxembourg 2.8° 1.8" o.a• 8.9° - 25.9° 
N etberlands 19.'f 27.8° 8.9• 19.2° - 248.0° 
Switzerland 12.0 8.1° 1.1• 2.8" - -

Balle...., 
Albania 'f.6• o.s• 0.8• 1.4" 2.4° 0.7• 
Bulgaria 2611.4 41.4 42.8 11.7 21.8 14.8 
Greece 95.6° 1.9° 28.8° 18.6° 7.4° 28.8° 
Hungary 276.8 110.11 78.2 111.8 88.8 410.8 
Roumanla 565.8 61.2 287.4 112.8 117.7 470.4 
Turkey 486.1° 29.8° 167.4° 17.5° 12.0" 61.6° 
Yugoslavia 411.7 48.1 69.G 88.6 78.0 486.8 

Sovtlae,.. Bvrope 
Italy 694.11 16.1 28.9 44.2 81.9 406.0 
Portugal 74.4 15.8 1.1 11.8 12.8° 45.8 
Spain 619.8 62.8° 142.1° 80.4• 18.1° 688.0• 

Britull,I,z .. 
Ireland 8.8• 0.1• 8.11" 82.JJ• - 492.8• 
United Kingdom 88.6 1.o• 80.4• 188.8• - 222.4• 

• Estimated seed requirements. 

Eastern Europe, and are rarely ao used In Western Europe. On the other 
hand, some northern countries such as the United Kingdom, Belgium, the 
Netherlands, and Denmark produce wheat that In peacetime ill considered 
unsuitable for milling and ill therefore largely used for feed. In the case 
of cereals, an Initial division into grain retained for feeding and grain con
verted Into flour ill not a final one, since the milling ofFala are again avail
able.for use as feed. We have therefore taken Into account milling eztrac-
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tiona, which are reasonably uniform in all regiona unless kept unusually 
high or low by governmental regulation. 1 

It ahould alao be noted that although the present concern is with do
mestic agricultural production, the character of foreign trade affects do
mestic production. Grain exports may be readily assumed to be entirely 
"net" production, and need cause no difficulty. On the other hand, grain 
imports, whether used as food or feed, necessarily affect the disposition of 
domestically produced grains. For purposes of computing domestic pro
duction, It baa been necessary to assuine as a working hypothesis that seed 
and feed requirements have been met from domestically produced grains 
up to the limit of the domestic crop. Thus, should the estimated total 
amount of grain used for feed and seed equal or exceed domestic produc
tion, we simply assume that none of the grain domestically produced is 
"net" production. 

For the present study it has been necessary to uae the primary data on 
crop disposition that are available, and on the basis of these data and 
acattered descriptive materials on agricultural organization, dietary habits. 
and the like, to couatruct very rough-and-ready estimates of the propor
tion• of varioua crops used for feed. The sources used and considerations 
taken into account are summarized in the notes to Table 4, which gives by 
country the estimated proportion of the principal cereala and of potatoes 
remaining after deductions are made for wastage, seed requirements, and 
feed use. At this point we need only to review some of the more general 
considerations determining the use of the several crops. 

Oats in continental Europe are used almost entirely for feed, with only 
negligible amounts used for oatmeal. Except for the British Isles and the 
USSR, It is assumed that no oats enter into "net" production as here de
fined. Barley is uaed primarily for brewing and for feed, with small and 
variable amounts used for gruel and as a substitute for coffee. However, 
the uae of barley for brewing provides a case comparable to the milling of 
other cereals, since the mash remaining from malting is available as feed
stuff, and this factor bas been taken into account. Rye is primarily a food 
cereal, but aome is fed to livestock where production exceeds bread re
quirements. Wheat is infrequently uaed directly for feed, except in certain 
northern countries as already "noted. However, bran remaining from con
version to llour must be taken into account. Of all cereals, maize is most 
affected by consumption habits. It is extensively used for food in South
eastern and Southern Europe.• In other maize-growing countries it is used 
almost entirely for feed, and in the northern countries it is not grown at all. 
The main problem of estimation therefore was the separation of food and 

1 For example, Swltoerland as a grain Importing eount;.,. required a very high 
extraction rate, whereas France when faced with wheat surpluses fixed a very low 
maximum flour extraction to promote consumption. 

• In Italy, maize eonsumption for food tends to nry In Inverse ratio to the 
peasant'• prosperity and In direct ratio to the price of wheat. See Carl T. Schmidt, 
TA1 Plo•gli cznd lAo 81r10rd: Lczbor, Lotld, Gn4 Proptrly ... FCIIcid Italy> (New 
Yorlu Columbia University Preas, 1988), pp. 159-164. · 
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TA11LE t 

"Net" Production of Certain Cereal Crops and Potatoes as a 
Percentage of Gross Production• 

Countries Wheat• Ryel Barley• Malael Potatoea• 

Norllao"' Baropo 
Denmark 0 0 0 0 40" 
Finland . 68 w 8 0 40" 
Norway 0 0 0 0 40" 
Sweden " 66" 83 0 8t 

Bad'"' Bwopo 
Estonia 78° 70" 66 0 40" 
Latvia 78 70 66 0 40" 
Lithuania 77• 68° 8 0 40" 
Poland n• 88" 28 0 40" 

Cot&lral B•ropo 
Austria 71 80 0 0 .. 
Belgium 29 7 0 0 .. 
Czechoslovakia 72° 88• 27 0 66" 
France 74 18° 8 0 eo• 
Germany 74 88 80 0 40 
Luxembourg 27" 7• 0 0 49° 
Nether lands 42 40" 0 0 80 
Switzerland 47 28 0 0 24 

Balka"' 
Albania 76° 69° 20" 92" 7o• 
Bulgaria 70 ll7 8 88 118 
Greece 88" w II 84 70° 
Hungary 74" 2/l 18 ll 80" 
Roumanla 74" 68" 40 8/l llll 
TurkeL 78° 72" 72 90 70" 
Yugos avla 78° 89 87 92 70 

Bovtlao"' B•rop• 
Italy 79 78 0 41 89 
Portugal 72 70" 10 85" 70" 
Spain 72 70" 10 BOO 1o• 

Britula I''''' 
Ireland 78° 41!" eo• 0 80" 
Enp:land and Wales 110 110 llll 0 80 
Seotland 88 66" 88 0 88 
Northern Ireland 78° 66" 80 0 110 

• Estimate. 
1 That Is, excluding shrinkage lossea (set at B per cent), ~eed requlremenb, and 

use of erops for feed. It should be noted that where domestic production Ia only 
equal to or Is Ieos than seed and feed requlremenb, none of the domestic production 
Is "net. .. 

1 The net production of wheat takes account not only of ohrlnkage, leed require
ments, and wheat directly fed, bot also of bran feed (set at 10 per cent of the Yalue 
of the milled grain). For fioor extraction rates, oee !If. K. Bennett, Por Ct>pita 
Wlaoal CMUtlmptiott ltt W .,,..,. B•ropo, Wheat Studies of the Food Reoearcb 
Institute, II (7) :299, March, 19811; Ittt ....... tiotoal Y OGrbooll of .4.grioMit.ral StatU-
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feed In the Balkan and Southern European countries. Other grains are of 
fairly minor importance. Mealin is planted somewhat extensively ln. 
N ortbem countries, but is almost exclusively a feed crop. Millet is grown 
In Eastern and Southeastern Europe, where its use varies, and estimates 
must be made In the virtual absence of quantitative Information. Although 
the estimates are subject to wide errors, the small production of the grains 
reduces the error in the total amount of agricultural "net" production. 
Potatoes, as already noted, are widely fed in Eastern Europe, where their 
production is great and cost is smalL Where they are more expensive they 
are less extensively used for feed. 

Other Food Crop•. The proportion of other food crops that can be re
garded as "net" production is assumed to be constant In all countries. 
Leguminous crops, for example, appear to have fairly standard seed re
quirements. Certain crops such as broad beans, horse beans,· and chick
peas are more commonly fed than are other legumes, but the statistics 

ticl,1985-1987, p. 879; J. H. Shollenberger, Wheai.Reqvir•m•nllln Evrop1, United 
States Department of Agriculture, Technical Bulletin No. 585, September, 1936. 
For detailed statlstico on the crop disposition of wheat In Germany, 1926-1930, upon 
which statistics some of the present estimates are based, see Hans Kuns, "Der 
deutscbe Getreldebau," D••t••h• .dgmrpolitik, 1:176, 1932. 

• As In the case of wheat (see note 2), the bran remaining from milled rye Is 
subtracted as part of rye used for feed, calculated as 10 per cent of the value of 
milled grain. For rye flour extraction rates, see Benedetto Barbieri, "Indagine 
statlstlca sulla dlsponlbllltl allmentarl della popolazlone ltallana dal 1922 al 1987," 
.dnnali di Btatutica, Series VII, 8:10-98, 1989; Helmut Elslg, "Der Verbraucb von 
Nahrungsmltteln In Deutachland vor und naeh dem Krieg," D~Vtlcll• .dgrarpolitik, 
1:U7, n. 2, 1932; Shollenberger, op. cit. Detailed statistics on crop disposition of rye 
In Germany, 1926-1980, are given by Kuns, loc. cit~ p. 179. 

• The net production of barley must take Into account direct uses for food (flour 
or gruel) and Indirect food use In the form 9f malted barley for beer. In the former 
cases direct feed uses and bran (set at 10 per cent of the milled grain) have been 
subtracted, whereas In the case of beer the feedstu!l' remaining from beer produc
tion has been computed. Thus the direct food consumption of barley Is high In 
Estonia, Latvia, Roumanla, Turkey, Yugoslavia, and, partly, In the British Isles. 
The value of feedstu!l' remaining from brewing has been estimated from the dlspo
lltlon of barley In Germany (see Kuns, loo. cit., p. 185) and from Information sup
plied by the Brewery Academy. It Is fixed at 12 per cent of the malted barley. 

1 Malse Is not grown at all In the northern countries, and In other countries where 
no "net" production Is Indicated the domestically grown malse Is less than enough 
to account for shrinkage, seed requirements and feed. 

• The use of pototoes for food or feed Is quite nrlable, feeding use being larger 
In Northern and Eastem Europe, and leas In other sections, being at a minimum In 
England and Wales and Scotland. For stotlstlco on the disposition of pototo crops 
In Germany, see Werner Henkelmann, "Der deutscbe Kartoffelbau," Dovuc/&1 
.dgrarpolitik, 1:197, 1982. 

• The percentages of "net" production for wheat, rye, and barley refer here to the 
disposition of the total amounts of these grains used, Including Imports. This rep
resents an exception to the procedure specified In note 1, due to the Impossibility 
of distributing the total Imports of the United Kingdom. Were the normal proced
ure followed, the percentoges In the cases of wheat and barley would be consider
ably lower, with rye little affected. Since the domestic production of these grains Is 
small, and It Is only to that production that the percentages are applied, the error 
Involved Is not large. The normal procedure Is used In the case of Ireland. 

Oats Is used In the United Kingdom ao a food grain, and the following are the 
percentages of "net" production: England and Wales 20, Scotland 45, Northem 
Ireland 8. These percentages would be little affected by taking imports Into account. 



c 153 J 
rarely make adequate or constant distinctions. Some rather arbitrary 
estimates have therefore been made. In the case of vegetablea, use for feed 
ia exceptional, and they are regarded as entirely "net." Estimate• of the 
proportional "net" production of other food crops, Industrial plants, and 
orchard, garden, and related products are summarized In Table ll. The 

TABLE 5 

"Net" Production of 1\Iiscellaneous Agricultural Products as a 
Percentage of Gross Production• 

Product 
Leguminous crops• 
Vegetables 
Sugar beets• 
Fibre plants 
Oil seeds' 
Tobacco 
Honey and Beeswu 
Silk cocoons 
Grapes and Wlne1 

Horticulture 

Percentage 
80 

100 
70 

100 
/lO 

100 
100 
100 

80 
100 

• That Is, excluding (where applicable) abrlnkage lossea, aeed requlrementa, and 
feed use. 1t Is assumed that these percentages are the aame In all countrlea where 
the crops are produced. 

• Seed requirements are estimated at 10 per cent. See the data for France In 
Fir•t W.,.ld .4griculhmd c,....., (1930), Vol. 2, pp. 41W IJ.; for Italy, In Benedetto 
Barbieri, "lndagine statistlca aulla dlsponlbilita allmentarl della popoluione It,.. 
Iiana dal1922 al 1987," .,J.,.nali di Btatutica., Series VII, 8:20, 1939. Allowance for 
ahrinkage and aome feed uses (especially of broad beano, horae beano, and chick
peas) brings the total deductions to about 20 per cent. 

a Net production of sugar beets must take into account not only thoae beets di
rectly fed (roughly 10 per cent) but alao the dryatulJ remainden from milled 
beets (about 20 per cent of the nlue of the milled beets). See Kiithe Bauer-Men
gelberg, "Neuordnung und Aufschwung In der deutschen Zuckerwirtschaft," Dw 
Wirt•chaft•ku"''• 8:236-248, 1934; Eduard Reich, DN tocll•cho•loVJGkucho LaAtl
fDirtochaft; ihr• Oru..dlag•• toAd ihr• Orga..Uatitnl, Berichte Uber Landwirtschaft, 
Sonderheft 108 ( Berlin• 1936 ), p. 199. For atatlstlca on utilization of 100 kg of 
augar beets In Csechoslovakia, see Csechoslovakia, .,J.,....,.;ro Btatutiq..,, 1988, pp. 
72 IJ. 

• Allowance is made for aeed, direct feeding, and the oil meal and oil cake re
maining from the pressing of oil. By weight, the oil actually extracted amounts to 
about one-third of the total weight of seeds, but the oil Is of higher 'J&lue by 
weight than the remaining feedstulJ. For the disposition of 100 kg of oil aeeds In 
Germany, 1927-1987, see Albert Hauck, "Die Fetterseugung In den kleineren Ver
waltungsbealrken des Deutschen Reichea," B•ricllt• vbor La..dfDirtochaft, 19~, p. 
524. 

• Taking into account approximately 20 per cent of the nlue of the grapes 
represented by mash remaining from pressing for wine, and uaed for feed. 

notes to that table Indicate the data and consideration• upon which the 
estimates are based. 

I radultrial Pla11t•. Industrial plants may leave agriculture entirely 
(that ia, be wholly "net" production), or be used partly for production 



c 154 J 
and partly for feed. Thus, fibre plants and tobacco are entirely "net," 
whereas both sugar beets and oil seeds have feed uses. In the case of sugar 
beets it Is necessary to take into account both the raw beets retained on 
the farm for feeding, and the milling remainders that are available for 
feed. Oil seeds may be used directly for feed, or the seeds may be pressed 
and only the remaining oil cake used for further agricultural production. 
In either case, part of the crop must be retained for further planting. 
Although the disposition of these crops naturally varies somewhat, the 
available estimates are applied to all countries where the crops in question 
are grown. 

Orchard, Garden, and Related Product&. The production of such prod
ucts as honey and beeswax, silk cocoons, grapes and wine, and various 
fruits is rather poorly reported, except, fortunately, where the products 
represent "crops" of some importance. Honey and wax are assumed to be 
entirely "net" production since that part of the honey required to feed 
the bees is not reported in the statistics. Where direct information is not 
available, estimates of production are made from the number of hives and 
the production per hive in similar areas. For estimating the value of silk 
cocoon production, the value of mulberry leaves used for feed is simply 
neglected. Where silk growing is of any importance, statistics are avail
able. Horticultural products are poorly reported, but may be estimated 
from acreages and the production in comparable areas. These products 
are entirely "net." In the case of vine products, some account must be 
taken of mash remaining from wine production. Otherwise, the problems 
of estimating production are comparable to those of other fruits, although 
the vine products are in general better reported. 

Conltruction of the "Crop Unit" 

Once the net quantity of agricultural production is determined, it is still 
necessary to lind a means of weighting the various types of production 
according to quality, and to lind a method of making international com
parisons in common units. As already implied, the method of weighting has 
been that of economic value or price,' as explained in the following para
graphs. However, this procedure faces the immediate obstacle of compara
bility on two counts: the purchasing power of different currencies varies, 
as do relative prices even within the product-structure of agriculture. 

If internal price structures differ widely from one country to another, 
prices cannot be used directly for international comparisons of agricul-

' The method of weighting used In this study represents a choice among unsatis
factory alternatives. The alternatives that purport to measure production In nutri
tive units, whatever their merits on other grounds, have slight relation to the eco
nomic value of production. The Index here developed Ia not exactly representative 
of that value, but appears to be a more direct indicator than are feed values calorie 
values, and the like. It Is, however, Instructive to note that nutritive weighb calcu
lated with greater attention to protein food values than bas been customary In such 
measures, correspond approximately to the economic weights used In this study. 
See Wllrmann, "Em~brungswirtschaftllcbe Lelatungsmassstiibe," Miti.Utong•afur 
dM Laad'IIDirucltafl, September 2, 1944. 
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tural values. On the other hand, with similar price structures the monetary 
systems provide no final obstacle, since computations may he made through 
the use of one '"European price." Actually, a comparison of price struc
tures in all European countries where data are available indicates a gen
eral similarity but with considerable variation in details. Thus, livestock 
products yield higher prices per unit of quantity (or even per ealorie) 
than do grain products, and the relative position of various grain prices ill 
fairly uniform. We have therefore weighted the quantity of agricultural 
products by a '"Modal Value-Ratio," as explained below. 

The weights used for determining the output of agriculture are based 
upon price ratios. Thus, a market value is set not only for those products 
which have actually entered trade and helped determine the price, but 
also for the remainder of the individual crops or products that for one 
reason or another have not directly entered into the pricing mechanism. 
Food consumed on the farm is valued in terms of the market price. 

In order to construct an index of agricultural output without direct 
reliance on national monetary systems, a system of price weights baa been 
constructed. This allows the conversion of national production data into a 
single international unit, called the Crop Utaif (hereafter CU). The data 
and method used in constructing the weighting unit are discussed in the 
following paragraphs. 

The Crop Btukd. A crop basket has been selected that is made up of 
one quintal {100 kilograms) of the six most important European crops In 
the proportion of their total European production during the 1981-1985 
period. The composition of this crop basket is as follows: 

16 kg wheat 
9 kg rye 
6 kg barley 

10 kg oats 
6 kg maize 

58 kg potatoes 

100 kg' 

This crop basket has been so constructed as to include auflicient commodi
ties to avoid accidental and misleading results. Were a single commodity 
like rye selected as a basis, the results would be subject to grave errors 
wherever rye is unusually cheap or unusually expensive. Thus, were all 
agricultural products weighted in terms of the exchange ratio per quintal 
between each product and rye, all other products would he given high 

1 In Europe (excluding the USSR and Turkey) the average production of 1981-
193!1 was (in thousands of quintals) 1 

424,860 wheat 
227,140 rye 
159,210 barley 
256,880 oata 
110,820 maize 

1,405,620 potatoel 
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values In Hungary where rye u very cheap, and low values In Latvia 
where rye u expensive. The gronp of commodities selected, even though 
chiefly cereals, u sufficiently diversified in terms of regional product struc
tures to cancel out some variations In individual exchange ratios. At the 
same time the products are sufficiently homogeneous in quality, and in 
national price ratios among the "basket" crops, to allow international 
comparison. Crops are better suited for such comparison than are livestock 
products. Most of these crops are grown throughout Europe, and the 
others In a substantial proportion of the total number of countries. Aa a 
whole, the crop-basket crops form an important part of total agricultural 
production In all European countries. Finally, a fairly complete range of 
prices for these crops exists in nearly all of the countries. Therefore, the 
amount of hazardous estimating required for constructing the value ratios 
b kept at a minimum. 

Price ·Data. The price of a crop basket In each country b next com
puted. This by definition is the price of one quintal of the selected group 
of crops determined by weighting each individual crop price by the pro
portion of the European crop basket represented by that crop.' The on
weighted price of each agricultural product, whether contained in the 
basket or not, is then expressed In terms of its ratio to the sum of the 
weighted prices of all the products contained In the crop basket. The price 
of one crop basket in national currency and the price ratios of the products 
contained in it and of other products to the crop-basket price are given in 
Table 6. It may be useful to give an illustration of the procedure employed. 

To compote the price of one crop basket In German national currency, 
the following data are used:. 

Price per Basket 
Crop Quintal (RM) Weight10 Price (RM) 

Wheat 22.05 .16 8.5S 
Rye 17.49 .09 1.57 
Barley 18.29 .06 1.10 
Oats 16.87 .10 1.69 
Maize 19.88 .06 1.16 
Potatoes 4.86 .58 2.81 

Total 11.86 

I In a few cues the price of potatoes In relation to other commodities Is nnduly 
hlgb, because few potatoes are grown. This Is notably true In Bulgaria and Greece. 
In order to avoid an undervaluing of other crops In the composite price, for these 
countries potato prices have simply been eliminated from the crop-basket price, 
and treated aa other crops In ratio to that price, aa explained below. 

to The weights represent the composition of the crop basket aa given previously. 
Tbls procedure Is equivalent to computing the price per kilogram and multiplying 
by the number of kilograms represented by that crop In the basket. 
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.TABLE 6 

Price of the Crop Basket in National Currencies and the Ratio of 
Other Agricultural Prices to the Crop-Basket Base 

A. Crop-Basket Price in National Currencies and Ratio of Cereal 
and Potato Prices to Crop-Basket Price (1931-1935 average) 

Prlee of 

Countries Cro~ Basket 
In atlonal 

Currency 

Nortla•r" Evrop• 
Denmark 8.28 Kroner 
Finland 106.97 Flnmarka• 
Norway 10.79 Kroner• 
Sweden 8.00 Kronor• 

Erut•m Evropl 
Estonia 7.88 Kroonal 
Latvia 10.06 Lata• 
Lithuania 12.00 Lltal• 
Poland- 10.62 Zlotys• 

C•ntrol Evrop1 
Austria 18.62 Schillings 
Belgium 11.811 Belgas• 
Czechoslovakia 79.S1 Koruny 
Franee- 88.21 Franca 
Germany 11.88 Reicbsmarka 
Luxembourg- 59.67 Franco 
N etherlands• 7.88 Gulden 
Swltaerland 18.28 Franca• 

Bolkofll 
Albania 11.95 Franks• 
Bulgaria- 129.0 Leva• 

'W 161.9 Leva• 
Greece- 221.8 Drachmas• 
Hungary- 7.68 Peogijea 

'W 9.48 Pengijea 
Roumanla- 202.0 Lei 
'l)lrkey -
Yugoalavla 78.16 Dinars• 

S()fjtla•m Evropo 
60.0 Lire Italy 

Portugal 84.91 Escudos•• 
Spain (1981-M -) 82.48 Pesetas 

Britilla I lloo 
Ireland 188 Peocee 
United Kingdom 155 Peoceeu 

USSR 4.56 Rubles 

• Crop-basket price- 1.00. ~ AYerale crop price. 
w Wholesale price. 
s Based on exchante nte, average 1931-19.35, be

tween Estonia and Finla.nd. 
• Mala price inlupolated 011 the buls of Daolsb 

priceo. 
• Mala price inWpolated 011 the bula of Gemwa 

priceo. 
• Baaed on uchan~e rate. &ftr&P 1931-19351 be

tween Poland and Lithuania. 
• Mala price inWpolated ,.. the bula of Frmda 

priceo. 
• Prfcea ftPftRDt 1926-1930 aYeraP. 
·- ... eachan.. ..... ...._ 1931-1935, .. 

- Yuaoala'rla aaad Albuala. 

Ratio of Prleea per Quintal to 
Crop-Basket Price• 

Rye Wheat Barley Oats Malae Pot a toea 

1.21 1.80 UT us 1.27 :ro 
- - - - - -
1.40 1.68 1.88 1.22 - .88 
1.60 1.75 us 1.17 - .110 

1.70 2.40 1.44 1.28 - .28 
1.75 2.15 1.82 l.OS - .118 
- - - - - -
1..'15 2.06 UT us - .811 

1.811 1.18 1.114 1.20 .78 .88 
1.11 1.80 1.28 1.87 - .75 
U4o 1.99 us 1.81 .99 .110 
1.21 1.98 1.22 1.08 1.44 .118 
1.44 1.94 1.61 U9 1.70 .88 
1.24 1.86 1.21 1.14 1.27 .62 
1.11 1.112 1.20 1.14 1.18 .75 
1.111 1.99 .98 .90 - .44 

- - - - - -
1.82 2.10 U5 U8 1.28 -1.118 2.18 1.811 1.55 1.11 -1.89 2.21 1.40 1.88 1.87 -1.10 1.44 1.44 1.44 1.24 .69 

.98 1.88 1.28 1.48 1.87 .7:1 
1.40 1.94 1.02 1.28 .87 .61 
- - - - - -- 1.94 1.89 1.45 1.07 .118 

1.20 1.80 1.00 1.08 1.08 .72 
1.17 1.88 1.02 .91 - .68 
1.15 1.111 1.04 .91 1.81 .711 

- - - - - -- .82 1.20 .98 .79 .98 

- - - - - -
I Tbe prlce of the crap buket Ia Balp.tla and 

Glftee fa baaed oa. aattonal prlcee for the ft .. 
cereals, bat wltb potato prlao inlupolated at the 
European ntlo of 40 per crnt of the bultet price. 
The actual ntl~ ol potato prlcea to the crop-bu.ket 
price 10 calculated are 1.19 (Bulp.ria.D &Yenllt crop), 
1.42 (BulprWa wboleulc), ancl 1.12 (Greek .... _ 
crap). 

I R ... price lnlupolated ... the - of H ... prlaa 
aYU&~~e crop prieea. 

" Mala price inWpolatecl ca the bulo of 5paallla 
priceo. 

" R,.. price laWpolated • the bulo of Genii&& 
prlceo. 
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TABLE 6 (continued) 

B. Ratio of Prices of Livestock Products to Crop-Basket Price 

(1931-1935 average) 

Countrleo 
Ratio of Prices per Quintal to Crop-Basket Pricet 

Beef Pork Veal 

N ortho,.. Evropo 
Denmark - - -
Finland - 9.88 -
Norway 11.21 9.18 -
Sweden - - -

Eculont Evropt 
Estonia 9.891 12.892 8.081 
Latvia - 11.60 -
Lithuania - - -
Poland 18.75 10.45 -

Co11trBI Evropo 
Austria 12.48 10.97 12.57 
Belgium 10.81• 11.40• 14.40• 
Czechoslovakia ll.08 11.84 9.211 
France 0 9.52• "10.58• 0 18.6010 
Germany 1U6 11.06 15.91 
Luxembourg - - -
Netherlands 

(1926-80 •> 18.07 10.28 18.07 
Swltoerland 18.88 9.87 16.1811 

BBik ..... 
Albania - - -
Bulgaria 9.28 12.60 -
Greece - - -
Hungary 9.81 12.88 11.66 
Roumania - - -
TurkeL - - -
Yugos avla - - -

Bov!hont Evrope 
Italy 6.78 uo 8.2511 
Portugal 6.98 10.48 8.20 
Spain (1981-84 t) 9.22 8.88 10.86 

Britu1o. IIIII 
Ireland - - -
United Kingdom 10.84 - 18.87 

t Crop..buket price - 1.00. f A¥ell.ae. 
• Companble wholesale prices (Crop-baU.et 

bue- 19.22). 
• 1927/28-19.10/31 pr!cea (1931-1935- 5.41). 
11927/28-1930/31 prices (1931·19.15- 7.16). 
11927/28-19.10/31 pr!coo (1931·1935- 4.67). 
•t927/28·19J0/31 prices. 
11927/28-1930/31 pdcoo (1931-1935 - ,62). 

Mutton Milk Butter Eggs Honey Wool 
-

- - 22.28 18.20 - -- - - - - -- - 2UO 11.12 - -- - - - - -

10.61• 1.80• 18.21 U.40 18.18 211.10 - 1.05 16.20 12.28 ·- -- - - - - -- 1.60 - 12.07 - -

- 1.70 21.18 12.99 - -ll.211• - 211.021 17.91 - 2U4 - - 20.84 18.68 - -
21.58 2.18 24.77 17.21 - -- 1.27 21.27 14.28 - -- - - - - -
13.96 1.21 24.711 17.89 5.68 -
IUS - 22.71 - 19.81 -
- - - - - -- - 29.08 17.21 - 25.114 - 2.17 21.17 9.85 1.21 11.118 
9.65 1.9712 25.98 11.61 - 15.88 - - - - - -- - - - - -- - - - - -
- 1.11 16.87 10.88 - -5.79 1.55 - 7.58 9.54 -· 10.61 1.88 19.87 12.08 - -
- - - - - -12.01 2.07 18.28 1U2 - 10.22 

•1926-1930 figures. 
• 1926-19.10 figuroo (1931-1935 - 33.65). 
1 1931-1935 city pries (Paris prices- 12.94). 
• 1931-1935 city prices (Paris prices - 15.89). 
to 1931-1935 city prices (Paria pricea - 16.82). 
u Ila quality. 
u 1913 P•icea (1933-1935 - 3.21). 
sa Jala quality, 
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TABLE 6 (continued) 

C. Ratio of !eguminous and Root Crop Prices to Crop-Basket 
Price (1931-1935 average) 

Ratio of Prices per Quintal to Crop-Buket Pri<e1 

Conntrlea 

I.fore,..,.. E•rop• 
Denmark 
Finland 
Norway 
Sweden 

Ea.tono Ewropo 
Estonia 
Latvia 
Lithuania 
Poland 

Co•eral EwroP' 
Austria 
Belgium 
CoechosloY&Ida 
France 

Germany 
Luxembourg 
Netherlands 

(1926/80 •> 
Switaerland 

Balkau 
Albania 
Bulgaria 
Greece 
Hungary 
Roumania 
Turkey 
YugoslAvia 

Bovth.,.. Evropo 
Italy 
PortugRI 
Spain (1931/M 0) 

BrituA 1•1., 
Ireland 
United Kingdom 

USSR 

t Cnlp-basket prfoe- 1.00. 
1 Broad beans. 
I Hone bean&. 

Peu 

--
1.98 
2.90 

-
1.118 -
2.00 

1.98 
2.10 
2.87 
ll.78 

2.811 
-

1.98 
-
--

2.88 
-

1.86 
--

--
8.72 

--
-

•19Jl-19.l3 a.,.... (19.ll-19JS - 3.24). 

Sugar 
Beeta 

---
.28 

----

---
.25 

--
--
-
.Ill 
-
.80 
.87 
--

---
--
-

Broad 
Beano; 

Fodder Hone 
Beeta Bean• Lentlla Bean• 

- - - -- - - -- - - -
.17 - - 1.671 

- - - -- - - -- - - -- - - -
- 1.98 •• 08 -
.1:1 - - 1.8111 
- - - -
.111 8.5' 5.09 { 1.661 

1.601 
- 2.28 B.S. 1.691 - - - -
- 2.911 - -- - - -
- - - -
.86 2.87 2 .• 7 -- 2.77 2-M 2.291 
.18 - - -- 1.150 1.911 1.881 - - - -- 2.18 - -

- 1.18 - -- - - -- - 8.20 -
- - - -- .87 - -
- - - -
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The price of each of these crops in ratio to the basket price would then be: 

Wheat 1.94 
Rye 1.64 
Barley 1.61 
Oats 1.49 
Maize 1.70 
Potatoes 0.88 

And the prices of all other crops may be similarly expressed in ratio to 
the basket price. For example, 

Crop Price per Quintal (RM) 
Cabbage 8.90 
Beans 25.98 
Beef 181.82 

Ratio to Crop Basket 
.78 

2.28 
11.56 

The prices used are either farm prices or wholesale prices. The struc
ture of both is very similar. Except for bulky crops of low specific value 
(such as bay, straw, and potatoes) that have high transportation and 
handling costs relative to value, the spread between farm prices and 
wholesale prices is small. Crops used exclusively for fodder do not of 
course figure in the calculation of "net" production, and the similarity of 
farm and wholesale price structures for other crops means that either 
price may be used. We have in fact used the price series that is more 
nearly complete, indicating on the tables which price has been used. In 
some countries neither wholesale nor farm prices are available. At this 
stage of setting up the weights for an international index of production, 
these prices are simply disregarded.11 With these exceptions nearly com
plete price series for the principal cereals and potatoes are available. 
Price data for other products are very scanty; for livestock product& they 
are particularly defective. Some countries publish prices for liveweight 
only, some for slaughtered animals, some per bead, and some for special 
meat cuts. So far as possible these are brought to a common basis, by 
using price ratios of countries where two or more prices are given, The 
standard of pricing taken was second (lla) quality meat, that grade be
ing the most nearly uniform in definition. In some cases considerable error 
may arise, either because the prices do not represent what they pretend 
to, or because the adjustment is not correct. Further errors may arise 
from the fact that it bas been necessary to distribute the total national 

11 As wUI become evident below, the Initial eomputation of price ratios Is for the 
purpose of finding "Modal Ratios" that may be used as weights for an Index of 
production. The absence of price data for certain eountrles or for certain crops 
does not mean that the weighted output cannot be determined, If the quantities of 
various products are available or can be estimated. The sigoiftcance of missing 
price data Is simply that those prices have not been represented in the series of 
ratios from which a modal ratio Is determined, and therefore that the modal price 
ratio Ia based on less than a complete series of actual ratios. Once the modal ratio 
Ia determined It may be applied to the quantities of production without respect to 
local prices. 
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CU-values of livestock products by districts relative to the appropriate 
livestock populations. 

Modal Ratio•. On the basis of the national price ratioa a European value 
achedule ia established. That ia, from the array of national crop·hasket 
ratioa (as shown in Table 6), a modal ratio ia selected as typical. For 
example, the array of rye value-ratios ia 1.10 to 1.711.11 The selected Modal 
Ratio ia l.IJ. Before discussing the significance of this procedure, we may 
note some of the more outstanding difficulties in the choice of a "modal" 
or "typical" ratio. Clearly, a mere unweighted average of the national 
ratios would overlook differences in volume of production, accuracy of 
data, and so on. We have therefore found it necessary to exercise some 
judgment in the final choice of the "typical" ratio, taking into account as 
many relevant considerations as possible. Obviously, the procedure ia in
creasingly arbitrary the greater the spread in the national ratios. For 
those crops m<!st generally grown the spread ia not extreme, and part of 
the ''under-weighting" or "over-weighting" due to differences in the 
national and the modal ratios for som.e products is certainly compensated 
by the opposite error on other commodities.'• Livestock products reflect 
greater quality differences and are not represented in the crop basket; 
their national price ratios are consequently less uniform than those for 
crops. The selection of modal price :ratioa as uniform weights thus in 
some degree fails to :represent the actual price structure in any country. 
It does not follow that the procedure introduces major errors into the 
total index value of agricultural output, in view of the partially balancing 
effect of the weighting procedure as noted above." 

We summarize here the considerations taken Into account In the selec
tion of European Modal Value-Ratios, according to groups of products. 

11 Exclusive of an exceptional Hungarian ratio of 0.98 based on a hlgb wholeaale 
price of the erop basket, and offset by a lower average erop price. See Table 8. 

11 Thus, an examination of Table 12, below, Indicates that the actual national 
price ratios, expressed as percentages of the modal ratio, do not In any country 
consistently exceed or fall below the modal ratios. It would of course be naive to 
assume that the errors Involved In using a standard weight would precisely cancel 
each other. The reliability of the system of uniform weights Ia discussed In oome 
detail In the following section of thla Appendix, where oample comparlsono are 
made between two national price otructurea, between national price ratios and 
"modal" ratloo and between a regional acbedule of weights and the all-European 
achedule. 

•• In a few caoea the modal ratio may be a more accurate representation of 
Internal value relationships than the available national prlceo. This might be true 
where prices are unrepresentative of the range of qualities and relative quantities 
making up the total national production of a commodity. However, the modal 
ratios may also accentuate errors already present In national data. 

It may also be noted that In some cases the sigoillcant range of national price ra
tios Ia less than appears In Table 8. Thus, the wheat price ratios 'f&ry from 0.82 to 
2.40, but the range around the modal ratio of 1.80 Ia considerably narrowed If the 
lowest ratios, which are found In those countries where wheat actually does not 
figure In "net" production, are eliminated. (As pointed out above, feed and seed 
uses are charged against domestic production, wbicb eliminates some crops entirely 
from "net" production In grain-importing countries.) This is an example of the difli
eulty of selecting the modal ratio. (See also the further discussion of these prob
lema In the following section of this Appendix.) 
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(1) Cereal•. The prices for rye, wheat, barley, and oats in ratio to tho 

crop-basket price are rather similar in all countries/" so that the modal 
ratio u fairly easy to determine within reasonable limits. Part of the scat
tering is due to the inclusion of potato prices in the crop-basket base 
rather than to differences among the cereal prices. This may be seen by 
eipressing cereal and potato prices in ratio to the price of rye, as we have 
done In Table 7. The ratios between the prices of wheat and rye are close 
to J.S. The maize price is scattered more than the other cereal prices. 
When It Is related to rye, two distinct groupi of countries with high and 
low ratios of maize to rye price are discernible. The maize price is 0.75 of 
the rye price or leu In certain maize-producing and eiporting countries 
(Austria, Czechoslovakia, Roumania, Bulgaria). Maize is equal to or 
greater than the rye price In Denmark, Germany, Netherlands, France, 
Luxembourg, Hungary, and Spain. These countries import maize, and 
have a developed agriculture in which the feeding value of maize is 
recognized. 

The great diversity in the use of minor grains in Europe is reftected in 
the diversity of relative prices by countries. The European Modal Value
Ratio selected for the minor grains contains more of an arbitrary element 
than In the case of the major grains. The errors may be great but the 
relative Importance of minor grains in the total value of production is 
small. 

(2) PottJtoel. The bulk of the European potato crop is grown in N ortb
eastern Europe, where the soil is particularly suited to their culture. EI
cept in Holland, which is a large eiporter of high quality potatoes for 
food, the crop is largely fed to bogs, especially where the unit price is low. 
The countries where the value-ratio to the crop-basket base is 0.2 to 0.4. 
(Poland, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, and Germany) pt"oduced in 1981-
1985 about 57 per cent of the European potato· crop. Most of the potatoes 
In these countries are not marketed but fed on the farm. In other countries 
where few potatoes are grown because the soil is better suited for other 
crops, costs of production relative to other crops are high so that potatoes 
are not eitensively used for feed. Potatoes cost 0.65 to 1.2 on a crop
basket base In Denmark, Belgium, Netherlands, Bulgaria, Greece, Hun
gary, Italy, Portugal, Spain, and the United Kingdom. (See Table 6.) In 
countries with moderate feed use (Norway, Sweden, Austria, Czechoslo
vakia, France, Luxembourg, Switzerland, and Roumania), the potato 
price Is 0.4. to 0.64. on a crop-basket base. Because of the feed use on 
farms and because of the low value per weight, the potato price differs on 
the wholesale market and on the farm. This also accounts for part of the 
spread In relative prices. Because the bulk of the crop is produced where 
prices are low, a Modal Value-Ratio of 0.4. bas been selected. . 

(ll) Legumirwu1 Crop• tJnd P" egettJbler. The price of peas centers closely 
around 2.0 on a crop-basket basis. The price of beans is more variable 

11 See also Naum Jasny, Comp•tiliotl .A.mo"'J Grai,.., Stanford University Food 
Reaearch Institute, Grain Economics Serlea No. 2, January, 1940, pp. ll, 12, 86. 
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TABLE 7 

Wholesale Prices of Cereals and Potatoes, 1931-1935 Average, 
as Related to Price of Rye in Each Country 

Rye 
Price 

In 
Ratio of Prlcea per Quintal to Rye Price 

per Quintal• 
Countries 

Moo~ r------,-----,,-----,------,------tary 

N orll&o,.. Evropo 
Denmark 
Finland 
Norway 
Sweden 

Ea.t,... E•rop• 
Estonia , erop 
Latvia • erop 
Lithuania 
Poland 1 erop 

Co,.traJ Evropo 
Austria 
Belgium 
Csec:hoslovakla 
France, erop 
Germany 
Luxembourg, erop 
Netherlands 
Swltaerland 

Balk4111 
Albania 
Bulgaria • erop ... 
Greece 1 erop 
Hungary 1 erop .. 
Roumanla 1 erop 
Turkey 
YugoslaYI& 

Bovtlt•rw. Evropo 
Italy 

Portugal 
Spain (4yr.aY.) 

Britlllt 111 .. 
United Kingdom 

Unlta 

10-47 

15.11 
14.86 

12.90 
17.62 

IUS 

26.06 
62.87 

122.08 
70.47 
17.49 
74.28 

4.80 
27.60 

{
209.00 
287.00 
806.80 
{ 8.40 
19.27 
288.00 

72.00 

99.87 
87.88 

llfOT 

• Rye price per quintal = 1.00. 
w = Wboleaale. 
•=Average. 
1 Industrial. 
•Edible. 

Wheat Barley Oata 

1.02 

1.19 
1.10 

1.41 
1.28 

1.88 

1.82 
1.18 
1.29 
1.62• 
1.26 
1.48 
2.08> 
1.82 

f 1.80 
11.88 

1.64 

{
1.81 
1.89 
1.89 

{ 
1.881 
1.611 
1.38 
1.81 

1.18 

.95 

.90 

.91 

.75 

1.02 

1.14 
1.18 
.98 

1.01 
1.05 

.117 
1.21 

.65 

{ 
.89 
.86 

1.01 

{ 
1.81 
1.80 
.78 

.88 

.87 

.Ill 

1.41 

1.18 

.87 

.78 

.73 

.69 

.118 

.89 
1.28 
.85 
.89 
.88 
.Ill 

1.27 
.60 

{ 
.91 
.99 
.98 

{ 
1.81 
l.lll 
.88 

1.18 

11926-1980 = 1.80. 
•1926-1980 = 1.88. 
• Soft. 
• Hard. 

Malae Potatoes 

1.00 

.51 

.64 
1.19 
1.18 
1.02 
1.00 

{ 
.78 
.71 
.99 

{ 
1.18 
1.40 
.n 

M 
.88 

{ 
.lJ(Il 
,251 

.47 

.68 

.88 

.48 

.25 

.60 
1.13 
.86 

{ 
.74 
.Ill 
.80 

{:;! 
M 

.eo 

.38 

.68 

1.11 

• E1tlmated from oata and barley. 
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because of the great number of varieties and their different uses. For edible 
beans, or beans of unspecified variety, we have taken a Modal Ratio of 
2.0, assigning the lower ratio of 1.5 to broad beans and horse beans where 
specified. Lentils are more expensive and are weighted at 8.0. 

Reliable vegetable prices are rare. Farm and wholesale prices deviate 
sharply 1 and marked regional differences appear even within the same 
country. A near-by city increases the farm price. With the exception of 
pumpkins and watermelons at the lower end and garlic on the upper end 
of the price range, the assigned weights keep within 1.0 and 2.0. 

( 4) I ndullrial PltJnt•. The prices of oil seeds do not differ much by 
country; however, the prices of fibres show considerable variation. The 
difficulty in the latter case is dual: quality differences and differences in 
processing stages to which the prices refer. Some cotton prices refer to raw 
fibres, and some to ginned cotton; some hemp prices refer to stems, some 
to crude fibres, and so on. In these cases, and in the case of tobacco, which 
differs widely in quality, the Modal Ratios selected are perforce arbitrary. 

(5) Fruit• tJnd Mi•celltJneou• Crop•. Table grapes show a great variety 
in quality. The selected European Modal Value-Ratio (2.5) is only a rough 
approximation. The prices for grapes used for wine production are much 
more uniform because quality differences are of less importance. In fixing 
the weight of wine grapes at 1.5 and of wine at 2.5 we have taken account 
of the relative price per quantity between the two products. This of course 
reflects the greater bulk of grapes than of the wine produced, as well as tbe 
labor involved in wine production. Currants and raisins are assigned a 
weight of 4.0, with about the same degree of arbitrariness as in the case of 
table grapes. 

The bulk of the orchard fruit grown in Europe is represented by apples, 
pears, and plums. Although the prices for table fruits are relatively high, 
the larger proportion used for ciders lowers tbe relative value of the total 
(which at 1.0 is made equal to one crop basket). Mulberries are priced 
lower, while citrus fruits are-weighted at 2.0. It should be noted that this 
takes account of their price in the producing countries, and not of the very 
much higher prices in the importing countries. Since cherries, peaches, and 
apricots are mainly used for fresh consumption, a much higher Modal 
Ratio (8.0 to 8.5) than in the case of apples, pears, and plums is indicated. 
Berry prices fall between those of the cider fruits and the table fruits. In 
the frequent absence of separate data, they are weighted uniformly at 2.0. 
The prices of olives and olive oil are fairly uniform, and the ratio between 
the two is reflected by weights of 2.5 and 8.0 respectively. Chestnuts are 
fairly low in price In the producing countries and are used for both food 
and feed. Their weight at 1.1 contrasts with the Modal Ratios assigned to 
other nuts (4.0). 

For other crops the weights have been based on a very few prices, and 
have been selected by taking account of the influence of market and other 
conditions. 

(6) Lir~ellock Product•. As noted above, prices of livestock products in 
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ratio to the crop-basket base are much more variable than in the case of 
crops. Although other factora influence the price ratio, the variation in 
quality and the lack of uniCorm methods of reporting statistics are prob
ably the chief reasons for the dispersion of prices. 

There is a great spread between the farm and wholesale price of milk 
in each country because of the processing costs of the dairies. In addition, 
many countries have regulated milk prices, keeping the wholesale price of 
fresh milk high, and subsidizing the use of milk sold at lower prices for 
processing. This becomes evident by comparison of the ratios between 
butter and milk prices in several conntries. As a general rule, I kg of butter 
requires 25 kg of milk.11 Allowing for the processing costs of butter and 
for the use of buttermilk and skimmed milk, the butter price on the farm 
should be equal to the price of I5-20 kg of milk. The processing costs for 
milk in the dairies depress the ratio between the wholesale prices of butter 
and milk; with a free market, however, the ratio should not fall below 
10 to I. Table 8 shows that in most countries the ratio between the farm 
prices of butter and milk is between I5 and 20 to I. In Estonia, where the 
ratio of the milk price to the crop-basket base is e:rceptionally low, the ratio 
between the wholesale price of butter and milk b 80 to I. If the farm 
prices are used, however, the ratio drops to I7 to 1. It seems probable that 
a lower farm price ratio would also bold in the N etberlands were data 
available. 

The dispersion of meat prices in ratio to the crop·basket base seems to 
be due more to defects in statistical comparability than to genuinely differ• 
ent price structures. Quality differences (without standardized classifica· 
tion) and price references to different stages between the live animal and 
the butchered meat provide obstacles to international comparison. We 
have attempted to overcome the obstacles in so far as possible by convert· 
ing all prices to the prices of slaughtered meat of average quality. Table 9 
shows the available price ratios between slaughtered meat and liveweigbt 
animals that have been considered in making our price conversions. Since 
meat constitutes only part of the marketable products derived from 
slaughtered animals, the value of other products must be added to meat 
values to obtain the total value of livestock products. In the absence of 
European data, we have based our calculationa on the income from by· 
products in the American packing industry. The proportion of the total 
value represented by meat is shown iJi Table 10, where we also show the 
European Modal Value-Ratios for meat and for total product. 

In Table 11 we present the European Modal Value-Ratioa of agricul· 
tural products. These are the weights used for converting national produc
tion into internationally comparable units, the Crop Units. The steps in 

•• In Finnish dairies 23.0 kg of milk were used for 1 kg of butter (193lfl9311 
average). (..410n ... w• Btatiltiq .. tltl Fmland•, 1936, p. 93.) In Germany, over the 
same period, 26.7 kg of milk In dairies, and 21.!1 kg of milk In the country •• a 
whole, were used for 1 kg of butter. (Hano Y.d. Decken, DN E11tunckt.uog dw 
BolbltYJorlorg•Ag D .. t,.hland• mit lafttl,.,.,.t~ehaftlichm Eru11gflil101t, Berlchte 
tiber Landwirtschaft, Sonderbeft 188 [Berlin• 1988], p • .a.) 
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TABLE 8 

Milk Prices in Ratio to Crop-Basket Base, and Ratio between 
Butter and Milk Prices, 1931-1935 Average 

Price of Milk In Ratio Ratio between the Prices 

Countries to Crop-Basket Base of Butter and Milk 

Wholesale Farm Wholesale Farm 

Northom Europ1 
Denmark - - - 20.85 
Finland - - - 19.81 
Norway - - - 20.40 
Sweden - - - 13.31 

Eallom Europ• 
Estonia 0.62 1.80 29.86 17.28 
Latvia 1.05 - 16.88 -
Lithuania - - - 16.82 
Poland 1.60 - - 1U9 

Contral Europo 
Austria 1.70 - JUT 14.81 
C•echoslovakla - - - 1'-84 
France 2.18 - 11.61 -
Germany 1.27 - 16.70 19.40 
Netherlands 1.21 - 80,42 -
Swit.erland - - - 19M 

Balkan~ 
Greece 2.17 - 9.77 -
Hungary 1.97 - 1.48 11.81 
Roumanla - - - a.a5 

Southem Europo 
Italy 1.77 - 9.26 -
Portugal 1.55 - - -Spain, 1.88 - 10.86 -

Britill lllH 
United Kingdom 2.07 - 8.80 -

the procedure as outlined lead from purely national prices to a system of 
weights allowing an intemational index of output expressed in a common 
unit, the Crop Unit. An example may serve to point up the significance of 
this final step. The modal price ratio between a quintal of rye and a 
quintal of the crops comprising the crop basket is 1.8 :1. Rye is therefore 
weighted at l.S, and the index value of the German 1981-1985 annual 
average "net" production of 68,647 thousand quintals of rye is 82,741 thou
sand CU. All other products can be similarly weighted, so that the total 
agricultural output of a given country is the total of ita "net" production 
multiplied by the appropriate weight& for each product. 
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TABLE 9 

Ratios between Slaughtered 1\Ieat and Liveweight Wholesale 
Prices 

Slaughtered Meat, Llveweight Pricea = 1.00 
Anima Ia 

Switaerland• Italy• 

Steers 1.98' 1.71 
2.oo• 

Cows 2.05 1.80 
Heifers - -
Sheep 2.02' -
Calves 1.811 1.50 
Hogs 1.86' -

1 ~ .. ....,.;ro Btatiltiqw, 19311, pp. 27t ff.; 1931-19311 average. 
• ~""""rio Btatiltieo ltolU.no, 1925, p. 181; 1932-1938 average. 
• ~ .... ~~alro Btatiltiquo, 1935, p. 163; 1981-1935 average. 
• Fat, Ia quality. 
• Fat, Ila quality. 
• Bulls. 
'Fat. 
a Wethers. 

TABLE 10 

Belgium• 

1.85 
1.891 

1.85 
1.88 
2.011 

VIS 
1.88 

Relative Income from Meat and By-Products in the American 
Packing Industry,' and Application of This Relation to Euro

pean Modal Value-Ratios 

Income from Ratio of European European 
Meat u Total Income Modal Modal 

Percentage from Value- Value-Ratio 
Animal& of Total Slaughtered Ratio of Total 

Income from Animal to of Meat Product Per 
Slaughtered Income Quintal of 

Animal from Meat Meat Produced 

Hogs 96.6 108.5 11.0 11.11 
Sheep 81.4o 122.9 12.0 14.0 
Calves 92.8 107.8 18.0 H.O 
Steers 87.8 114.5 11.0 12.5 

• 
1 Rudolf A. Clemen, B11-prodtoet1 ItO tll• Pru:kW.g J..dww11 (Cbicagu: Unlnnity 

of Chicago Preas, 1927), p. I. Data on European packing lndustrleoo are not 
available. 
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TABLE 11 

European Modal Value-Ratios per Quintal for Agricultural 
Products 

I. CERE ALl III. INDUBTRJAL CaoPI 
Barley 1.8 Cotton, all 5.0 
Buckwheat 1.6 Cotton fibre 25.0 
Canary grau u Cotton seed 1.8 
Maize 1.0 Flu fibre 12.0 
Mealin 1.4 Flax and hemp 10.0 
Millet 1.4o Flax seed 2.2 
Oats 1.2 Groundnuts 1.6 
Rice 2.1 Hemp fibre 10.0 
Rye 1.8 Hemp seed 2.11 
Spelt 1.8 Hops 111.0 
Wheat 1.8 Opium 400.0 

II. Foon CaoPI Poppyseed 4o.ll 

Beans 2.0 Rapeseed 2.5 

Beans, broad Ul Sesame 1.5 

Beans, green 1.0 Soybean seed 1.7 
Beans, horse I./I Sugar beets 0.25 

Cabbages 0.8 Sunflower seed 1.5 
Cantaloupes 1.1 Tobacco 10.0 
Carrots 1.0 

IV. VINE PaonucTs Caulillower 1.5 
Chick-peas 1.11 Grapes 1.5 
Cucumbers 1.2 Grapes, table 2./1 
Garlic 8.5 Raisins 4o.O 

Lentils 8.0 Wines 2.111 

Lettuce (head) 1.8 
Melons 0.7 v. FRUITS 

Melons and watermelons 0.9 Apples 1.0 
Onions 1.8 Apricots 8.5 
Onions and garlic 1.11 Berries 2.0 
Paprika 7.5 Cedrats 10.0 
Parsley 1.8 Citrus fruits i.O 
Peas i.O Cherries 8.0 
Peas, green 1.0 Figs 1.0 
Pimientos 1.11 Mulberries 0.11 
Potatoes 0.4o Olive oil 8.0 
Pumpkins 0.8 Olives 2.11 
Spinach 1.8 Peaches 8.5 
Tomatoes u Pears 1.0 
Trullles 85.0 Plums 1.0 

• Grapes 2.0 plus mash OJI = 2.5. 
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TABLE 11 (Continued) 

VI. NUTII Goat meat 
Chestnuts 1.1 Honey 
W alnuta, hazel nuts, Milk 

and almonds 4.0 Mohair 
Mutton 

VII. LIVESTOCK Paontrcn Pork 
Beef ll.O Veal 
Butter 22.0 Wax 
Eggs 1S.O Wool 

Reliability a11tl Limitatioru of the "Crop U11it'' l11tlea 

12.0 
15.0 

1.4 
19.0 
12.0 
ll.O 
1S.O 
25.0 
15.0 

An international index of agricultural output raises many questions of a 
theoretical or methodological character concerning the validity of the index. 
Validity here need he understood in no more ultimate sense than the logical 
or factual grounds for maintaining that the constructed index meaoures 
what it purports to measure. The present discussion deals only with the 
question as to whether the index is a reliable indicator of agricultural out
put, and not with the further questions, discussed in the text, as to whether 
output measures levels of living of the agricultural population." The prob
lems here at issue relate therefore to the construction and initial Interpre
tation of the index of agricultural output, and are supplementary to the 
description of the index in the previous section of this Appendix. 

As noted above, the weights used in computing the index value of the 
quantities of each product are ''modal"' ratios of individual product prices 
to composite crop-basket prices. The weights are selected from an array of 
such ratios in Europe as a whole,'and are uniformly applied in every conn
try and administrative district. The use of a single price-ratio as a "repre
sentative" value may be said to be valid in the degree that price structures 
are similar and the range about the selected value small. Conversely, the 
error in evaluating (or weighting) any product increases with the "atypl
cality" of the crop price in any country; and a substantial error would be 
introduced were the national ratios consistently above or below the modal 
values actually used. 

The following paragraphs attempt to illustrate these problema by exper
Imental cheeks on the data with reference to two critical questions: How 
similar are the national price structures? Are there regional price structures 
that difFer markedly from an all-European system of price ratios? A fur
ther question is also incidentally discussed, namely, what pouible errors 
are introduced through the use of the standard crop basket as the initial 
basis for price comparison? 

u It may be noted that were price ratloa for both agricultural and non-agrleul
tural products absolutely uniform the fact that the "1'Alue" of agricultural pro
duction u expreaaed In Crop Unite and not In monetary unite would not prevent 
Ita uae u a measure of Income that avoida problema of International monetary 
exchange ratloa. The CU-1'81ue of the agriculturaliat'a production would, 10 Inter
preted, be Ita crop-basket Y&lue, an ....,/uJago ... Jue not eaaentlally dilferent from 
the e'Jaluatlon of the production In gold franca, for aample. 
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Similaritie• ;,. N atio11al Price Structure.. Were the relative prices of all 

agricultural products absolutely uniform in all countries of Europe the 
validity of a uniform system of weights based on those prices (or price 
ratios) would be perfect. The price structure of any one country could be 
taken as representative of the others, and all prices could be related to the 
price of a single commodity in the selected country. In fact, however, 
national price structurei are not uniform and some degree of arbitrariness 
or abstraction is introduced with any uniform schedule of weights based 
upon prices. It Is to minimize this error that the price ratios computed in 
this study are related to a composite "crop basket" rather than to a single 
crop. But the device of the crop basket eliminates neither the variation in 
price ratios among the crops included in the basket nor the variation in the 
ratios of other prices to the basket price. This means that at first glance the 
most nearly accurate representation of national agricultural output would 
be the quantities of commodities produced weighted with the price ratios 
in that economy. Since all values would be expressed relative to a uniformly 
defined group of commodities, the index based directly on national prices 
would have about the same comparability as values expressed in a common 
monetary unit. The procedure has, however, certain difficulties: 

( 1) The price of the basket crops (especially cereals) may be greatly 
affected by tariff policies, so that other products are thereby "artificially" 
reduced in index value. The reduction would be "artificial" for present 
purposes to the extent that it did not correspond to reductions In the value 
of agricultural produce on the real market but ouly on the hypothetical 
market of exchange of agricultural products against the protected cereala. 

(2) The computation of national "crop-basket values of agricultural 
output" would require a complete array of pricea in each country, or a 
series of atl koc estimatea of prices not available. 

For these reasons it is preferable for the conatruction of a production 
index to use commodity weights common to a region or the continent. Thia 
procedure leaves unanswered the question& aa to how much dissimilarity 
of price structure is neglected, what the net effect on the index value would 
be were other price weighta used, and whether the difference in results 
using other weights would be genuine (that is, more nearly valid) or simply 
artifacts of the method of inter-product price comparisons, as where 
national ratioa are affected by tariffs that do not affect all agricultural 
products uniformly. Some illustrations from the data used in this study 
may serve to point up these problema. 

Table 12 shows national crop-basket price ratios as percentages of the 
Modal Ratios taken aa uniform weighta. Thia table therefore serves to 
Indicate the degree of concentration and dispersion of actual price ratios. 
An examination of Table 12 indicates that In most of the countries the 
national price ratios do not fall uniformly above or below the Modal 
Ratios. In a few countries of Southeastern Europe (especially Bulgaria 
and Yugoslavia) the national price ratios summarized in Table 12 are 
almost uniformly higher than the Modal Ratios. If these prices referred 
to the entire range of agricultural products or if there were reason to aup-
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TABLE 12 

National Wholesale and Farm Crop-Basket Price Ratios as Per
centages of the Selected European Modal Value-Ratios for Prin

cipal Agricultural Products 

Products Wheat Rye Barley Oat& Maioe Rice Potatoes Peu 

E..,.opoa• Modal 
ValtU-Ratios 1JJO 1.30 1.30 1.Pl 1.00 IJO 0.4/) 

Countriea 
Crop-Basket Price Ratios u Percentage& of European 

Modal V alue-Ratloa 

Nortlao ... E•rop• 
Denmark 72 
Finland -
Norway fl2 
Sweden 97 

Earlo ... E..op• 
Estonia 183 
Latvia ll9 
Lithuania -
Poland ll4 

Co•lral EtWOP' 
Austria 99 
Belgium 72 
Csecboslovakla Ill 
France 109 
Germany 108 
Luxembourg 108 
N etherlanda 84 
Switaerland 111 

Balko ... 
Albania -
Bulgaria • f! pu w 120 
Greece 128 
Hungary,e {80 ,.. 7'1 
Roumania 108 
Turkey -
Yugoslavia 108 

B...tllorA Evrop• 
100 Italy 

Portugal lOll 
Spain 84 

BritiiTo I,,., 
Ireland -

• United Kingdom 'II 

• c = Average crop price. 
w = Wboleaale priee. 
All others are farm prices. 

98 
-

108 
128 

181 
185 
-

119 

104 
85 

JJ8 
98 

Jl8 
95 
90 

JIG 

-
p25 

120 
10'1 
{85 

75 
108 
--
fl2 
90 
88 

--

ll8 119 127 - 175 - - - - -
lOll lOll - - 158 
llO 98 - - 140 

ll8 108 - - 65 
lOll 88 - - 98 
- - - - -

121 1111 - - 88 

ll8 100 78 120 158 
9'1 ll4 - - 188 

JJO )09 99 104 125 
94 90 144 - 148 

124 124 170 100 98 
98 95 12'1 - 135 
fl2 95 JIG 128 JH8 
75 '15 - - 185 

- - - - -
pu p28 p28 p~ f298 

104 129 JIJ lM5 
108 Ill 187 85 280 

r~ { 120 r2· f= { 178 
128 18'1 180 

'18 108 8'1 - 158 
- - - - -

10'1 121 10'1 - I'll 

77 88 108 101 180 
'18 81 - 70 170 
80 81 181 88 198 

- - - - -
fl2 80 '19 - 2'11 

IJJO 

--
99 

I'll 

-
77 
-

100 

99 
105 
Jl9 
187 
JHI 
109 
99 
-

-
f= 
111 

f= 
94 --
--

188 

--
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TABLE 12 (continued) 

Products Beef Pork Veal Milk Butter Eggs 

Evroptatt Modal 
Y alvt-Ratio• 11/JO 11/JO 18/JO 1-#0 ffJJO 

Countrleo 
Crop-Basket Price Ratios ao Percentages of European 

Modal Value-Ratios 

North1rttEurop1 
Denmark -
Finland -
Norway 102 
Sweden -

Baot•rtt Burop• 
85 Estonia 

Latvia -
Lithuania -
Poland 125 

O•t~tral Europ• 
Austria liS 
Belgium 98 
Coechoslovakla 101 
France 87 
Germany 105 
Luxembourg -
Netherlands li9 
Swltserland 123 

Balkatll 
Albania -
Bulgaria -c -

w " Greece -
Hungary -c -

w 89 
· Roumanla -

Turkey -
Yugoslavia -

Bovthtrtt Burop• 
Italy 61 
Portugal 68 
Spain 8• 

Britllll 1•1,. 
Ireland -
United Kingdom 9. 

- c - Average crop price. 
w = Wholesale price. 
AU othen are farm prices. 

- - - 101 
- - - -
88 - - 98 
- - - -

liS 62 9S 8S 
105 - 75 7 .. 
- - - -
95 - 114 -

100 97 121 96 
10. 111 - n• 
108 71 - 93 

96 105 153 liS 
101 123 91 97 
- - - -
9S 101 86 liS 
90 12 .. - lOS 

- - - -- - - -
115 - - 162 
- - 1511 96 
- - - -

117 90 l<l1 118 
- - - -
- - - -- - - -
65 63 126 7. 
95 63 111 -
76 80 1S1 90 

- - - -- 108 l<l8 88 

18/JO 

--
86 
-

88 
9 .. 
-
93 

100 
138 
105 
133 
110 
-

138 
-

--
162 
73 
-
89 
-.--
8• 
58 
9S 

-
111 
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poae that the pricet~ not available were also higher than the aeleeted Euro
pean standard, it would appear that production in these countries had been 
undervalued. However, the significance of the deviationa from the atand· 
ard prices cannot be judged b7 the relations between the weight& alone, but 
onl7 b7 comparing quantities multiplied b7 weights. 

Price data for England and Wales and the Netherlands allow a com· 

TABLE 13 

Index Values of Certain Products in England and Wales and the 
Netherlands Using National and "l\Iodal" European Price Ratios 

as Weights' 

A. England and W alee 

Index Values In Tbouaanda 
Product& 

With National With Price Ratloa With "Modal" 
Price Ratio& In Other Countty European Ratloa 

Wheat 5,84.1 10,827 12,822 
Potatoes 24,814 18,990 10,128 
Beef 62,164 78,577 66,129 
Mutton 82,222 87,455 82,200 
Milk 124.,895 72,714 84.,1111 
Butter 8,750 11,880 10,560 

Total 258,186 280,448 215,970 

B. The Netherlands 

Wheat 2,418 1,805 2,864 
Potatoes 11,840 14,818 6,048 
Beef 20,677 16,858 17,402 
Mutton 1,840 1,158 1,146 
Milk 57,188 97,826 66,168 
Butter 22,008 16,206 19,558 

Total 114,961 147,666 118,181 

1 National price ratios are giYen In tJu. Appendix, Table 8, and the "Modal" 
European ratios In Table 11. Production figures used are from the unpubU.bed data 
collected for tJu. atudy. 
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parison for six important commodities11 of index values of production 
using national price ratios. Table 18 shows the index values for each conn
try using three different groups of price ratios: {1) the country's own 
price ratios, {2) the price ratios of the other country, •nd {8) the "modal" 
European price ratios used in this study. The table indicates that the 
difference between the national price structures materially affects the 
computed index value of production. British prices are lower for wheat, 
beef, mutton, and butter, and higher for potatoes and milk. Were the price 
series complete and the comparison restricted to these two countries, the 
"true" index values for each country could be assumed to lie within the 
range derived from the two national weight schedules. The range itself is 
sufficiently wide to indicate caution in the interpretation of the results from 
standard weights. This necessary caution is accentuated by the fact that 
both national price schedules yield higher index values than the CU-value 
as computed in this study. Part of the explanation for this clearly lies 
in the fact that prices are expressed in ratio to the price of a crop basket, 
the cereal components of which in these countries are used chiefly for feed 
and are low-priced relative to other products. The national crop-basket 
index for products compared in Table 18 is very close to the CU-value in 
the Netherlands, but considerably higher in England and Wales. An 
examination of the component index values for England and Wales indi~ 
cates that the greatest differences are in the index values of potato and 
milk production, the price ratios of which are much higher in England and 
Wales than in Europe as a whole. Indeed, elimination of milk production 
from the comparison would bring the results from national and "modal" 
weights very close together. It is possible that the use of milk for fresh 
consumption in England accounts for its high price, while the extensive 
use of milk for cheese-making in the Netherlands makes its relative value 
much lower. 

Certain results emerge from this sample comparison that must be recog
nized for fair interpretation of the results of the international comparisons 
In this study. (a) National price schedules differ from one another and 
from any European "central tendency"; these differences limit the pre
cision of the index constructed with uniform weights, since there is no 
11 priori assurance that instances where prices are high are confined to 
cases where production is low, and conversely. (b) A single product that 
exhibits a wide range of national prices relative to a uniform crop basket 
and at the same time represents a substantial part of the total volume of 
agricultural output in some countries may materially alter the total results 
according to the weight at which its index value is computed. (c) The sig
nificance in the national economy of the basket crops themselves is variable, 
and again there are no theoretical grounds for assuming that low prices of 
feed grains, for example, will be exactly compensated by high potato 

11 The CU-value of the alx <ommodltles represents 74. per cent of the total Index 
nlue of production In England and Wales, and 71 per cent In the Netherlands. 
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prices and thereby assure that the crop basket constitutes a uniform stand
ard of value in all economies.10 

The last poin't is further illustrated by a comparison of results from 
using as weights national and ''modal" price ratios in Italy, a country 
where grain prices were upheld by high tariffs. Table It indicates that the 
use of the national weights for the products compared would have reduced 
somewhat the total index value, chiefly owing to lower national price ratios 
for meats and eggs. 

Regional Schedule~ of W eighl•. Although national price schedulea are 
insufficiently complete to allow complete national weights, and are more
over subject to somewhat irrelevant internal variations due to tariffs and 
alternative uses of crops, the logic of an all-European schedule of weights 
would apply at least equally well to regional weights. Thus, two neighbor
ing countries could be compared in terms of regional indexes, while conn
tries with dissimilar economies could be compared, perhaps leu reliably, 
by means of uniform weights selected from regional schedules. That the 
method has not been followed in this study is due to the primary interest 
in inter-regional comparisons embracing the whole of Europe. The method 
of pyramiding weights has also a practical disadvantage in the differen,ial 
completeness of price data in the several regions and the consequent like
lihood that some regional weights would be based on either a single and 
possibly markedly atypical price or an ad hoc estimate derived from some 
other country or region. 

As a sample check on the divergence of regional price ratios from the 
European "Modal" ratios, price data for It important products were used 
to determine a weight schedule for a region comprising Austria, Czecho
slovakia, Hungary, Poland, and Roumania. The regional price ratios, sum
marized in Table 15, represent averages of the national prices for those 
countries having both price data and "net" production for the commodi
ties considered, weighted on the basis of the national share of regional 

u It Is to be noted that the proportional composition of the basket l1 held eon
slant, following the relative quantities produced In all of Europe. It Ia safe to 
assume that this crop-basket composition will not match tbe proportional distri
bution of these crops In the product structure of any country, and will depart 
somewhat from regional product structures. Yet the uniform definition of the crop 
basket Ia essential for International comparability. But a uniform definition doe1 
not assure a uniform value In the national economies. Tbla dUilculty Ia especially 
marked with respect to crops having different uses from one country to another, 
especially as between food and feed. Two of the basket crops, oats and maiu, are 
widely used as feed, and these crop1 frequently do not enter into national "net" 
production at all. Potatoes are also used extensively for feed In the areas where 
production Is highest. This means that agricultural prices are related to a erop
hasket price that may be substantially lowered by the price of feed crops, yet In 
the computation of "net" production the higher values of other crops are not 
offset by low-value products. Actually, potato prices have been calculated In the 
crop-basket price In terms of a much lower price ratio In Bulgaria and Greece, 
where production Is very small and prices hl!'h. and tbe cereala uaed primarily 
for feed do not differ greatly in price ratios. These factors have been taken Into 
account as far as possible ln determining the uniform wel~rht for each erop, and 
tend to support a uniform schedule of weights rather than a aeries of national 
schedules. 
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TABLE 14t 

Comparison of Index Values of Agricultural Output in Italy, 
Using National and "Modal" Price Ratios as Weights• 

Product. 

Wheat 
Rye 
Maize 
Rice 
Potatoes 
Beans 
Beef 
Pork 
Milk 
Eggs 

Total 

IndeJ: Values In Thousands 

With National 
Price Ratios 

108,885 
1,897 

11,626 
1+,900 

9,642 
4,676 

82,526 
14,889 

106,204 
85,567 

884,762 

With European 
"Modal" Price Ratios 

108,885 
1,514 

10,865 
18,784 

6,650 
8,277 

58,168 
28,000 
84,008 
42,500 

847,146 

1 National price ratios are given In this Appendix, Table 6, and the "Modal" 
European ratlos In Table 11. Production figures used are from unpublished data 
collected for thla study. 

production of each commodity. A comparison of the two weight schedules 
indicates their substantial similarity, but an appraisal of the significance 
of the differences is only possible by applying the regional weights to 
national quantities of production. When, for example, the quantities of 
"net" production of these products in Czechoslovakia and Poland are 
multiplied by these weights, the results for the total of the items com
pared are around 10 per cent higher than the corresponding CU values. 10 

This higher result is primarily due to the low prices of crop-basket cereals, 
especially oats and maize, which are produced in large quantities in this 
region, and the correspondingly high relative prices of beef and pork. 

The higher index values resulting from the use of regional weights again 
indicates the problem of making meaningful comparisons in agricultural 

•• In view of the limited use made of the regional welghta, no attempt was made 
to get a complete schedule for all minor products. The products for which lndeJ: 
nlues are compared in Coechoslovakia and Poland represent 91 per cent of the 
total CU-value in the former country, and 96 per cent In the latter. For the prod
ucts compared the regional Index value In Csechoslovakla Is 212,1140 thousand, an 
Increase of 1.6 per cent over the CU-value of 191,US thousand; In Poland the 
rep:lonal welp:hta yield an lndeJ: value of 425.588 thousand, which Is 9.2 per cent 
higher than the corresponding CU-value of 889,629 thousand. 
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TABLE 15 

Comparison of Regional' Weight Schedule with European 
"Modal" V alue-Ratioa 

Products Regional Weights• 
European 

"Modal" Weights• 

Wheat 1.85 1.80 
Rye 1.49 1.80 
Barley 1.80 1.80 
Maize .88 1.00 
Potatoes .42 .40 
Beef 12.17 11.00 
Porlr. 11.18 11.00 
Veal 9.25 13.00 
Mutton 9.65 12.00 
Millr. 1.66 1.40 
Eggs 12.20 IS.OO 
Peas 2.02 2.00 
Beans 1.51 2.00 
Lentils 2.19 8.00 
Sugar Beets .llll .25 

1 The region lncludeo Austria, C&eehoslovalda, Hungary, Poland, and Roumanla. 
• The regional weights represent averages of national price ratloo, aa given In 

this Appendix, Table 6, weighted by each country'• proportion of regional "net~ 
production of the commodity. 

a From this Appendix, Table 11. 

production in an area so diversified in economic strncture as contemporary 
Europe. It especially indicates the actual instability of the crop basket 
as a unit of comparison between areas where the importance of cereals 
relative to other agricultural products is dissimilar. It is to be noted, 
however, that the use of regional weights does not materially aft'ect the 
relative position of the countries within the region, and a comparison 
between regions can only be made on the basil of weights common to 
the countries or regions compared. The results of the illustrative ap
plication of regional weights to Czechoslovak and Polish production data 
cannot therefore be interpreted to mean that the position of these coun
tries relative to the Western European countries Ia "too low" In the 
general comparison of European agricultural output as made in this study, 
hut only that their positions might have been higher had the regional price 
structure prevailed throughout Europe. However, a higher position in 
comparison with the countries of the W eat under the assumption of the 
regional schedule of weights wonld be less likely than a lower position, 
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aince the livestock producta having high values relative to cereals in the 
region are heavily represented in th~ agricultural product structures of 
Western Europe. The extreme allowable interpretation is the possibility 
that the range of differences in index values is somewhat accentuated by 
the use of a uni't of comparison comprising no livestock producta, so that 
the uniform weighta under-value these products somewhat in the poorer, 
cereal-growing areas, and over-value them in the principal livestock-pro
ducing countries. Even this interpretation would not apply where the 
crop-basket cereals are unprotected by tariffs and chiefly used for feed, as 
In England. Indeed, Table 12, above, where national price ratios are 
expreued as percentages of the "Modal" weighta, seems to bear ont the 
pouibility of "over-weighting" of livestock producta in Western Europe 
only in France and the Nether lands. An actual comparison of index values 
using national and international weighta in the case of the Netherlands in 
this Appendix revealed no substantial difference in resulta. 

lnlerprelalion of Re1ul11. The considerations and illustrative materials 
presented above reveal the serious problems entailed In index construction 
and prompt caution in ascribing exaCt numerical validity to the results of 
the comparison made In this study. It is appropriate at this juncture to 
summarize the significance of the weighting system used. The data pre
sented In Chapter II and in this Appendix purport to compare the "volume 
of agricultural output" as related to workers, dependent population, and 
area. They cannot be taken as direct measures of income or level of living 
in agriculture. The former depends upon national or even local prices of 
farm producta, and the latter depends upon 'those prices and the prices of 
goods and services bought by the agriculturalist. 

However, the purpose of the comparisons made in this study has been 
to approximate, even if roughly and indirectly as may be dictated by avail
able data, the economic well-being of the agricul'tural population. For rea
sons already noted, the direct use of national prices, converted by unreliable 
international exchange rates, or of national price ratios has not been 
feasible for the detailed comparisons here contemplated. 

It Is safe to say 'that an index of production based upon a schedule of 
weights derived from European experience is a closer approximation to 
the relative economic position of the European agriculturalist than would 
an index based upon non-European experience. For example, Table 16 
shows the weighta used in this study and those used in a somewhat com
parable study by Colin Clark." For purposes of comparison rye is taken as 
a basis and made equal \o 1.00 in each series. The prices used by Colin 
Clark are based upon American data and do not always lit European 
experience. Thus, Clark' a price for oata is higher than ia typical in Europe, 
and his price for potatoes (which by his data exceeds the price of any 

11 See Colin Clark, TAo Cottdilioftl of Bco110mle Progro11 (Londonz Macmillan 
and Co., 19~). 



TABLE 16 

Comparison of Price Ratios: I, European 1\Iodal Value-Ratios, 
and II, Dollar Prices of Colin Clark' 

(Rye price = 1.00) 

I II 
Product. '1931-1935 '1925-1984 

FootlCrop1 
Rye 1.00 1.00 
Wheat 1.88 1.116 
Barley 1.00 .96 
Oata .92 1.17 
Maize .77 .79 
Potatoes .81 1.87 

I ntlu.trit&l Crop• 
Sugar beeta .19 .26 
Cottonseed 1.00 1.05 
Cotton fibre 19.28 u.oo• 
Cotton, all S.85 1S.98 
Flax seed 1.69 2.95 
Flax fibre 9.28 7.G5 
Hemp fibre 7.69 6.68 
Tobacco 7.69 H.48 
Soy beans 1.81 2.14 
Groundnuts 1.2S S.ll71 

y;,.., Product• 
Grapes, table 1.92 

ll.OS 
Grapes, wine 1.15 
Raisins 8.08 4.12 
Wine 1.54 1.G8 

Fruit• 
Olives 1.92 S.ll 
Citrus fruits 1.114 2.95 

Olive oil 6.15 8.80 

Livedock Product• 
Butter 16.92 -· 
Eggs 10.00 18.15 

Milk 1.08 1.64 

Pork 8.46 12.61 

Beef 8.46 8.80 

Mut:ton 9.2S 11.24 

Wool 11.114 28.49 

'Average. 
1 Based on Colin Clark, TA• Cowditimoo of B-i<l Progro•• (London• Mae-

millan and Co., 1940), table following p. ~. 
1 Lint, Including 'Oalue of oeed. 
• Unshelled. 
• Colin Clark's original tlgure, ~ per quintal, must be a mloprlnt. In ratio to 

rye tbia would be an Index ... Jue of ~00. 
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cereal) does not at all fit the European pattern. Otherwise, his results are 
rather similar to 'the European Modal Ratios.•• 

V arioua attempts to measure production in terms of nutritive units, such 
as calories, starch units, and the like have many diJiiculties that need not 
be reviewed here, a1 Inch measures patently have slight if any relation to 
production or income in the economic sense."1 The index here presented has 
serious 1hortcomings, but if interpreted cautiously seems to reveal regional 
dift'erences in the eft'ectiveness of European agricultural production. 

Agricultural Populati011 and Production 

The final section of this Appendix presents statistical data supplemen
tary to those presented in Chapter II. Table 17 shows gross crop produc
tion, agricultural "net" production and its component parts, and has an 
added column showing for each country the share of livestock products in 
the total. Table 18 gives by district the population dependent on agricul
ture, males gainfully occupied in agriculture, volume of production in CU, 
and the index-number values (European average = 100) of the two per 
capita comparisons. Figure 6, Chapter II, is derived from column 41 of 
this table. Table 19 presents indexes of yields per hectare of seven impor
tant crops in European countries. The unweighted average is illustrated 
in Figure 8, Chapter II. Following Table 19 a list of international and 
national statistical sources used In computing agricultural output is 
presented. Other references are included in the General Bibliography. 

II The prices used In the computation of the League of Nations world Index of 
primary production are not necessarily typical of purely European price relations. 
(See Leap;ue of Nations, Economic Intelligence Service, World Production and 
Pric.,, 1980-1989 (Genevas 1981-19~).) 

•• Some recent attempts have been made to construct a production Index in 
nutritional terms without the customary gross underweighting of livestock prod
ucts typical of other indexes. A "cereal value" Index has been constructed and re
lated to German experience, but available information does not allow adequate 
appraisal of the methods used or results obtained. See 0. Mielck, "Die N ahrungs
lelstung der deutschen Landwirtschaft," Mittei!ung•n fur dio LtJnd'tVirt•chaft, 
June 10, 194.4.; Wormann, "Erniihrungswirtscbaftlicbe Leistungsmasstiibe," Mit
t.Uung•n fiir dio LtJnd'IDirt•chtJft, September 2, 194.4.. 
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TABLE 17 

Index Values of Agricultural Production by Countries, 1931-
1935 Average 

Livntock 
Productloa 

Countr7 a ... cmp NttCrop U-.ct 
A,lcultunl u Per Cent 

Net ol Acrlcul• 
Producttoa Productioa. Producta Product loa. tural Net 

IOOOCU 100> cu IOOOCU IOOOCU ProducUoa 

Northono EtwOpo 
Denmark 126,856 11,1U 149,949 161,068 88.1 
Finland 48,820 8,281 48,208 66,496 86.8 
Norway 26,871 8,915 83,881 87,298 88.11 
Sweden 108,6/ill ~ 96,260 11li,OH 80.8 

Et~~t•no Etwopo 
Estonia 25,014. 6,968 19,802 26,165 74.0 
Latvia 41,901 18,704 86,681 49,2116 7:.1.3 
Lithuania 110,820 20,144 80,969 61,118 69.1 
Poland 444,814 160,680 U8,764 404,1144 60.8 

C~tdral Europo 
Austria 80,ol8 25,1101 76,406 101,901 71.0 
Belgium 83,017 16,829 96,111 112,608 86.1 
Csecboslovalda 214,086 81,818 184,810 216,128 62.1 
France 1,020,711 442,611 4115,920 898,681 60.1 
Germany 1,054,268 8111,1566 793,244 1,112,810 11.8 
Luxembourg 4,195 872 8,709 4,681 81.0 
N etberlanda 96,16/i 26,186 183,720 189,1106 83.8 
Switaerland 51,186 10,708 64,468 76,1611 86.8 

Bolka,.. 
Albania 7,868 8,686 4,080 7,648 68.1 
Bulgaria 87,699 44,061 88,821 82,894 46.1 
Greece 44,062 83,626 26,640 60,268 44.2 
Hungary 156,820 61,011 87,885 148,898 119.0 
Roumania 274,728 168,028 114,290 272,818 42.0 
Turkey 168,809 106,126 64,6411 169,778 88.1 
Yugoslavia 190,882 118,122 62,080 116,762 811.8 

Bo•th•,..E•ropo 
606,008 849,172 212,1544 1161,718 81.8 Italy 

Portugal 118,876 86,628 80,6411 67,268 411.8 
Spain 476,870 818,411 129,783 448,111t 29.0 

Britvh I,,., 
Ireland 80,928 10,288 52,857 82,1140 88.8 

England and Wales 204,284 47,802 248,242 290,1544 83.7 

Scotland 44,324 8,408 46,211 62,611 87.8 
Northern Ireland 16,845 4,263 18,668 17,918 78.2 

USSR 2,548,081 1,847,1191 660,118 1,907,178 29.4 

Europe excl. Turkey 6,820,688 2,868,784 8,477,JJO 5,835,841 au 
Europe incl. Turkey 6,179,847 2,468,882 8,1141,768 8,0011,622 19.0 

Europe incl. USSR 8,822,428 8,811,4111 4,101,981 7,918,895 61.8 
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TABLE 18 

Agricultural Population and Net Production by Districts 

Agricultural 
Agricultural Net Production, Population 

in 10001 1981-1985 

European Aver-
Coantrla and Dlatrlcta age=IOO 

Penon~ 
Millet 

Per Penon ' 
Dependent Dependent Per Male 

OD Engaged In In on Engaged in 
Agriculture Apiculture IOOOCU AIP'iculture Agriculture 

NORTHERN BUROPB 
DENMARK 1,061 892 I61,068 81!4 828 

Bornholm 19 6 2,429 298 818 
Sjaelland 219 89 82,7~ M9 289 
Lolland-Falster 52 19 10,287 ~1 425 
Fyn 121 ~ 17,209 88I 800 
Jylland (llstll~ 185 66 28,5ll 859 . 889 
Jyliand Nord ige 187 64 26,597 881 826 
Jylland Vestlige 208 72 82,004 859 M9 
Jylland Sydlige 70 25 11,279 8711 81!4 

FINLAND 2,0111 68IJ 56,495 611 70 
Uudenmaa 131 47 5,647 81 94 
Turu-Porl 261 92 I0,862 64 89 
Ahvenanmaa 16 4 552 92 108 
Hllme 200 65 6,201 72 75 
Vii purl M8 110 8,079 55 58 
Mikkeli 1~ ~ 4,220 61 12 
Kuopio 265 82 6,585 58 68 
Vaaaa M6 106 9,211 62 68 
Oulu 268 82 5,679 50 54 

NORWAY 762 264 87,296 u .. Ill 
(llstfold 
Akershus 

87 1 .. 2,512 I 58 I40 

Hedmark 
50 18 2,858 188' 125 

Opland 
60 21 8,260 126 I22 

Buskerud 
72 24 8,404 110 Ill 

Vestfold 
89 16 1,902 114 I07 

Telemark 
25 IO I,701 I 58 I88 

Aust-Agder 
80 ll I-'29 Ill I02 

Vest-Agder 
I9 7 198 97 89 

Rogaland 
21 9 I,Ill 96 91 

Hordaland 
50 I1 8,412 159 I 58 

Sogn og F jordane 
6I 20 2,570 98 IOI 
68 I1 2,265 IOO I05 

M111re 59 
Slllr-Trt~~ndel:f. 

20 2,856 98 98 

Nord-Trt~~nd ag " I8 2,150 98 93 

Nordland 
47 I6 1,952 91 96 

Troma 
51 I8 2,216 lOI 91 

Finnmark 
28 8 I,o99 Ill I08 

5 2 281 IM 118 

SWEDEN I,906 691 119,09 .. 
Stockholm• liin and Ita 1~ IM 

Uppsala liin 
70 26 8,954 182 Ill 
49 19 8,588 I68 

SOdermanlands 1iin 70 
1~ 

21 4,764 159 I88 
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TABLE 18 (continued) 

Agricultural Population and Net Production by Districts 

Agri<Uitural 
Population Agricultural Net Production-
In 10001 1981-1986 

European A Yer-
Countries and Districts age= 100 ........ Per Per.oa. 

Dependent Male. Dependc.Dt Per Male 
on Enp~dfn In on Enplf'd ln. 

Alrlculture AIP"iculture IOOOCU Acrlculture Acrlculture 

SWEDEN (COIIti,..•d) 
7,488 Osterg<!tlanda liin 106 41 168 143 

Jilnko lnga liin 89 68 11,268 188 1211 
Krono~rga liin 78 27 8,917 127 1111 
Kalmar Ian 98 88 8,089 1111 188 
Gotlanda Ian 29 11 2,888 188 16'7 
Blekinge Ian 4~ Ill 2,1181 148 188 
Kristlanstada llin 106 89 10,074 221 202 
Malmohua Ian 122 48 111,219 291 249 
Hallanda llin 8'7 211 11,417 188 170 
Goteb. o. Bobua liin 64 24 8,429 128 1111 
liJvsborga Ian 128 4'7 8,743 128 113 
Skaraborgs llin 122 " 8,268 1118 U1 
V i!rmlanda liin 99 88 ... 000 94 811 
Orebro li!n 66 28 ... 771 168 144 
Vi!stmanlanda !lin 118 20 8,1184 1311 189 
Kopparberga liin 7'7 27 8,188 118 98 
Giivleborgs Ian 71 211 8,288 106 101 
Vi!stemorrlanda liin 80 26 8,403 99 108 
J iimtlanda li!n 1ST 19 2,2111 91 93 
Vi!sterbottena llin 108 83 8,44'7 78 88 
N orrbottena liin " 28 2,169 IS8 7t 

EASTERN EUROPE 
ESTONIA 828 204 211,71111 99 108 

LATVIA 1,088 8711 49,2!!11 111 108 
Zemgale 194 69 11,97. 144 188 
Vidzeme 27. 100 111,607 188 128 
Latgale 483 147 12,1149 IS8 8'7 
Kurseme 141 1111 1,144 1•1 181 

LITHUANIA (Incl. 
Memel) 1,811'7 1148 111,'718 '18 ' ' 

POLAND 19,MT 11,688 ~,889 49 118 
Warsaw (Cit, and 

421 89,018 119 78 ProYince) 1,1144 
Lodz 1,278 871 211,8811 " 1111 
Kielce 1,668 •n 81,911 44 118 
Lublin 1,749 411~ 88,7118 411 110 
Bialystok 1,149 821 2"-Sn Ill 81 
Wilno 922 266 17,o81 48 110 
Novogrodek 871 2114 111,900 48 .. 
Polesie 

. 
91ll 211'1 19,661 110 110 

Wolyn 1,8116 4'18 27,690 89 " 
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TABLE 18 (continued) 

Agricultural Population and Net Production by Districts 

Agricultural 
Agricultural Net Production, Population 

In 10001 1981-1985 

European Aver-
Countrlea and Dlml<ll age= 100 

Penons Per Penon 
Dependent Maleo Dependent Per Male 

OD Enp..,dln In on EnpgediD 
Apiculture A«riculture 1000 cu Agriculture Agriculture 

POLAND (COIIIint~~d) 
Poznan 992 292 48,466 102 117 
Po morse 866 168 20,481 86 96 
Slaslr: (Slleala) 167 49 6,608 96 104. 
Krakow 1,868 402 26,620 44 60 
Lwow 2,146 686 88,807 87 42 
Stanlslawow 1,108 841 16,00/J 84 87 
Tamopol 1,278 878 20,297 87 42 

CENTRAL BUROPB 
AUSTRIA 1,772 627 101,907 184 128 

Wlen 16 'I 872 54 42 
Nlederllsterrelch 499 188 85,964 168 164 
Oberllsterrelch 82/J 117 22,656 162 161 
Salzburg 77 26 8,900 118 118 
Stelermark 888 184 17,511 106 108 
Kiimten 148 48 6,90/J 109 us 
Vorarlberg 40 14 2,096 122 liT 
Burgenland 164 8/J 6,766 96 91 
Tirol 119 40 8,885 114 ll4 

BELGIUM 1,190 489 112,606 220 181 
An vera 129 84 10,164 184 148 
Brabant 192 82 18,274 161 121 
FlandreOc. 192 78 19,197 238 201 
FlandreOr. 242 99 18,798 181 149 
Halnaut 100 46 18,002 808 222 
Ll~ge 81 89 14,574 890 294 
Lim bourg 110 41 8,041 170 164 
Luxembourg 77 29 7,787 28/J 211 
Namur · 60 24 7,771 802 264 

CZECHOSLOVAKIA 4,812 1,484 216,128 lOIS 115 
Bohemia 1,621 584 107,969 16/J 169 
Moravla-811esia 968 295 58,784 129 148 
Slovakia 1,797 1187 46,928 61 69 
Sub-Carpathian Russia 419 117 7,499 42 60 

FRANCE 11,890 4,894 898,587 176 160 A In 142 54 9,214 161 184 Alane 124 48 18,472 268 220 Allier 168 62 15,008 221 190 
Alpes,Baases 44 17 2,829 160 181 
Alpes, Hautea 48 18 1,791 9'1 88 
Alpes, Maritimes 72 27 2,700 87 78 
Ard~ 158 54 6,268 95 91 
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TABLE 18 (continued) 

Agricultural Population and Net Production by Districts 

Agricultural 
Population Agricultural Net Production-

In 10001 1981-1985 

European A'l'u-
Countries ancl DiRrkta age= 100 

p....,.,. Per Penon 
Dependent Maleo !Hpende.at Per Male ... Enpaedtn In on Enp~dia 
Apiculture Al(riculture 1000 cu Aariculture A~~tkulture 

FRANCE (coalin .. d) 
Ardennea 80 21 ~408 232 202 
Arlege 88 88 4,701 124 112 
Au be 89 24 8,299 209 178 
Aude 169 60 12,088 177 138 
Aveyron 178 ~ 11,881 138 160 
Beifort I 4 799 207 131 
Bouchea-du-RbOne 101 40 1,462 218 1841 
Calvadoa 181 47 18,248 271 2M 
Can tal Ill 87 8,478 178 180 
Cbarente 188 38 8,190 124 111 
Cbarente Inf. 182 67 10,882 188 122 
Cber 1141 48 8,284 188 161 
Cor.ae 147 38 11,881 180 168 
Corse 120 85 8,985 741 88 
Cbte-d'or 98 88 10,891 264 228 
Cbtea-du-Nord 808 96 18,485 142 161 
Creuae 181 48 1,868 178 161 
Dordogne 280 M 12,702 129 1111 
Douba 70 28 4,098 186 118 
DrOme us " 6,481 181 1141 
Eure 107 40 1,880 21S 198 
Eure-et-Lolr 111 40 1,008 181 111 
Finlstere 882 118 17,808 121 120 
Gard 186 81 10,788 184 168 
Garonne, Haute 161 60 9,844 142 129 
Gera 185 81 11,191 198 172 
Gironde 226 87 17,011 178 164 
Herault 214 79 20,048 218 199 
llle-et-VUalne 260 88 19,812 178 111 
Indre 186 81 10,486 179 161 
Indre-et-Loire 121 49 8,478 168 186 
I sere 174 69 11,481 168 180 
Jura 86 82 4,726 180 ll41 
Landea 182 81 7,498 182 lUI 
Loir-et-Cber 122 " 8,487 161 Ul 
Loire 129 82 8,789 138 182 
Loire, Haute 148 49 7,081 ll4 118 
Loire, Inferleure 224 82 19,228 200 164 
Loiret 121 47 11,017 188 161 
Lot 109 89 4,981 1041 100 

• Lot-et-Garonne 142 M 10,271 168 149 
Losere 61 19 2,668 102 110 
Malne-et-Lolre 210 741 19,478 2141 201 
Manche 208 11 18,948 212 2011 
Marne 97 89 11,462 221 190 
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TABLE 18 (continued) 

Agricultural Population and Net Production by Districts 

Agricultural 
Agricultural Net Production-Population 

In 10001 1981-19116 

European Aver-
Coantrla and Dlltrlcll age=IOO 

Pe,_. -Per Penon 
Dependent Malee Dependent Per Male 

on Enp~dln In on Enpgeclln 
Alliculture Awiculture 1000 cu Apiculture Agriculture 

SWITZERLAND (co•t.) 
Lusem, Uri, Schwys, 

Obwalden, Nldwalden 
9,1128 and Zug llO o&8 202 174 

Frlbourg 88 28 1,112 191 177 
Solotburn, Basel-Stadt, 

Basel-Land and 
Aargau 98 88 8,(1211 191 166 

AppenseU A.-Rb. App. 
1.-Rh., St. Gallen 

82 7,811 and Glai'Ull 82 208 179 
GraubUnden 42 18 2,659 147 180 
Tlclno 40 12 1,895 110 124 
Vaud, NeucbAtel and 

Genhe 105 45 10,889 242 190 
Valala 67 24 8,1164 124 liT 

BALKANS 
ALBANIA 800 240 1,646 22 2/J 
BULGARIA 4,088 1,178 82,894 47 55 

Vraba 570 167 18,829 II 68 
PleYen 780 218 JIJ,JI8 o&8 18 
Choumen 700 204 14,18/J 47 1/J 
PloYdiY 108 148 9,1127 .... 12 
Stara-Zagora 605 170 12,88/J 10 19 
Bourgu 1162 104 8,448 18 64 
Sofia 828 172 8,909 88 41 

GREECE 2,829 998 80,26/J 10 48 
EuiM!e et Gffile Cent. 409 !51 9,898 M 47 
P~loponn~e 811 198 12,991 80 11 
II. Cyclades II IT 698 82 82 
Tbessalle 275 97 6,078 51 49 
Ma~dolne 108 2/JS 15,820 50 47 
Eplre 174 II<& 2,828 88 41 
Crete 224 72 4,808 10 1!2 
Ilea d'E~ 105 8/J 2,1197 58 58 
Thrace 188 87 8,999 51 47 
Ilea Jonlennes 118 88 l,ll/JII 81 82 

HUNGARY 4,472 1,/JIJ2 lo&8,898 78 'TIS 
Barany& nrm. 1'11 82 7,498 102 91! 
Fej~r nrm. 178 61 6,857 92 68 
Gyllr, Moaon a 

Pouony ,., lOT 88 4,498 98 98 
Xomlirom a Enter-

gom .,, 71 28 2,6611 81 80 
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TABLE 18 (continued) 

Agricultural Population and Net Production by Districts 

Agricultural 
Population Agrl<ultural Net Produ<tion' 

ID 10001 1931-19&'1 

Countrlea and Dlltrlcta 
European A•er-

age= 100 
p......,. Per Penon 

Dependeot Maleo Dependent P<rMale 
on Enpgt'd In In on Enp~dla 

AIO'ftulture AIJI'iculture 1000 cu Alfic:uhure A11ricultu111 

HUNGARY (contin,..d) 
Somogy 261' 98 12,878 108 101 
Sopron 106 81 4,- 88 94 
Tolna 179 88 8,787 88 85 
Vas 160 68 8,88. 99 89 
Veazprem 163 63 8,069 98 90 
Zala 265 89 7,610 69 67 
B8cs-Bodrog 93 88 8,808 114 71 
BekM 210 76 7,~7 88 77 
Bihar 185 .7 4,881 16 78 
Csanlld, Arad es 

ToronUl 1U .a 4,888 91 88 
Csongrlld 183 65 8,.S9 .. •z 
Hajdu 111/l 63 8.~ 63 61 
J llu-N agykun-Szolnok 266 95 9,661 85 80 
Pest-PUia-Solt-

Kiskun 621 218 16,298 81 89 
Buda~t uekesf. 11 .. 2~ 53 .a 
Szaho <8 es Ung 211 85 8,19. 89 78 
Szatmllr, Ugocsa es 

75 79 Be reg 118 88 8,888 
A baoj-Torn a 
Borsod, G6m6r es 

66 22 2,195 78 78 

Klshont 169 117 •• 962 68 68 
Heves 201 70 5,285 69 59 
NegrOd u Hont 115 89 8,7" 78 78 
Zemplen 89 28 2,662 70 71 

ROUMANIA 19,069 ... ~ 272,818 .a 63 
Old Kingdom 6,868 1,876 183,647 .a ISIS 
Bessarabia 2,465 781 47,9114 ~ IS1 
Bucovina 695 178 11,578 ~ IS3 
Transylvania 8,~ 1,279 80,2M 61 49 

TURKEY 11,289 8,888 169,778 85 89 
1st Agri<. Region 1,7~ IS17 28,663 88 .a 
2nd " " 1,781 648 80,843 41 .. 
8rd .. .. 1,029 860 18,788 88 81 
4th .. .. 945 288 22,888 IS6 88 
6th .. .. 9114 288 9,256 22 25 
6th .. .. 797 221 11,228 88 40 
7th .. .. 1,787 603 16,848 21 28 
8th .. .. 1,197 860 14,059 21 81 
9th .. .. l,OT' 801 19,770 .a lSI 
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TABLE 18 (continued) 

Agricultural Population and Net Production by Districts 

Agricultural 
Agricultural Net Production 1 Population 

In 10001 1981-1985 

European Aver-
CountrJea and Dlltrlctl age= 100 

Penon• Per Penon 
DependCIIt Males Dependent Per Male 

on Engaged In In on Engaged tn 
Agriculture Agriculture IOOOCU Agriculture Agriculture 

YUGOSLAVIA 10,629 8,219 178,782 88 43 
Dravska 686 208 10,081 84. 88 
Drlnska 1,268 867 18,984. 88 40 
Dunavska 1,779 869 88,027 69 78 
Moravska 1,280 871 17,808 88 87 
Prlmorska 74T 222 6,98T 22 24. 
Savska 2,026 629 88,84.T 89 42 
Vardarska 1,226 882 14,878 28 88 
Vrbaska 910 272 12,244. 81 88 
Zetska 786 225 7,8T6 24 2T 
Beograd 10 4 470 109 98 

SOUTHERN EUROPE 
ITALY 1T,988 6,415 ll6l,T28 T8 68 

Plemonte 1,410 578 57,888 96 79 
Liguria 296 124 10,288 81 65 
Lombardla 1,64T 647 66,8111 94 81 
Venesla Trldentina 828 119 9,IIT 66 60 
Veneto 1,998 670 56,43T 66 66 
Venesla Glulia e Zara 828 180 6,864. ISO 41 
Emilia 1,788 688 '71,98T 96 89 
Toacana 1,180 446 40,814. 81 T2 
Marche 710 240 22,41!2 74 78 
Umbria 410 148 18,202 75 70 
Laslo 851 Bit 22,182 61 1!5 
Abrus&i e MoUse 992 812 21,691 Ill Ill! 
Camr,anla 1,290 428 84,409 62 68 
Pug! e 1,298 485 28,814 Ill Ill 
Lucanla 828 108 18,668 98 101 
Calabrle 91!1 298 21,269 52 57 
Sicilia 1,890 662 1!0,296 62 60 
Sardegna llll8 198 It,612 61 419 

PORTUGAL 2,954 999 6T,268 118 1!8 
Avelro 180 Ill! 8,780 48 118 
Deja 148 liB 4,84.2 7T T2 
Braga 215 84. 4,T76 1!2 1!9 
Bragan\'& liT 41 2,221 44 48 
Castelo Branco 140 4T 2,898 40 40 
Colmbra 198 8T 8,899 40 40 
Evora 118 41 8,808 78 78 
Faro 144 Ill 1,1!86 25 24 
Guarda 141 48 2,891 40 89 
Leiria l6T 68 8,824 48 4ll 
Lis boa lilT 88 8,828 101 8ll 
Portalegre 101 87 8,888 78 72 
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TABLE 18 (continued) 

Agricultural Population and Net Production by Districts 

Agricultural 
Population Agricultural Net Production' 

In 10001 1981-19811 

European AYer-
Countries and Districts age= 100 

Penono Per Penoa 
Dependent MaJ.. Dependc.ot Per Male 

on Enp~dln In on Enp.K!'dla 
Apiculture Acricultu~ I!'OOCU Apiculture Allflculture 

PORTUGAL (eoRiiiMied) 
Porto 220 78 4,681 80 80 
Santa rem 2211 78 7,048 78 71 
Viana do Castelo 1411 " 8,223 Ill 18 
Vila Real 166 II 8,299 46 " Viseu 2'TI 88 4,828 87 89 
Setubal 101 811 2,080 6T til 

SPAIN ll,SM 8,728 t48,199 88 96 
Galaleo-Asturlea l,69T 676 17,1178 71 91 
Vasrongadas y Navarra 461 142 19,4811 98 lOT 
Castilla Ia Vleja 808 2411 M,629 100 112 
Arag6n 178 198 28,180 114 118 
Catalulla 908 807 62,782 110 109 
Valencia 941 818 87,978 " " Murcia 497 111 19,818 98 100 
Andaluela 2,734 8811 77,6.11 66 69 
Extremadura 718 238 24,2116 79 80 
Castilla Ia Nueva 1,283 880 48,8112 92 101 
LeOn 948 288 61,680 102 118 
Balearea 168 12 6,lltll 98 98 
Canarlas 192 152 9,017 109 1811 

BRITISH ISLES 
IRELAND 1,1161 15110 62,640 98 89 

Munster 1112 ITS 26,198 119 116 
Connaeht 4811 180 18,171 n 119 
Leinster 894 142 11,879 " 88 
Ulster 225 80 7,896 TT 78 

ENGLAND 6; WALES 2,11T 980 290,54t 819 240 

SCOTLAND 88T 161 112,619 817 2111 
Northern 242 90 211,040 240 218 
East Central 80 22 6,622 SOT 2811 
West Central " 28 8,T8T 466 800 
Southern TO 26 12,1TO 406 811T 

NORTHERN IRELAND 872 134 IT,916 112 105 

USSR. 114,0119 811,1114 1,90T,TT8 89 41 
RSFSR T8,465 24,898 1,395,2114 41 til 

Northern R 2,034 624 82,6114 88 61 
Leningrad obi. 6; 

Kar. ASSR 4.018 1,261 61,349 89 42 
Western R 8,6411 1,0Tl 62,290 40 46 
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TABLE 18 (continued) 

Agricultural Population and Net Production by Districts 

Agricultural 
Agricultural Net Production fl Population 

In 10001 1931-1935 

European Aver-
Countrleland Dlltrlcta age= 100 

Penon• Per PeriOD. 
Dependent Males Dependent Per Male 

on Engaged In In OD Engaged in 
Alficulture Agriculture 1000 cu Agriculture Agriculture 

USSR ( co"U"u•d) 
12,828 8,716 208,829 87 48 Cent. Industrial R 

Cent. Black Soil obi. 9,60'1 2,994. 14.1,622 86 87 

Vyatka R 8,124. 968 49,662 87 41 

Ural obL 5,067 1,679 112,2111 Ill 116 

Bashkir ASSR 2,821 717 42,068 42 46 

Cent. Vol~a R 8,871 2,768 140,60" 87 ..0 

Lower Vo gaR '-270 1,837 70,768 89 42 

Crimea ASSR 878 119 9,228 118 61 

Northern Caucas. kray 6,184 1,9911 124.,981 48 49 

Dagestan ASSR 622 187 6,9911 26 29 

Kuakhatan ASSR 11,812 1,984 104.,878 4.2 42 

Klrghls ASSR 890 820 12,839 84 81 
Siberian kray 7,000 2,199 180,4116 60 6" 
Buryat-Mongollan 

189 7,228 "1 41 ASSR 414 
Far Eastem kray and 

27,084 42 Yakutak ASSR 1,629 1102 41 
Ukrainian SSR 22,8011 7,829 846,287 86 87 
White Russian SSR 8,999 1,883 71,069 41 42 
Transcaucasian SFSR "189 1,248 42,117 2" 27 
Uzb. SSR 6: 

Turkmen SSR 11,1111 1,84.9 112,912 24. 22 

Total Europe (Excl. 
Turkey 6: USSR) 186,860 411,4110 11,771,608 100 100 

-Average. 
1 The agricultural populations represent the situation around 1980. The data are 

mnfniy from official aourcea, but some estimates have been necessary. Some national 
atatlstics give population dependent on agriculture, others give males gainfully 
occupied, and othera give both. Where either figure was not available, It was esti
mated from the ratio prevailing In those countries where both figures are known. 

• Excluding Saarland, which waa not part of Germany during the period (1981-
1935) to which these data refer, 
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TABLE 19 

Yields per Hectare of Seven Important Crops m European 
Countries, 1931-19351 

Weighted Unwelghted 
Counby Index Index 

(Europe= 100) 

Norllt•,.. B11rop1 
Denmark 171.8 164.0 
Finland 108.8 104.7 
Norway 188.1 1118.3 
Sweden 182.8 18U 

Brut•,.. Evropo 
Estonia au 82.t 
Latvia 84.9 84.8 
Lithuania 82.8 81.7 
Poland 82.1 80.8 

C•alral Bvropo 
Austria 109.8 nu 
Belgium 176.9 171.0 
Czechoslovakia ll6.7 llU 
France 10G.O 100.8 
Germany 188.9 182.8 
Luxembourg 109.0 109.2 
Netherlands 168.5 170.2 
Switaerland 148.4 151.8 

Balko,., 
Albania 95.9 87.5 
Bulgaria 84.8 74.8 
Greece 60.5 56.7 
Hungary 96.2 84.2 
Roumania 87.4 68.0 
Turkey 63.5 82.6 
Yugoslavia 88.9 89.7 

8oul1a.,.. E•ropo 
Italy 107.5 98.1 
Portugal 62.7 89.8 
Spain 77.0 84.0 

Britvla r.r., 
Ireland 160.2 159.4 
United Kingdom 143.2 180.1 

USSR 59.1 59.1 

Europe• 100.0 100.0 

Data from• Btalutuclaol Jalarbvcla far tltu D"'uclao Roicla, 1988, pp. 43-411. 
1 Wheat, rye, barley, oats, maize, potatoea, and ougar beet&. 
1 Excluding Turkey and USSR. 
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APPENDIX II 

STATISTICAL DATA ON AGRICULTURAL LAND 
UTILIZATION, POPULATION DENSITY, AND OVER

POPULATION 

THII Appendix consists of a aeries of tables supporting the discussion and 
Ulustrationa in Chapter III. Table 1 summarizes the areas of agricultural 
land In Europe In terma of "arable equivalents"' and the density of agri
cultural population relative to theae roughly comparable land areaa. 
Tablea I and S provide comparative data for Tables 6 and 7 in the text. 
The latter ahow the percentages of overpopulation under the assumptions 
of elliating production and "standar~" production and a European average 
per capita level of productivity taken as s'tandard. Table 4. indicatea in 
abbreviated form the projected population• in Eastern and Southern 
Europe at five-year intervals from 1940 to 1970. 

t The expression of agricultural land areas In "arable equivalents" represents an 
attempt to achieve rough comparability In the reported areas of land used for 
agricultural purposes. The method assumes arable land to be of equal value and 
attempts to translate the areas under other types of utilization Into approximate 
equivalent& of arable land. Of the three principal land utilization types In addition 
to arable land, two are given equal weight throughout Euror,e: orebard and garden 
lands are assumed to be three times as valuable as plow and, and meadows are 
assumed to be only .0 per cent as valuable. Pasture lands, being very unequal In 
quality, are given a variable weight, centering around 20 per cent of the value of · 
arable land. 

A table summarizing reported areaa under varloua types of land utilization 
around 1988, together with their "arable equivalent" values, Ia available at cost of 
microfilm reproduction upon request to the Office of Population Research, Prince
ton University, Princeton, New Jersey, 
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TABU 1 

Density of Population Dependent on Agriculture per Square 
Kilometer of Arable-Equivalent Agricultural Land, European 

Countries, around 1930 

Populatloll Arable-
Country Depeocleat EquiYaleot 

ami oaA~ AJrlc:altural 
Pnmnc:e tare• (In Land Denolty 

. thouandl) IDXM•• perXM• 

ALBANIA 800 t,l3l 178.6 

AUSTRIA t,m 1'7,808 14.2 
Wlea 11 118 sou 
Nlecler&terrelc:b ""' IO,III'I' 49.1 
Oberiitterreleb 828 1,488 IU 
Saloburg '11 1,11811 IU 
Stelermark 888 ~II tl.O 
Xilmteu 148 :11,186 ee.6 
Tirol llt 1,188 7U 
Vorarlberg 40 1,048 88.2 
Burgenland 164 :11,18t 7U 

BELGIUM 1,180 18,478 7U 

BULGARIA 4,088 4o2,8'l2 ..... 
CZECHOSLOVAKIA 4,812 8!1,2119 eu 

Bohemia 1,82'7 28,11111 IU 
Mora•la-811ula 168 111,796 II.8 
SIO?akia 1,'1'91 !11,212 86.1 
Sub-Carpathian Russia fit 8,1181 118.7 

DENMARK l,oet 28,881 au 
Islaodl 411 9,480 48.1 
Jutland 110 18,1101 86.6 

ESTONIA 828 11,180 au 
FINLAND' :11,011 li&,IM 78.8 

Uudemllllll I111 :11,748 ..... 
Turu-Porl 28f t,eta eu 
Ahftllanmaa 16 148 91.1 
Hiime 200 2,1121 .... 
Vllpurt 868 8,480 ta.l 
Mlkkell 148 1,.8'11 IOU 
X.uoplo. 21111 :11,828 114.0 v .... 848 ... 70.1 
Oulu 1168 :ll,t8l .... 

FRANCE 11,880 841,t80 28.1 
AID ~~ 8,082 ..... 
Alsne I2t l,otl 2U 
Allier 1118 1,108 ao.t 
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TABLE 1 (continued) 

Density of Population Dependent on Agriculture per Square 
Kilometer of Arable-Equivalent Agricultural Land, European 

Countries, around 1930 

Population Arable-
Countey Dependent Equivalent 

and on Agrlcul- Agricultural 
Province ture• (In Land Density 

tbousands) lnKM•• perKM• 

FRANCE (conli,.,..d) 
2,199 20.0 Alpe1 (Basses) " Alpes (Hautes) 48 1,628 2U 

Alpea-Marltlmeo 72 1,614 "·6 
Ard~che 1118 8,165 48.5 
Ardenneo 50 2,488 20.1 
Arl~ge 88 2,000 44.0 
Au be 119 8,489 16.9 
Aude 1119 6,841 211.1 
Aveyron 175 IJ,687 80.8 
Belfort 9 237 88.0 
Bouchea-du-Rhbne 101 8,4111 29.8 
Calvados 131 8,041 48.1 
Can tal 111 2,1126 48.9 
Charente 168 4,688 82.6 
Charente-Inferleure 182 1,611 82.4 
Cher 115 4,719 24.4 
Co rUle 147 2,7118 118.8 
Corse 120 8,2<l2 87.0 
~te-d'Or 96 4,416 21.7 
~tes-du-Nord 809 1,807 17.1 
Creuse 181 8,<l32 88.2 
Dordogne 280 1,848 89.8 
Doubs 70 1,926 86.8 
Dr6me 1111 8,615 81.8 
Eure lOT 8,1182 80.8 
Eure-et-Lolr 111 4,862 22.8 
Flnlst~re 882 4,8011 69.1 
Gard 188 1,609 24.8 
Garonne (Haute) 161 1,062 81.1 
Gera 1811 1,711 28.8 
Glronde 228 6,719 88.6 
Herault 214 7,509 28.1 
llle-et-Vllalne 260 1,2-lS 49.5 
Indre 188 1,006 21.2 
Indre-et-Lolre 127 4,677 27.2 
IRre 174 4,634 87.11 
Jura 811 2,204 88.8 
Landes 182 2,797 47.2 
Lolr-et-Cher 122 4,668 28.2 
Loire 129 2,894 44.8 
Loire (Haute) 1411 2,1198 IJII.9 
Lolre-Inferleure 224 8,11711 62.7 
Lolret 127 4,788 26.8 
Lot 109 2,6811 40.8 
Lot-et-Garonne 142 4,8411 82.1 
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TABLE 1 (continued) 

Density of Population Dependent on Agriculture per Square 
Kilometer of Arable-Equivalent Agricultural Land, European 

Countries, around 1930 

Population Arable-
Country Dep<!ndent Equivalent 

and on Agricul- Agricultural 
Province turet (in l.•nd De-ndtv 

thousands) in Kll• • p<r Klh 

FRANCE (continiUd) 
Lozl>re 61 2.423 2-~.2 
Maine-d-Loire 210 6,2:!1 8:!.7 
Mancbe 208 2,9:tl 70.9 
Marne 91 6,2:c1 1~.5 

Marne (Haute) 49 2,811 11.0 
Mayenne 141 8,770 87.4 
Meurthe-et-Moselle 49 2.~~ 17.0 
Meu~<;e 62 2,/lllfi 18.5 
Morbi han 211 4,u.H 66.9 
Moselle 78 8,79H 20.11 
Ni~vre lOS 8 •• ~~9 29.0 
Nord 163 4,055 40.2 
Olse 96 4,11:1 2:18 
Orne 128 2,M2H .. ~.s 
Pas-de-Calais 172 11,211 82.6 
Puy-de-Dilme 215 4,~H2 46.9 
Pyrenees (Basses) 173 8,3!0 52.8 
Pyrenees (Hautes) 81 I,HH3 43.0 
Pyrene-es-Orientales 99 8,162 81.8 
Rhin (Bas) )34 2,701 49.6 
Rhin (Haut) 78 1,898 41.1 
Rhone llO 2,1HO 50.5 
Saone (Haute) 82 2.3~6 84.8 
SaOne~t-Loire 209 6.0~1 4UI 
Sarthc 172 8,772 45.6 
Savoie 101 I,6H5 59.9 
Savoie (Haute) 119 MIS 65.5 
Seine 24 176 136.4 
Seine-I nferleure 130 8,731 84.8 
Seine-et-Marne 93 4,305 21.6 
Seine-et-Oise Ia9 8,932 40.4 
Sevrcs (Deux) ITT 4,1111 86.8 
Somme 124 4,H'l9 26.6 
Tarn 128 4.444 28.8 
Tarn-et-Garonne 91 8,).~0 28.9 
Var 73 8,H.~~ 18.9 
Vaucluse 93 8,0'25 80.7 
Vendee 221 3,604 40.5 
Vienne 16.5 5.6~1 29.2 
Vienne (Haute) 147 8,729 89.4 
Vosges 84 2.261 87.2 
Yonne 109 8,665 29.1 
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TABLE 1 (continued) 

Denaity of Population Dependent on Agriculture per Square 
Kilometer of Arable-Equivalent Agricultural Land, European 

Countries, around 1930 

Populatloa Arable-
Count.,. ~en dent Equlftlent 

and 0 grleal- Agrlealtural 
Province tu:re• (In Land Density 

thouaands) In KM• I pel' KMo 

GERMANY 18,29'1' 255,0211 112.1 
Preuuen '1',849 161,884 48.'1' 

O•treuuen 942 22,000 42.8 
Sta t Berlin 48 801 '1'9.9 
Brandenburg 749 19,700 88.0 
Pommern 695 18,068 88.11 
G:rena. Poten-Westpr. 148 4,09'1' 84.9 
Nledersehlealen 'I''Tl 16,908 48.11 
Oberaehlulea 889 8,1611 89.9 
Saebsen 716 111,712 42.8 
Schleswig-Holstein 840 8,427 88.1 
Hannover 9'Tl 16,805 88.11 
Westfalen 680 Jo,29'1' 61.3 
Heseen-Naoeau 680 '1',848 61.11 
Rhelnprovl ... 910 111,408 6U 
Hobensollem 811 878 80.6 

Bayem 2,8119 87,1109 68.1 
Sudbayem } 2,180 88,88'1' 63.'1 Nordbayem 
Pfals o 199 8,122 68.7 

Sachaen 418 9,'1'68 42.8 
Wllrttemberg '1'88 9,905 74.0 
Baden ° 1188 '1',888 '1'8.9 
Tbllrlngen 284 6,40'1' 44.8 
Hesaen 800 4,6'1'5 64.2 
Hamburg 21 815 0 68.'1' 
Mecklenburg 2911 9,8110 81.8 
Oldenbur« 18'1' 2,988 68.8 
Braunsehwelg 91 2,098 48.6 
Bremen 8 164 55.8 
Anhalt 61 1,58'1' 89.7 
Lippe 87 'JliO 0 su 
LUbeck 'T 20S 84.1 
Schaumburg-Lippe 10 206 48.11 
Saarland S8 1,011 su 

GREAT BRITAIN 1,8'16 84,'1'82 88.9 
ENGLAND AND WALES 2,117 82,1187 88.8 

Soutbeaat 4'1'2 11,459 41.3 
North I 47 2,158 21.8 

· North II 147 11,808 2'1'!1 
North In 78 2,140 811.11 
North IV 1811 2,484 511.11' 
Midland I 2811 '1',708 80.11 
Midland II 121 8,860 81.8 
Eaot 4211 18,8511 80.7 
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TABLE 1 (continued) 

Density of Population Dependent on Agriculture per Square 
Kilometer of Arable-Equivalent Agricultural Land, European 

Countries, around 1980 

Populatlo1l A.,.ble-
Counby . Del"ndent EquiTalent 

and on grlcul- Agricultural 
Province ture• (In Land Density 

thousands) lnXM• a perXMo 

GREAT JIRITAIN (C""-rl) 
aa. 8,8M Southwest 86.8 

Walee I 19 1,832 88.2 
Walee II 188 ll,tllt 8t.l 

NORTHERN IRELAND 872 f,818 IIS.t 

SCOTLAND 88'1 111,900 2U 
Northern 24-3 11,430 2U 
East Central 80 1,8111 2'1.0 
West Central 44 1,881 26.2 
Southern '10 2,98'1 28.8 

GREECE 2,82t 82,688 8U 
Central a- and Eubaea 401 11,461 '1'4.8 
Peloponneeoa 811 11,1!91 109.2 
Cyclades II 11+2 94.1 
Ionian Ialands 115 11+2 214.0 
Theaaaly 271 4,108 1!8.1 
Maeedonla '108 9,831 '1/JJJ 
Eplrua 174 l,lll!8 111.8 
Crete 2'l4 1,1l8t 141.0 
Aegean Islands 101 852 121.8 
Western Thrace 188 ll~ '111.1 

HUNGARY 4,472 '10,888 88.1 
Transdanubla 1,841 26,610 81.'1 
Great Plain 1,181 84,901 82.8 
North 846 8,814 .... 

IRELAND 1,181 11,228 102.1 

ITALY 1'1,958 886,126 118.4 
Piemonte 1,410 28,468 47.8 
Liguria 298 l,llUI . 81.1 
Lombardi& l,M'f ll8,678 69.8 
V enesla Trldentlna 828 ll0,096 18.1 
Veneto 1,1198 :14,'192 80.1 
V enesla Glulla e Zan 828 10,744 80.1 
Emilia 1,'188 :14,690 10.4 
Toseana 1,180 86,836 au 
Marehe no 10,.D82 70.4 
Umbria 410 11,810 86.8 
Laslo 861 ll0,1168 40.6 
Abrnaal e Mol.lae 992 16,988 118.f 
Campellla 1,290 16,110 80.1 
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TABLB 1 (continued) 

Density of Population Dependent on Agriculture per Square 
Kilometer of Arable-Equivalent Agricultural Land, European 

Countries, around 1930 

PopulatloD .Arable-
Counby Dependent EquiYalent 

and onAgrleul- Agrleultnral 
Pro•lnee tare• (In Land Density 

tbolli8Dda) JnKMtl perKMt 

ITALY (OOISiimNcf) 1,298 16,9'2 78.8 
Puglle 
Lucanla 8211 11.28' 85.1 

Calabria HI 19,846 49.2 

Siellla 1,8110 28,040 82.0 

Sardepa All 18,292 41.8 

LATVIA l,08fl 111,898 88.2 

LITHUANIA 1,6.'17 81,148 18.2 

LUXEMBOURG 611 I,29f 1111.8 

NETHERLANDS 1,4118 lf.ml 8U 
Groulnpn 104 1,1121 117.1 
Friesland 148 1,868 lOU 
Drenthe 611 1,101 88.8 
OYerljessel JJ4 1,868 8U 
Gelder land 218 2,419 89.8 
Utreeht eo 812 81.7 
Noordholland 180 1,11811 82.0 
Zuldholland 202 1,854 109.0 
Zeeland " 1,897 87.8 
Noordbrabant 208 2,1Jeo 81.8 
Limburg 104 1,1112 88.8 

NORWAY 782 8,11111 81J.l 
j1latfold 87 827 44.'1' 
Akerlhat eo 1102 R.4 
Hedmark 110 852 70.4 
()pi and 
Baakerad 

711 7811 9'7.4 
811 120 711.0 

Veatfold 211 11211 47.8 
Telemark· 110 8811 88.4 
Aaat-Agder 
Vest-Agder 

II 1811 lOU 

Re8aJand 
27 224 120JI 

Hordaland 
110 "' 111.8 

Sogn og Pjordane 
81 404 1111.0 

M're 
88 88lJ 188.2 

Sllr-~nd~ " 498 119.'7 

Nord-T~n "' 8811 8o.T 

Nordland 
47 1148 72.8 

Troma 
Ill fJOlJ 101.0 

Plnamark 
28 242 911.0 
I 17 8'1.7 
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TABLB 1 (ctmtinued) 

Density of· Population Dependent on Agriculture per Square 
Kilometer of Arable-Equivalent Agricultural Land, European 

Countries, around 1930 

Popalat!oa Arable-
Coun!:!T De=t Equivalent 

IIIJcl on grleal- . A11rieultual 
Density Pronnee ture• (Ia Land 

thouaada) IDKMII per KM• 

POLAND 19,847 222,698 au 
Central 7,888 86,oflt au 
Eut '-861 611,040 'fll.l 
South 11,892 47,98f 122.8 
Weat 1,7011 80,1178 IIIlA 

PORTUGAL 1,9114 19,8'12 4U 

R.OUMANIA 18,0611 184,010 'fU 
Old Kingdom 8,1188 79,881 '1'9.1 
Bessarabla "'" 8G,891 8U 
BukoYina 1195 4,078 145.11 
Tranayl•anla 8,645 "-"7 a1.8 

SPAIN 11,884 M9,211 84.0 
Galaklo-Aai:Drlea 1,8111 18,828 10li.O 
Vueongadu 1 NaY 4111 8,8711 111.11 
Caatilla )& Vkja 808 24,881 82.4 
Arag6n 1178 24,'f87 28.a 
Catalulla 808 27,4118 82.8 
Valeneia 941 25,248 au 
Murcia ""' 23,4111 23.3 
Andalucla 1,784 '14,880 au 
Extremadura fla 28,2411 i/1.6 
Caatllla Ia Nuna 1,288 17,929 11.8 
Le6a H8 81,(182 80.1 
Balearea 1118 4,785 88.8 
Caaarlaa 191 1,2711 au 

SWEDEN 1,1108 61,982 411.4 
Stockholma atad. • 28 17U 
Stockbolma Ilia 88 1.727 88.3 
Uppaala Ilia .. 1,681 IU 
Siidermaalanda Ilia 70 1,928 88.t 
Osters<itlands Ilia 108 11,811 81.7 
Jllnkllplnp lila 811 1,11'18 118.0 

· Kronober111 lila '18 1,268 5U 
Kalmar lin 118 11,181 42.8 
Gotland& lila ll9 1140 80.1 
Bleklnge Ilia 42 712 119.0 
Krlatianstada lila 108 li,BIItl tl ... 
Malmllhua Ilia 122 11,1148 au 
Hallanda Ilia 81 1,1118 44.1 
Glltehor11• o. Bohu lila 84 1,080 112.1 
Alvsborga lila 128 11,282 118.8 
Skaraborga lila 122 8,t38 au 
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TABLE 1 (continued) 

Density of Population Dependent on Agriculture per Square 
Kilometer of Arable-Equivalent Agricultural Land, European 

Countries, around 1930 

Population Arable-
Country Dependent Equivalent 

and onAgrlcul- Agricultural 
Density Province ture• (In Land 

tbousanda) In KMI I per KM• 

SWEDEN (contl ..... d) 
Vllrmlanda llln 99 2,081 47.8 
Orebro !lin 66 1,721 88.8 
V llatmanlanda I lin 88 1,781 80.8 
Kopparbergo llln 77 1,812 88.'7 
Glivleborgo !lin 71 1,267 86.0 
Vllaternorrlando llln 80 1,174 68.1 
J llmtlanda llln 87 794 71.8 
Vllaterbottena llln 108 1,417 72.7 
Norrbotten• llln 74 1,228 60.4 

SWITZERLAND 901 8,408 107.1 
ZUrich, Schalfbauaen 

and Thurgau 122 874 I89.8 
Bern 172 1,1162 110.1 
Luaern, U rl, Schwya, Obwalden, 

800 187.11 Nldwalden and Zug 110 
Frlbourg 88 814 122.8 
Solothurn,Basel-Stadt, 

Basel-Land and Aargau 98 767 127.8 
Appenoeli-A-Rb., Atpenoell-I-Rb, 

St. Gallen and G arua 82 602 186.2 
GraubUnden 42 962 44.1 
Tlclno 40 484 92.2 
Vaud, Neuch4teland Genbe lOll 1,196 87.8 
Valala 61 7011 911.0 

YUGOSLAVIA 10,629 106,186 100.1 
Dravska 686 6,190 11o.8 
Drlnska 1,268 12,078 104.2 
Dunavska 1,779 26,090 68.2 
Moravaka 1,280 10,828 118.6 
Prlmorska n1 6,286 118.8 
Savska 2,028 11,798 171.1 
Vardarska 1,226 11,668 lOU 
Vrbaska 910 8,971 lOU Zetska 166 6,088 126.2 
Beograd 10 202 49.11 

• The agricultural populations represent the altuatlon around 1980. The data are 
mainly from official aources, but aome estlmatea have been necessary. Some national 
atatlstlcs give only data on peraons gainfully occupied In agriculture. In these casea 
the total agricultural population (active and passive) bas been estimated from the 
ratio prevailing In those countriea where both figures are known. 

I Orchard• and gardena computed as 8.00 hectares arable, meadows aa 0.40 bee
tare and pasturea aa approximately 0.20 hectare, varied by type of pasturea. See 
note at beginning of tbia AppendiL 
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TABLE 2 

"Standard" and "Surplus" Agricultural Populations, Eastern 
and Southern Europe, around 1930, Assuming Existing Produc

tion and French Per Capita Level' 

Standard Surplua Population 
Populatlou, 

Country 
Assuming 

French 
and Per 

Province Capita J..eye)l Numberl 
OOO's omitted OOO'a omitted PerCent 

(1) (2) (8) 

Albania 101 699 8U 
Bulgaria 1,091 2,99T 78.8 
Caecboslovakla 2,868 1,949 40.8 

Bohemia 1,480 19T 13.1 
Moravla-8Uesla Till 256 26 ... 
Slovakia 631 1,176 au 
Sub-Carpatblan Ruasla 99 630 16 ... 

Estonia 854 272 48.8 
Greece 798 2,081 71.8 

Central Greece and Euboea 124 2811 69.7 
Peloponnesoa 173 489 71.8 
Cyclades 9 .:a 63 ... 
Ionian Islands 21 911 81.9 
Tbessaly 80 1911 70.11 
Macedonia 208 1011 71.8 
Eplru 87 1ST 78.7 
Crete M 160 7U 
Aegean Islands M 71 67.8 
Western Tbrace 118 180 71.0 

Hungary 1,972 2,1100 115.9 
Transdanubla 868 778 47.4 
Great Plain 860 1,8211 60.8 
North 249 897 81.8 

Italy '1',440 10,1118 &8.8 
Plemonte 768 6 .... 411.'1 
Liguria 188 160 IJU 
Lombardi& 879 768 46.8 
Venezia Trldentlna 121 203 63.11 
Veneto 148 1,248 63.11 
Veneaia Glulla e Zara 91 282 71.8 
EmU! a 958 788 ..S.2 
Toscana 1141 S8ll 84.2 
Marcbe 29T 418 &8.2 
Umbria IT II 288 117.8 
Lazlo 298 558 611.8 
Abruzsl e MoUse 28T 7011 71.1 
Campania ..S6 884 M.7 
Pug lie 8711 918 71.0 
Lncania 181 l..S 44.11 
Calabrle 283 869 70.8 
Sicilia 866 1,224 M.8 
Sardegna 194 863 611.1 

Latvia 658 888 ST.O 



TABLE 2 (contintud) 

"Standard" and "Surplus" Agricultural Populations, Eastern 
and Southern Europe, around 1930, Assuming Existing Produc

tion and French Per Capita Level1 

Standard Surplus Population 
Population, 
Assuming 

CounlrJ French 
and Per ; 

PrnYince Capita Lnelt Numbert 
OOO's omitted OOO's omitted PerCent 

(1) (2) (3) 

Lithuania 6811 972 118.7 

Poland 5,355 18,992 72.8 

Central 2,092 11,296 71.7 

East 1,063 8,298 78.6 

South 1,268 f,624 78.8 

West 938 772 ".8 
Portugal 891 2,063 69.8 

Entre Mioho e Douro 168 416 71.2 
Traa oa Montes 78 210 74.2 
Beira 218 119 71.0 
Estremadnra 2M 894 60.7 
Alemtejo and Algane 180 824 64.8 

Roumania 8,607 9,462 72.4 
Old .Kingdom 1,756 f,607 72.4 
Bessarabia 6M 1,881 TU 
Bukovioa 1113 442 74.8 
TraDSYIYania 1,063 2,882 70.8 

Spain 11,936 11,928 60.0 
Galaieo-AstllJ'k& 768 1134 88.0 
v....,.,ngaduy Nanrra 257 204 44.8 
Castilla Ia Vieja "' 841 48.1 
Arag<ln 878 208 88.2 
Catalolla ll66 881 87.8 
Valencia 1108 488 46.11 
Murcia 262 288 47.8 
Andalucla 
Estremadura 

1,1)28 . 1,106 62.4 
821 897 88.8 

Castilla Ia NueY& 641 1186 41.1l 
LeOn 
Baleareo 

880 898 42.0 

Canarias 
87 11 44.9 

YugoslaYia 
119 78 88.0 

Dr&Yska 
2,828 8,801 78.1 

Drioska 
133 8113 60.8 

Dunnska 
2-H 1,001 80.0 

Mor&Yska 
702 1,071 60.11 

Primorska 
232 998 81.1 

Sank& 
92 688 87.7 

Vardanka 
448 l,ll78 11.9 

Vrbuka 
197 l,o29 88.9 

Zetska 
182 748 82.2 

Beograd 
104 882 86.2 

6 • 40.0 

1 Tbe population dependent on a-'-·'tu tlon are given In Table 8 text, d~· -~ re and the Yalue of agricultural produe-
t Tbq I • an not repeated here. 

78.8, whl:b' :.;n...,:;::t;, the .J:'dex Yalueo of agri.,.Jtural ,Produc:tlon dlYided by 
a nq column taU,: per capita lnd"" nlue. 8P4 Appendix I, Table 18. 

In column 1, q ~aeted f remau::der after the uatandard population," as giYen 
Table e of the text. rom aetual agricultural population a1 ginn In 



r: 207 J 
TABLE 3 

"Standard" and "Surplus" Agricultural Populations, Eastern 
and Southern Europe, around 1930, Assuming French Produc
tivity per Hectare of Arable-Equivalent Agricultural Land and 

French Per Capita Level' 

Standard Pop. 
with Standard 

Surplus Population 

Country 
and 

Production, 
~asuming 

French Per 
Province Capita Level• Number• 

(OOO's omitted) (OOO's omitted) Per Cent 
(1) (2) (8) 

Albania 158 642 80.8 
Bulgaria 1,498 2,595 63.5 
Czechoslovakia 2,414 2,898 49.8 

Bohemia 998 629 88.7 
Moravla-SUesia 5.50 418 48.2 
Slovakia 740 1,0.57 58.8 
Sub-Carpathian Russia 125 294 70.2 

Estonia 564 62 9.9 
Greece 1,187 1,692 59.8 

Central Greece and Euba!a 191 218 58.8 
Peloponnesoa 195 416 68.1 
Cyclades 19 82 62.7 
Ionian Islands 19 97 88.6 
Thesaaly 164 111 40.4 
Macedonia 825 888 114.1 -Eplrua 54 120 69.0 
Crete 155 169 75.4 
Aegean Islands 80 75 71.4 
Western Tbrace 811 98 58.6 

Hungary 2,467 2,005 44.8 
Transdanubla 927 714 48.11 
Great Plain 1,216 969 44.8 
North 824 822 49.8 

Italy 11,709 6,244 84.8 
Plemonte 1,027 888 27.2 
Liguria 881 - -11.8 
Lombard!& 8211 822 49.9 
V eneaia Trldentlna 700 -877 -116.7 
Veneto 864 1,182 56.7 
V enezla Giulla e Zara 874 -151 -18.8 
Emilia 860 878 110.5 
Toacana 1,248 - -15.8 
Marche 851 859 50.6 
Umbria 894 16 8.9 
Laslo 780 121 1U 
Abruasl e MoUse 590 402 40.11 
Campania 561 729 56.5 
Pug lie 590 708 54.4 
Lucan! a 828 8 .9 
Calabrle 674 277 29.1 
Sicilia 808 1,(187 117.11 
Sardegna 468 98 18.7 



TABLE 3 (continued) 

"Standard" and "Surplus" Agricultural Populations, Eastern 
and Southern Europe, around 1930, Assuming French Produc
tivity per Hectare of Arable-Equivalent Agricultural Land and 

French Per Capita Level• 

Standard Pop. Surplus Population 
with Standard 

Production, 
Count')' A11uming 

and French Per 
Prcmnce Capita Level• Number• 

(OOO'a omitted) (OOO'a omitted) PerCent 
(1) (2) (8) 

La uta 1171 4611 4U 
Lithnanla 1,085 672 84.11 
Poland 7,758 11,689 119.9 

Central 2,999 4,889 69.4 
Eaat 2,022 2,889 68.8 
Sooth 1,672 4,220 71.6 
Weat 1,065 640 87.11 

Portugal 2,079 875 29.6 
Roumania 6,718 7,8116 116.8 

Old Kingdom 2,776 8,587 66.4 
Beuarabia 1,288 1,288 110.0 
Bukovlna 142 458 76.1 
Tranoyl-.anla 1,1168 2,082 61.1 

Spain 12,165 ....001 -2.11 
Galai..,...Aatnrlea 1179 1,ll8 65.9 
V...,.,ngadaa 1 Naftrr& 809 152 88.0 
Caatllla Ia Vieja 866 - -7.4 
Arag6n 868 -287 -49.8 
Catalufta 957 -54 -.0 
Valencia 879 62 8.6 
Marcia 762 -286 -7.8 Andalncla 2,600 184 4.9 
Extremadara 964 -268 -7.0 
Caotilla Ia Naen 2,018 -765 -68.7 
Le6a 1,088 -186 -14.2 
Baleal'f!l 166 - -.1 
CaDarlaa 79 liS 118.9 

Yngaal&Yia 8,697 8,982 65.2 
DraYSb 218. 470 68.11 Drinaka 420 888 66.6 DunaYSb 909 870 48.9 MoraYsb 87'1 658 69.8 Primonb 219 628 70.7 Sanb 4ll 1,6111 79.7 Vardanb 408 820 66.9 Vrbub 812 1198 66.7 Zetai<a 210 1148 72.2 Beograd 'I 8 80.0 

• Tbe total agricultural area In arable-equ!Yalenta and the atandard agrleultaral 
production (usuming tile French producti'rlty per hectare) are given In Table 7, 
text, aad not repeated here. · 

• Tbla colunm represent. the atandard lnda Yalue of agrleultaral production (u 
sl•ea In Table 'I of the tat), divided by 711.11, which represent. the French per 
capita lnda Yalue. See Appendbt I, Table 18, 

1 
Tbla colunm represent. tile l'f!D1ainder after the •atandard population," u @'~Yen 

In colunm I, Ia aabtraetod fl'OID tile actual population dependent on agrleulture, u 
~ina In Table 8 of the tat and Table 1 of thla appen~ 
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TABLE 4 

Population Projections, Eastern and Southern Europe, 1940 to 
1970, Total Population and Ages 15-641 

(Carried to 3 Significant Numbers and OOO's Omitted) 

Regions 1940 194/l 1960 1955 1960 1965 

Eastern Europe• 
Total 115,000 120,000 128,000 127,000 180,000 131,000 
Ages 15-M 12,100 18,400 83,400 81,600 90,400 92,200 

Southern Europe• 
Total 77,600 80,100 82,800 84,100 86,600 86,800 
Ages11H14. 49,300 52,600 56,800 58,100 69,800 60,800 

• Includes Albania, Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, Estonia, Greece, Hungary, Latvia, 
Lithuania, Poland, Roumanla, and Yugoslavia. 

•Includes Italy, Portugal, and Spain. 
1 From Frank W. Notesteln and Others, TTl• Futur• Population of Europ• oM 

tTl• Bol>iot Umo• (League of Nations; Agents: Columbia University Press, 1944.), 
Appendix IV. 

1970 

182,000 
92,900 

86,600 
61,200 



APPENDIX III 

SURVEY OF LAND TENURE AND AGRICULTURAL 
LABOR SYSTEMS IN EASTERN AND SOUTHERN 

EUROPE 

TRu Appendix is designed as a supplement to the second section of Chap
ter III, where the property and labor systems of Eastern and Southern 
Europe are discussed in general terms. Table 8 and Fignres 17, 18, and 19 
in the text summarize some of the statistical material with respect to the 
distribution of agricultural holdings and the proportions of land holders 
and landless workers. The present rather detailed survey is added in view 
of the great importance of land tenure and distribution for the economic 
and demographic characteristics of the agrarian regions. Tenure arrange
ments especially are relevant to such questions as the ease or difficulty of 
accumulating liquid capital, the economic well-being of the cultivator, the 
sensitivity of productive organization to changing market possibilities, and 
the economic opportunities for growing rural populations. The great vari
ation in land tenures within the regions here considered, and the scattered 
and 11118ystematic character of materials hitherto available, prompts a re
view with attention to differences within as well as between countries. 

A. CZtunjicaW..J Scheme for 
Larul Te .. rel arul DiiiUioa of L,.bor ia A.griculture 

The distribution of rights in land is one of the most complex features of 
property institutions in human society. That this should be so is to be 
explained in terms of the universality of land as a source of economic 
wealth, and its consequent scarcity or differential value in view of the pre
vailing technology. Even in sparsely settled primitive areas, with com
munal internal distribution of rights, the group will be prepared to protect 
its area from outside encroachments. Whatever bas economic value is also 
the object of rules defining the relative rights of potential claimants. The 
constancy of land as an economic good and the high variability of the 
groups that define the rules for its use combine to provide a seemingly 
infinite nriety of modes of property and tenure. 

The modes of land tenure in Eastern and Southern Europe are suf
ficiently heterogeneous to warrant a general summary of types of property 
and labor systems, with particular reference to rights in land. For thia 
purpose a polar case of completely "private" property with individual 
operation may be used as a starting-point. In this polar case the cultivator 
of the land would bold all rights in the land: occupancy, use, appropriation 
of product, unlimited power of alienation, possibly advantageous non-use, 
and ao on. The cultivation of the land would be carried on exclusively by 
the owner, or at most by his immediate family. Existing modes of land 
tenure and the division of labor would thus represent major or minor 
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modifications of the polar case. The types and sources of those modifica
tions provide a convenient classificatory device for the great variety of 
actual situations. Such a classification is presented in the following outline: 

Sourcu and Types of Modification in "Purely" Private Land 0Wflership1 

I. Legal Authority (omnipresent and only unimportant in instances 
where legal authority and property holder are the same) 

II. Hierarchical Division of Rights 
A. Subinfeudation 

1. Types of tenures 
2. Types of servitudes 

B. Tenancy 
1. Share tenancies with varying degrees of capitalization and 

management by landlord, and varying degrees of security 
of tenure 

2. Fixed rentals in cash or kind, with varying degrees of 
security of tenure 

C. Employment 
1. Deputatists: payment in land use and kind, relative se

curity 
2. Annual or semi-permanent workers 
8. Temporary or seasonal workers 

III. Equalitarian Division of Rights 
A. Familial or Communal Rights 

1. Contemporaries 
a. Devices for determining membership and insuring con

tinuity 
b. Devices for apportioning capital and product 
c. Devices for centralized control 

2. Successive generations 
a. Inheritance provisions 

( 1) Entailment 
(2) Division in kind 
(8) Undivided inheritance with cash settlement 
(4) Mortmain 

b. Other controls on alienation 
B. Debt Structure 
C. Incorporation 
D. Cooperation and Mutual Aid 

1 Certain features of the present classification are derived from the highly sug
gestive discussion by Carl Brinkmann, "Land Tenure: Introduction," Eflcyclo
p•dia of tho Social Scionco1 (New York: The MacmiUan Co., 1981-1934, 15 vols.), 
8:78-76. For a general discussion of the classes of agricultural laborers, see Inter
national Labour Office, Tho Bopro10ntation and Organilatioft of .&grinoltvral 
Workoro, Studies and Reports, Series K, No. 8 (Geneva: 1928); Adam Rose, 
"Agricultural Workers and the Agrarian Reform In Central Europe," Intoma
tional Labour Bol?iow, 18:807-888, September, 1988. 
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The first limitation, that of the rights retained by the legal authority, is 

inherent in any property system. This means that the polar case is also an 
abstract ease: no such completely private property does or could exist. 
The exiStence of rights presupposes potential challengers to those rights, 
and their vrotection by competent authority. Moreover, the rights of a 
single property holder must always be limited by the legal authority in 
view of the equally legitimate rights of others. Thus, a farmer may be 
prevented from damming up a stream for purposes of irrigating his land 
but at the expense of the water supply of his neighbor; he cannot be 
allowed to bum off the stubble in his fields if such action endangers the 
unharvested crops or the buildings of his neighbor. The limitations en
forced by legal authority extend beyond the protection of other individual 
rights, however. The power of taxation, the right of eminent domain, and 
those rights associated with the police power of the state--narrowly or 
broadly conceived~omprise the minimum modifications imposed on indi
vidual property rights. Stated in another way, there is always a minimum 
division of rights in land, that between the individual property holder and 
the legal authority. In the eases of further divisions of rights, the state 
always has the role of the more or less concealed "third party." A. noted 
in the outline above, the only ease in which the relationship of the legal 
authority .to the property holder entails no limitations upon property 
rights is the case of governmental ownership. Accordingly, in the sense of 
unlimited control of economic goods, governmental ownership is more 
"private" than individual ownership. 

The "hierarchical" division of rights is very common, in one form or 
another, in land tenure. Although any property system implies a potential 
power relationship between the holder of rights and challengers to those 
rights, such a power relationship depends on the intervention of legal 
authority in behalf of the property holder. On the other hand, the control 
of capital means also the control of employment in its broadest sense. 
Where land is the primary source of livelihood and virtually no monetary 
system prevails, some form of communal or feudal tenure is likely to pre
vail The latter is the more likely where land is scarce and economic in
security common. Although in recent times the customary emphasis is on 
the lack of freedom of the feudal tenant, actually the advantages and dis
advantages of .the relationship are highly variable for all parties con
cerned. An assured labor supply is of advantage to the landlord if other 
opportunities for labor are available to the tenant. On the other hand, an 
assured tenure of land is of advantage to the cultivator if other means of 
livelihood are not available and he is in a poor bargaining position for his 
labor. . 

Share tenancy, fixed rentals, or various types of direct employment by 
the landlord represent types of division of property rights more on the 
modem commercial pattern. Under a contractual system the authority of 
the landlord is both more and less extensive than under a feudal one. It is 
more extensive in that it is less limited by reciprocal duties to the tenant 
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or worker and by long-standing custom with respect to techniques and 
products. On the other baud, the tenant or worker retains the nominal 
right to sever the relation and accept a more advantageous arrangement 
elsewhere, and he retains an official personal equality with the owner in 
contrast to the personal dependency of the feudal serf. In fact, a con
tractual system allows greater variation in the relation of owners and 
cultivators, since the relation is more sensitive to short-run changes in 
bargaining power. Even a contractual system allows some degree of divi
sion of rights in land. This is clearest in the cases of tenancy and the 
more permanent agricultural workers, and at a minimum in the case of 
temporary wage laborers whose rights in the land are only rights to a 
wage from the product of their labor. It follows, however, that any in
crease in security of employment-whether by governmental protection or 
by collective bargaining--correspondingly decreases the unlimited author
ity of the employer. 

A division of rights in land without appreciable direct authority of 
some holders of rights over others may be called equalitarian. As indicated 
in the outline above, such a division of rights is common and takes many 
forma. The most widespread appearance of this general class of property 
arrangements is to be found in the relationship between kinship systems 
and control of means of production. Although unified operation of holdings 
will ordinarily require some device for centralized control, the control is 
determined by considerations other than differential property rights. Even 
if the rights of the family are asserted only in the form of inheritance 
provisions and other restrictions on alienation, those provisions limit the 
power of the operator of any given generation, and essentially place him 
in the position of trustee. 

Other "horizontal" divisions of rights in land represent various modi
fications of purely individual and private control and management. A debt 
structure, involving mortgages or some other claims against the land by 
the creditor, limits alienation except with the permission or under the fore
closure of the creditor, and engages part of the product for payment of 
principal and interest. Cooperation and mutual aid, although ordinarily 
involving a minimum of legal division of rights, have the effect of modify
ing a purely individualistic property arrangement. Incorporation, although 
rare aa a form of land tenure, may provide a convenient form for large
scale private capitalization. The effect is a unification of control through 
the legal fiction of corporate personality, with a division of benefits very 
like that of an ordinary small-scale debt structure. 

It may be noted that all forms of division of rights in land tenure tend 
toward (a) spreading the benefits of land use beyond a single owner or 
his immediate family, (b) spreading some degree of control among those 
who have some recognizable rights, and thus (c) ordinarily allowing the 
operation of land in larger effective units than would be possible in our 
polar case. 
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Larul H oldiaga arul Labor ia Eolfera oad Sovthera Europe 

In order to give some uniformity to a descriptive summary of agricul
tural property and labor systems by country, the following outline and 
symbols will be used: 

I. Tenure and Property System 
2. Land Reforms: Character and General Extent 
s. Classes of Agricultural Workers and Nature of Labor 

Relations 
t. Social Legislation for Agricultural Workers, Unemploy-

ment, Wage Scales, and Kindred Problems 

The systematic character of the survey is further enhanced by an ar:. 
rangement of the materials under Topic I to follow the general elassifica
tion of property systems given above. Obviously, the importance of the 
other topics will vary from one country to another. 

It is to be particularly noted that the descriptions of tenure and labor 
arrangements, as well as the data on size and distribution of holdings, 
refer to the situation around 1988-1989 or earlier. Substantial political 
and economic changes have occurred in some of the areas here considered, 
bnt it is still impossible to record those changes accurately. 

ESTONIA 

I. The varieties of land ownership and tenore in Estonia have been 
greatly influenced by the changes accompanying political freedom from 
the Russian Empire and economic freedom from the Baltic German land
lords. Medinm-aized independent family holdings predominated." Feudal 
tenures were entirely abolished by the agrarian reforms, but several types 
of tenancy p~evailed in the interwar period. Although short-term cash 
rentals were the most frequent of these, there were some hereditary leases 
from the state, and a few share tenants. In view of the predominance of 
family farms, the number of units large enough to require hired laborers 
was small. 

Communal ownership in pastures and woodlands prevailed. Communal 
ownership of all productive land occurred in a few instances, following 
the Russian mir pattern. Undivided inheritance with cash payments to 
remaining heirs was practiced in the richer areas, but division in kind con
tinued in the eastern part of the country. The law forbade subdivision of 
holdings eontaining less than S.S hectares of arable land. Further limita
tiona on alienability arose from mortgages, many of them representing 

• See Estonian Institute of Economic Research, "Analysing the Estonian Agrl
cnltural Cemns, 1939: Farm Holdings In Estonia; Farm Tenure," KoRju.U.tvur, 
Mf611:1~139, AprU 80, 1940; (Estonian Minister of Agriculture), "The Agrarian 
Reform In Estonia from 1919 to 1930," lnto,.,.,.tiotoal .Ro,;,.., of .d.gricvltvro, 
23:119E-I35E, 156E-168E, 249E-262E, May, June, and August, 1932; Albert Pul
lerits, ed., E•ttmia: Po,..U.tioa, CvltvrGI and Ecoaomlo Lifo (Tallinn• 1987), pp. 
~. See alao 1ntemational Institute of Agriculture, TA. Lanti Tonuro 8y•t•m• "' 
Btwopo, League of Nations, European Conference on Rural Life, 1939, Publication 
No. t (Genna• 1939), pp. ~1. (Hereafter cited as ECRL No. t.) 

' 
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long-term indebtednesa to the state for lands distributed by the agrarian 
reform. 

2. Before gaining independence in 1918, Estonia's economic life was 
largely dominated by the Baltic Germans. The German landlords and 
commercial enterprisers served the general political aims of the Russian 
Empire, in return for a relatively free hand in the operation of their own 
feudal estates. Although the freeing of the serfs had occurred in 1860, and 
thereafter the official property relationship was one of tenancy, many 
elements of feudalism remained. The rents of tenants were customarily 
in goods and services, which were closely analogous to feudal servitudes. 
Peasants were allowed to buy land, if they could afford the high prices 
asked, but even in case of "sale" the landlord retained hunting, fishing, 
milling, and similar rights. Large properties predominated, with some 
independent peasant farms in the poorer areas. 

The agrarian reform following the successful revolt for independence 
in 1918 introduced radical changes in land distribution. Although large 
estates were nominally expropriated with compensation to the former land
lords, the exceptions-lands belonging to traitors, to the Russian govern
ment, or left without owners-were probably more numerous than those 
covered by the rule. Of the estates held by the nobility, some were accord
ingly expropriated completely except for communal pastures and woodlots. 
Other landlords were allowed to keep a residual estate; in these cases 
livestock and equipment were not expropriated. Churches and other re
ligions organizations were allowed to keep only those lands used for 
definitely religions purposes. 1 

In view of the nationalistic as well as economic motives prompting land 
reform, it is not surprising that first consideration in the distribution of 
expropriated lands was given to military "heroes'' and disabled veterans. 
Of these favored persons, those who had been previously landless agri
cultural tenants or workers were cared for first. Any remaining lands 
available for settlement were distributed to those who had formerly worked 
the land, or to increase the holdings of those with very small plots. 

Lands were distributed by the state in several ways: hereditary lease, 
temporary lease, and sale on a long-term mortgage. Loans with low interest 
rates were made for farm equipment and livestock. Newly settled lands 
were distributed as consolidated, single-family farms. Where lands were 
simply added to existing holdings, the village pattern was retained. 

Although the Estonian land reform is usually elassified as radical and 
precipitous, several features of the program offset any possible disad
vantages from such a fundamental change.' For the most part, the "divi-

• See eapeelally Estonian Minister of Agriculture, loo. cit. 
'The radical character of the reforms, and the fact that they were undertaken 

Yery rapidly, have led some writers to the erroneous conclusion that their effects 
upon agricultural production and economic organization were necessarily un
faYorable. See, for example, Hans Jurgen-Seraphim, "La production agricole l 
l'eat et au sud-est de !'Europe," Ro""' 4conomiq"" intonl4tiot14lo, 26:4G7-475, De
cem~, llllM. Far a much IDOl"e u:.:urabo analyals l1f the J'elen.nt factms, - Karl 
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sion" of estates was a question of transfer of property rights, and not a 
question of breaking up effective economic units. The previously developed 
tenancy system had already established medium-silled holdings to a large 
estenL Moreover, the reform brought into more effective use areas of land 
previously held by the Russian government or religious organizations and 
farmed extensively, if at all The new properties established on these and 
similar lands were not minute plots, but substantial family farms averag
ing some I 8 hectares in extent. 1 The whole tendency of the reforms 
favored medium-sized holdings with a minimum of tenancy and hired labor. 

S. Agrarian reform usually works to the temporary and possibly 
permanent disadvantage of hired agricultural laborers. The hardship is 
occasioned by the breaking up of large estates, which naturally provide 
most of the employment, without a commensurate allocation of land to 
former employees. 1 Estonian land reform provided no exception to this 
tendency. As a result of breaking up the bulk of the large estates, workers 
might (a) seek an independent holding, (b) attempt to secure employment 
on smaller farms, or (c) remain totally or partially unemployed until in
dustrial or other steady employment could be secured. Actually, former 
tenants and owners of very small farms were favored in the land distribu
tion. Those with medium-sized holdings attempted to get along with as 
litUe hired labor as possible. In any event, the change from employment 
on a large farm to that on a small farm is almost always a reduction in 
status and real income for the laborer. Moreover, in seeking employment 
in agriculture or industry the displaced laborer had to compete with small 
holders having insufficient land to support a family, as well as with mem
bera of artisan families seeking employment. However, the problem grad
ually became less acute, with the achievement of economic stability and 
aubsequent expansion of employment opportunities. · 

Shepherds and other annual workers constituted a majority of hired 
laborers in Estonia, although a number of summer and casual workers 
were also hired. Wages might be paid partly in kind, so that some of the 
more permanent workers approached the position of "deputatists." The 
number of workers of various elassea is shown in Table I. 

Some attempt was made in legislation to distinguish "grades" of labor 
according to the physical demands of the work. Thus, children 12-I8 years 
of age and persona over 60 were elassified as workers of the third grade, 
and had to be given light work. • 

Ihrig, "Lea JUu!tata dea reformea agralrea d'ap!U-guerre," Jo.....m de lo 1ooUU 
ro-g,..,;,, de •eatiltiqiu, 12:4011-466, 1934. The economics of agrarian reform Ia 
discaued In Chapter IV. 

• Ihrig, Joe. eit~ p. 41'1. See aJao International Labour Oftl<e, "Statistics of Land 
Reform In Eotonia," l..Urwotimoal LGbotW B..,;.,, 12:67~ November, 19251 
M. Martna, "Social Alpeeta of Land Reform In Esthonla," lntiWft<ltionGI LGbour 
B...U., 18:21-47, January, 1926. 

• See Adam Rooe, "Agricultural Workers and the Agrarian Reform In Central 
Europe," l..U,...timoal LGbotW BOI1Nw, 18:807-888, September, 1988. 

• W. Martna, "The Position of Agricultural Labour In l!.stho11ia," lnt ....... tioroal 
LGbow B...W..., 11:781-788, May, 1922. 
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TABLE 1 

Number and Percentage Distribution of Farm Workers of Various 
Classes in Estonia, 19391 

Classes of Workers Number Per Cent 

Members of the Farmer's Famlly 4Jt,611 87-1 
Permanent workers 84.2,059 69.1 
Temporary workers so.~ 18.8 

Hired Laborers 61,619 11.6 

Annual workers 21,.S6 4.8 
Summer workers 22,778 4.6 
Monthly workers 1,528 0.8 
Shepherds 15,999 8.2 
Managing and technical stall' 838 0.2 

Total 495,181 100.0 

1 Baaed npon data In Estonian Institute of Economic Research, "Analysing the 
Estonian Agricultural Census, 1989: The Farm Population," Konjvaktvvr, Mf65: 
200-226, April 80, 1940. 

Although the Estonian constitution secured both the right of association 
and the right to strike, the provisions of the Russian Penal Code were also 
adopted. Thus, the right to strike was limited in undertakings having 
"public utility," including agriculture. The effect of the rulings was to 
impose penalties for such offenses as incitement to strike, attendance at a 
meeting in support of a strike, and the like. Nevertheless, a small organ
isation of agricultural workertt-the Association of the Rural Working 
Population-was formed on trade union lines. In addition, the newly 
established small holders formed an organisation, which operated also as 
a political party.• 

4. The wages and hours legislation in Estonia was extended to agri
cultural workers, but administration of the provisions ran into the usual 
dilliculties. The eight-hour day had to be regarded as more of a theoretical 
average than as an actual maximum, in view of the seasonal necessity of 
long hours in agriculture. Similarly, wage provisions had to he interpreted 
in view of food, lodging, and payments in kind comprising part of the 
farm worker's income. Children under 12 were not supposed to work (ex
cept, presumably, as unpaid family workers). 

Estonian agricultural workers were given special consideration in legis
lation attempting to improve their housing. Accident compensation was 
made on the same basis as that provided for industrial workers. On the 
other hand, sickness and similar insurance provisions did not apply to 

•International Labour Office, The .Ropr11ontatioa and Organilatio• of .Agrimd
Ctwal Work1r1, Studies and Reports, Series K, No.8 (Geneva: 1928), pp. 118-US. 
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farm workers. Unemployment ceased to be a serious problem after the 
Initial readjustments forced by the agrarian reform, although seasonal 
and other ''bidden" types of unemployment peculiar to agriculture con
tinued throughout the Interwar period.• 

LATVIA 

The property and labor systems of Latvia, like those of Estonia, under
went major transformations as a result of the nationalistic movement 
culminating In Independence after the First World War. 

1. Feudal tenures were extensive until the time of the land reforms 
following Latvian Independence. The reforms transformed the predom
Inant property system to one of Independent ownership. Only 7 .t per cent 
of the total number of undertakings ( 12.0 per cent of the farm area) were 
farmed under cash rentals, and an additional 1.5 per cent of the holdings 
( 2.6 per cent of the area) were held in share tenancy •10 

Communal ownership still prevailed during the Interwar period In the 
East (Latgale province), but In other areas the older village structure had 
given way to dispersed family farms. Strip farming in Latgale was grad
ually replaced by communal eultivation in large consolidated areas. 

Although the ideal of the medium-sized holding was approximated In 
fact, there remained a substantial number of small holdings (some of them 
plots for part-time farming), and enough larger holdings to require hired 
labor In addition to the farmer's family. . 

Division In kind was the rule of Inheritance In all provinces except Lat
gale, but the postwar laws set a legal maximum of 50 hectares per farm 
and forbade subdivision under 10 hectares. It is not apparent from avail
able evidence whether the latter provision was carried out more completely 
than the former,11 but the trend away from "land hunger" toward a labor 
shortage no doubt gave support to undivided Inheritance. Aside from 
limitations on Inheritance and maximum size, farms could be alienated 
and mortgaged. 

2. As in Estonia, the prevailing land tenure system in Latvia before 
the agrarian reform was a type of modified feudalism. With the exception 
of Latgsle province, which elosely followed Russian developments, the 
Latvian rural economy was dominated by German "nobles." The "freeing" 
of the peasants was gradual throughout the last century. For the most 
part, freedom meant only the relaxation of direct personal domination by 
the feudal lord, but not a complete Independence of land tenure. Although 
in the latter part of the century cash rentals were introduced, and lands 

• W. Martna, Joe. eit. 
11 International Institute of Agriculture, Tho Fir•e World Agricvlh<ral c.,.... 

(1930) (Romes 1989,11 voll.), VoL III, p. ~ (Hereafter cited as World 4.gricvJ.,.....,c ...... ) 
11 Although the legal maximum was established In 1920, the census of 1985 showa 

1,071 IUUiertaldngo exceeding 100 hectarea. See League of Nations, European Con
,._ on Rural Life, LaiN (in aeries, National Monographs drawn up by 
GoYernmenb), PubUeation No. 11 (Genevao 1939), pp. 1t-20. 
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were made available for sale if the peasants conld afford to buy, the "free" 
peasants for the most part continued as tenants paying in labor and kind 
for use of the soil. Independent peasant properties did develop, but only 
by virtue of occasional cash purchases and not by virtue of land distributed 
to liberated serfs. 11 

Before the reforms, almost half ( 4.8.1 per cent) of the land area of Lat
via was held by members of the nobility, estimates of the average size of 
these estates ranging from 1050 hectares to 2000 hectares. All private 
properties in excess of 100 hectares were expropriated, and frequently 
only the "irreducible" area of 50 hectares was left to the estate owners.11 

The expropriated areas were added to state lands, lands taken over from 
public institutions run by the nobility, and church lands in excess of 50 
hectares, and made available for redistribution. Servitudes of various 
sorts were abolished both for the expropriated lands and for the areas 
retained by private holders and various institutions. 

The first concern of the Latvian reforms, unlike those in most other 
countries, was the allocation of land to governmental bodies and various 
public organizations, the enlargement of small holdings, and the regu
larization of boundaries. Holdings under 15 hectares could be enlarged to 
the maximum of 80 hectares (22 hectares agricultural land} allowc;d to 
new holdings, either by direct addition of adj aeent state lands or by 
assignment of holdings to the state in return for a new settlement. 

The remaining available lands were distributed to landless workers, 
with first preference to ex-servicemen in order of. military merit, and 
second preference to those having the necessary agricnltural equipment 
and capital. Lands granted by the reform required the payment of a mod
erate redemption price, which conld be abated in the ease of ex-service
men. Loans were granted for buildings and equipment, and timber from 
the state forests was made available at a reduced price. Except for the 
limitation on subdivision previously noted, tenure and alienability were 
not restricted. 

Az in Estonia, the Latvian land reforms were "radical" from the point 
of view of areas affected, the treatment of large properties, the number 
of new holdings, and the number of new enterprises without capital. But 
likewise as in Estonia, the substantial areas granted and the policy with 
respect to capitalization eased the transition and contributed to a sub
stantial increase in agricnltural production. 10 

8. The inevitably unfavorable effects of agrarian reform on labor 

11 See European Conference on Rural Life, L11h>ia, pp. 14-20; F. W. v. BUlow, 
"Social Aspects of Agrarian Reform In Latvia," Intert~~Jtio....J L11bovr .Re.,;,..,, 
20:85-66, July, 1929; (Latvian Ministry of Agriculture), "Agrarian Reform and 
the Recent Evolution of Latvian Agriculture," Inlef'RIItio....J .Re.,;,.., of Jl.gricul
t""'• 80:22E-80E, January, 1939. 

11 See references cited in previous note and International Institute of Agricul
ture, Jl.griculturnl Problemo '" Their Illlef'llllliolllll Jl.•p•ct, Documentation for 
League of Nations, International Economic Conference, Geneva, May, 192'1 · 
(Geneva: 1926), pp. 860-862. 

to See Ihrig, loo. cit. 
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demand through the breaking up. of large utates were not appreciably 
offset in Latvia by land distribution to landless workers, but were offset 
by the fairly substantial siae of the post-reform holdings, by employment 
in gradually re-established industrial enterprises, some migration abroad, 
and subsequently by declining size of families. At least one source main
tains that the demand for labor was actually greater after than before the 
reforms.'" In any event, it is certainly true that the demand relative to the 
supply was greater, since a shortage of agricultural laborers developed in 
the interwar period. Despite efforts of the Latvian government to halt the 
"rural exodus," and to encourage students and others to work seasonally 
in agriculture, it became necessary to bring in Polish and Lithuanian 
workers during periods of peak demand. 11 

Ouly16.S per cent of -those occupied in agriculture in 1929 were hired 
laborers, and well over half of these laborers were in the two semi-per
manent categories of "annual labor" and stockmen. The number and per
centage of agricultural workers of various types are shown in Table 2. 

TABLE 2 

Number and Percentage Distribution of Farm Workers of Various 
Classes in Holdings of One Hectare and Over in Latvia, 19291 

a.._ of Workers Number Per Cent 

Members of Holder'a Family 785,483 83.1 

Penona permanently '"""'pled 749,818 '19.8 
Persona temporarily '"""'pled 88,16'1 8.9 

W'"l" Labor 153P30 16.3 

Managlnf. and teclmleal atslr 4,249 0.4 
Almual bor 48,'19'1 u 
Seasonal labor 29,118 8.3 
Stoclnnen 41,189 u 
Mouthly labor 12,160 1.8 
Day labor 21,917 2.8 

Total 988,1118 100.0 

I Baaed upon data In International Institute of Agrleultnre, Tlao Fird World 
.4,V.U.ral c- (1930) (Rome: 1939, ll voil.), VoL III, p. 2/lT. 

The annual laborers comprised both farm servants and "deputatists." 
.A.ide from the latter group, wages were paid mostly in cash, and owing 
to the farm labor shortage the wages paid to farm workers occasionally 
exceeded indWitrial wages. The high wages, in fact, were due more to labor 

10 European Conferen<e ou Rural Life, Llltvia, p. 20. 
'"Peteria Starra, "Tbe Sbortage of Agrieultural Labour In Latvia," Inlor

-"otoal Labow B...U., 40:168-178, December, 1940. 
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shortage than to any effective unionism. Collective contracts, however, 
were common.u 

+. The Latvian farm workers were less protected by social legislation 
than were industrial worker~ circumstance usually prevailing in other 
countries. Seasonality of employment, long hours, and poor housing were 
the other chief disadvantages felt by agricultural workers, but all of these 
conditions were changed somewhat in the competition for workers!• 

LITHUANIA 

Both in ita history and in ita more recent economy, Lithuania is much 
more a part of ·the Eastern European development than are the two north
ern Baltic States. With the exception of Memel, an area over which ita 
sovereignty was limited throughout the interwar period, Lithuanian ter
ritory was largely by-passed by the Teutonic Knights and their Baltic 
German successors. Lacking Scandinavian and German influence, ita 
economic institutions are more nearly Slavic in origin and type. 

1. Feudal tenures were abolished in Lithuania by the agrarian reforms 
and the abolition of the large estates, most of which had been controlled by 
Germans (around the Memel area), Poles, and Russians. The transforma
tion of these estates into private holdings,· and the breaking up of com
munal lands into consolidated holdings, produced a tenure system pre
dominantly characterized by peasant ownership of small holdings. 

Only 7.8 per cent of the holdings over one hectare ( 9.2 per cent of the 
area) were farmed by tenants, and a small additional number and area by 
hired bailiffs and other agents.11 Share tenancy was less common than cash 
rentals. 

As already noted, the village commune type of tenure, with allocation 
of strips of arable land and joint use of forests and pastures, was largely 
abolished in favor of isolated consolidated holdings. Even forest and 
pasture land was partly divided, but some was still controlled by villages 
or, in the case of forests, by the state. 

Equal inheritance prevailed, but division in kind might be avoided by 
cash settlements or even by joint control. Holdings were in general smaller 
than in Estonia and Latvia, with a substantial proportion of the total num
ber {18.6 per cent) of the holdings over one hectare falling under five 
hectares of area.•• For the most part these did not represent plots for part• 
time farming, but we~e the sole means of livelihood of the cultivators. 

2. Before the agrarian reforms some 40 per cent of the total area of 
Lithuania was held in large estates of over 100 hectares, an additional 10 
per cent by the state and clergy, and the remainder by peasants--either 

uSee F. W • .,., BUlow, Joe . .U.1 International Labour Office, Tla• B•prllftllalioa 
aM Organuatio• of Agricultural Worker•, pp. 1711-176. 

11 F. W. v. BUlow, loe. cit. . 
11 World Agricultural c,,..,.., Vo.l. III, PP· 805-806. 
to Ibid. p. 804o. 
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eommunally or individually.11 A large number of these were very small. 
Some 17 per cent of the rural population were landless. 

Communal lands were expropriated only for the sake of forming inde
pendent holdings by members of the villages. The state expropriated areas 
of estates in excess of 150 hectares, and later in excess of 80 hectares, 
apparently without compensation. These lands, together with some areas 
already controlled by the state, were made available for distribution in 
small holdings. 

In allocating areas available for farms, landless persons were given 
preference over small holders. Among the former group, ex-servicemen 
who had fought for Lithuanian independence were first considered. Any 
additional lands available could be assigned to those having very small 
holdings. Tenure on lands affected by the reform was designed to be free
hold, although the state leased lands not yet assigned in the process of 
carrying through the redistribution. It was subsequently decided ( 1984) 
that those who had benefited from the land distribution should pay a pur
chase price to the state on a long-term basis. 

The great diffienlty of the agrarian reform in Lithuania, as compared 
with Estonia and Latvia, was that in the former country the lands available 
for distribution were far short of the amount necessary to satisfy the 
legally allowable demand. Without extensive development of other means 
of livelihood, and with a rapidly growing rural population, it was im
possible to avoid division of the agricultural land into fairly small hold
ings, leaving landless workers with very little local demand for their labor. 

S and 4. The agrarian reforms improved the position of part of the 
landless workers and small holders, but even a more extensive "leveling" 
would scarcely have provided family holdings for all of those dependent 
on agrienlture. Seasonal migration of landless workers to Latvia and Ger
many provided some additional employment. As shown by the accompany
ing table (Table S), some 15 per cent of the population occupied in agri
enlture were employed persons. 

TABLE 3 

Number and Percentage Distribution of Farm Workers of Vari
ous Classes in Holdings of One Hectare and Over in Lithuania, 

19301 

Oasses of Worken 

:Memben of Holder'a Family 
Employed Penona 

Total 

Number 

837,1519 
153,764. 

991,288 

PerCent 

84.5 
1U 

100.0 

• Based upon data In International Institute of Agriculture, Th• Flr~e Worlt.l 
Agrietlll•ral c.,.... (1930) (Rome: 1989, 5 vola.), VoL III, p. 815, 

n ECRL, No. f, pp. 46-51; International Institute of Agriculture, Ag..U:..IeurtJI 
Prob'-- ia Tllrir lulof'lltJeiotoal A•p••l, p. 868. 
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Lithuanian agricultural workers, comprising the bulk of the wage

earning population, formed a small organization on trade-union lines; and 
admitted small holders who employed no outside labor. Its influence on 
working conditions and labor relations was apparently negligible.•• 

POLAND 

The property situation in Poland reflects the troubled political history 
of the area, and especially the different institutions of the neighboring 
powers that ruled the several sections of the country until the First 
World War. 

1. Modified feudal tenures were still in existence in Poland after the 
First World War, and indeed various servitudes were only gradually abol
ished in the East as a result of the agrarian reforms. Tenancy was not 
widely developed, since large estates were generally farmed by various 
classes of hired laborers. In 1921 only 2.7 per cent of all holdings were 
farmed exclusively by tenants, although the percentage rose to 15.8 per 
cent of those holdings over 100 hectares, and an additional 7.8 per cent of 
the holdings were made up of partly owned, partly leased land.11 Com
parable evidence of more recent date is not available, but since the agrarian 
reform was very little concerned with the transformation of tenancies into 
freehold property, it is reasonable to assume that the importance of ten
ancy had neither increased nor diminished in marked degree by the end 
of the interwar period. 

The large estates, particularly in Western Poland, depended upon hired 
laborers, both temporary and permanent. As in East Prussia, the "depu
tat" system of agricultural employment was highly developed, so that 
substantial areas of farm land were actually farmed neither by owners 
nor by tenants, but by workers in lieu of wages. 

Communal ownership still prevailed in the formerly Russian areas of 
Poland, but the agrarian reforms attempted consolidation of the annually 
apportioned strips in this area, and the division of part of the forest and 
pasture areas. 

For the most part, inheritance was undivided in the West, with cash 
settlements to other heirs. In the South, and to a lesser extent in the East, 
the already minute holdings were further subdivided among heirs. Owing 
both to this mode of inheritance and, particularly in the East, to com
munally controlled strip farming, Poland has provided one of the extreme 
cases in Europe of parcellation and dispersion of small plots. 

Lands acquired by virtue of the agrarian reform were inalienable, in
divisible, and not to be mortgaged until long-time loans had been repaid. 

2. In sharp contrast to the agrarian reforms in the Baltic States, the 
initial and radical reforms proposed in Poland had no effect, and definite 

II Intematlonal Labour Office, Tlu B•pr11•11tatioa au Organuatioa of A.gri
""lt.....U W ork•rl, pp. 178-179. 

•• International Institute of Agriculture, A.gricvltural Probl""' t.. Tlaeir Inler
aalioMI A.1poct, p. 870. 
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modification of land tenure only got under way after 192/l, The refor1111 
then eatablished and thenceforth carried out contemplated a very long
range and semi-voluntary redistribution o~ land rights, ~ be accom~anied 
by land reclamation, consolidation of holdmgs, and abolition of aerv1tudea. 
The law eatablished a maximum aiae of holdings by individuals and cor
porations ranging from 60 to 800 hectares. Areas in exeeas of that were to 
be transferred by private arrangement to landless persons, who conld 
borrow money for the purchase from the state or the State Agrarian Bank. 
Some 200,000 heetarea per year were to be listed for compulsory division, 
or Yoluntary division within a year. In practice, the areas so divided fell 
considerably abort of 200,000 hectarea in some years, •• but only rarely 
was reaort had to expropriation. Compensation was paid to estate owners, 
partly in cash and partly in state land bonds. 

Lands were to be distributed to landless workers and to holders of nry 
small plots. Smaller amounts were made available as building Iota for 
'f//Orlr.ers and artisans. u 

The agrarian refor1111 in Poland did not abolish the large eatate, nor 
solve the problem of extreme subdivision of holdings. On the other hand, 
the refor1111 pushed both of these characteristics toward independent peas
ant proprietorships. Moreover, the proportion of the total agricnltural 
land held in large units was not ao large as the proportion of the total 
area, since foreats comprised a large part of the area controlled by the 
big estatea. 

8. Poland has been one of the outstanding eumplea in Eastern Europe 
of an agrarian economy unable to provide employment for many persona 
whose linlihood depends on agrienlture. The parcellation of large estates 
among agrienltural workers had no appreciable efFect on the over-all 
character of employment opportunities. On the other hand, the problems 
of agrienltnral unemployment were not aggravated by a audden abolition 
of the estates employing workers. 

The typea of farm labor, methods of payment, and considerations of 
labor relations and relative status all show remarkable heterogeneity in 
Poland. Thia il due not only to the divergent institutional development& in 
the several sections of the country as they were molded along German, 
Austrian, or Russian lines, but also to the unequal economic organization 
and opportunities for employment. Despite this diversity, one type of 
labor arrangement was surprisingly common: that of the deputat worker. 
In both the formerly Russian and the formerly German aections the large 
estatea depended primarily upon these fairly permanent workers for the 
bullr. of their year-round labor aupply. They usually received a small eash 
wage, but the larger amount of their income was derived from the dwelling 
furnished by the employer, a plot of land (usually for potatoes in the east), 
pasture for one or two cows, and allotmenta of cereal& or possibly other 

.. See Poland. Chief Ba-a of Statlatlel, Coru:U1 Blolilllleal Y1ar-Bool< of 
Po"-', 1938 (Wanaw1 1938), p. IJII, 

u ECRL. No. t, pp. ~. 
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foodstuffs. This general pattern was subject to many modifica.tions, de
pending upon particular regions, size of estates, and so on. The situation 
in the former Russian areas has been summarized as follows: 

On the small farms only unmarried workers are engaged, who are 
lodged and boarded by the farmer and who receive, in addition, some 
wages in kind. This group exists also on the large estates, but is not 
very important •••• It is stated that this class is disappearing, because 
the employers prefer married workers who have their own household 
and who are mostly paid in kind. This class, the "deputatists," forms 
the most important group of agricultural workers. They receive, as part 
of their wages in kind, a dwelling (sometimes in a block-building), a 
plot of land for potatoes, and the right of keeping one or two cows. They 
are engaged per year. The members of their family [•ic] working on 
the estates are paid per day. 

Another group are the "kormorniks," who receive a dwelling, half as 
much potato land, and half the amount of other wages in kind received 
by the "deputatists"; on the other hand, they receive a higher cash wage. 

The day-labourers proper, sometimes called "free workers," are 
mostly smallholders, whose families are not able to live from the produce 
of their holding. They are mostly employed in forestry work and for 
harvest work. Besides this type of cheap labor there is a group of sea
sonal workers engaged from April to October. These workers are lodged 
by the employer, often in block-buildings, but not boarded by him; they 
receive part of their wages in kind. They are mostly migratory workers, 
coming from the mountainous parts of the country. 

The wages and allowances of all groups are covered by collective 
agreements. •• 

Since the independent proprietors of very small holdings had to seek 
wage labor to supplement the income from their cultivation, their position 
was very close to that of the deputatists. This similarity was especially 
marked when the small holders entered into contracts for annual employ
ment, less sufficient time for cultivation of their own plots. Their inde
pendence owing to property rights in a small plot of ground was scarcely 
greater than that of the deputatist, and their security might be smaller.11 

The following table, although inadequate in detail, indicates something 
of the number of workers who lived on the employers' farms and those 
who bad small holdings but worked for wages in addition. 

Although the source quoted above indicated that all farm labor in Poland 
was governed by collective agreements, this was only nominally true. 
These agreements applied most directly to employers and employees on 

•• International Labour Office, Tho R•prBIIntatioA and Organilatio• of .4.gfi. 
cvltural Work•ra, pp. 189-190. 

17 See ibid., pp. 188-189; Z. Ludkiewicz, "Land Reform In Poland," Tho Slaoonk 
RorMw, 8:815-830, December, 1929; Waclaw Ponikowskl, "Polish Agricultural 
Land Organization Since the World War," .4.naalo of tho .4.m•ma• .4.cad•my of 
Political and Social Scioac•, 150:288-298, July, 1980. 
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TABLE 4 

Number and Percentage Distribution of Farm Workers of Various 
Classes in Poland, 1931' 

Number 
Oasses of Workers (In thousands) Per Cent 

Owners and Their Families 7,900.8a 85.2 
Wage and Salary Earners I> 1,867.1 14.8 

Craftsmen 20.S 0.2 
Laborers housed by employer 858.2 8.9 
Laborers housed with employer 882.1 u 
Laborers boused In own home 2411.7 2.7 
Laborers, type of work unknown 846.7 8.'1 
Salaried workers 1U 0.2 

Total 9,268.5 100.0 

a Tbla represents ".9 per cent of the total (active and passive) Independent 
agr!Olitural population, given in the Y 1ar-Book, p. 80. The ratio was estsblisbed 
on the basia of ratios between active and total populations for agricultural em
ployees (pp. 238 and 80, respectively). 

~ Includes only those domiciled In rural areBB. 
1 Baaed upon data In Poland, Chief Bureau of Ststlstlcs, CoMil• Slalillical 

YMr-Book of Polaad, 1938 (Warsaw: 1938), pp. 80 and 238. 

large estates; how extenaively they were applied to other workers iD the 
appropriate regiona covered by the agreements depended partly on the 
eft'ectiveneas of organization among other workers!• 

The policy of determining labor relations and conditions of employment 
by collective agreement dates almost from the time of Polish independence 
following the First World War. The initial agreements were fostered by 
government officials in view. of extenaive labor disputes, and subsequently 
were further generalized and supported by legislation.'" 

t. Social inaurance provisiona for agricultural workers were eom
pnlaory only in the westem provinces, formerly nuder German rule. In 
those areas health and accident insurance, provisions for invalids, and old 
age pensions were in force.'0 On the other hand, the collective agreements 
were in force in all areas of the country and thereby extended various 
security provisions into areas not affected by formal legislation. 

The Polish collective agreements were usually drawn up for various 
classes of workers separately. Casual workers were generally not covered. 
Hours of work were specified in great detall (although not generally en
forced in the aame detall). The housing of deputat workers was also speci-

.. S... International Labour Ofti<!e, Colloclw• ..l.grflfiUJAII ito ..l.gricvlttw•, Studies 
and Reports, Series K, No. 11 (Geneva: 1983), pp. 51-M. 

nib1tJ. 
.. s... Ponlkowald, ro ... cit. 
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!ied, ai were sickness and death benefits, accident compensation, and 
the like.11 

The Polish workers certainly had greater security and economic sta
bility by virtue of the collective agreements than they would have had 
without such protection. On the other hand, the position of the laborers 
was under constant threat in view of the large number of landless workers 
and holders of minute plots seeking employment in agriculture. So long 
as considerable portions of -their number remained unemployed the Polish 
farm workers had little hope of greatly improving their relative bargain
ing power in dealing with estate owners. 

CZECHOSLOVAKIA 

Like other succession states formerly divided between two or more rnl
ing governments, Czechoslovakia exhibits divergent institutional develop
ments in different regions. Although other internal distinctions are present, 
the two major divisions in Czechoslovakia are the Czech regions (Bo
hemia, Moravia, and Silesia) formerly under Austrian rule, and the east
em provinces (Slovakia and Sub-Carpathian Russia) under Hungarian 
rule. Although the Austro-Hungarian dual monarchy formed a united 
state for some purposes, the internal institutional structures of Austria 
and Hungary differed considerably. 

I. The land tenure systems in the east and west of Czechoslovakia 
during the interwar period reftected not only the divergent legislative in
lluences of the Hungarian and Austrian governments, but also the unequal 
economic development of the several regions. Thus the eastern provinces 
were largely unaffected by Western European industrial and commercial 
developments, and represented a breakdown of feudalism along almost 
purely agrarian lines. Former serfs became for the most part share tenants 
or small holders. Indeed, the share tenants, particularly in Slovakia, were 
before Czechoslovak independence scarcely distinguishable from feudal 
serfs, except with regard to personal liberty. In the Czech regions the 
vestiges of feudalism took a somewhat different form: vast latifundias, 
entailed in hereditary usufruct (fitleicomil ), with ultimate title theoreti
cally retained by the Hapsburg dynasty. The local management of these 
estates, however, was more capitalistic in type, with cash or other fixed 
rentals of part of the area, and farming with hired labor (including depu
tatists) for those portions of the estates not leased. 

Although the agrarian reforms following Czechoslovak independence 
reduced the number and extent of large estates, and established some 
former tenants and laborers as independent owners, some fairly large 
estates remained both in the Czech provinces and in Slovakia. More than 
90 per cent of the agricultural and forest area was owned by the holders, 
various types of tenancy accounting for most of the remainder. (About I 

ninternatlonsl Labour Office, Coll•otirJI .A.gr.,m•"t' ;,. .A.grit:ultvro, pp. 77-97, 
f'GUim.. 
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per cent of the area was held by deputatists, church officials with preben• 
dary allobnents, and under other modes of tenure.)11 

Communal lands, especially forests and pastures in the eastern regions, 
were not abolished by the agrarian reforms. On the contrary, some lands 
were given to communes and to cooperative societies for joint cultivation.•• 

Although the entailment of the large estates in the Czech regions was 
abolished in 1924, the agrarian reforms set up a new category of "family 
properties" of from 6 to 1/l hectares which were entailed and non-mort
gageable. None of the lands distributed as a result of the reforms could 
be divided or alienated without official approval. These provisions intro
duced very little novelty into the principles of succession In the Czech 
provinces, where undivided inheritance has prevailed (by law in Bohemia, 
and by custom in Silesia and most of Moravia). They were, however, in · 
contrast to the normal division of property among heirs practiced in parts 
of Moravia, and in Slovakia and Sub-Carpathian Russia. Morbnain estates 
held by the church, especially in Slovakia, fell under the same provisions 
for maximum size as those applied to private domains. Some such estates 
of reduced size remained and were farmed for the benefit of clergymen or 
the support of the church. 

2. As already indicated, the property distribution in the regions that 
constituted the territory of Czechoslovakia in the interwar period was 
marked by estates of tremendous size and very small peasant holdings. In 
the Czech provinces 87 per cent of the area of rural landed property was 
held in estates exceeding 100 hectares (27.71 per cent of the total In 
domains exceeding 2,000 hectares). In Slovakia almost exactly half ( 49.9 
per cent) of the farm area was held in units exceeding 200 arpents (ap
proximately 116 hectares) and 86.2 per cent in units exceeding 1,000 
arpents (580 hectares). For Ruthenia the respective percentages were 
41.6 and 88.1.16 It should be especially noted that the percentages given 
refer to actual holdings, regardless of ownership, in the formerly Hun
garian areas, whereas the percentages for Bohemia, Moravia, and Silesia 
refer to properties. In the latter case, many of the large estates actually 
were not farmed as such, but rather substantial portions were farmed 
under some form of tenancy. It should also be noted that the distribution 
of actual agricultural land was not so unequal as the foregoing figures 

•• WMI4 .dgrietllt.raJ C.....,, VoL II, p. 167. 
u For details concerning modes of property and tenure, especially aa affected by 

tbe agrarian refonns, see H. BOker and F. W. von Billow, T'M Bural E1110diu itt 
C:ucllollot1al:ia, International Labour Office, Studies and Reports, Series K, No. 18 
(Geneva: 1935), pp. 88-67; Vladislav BrdUk, "Les conditions de production, I' or
ganisation et lea resultats de l'entreprlse agrlcole," In Vladislav Brdllk, eel., .dgri
cwltw•, EncyclopMie Tehecoslovaque (Paris: 2ditions Bossard; Prague: 2dltlons 
Orbil, 1928), pp. 1-111, especially pp. 17-21; Cbarles ViJkovskf and Antoine Pavel, 
"La reforme fondUe," In ibid., pp. 816-846; Antonio Pavel, "Public Guidance In 
Land Utilization ID Czechoolovakia," .,,._,of t'M .dm•rica11 .dcademy of Political 
aa4 Boci<JIBcieae•, 1110:262-272, July, 1980. See alaa ECRL, No. '- pp. 62-64. 

u International Institute of Agriculture, .dgrietlltvral Problem1 ia Tl&•ir It~t•r
utloo!aJ .d•pect, pp. 38G-387. 



[ 229 J 
would seem to imply, since forest lands represented a substantial propor
tion of the area of the largest estates. 

The agrarian reforms, initiated in 1919 and supplemented in the early 
1920's, aimed at the seizure of large estates and their redistribution to 
laborers, tenants, and small holders. •• Areas in excess of 150 hectares of 
agricultural land and a total area of 250 hectares were subject to seizure. 
In some cases the latter amount could be increased to 500 hectares. The 
"residual estates" were retained by their owners in most cases, although in 
some cases of large estates held as feudal grants from the Hapsburgs by 
foreigners, the residual estates were also made available to other indi
viduals, or for cooperative enterprises. Compensation was paid for all 
lands seized, according to prewar market prices in the case of estates over 
100 hectares, and according to the "cadastral yield" for smaller properties 
taken over for one reason or another. Although the compensation paid was 
likely less than the current values of the lands, it is claimed that an imposi
tion of a land tax on formerly tax-free entailed estates would have caused 
even greater loss. 80 

Not all of the seized lands were redistributed, since much of the area 
comprised timber lands, part of which was retained by the state. Other 
lands were distributed for building lots, cooperative ventures, for com
munal use, and so on. Approximately half of the total lands distributed 
went to small holders-including former tenants, landless workers, and 
those with very small holdings. The land available for distribution being 
less than the claims, preference was given to veterans of the various Czech 
units lighting with the Allied armies. 

The Czechoslovak land reforms were radical neither in their treatment 
of large holdings nor in the rapidity with which they were carried out. On 
the other hand, they did succeed in placing the center of gravity in agri
cultural organization in the small and medium-sized boldings.11 

The land reform legislation contemplated consolidation of holdings as 
part of the general program of rehabilitating the peasant farm, but this 
aspect of the program did not meet with marked success in view of the per
sistence in the eastern areas of inheritance by subdivision and the lack of 
other employment opportunities for workers who might have been dis
placed by a more rational size and use of cultivated land. 

8. The Czechoslovak land reform was exceptional in its provisions for 
displaced employees upon the seizure or breaking up of estates. The law 
required the Land Office to provide for those employees who bad worked 
on the estates for two years or more and who were Czech nationals 18 
years of age and over. The provision might be allocation of land, continued 

•• In addition to the references cited In note 83, above, see Lucy Elizabeth Tex
tor, Land Reform in Ozecho•lovakitJ (London: George Allen and Unwin, 1923). 

ao ECRL, No. " p. 68. 
IT In 1930, throughout the country, only 18.8 per eent of the strictly agricultural 

area was held In units exceeding 100 hectares In size. (See World .A.gricultvral o,,....,, Vol. II, p. 166.) Although direct evidence is not available, it does not 
appear that the proportion of the agricultural area ow...,d in large units would be 
much larger. 
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employment, retirement or disability pensions, or cash settlements. Since 
only slightly more than one-fourth of the eligible employees were given 
land allotments, and an additional one-fifth retained employment, pensions 
or cash settlements had to be provided for the majority of the workers.•• 

In the indostrialized sections of the west, where the largest latifundias 
also were located, displaced agricultural workers could ordinarily find in
dostrial employment after a shorter or longer period of unemployment. In 
the eaatem provinces the transition was somewhat more difficult, and ordi
narily required migration to the Czech provinces. Actually, there were 
opportunities in the Czech provinces for both industrial and agricultural 
employment, since the lower wage scales in agriculture coupled with less 
comprehensive social protection and poorer living conditions contributed 
to a ahortsge of agricultural workers in the region. 11 

The agricultural labor force not only was composed of permanent land
less workers, but to a marked degree comprised small holders whose plots 
were too small to support a family. These small holders sought employ
ment not only on other farms but also as rural craftsmen and artisans.•• 
For the most part the workers employed on the smaller farms were farm 
servants engaged by the year. The larger holders hired deputatists and day 
laboren as well as a technical staff. Table 5 indicates the percentage dis
tribution of varioos worken in agriculture. 

Labor relations in Czechoslovak agriculture were governed not only by 
local collective agreements, but more importantly by the "guiding prin
ciples" established by central federations and the public authorities. Agri
cultural workers as well as small holders and employers were highly 
organised in Czechoslovakia. The organisations were partly along trade 
union lines, and partly constituted politico-economic groups. Although 
there was no legal compulsion upon either employers or employees to ac
cept the guiding principles, their acceptance by regional federations 
assured fairly wide local application." 

~. The legislation governing the position and protection of agricul
tural labor in Czechoslovakia was a rather heterogeneous miature of former 
Aostrian and Hungarian legislation and modem Czechoslovak enactments. 
The legal eight-hour day applied to agriculture, with the necessary excep
tions for some types of seasonal work. Social insurance for agricultural 
worlr.en had less coverage in the Czech provinces than in Slovakia and 
Sub-Carpathian Russia. In the former provinces, for example, accident 
compensation applied only if the accidents occurred in the use of ma
chinery. Likewise sickness insurance was less extensive under Austrian 

u BOker and BUlow, op. cit~ p. 63; Intematlonal Labour Oftlce, "Social Aspects 
of Land Reform In Ct:echoalonkla," Ifltonl41iln141 Labovr .Ro.,;..,, 12:46-64, 2211-
244, July and August, 11125. . 

11 See lntematlonal Labour Oftlce, "An Enquiry Into Condltlona of Work and 
Wa~ of Agricultural Workera In Ct:ecboslovakia," In10n14lio1141 LabotW .R..,;.,.,, 
21:1165-867, June, 1930 • 

.. See lntematlonal Labour Oftlce, Tlw Bopr.,ofltali<m and Organualio• of .4g,._ 
""'t.ral Workoro, p. 103. 

•• Intematlonal Labour Oftlce, ColloctirJ• Agr,.monll loo .4griDvlltW•, pp. 29-81. 
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TABLE 5 

Number and Percentage Distribution of Farm Workers of Various 
Classes in Czechoslovakia, 19301 

Classes of Workers Number PerCent 

Owners, ete. 8,/130,768 85-1 
Owners, co-proprietors and tenants 1,tlOS,682 88.6 
Members of holders' families , 1,82S,086 46.8 

Wage Labor 566,789 14.(1 
Having agricultural instruction 8,830 0.2 
Overseers, stewards, etc.. 25,662 0.7 
Farm servants hoarded 229,S97 G.9 
Deputat laborers 67,4.12 1.7 
Other contractual labor 86,S21 2.2 
Craftsmen 8,888 0.1 
Permanent day laborers S7,84.7 u 
Seasonal laborers 88,082 2.8 

Total 8,897,SS7 100.0 

• Based upon data from International Institute of Agriculture, Th• Fird World 
.dgricullurai CoflltU (1930) (Rome: 1989, I vola.), Vol. II, p. 179. 

legislation than under Hungarian.•• However, certain classes of agricul
tural workers were given more extensive insurance coverage, either of an 
obligatory sort in conformity with special legislation or through member
ship in various associations. These insurance provisions included pensions 
and unemployment insurance. Moreover, a fiuid labor market was facili
tated by provincial employment bureaus. 

The housing for deputat workers was governed by the "guiding prin
ciples" in Czechoslovakia. In general, the housing conditions on small 
farms were considerably less satisfactory than on the larger estates •. 

The problem of employnient for landless workers was considerably 
more acute in the eastern provinces than in the western, and was partially 
offset by the possibility of internal migration from the agricultural to the 
industrial regions. · 

HUNGARY 

Of the larger Eastern European states, only Hungary remained rela
tively unaffected by agrarian reforms in the int~rwar period. The traces 
of feudalism remained quite apparent, and the economic and political 
dominance of the agrarian landlord was scarcely challenged after the few 
years of instability following the First World War. The loss of extended 
territories formerly ruled by the Hungarian half of the Austro-Hungarian 
dual monarchy tended to accentuate the concentration of land in large 

•• The situation with respect to legislation and labor conditions In Czechoslovakia 
Is summarised in International Labour Office, Colloctivo .dgro""''"" in .dgriculturo, 
pp. M-108; Boker and BUlow, op. cit., pp. 120-141; Fran~ls Kuhec, "L'agrlculture 
et lea pouvolrs publics," In Brdllk, op. cit., pp. 707-72S. 
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estates, since many of the areas incorporated into the succession states 
were already characterised by fairly extensive peasant proprietorship. 

1. Land distribution in Hungary was characterized by a relatively 
small number of very large estates and a large number of extremely small 
plots. The independent owner of a family-size farm, or the holder of a 
medium-siae area requiring perhaps one or two additional workers was a 
rarity in Hungarian agricultural organization. It was in the exploitation 
of the nry large concentrations of landholdings that the Hungarian pat
tem of post-feudal developments was most marked. 

Somewhat less than four-tenths of one per cent ( .004.) of the total 
number of land owners in Hungary owned 48 per cent of the total land 
area. 01 These were the owners of estates ranging in size from 200 arpents 
(approximately 115 hectares) to over 100,000 arpents (over 57,500 hec
tares). Part of these estates were held by corporations, communes, and 
churches. A considerable part of the area, whether ""privately" or "pub
licly" owned, was farmed by tenants of one type or another. 

Part of the area of one of the larger property holdings was usually 
managed by the owner, mainly through hired labor (including deputatists). 
Other properties might be leased entire as a large holding, and managed 
by the lessee in much the same way as the owner managed the estate upon 
which he lived. Thus, cash rentals were chiefly confined to large-scale 
tenants of high economic position, and the much less important share 
tenancies provided part of the labor necessary for farming large holdings. 
Only 8.9 per cent of the total number of farm properties were leased 
wholly or in part, but this figure rises to 52.2 per cent in the ease of 
'1arge" properties over 1,000 arpents. Of the total farm area, 17.4 per 
cent was leased (24.5 per cent of the large properties). A larger propor
tion of the total arable area ( 22.2 per _cent) was under tenancy, and in 
the case of large estates the proportion was 44.7 per cent.•• 

Personal dependency relations accentuated the marked hiatus in status 
between agricultural workers (domestic servants, deputatists, annual em
ployees, seasonal employees) and share tenants on the one hand and land
owners or entrepreneurial renters on the other. 

Communal ownership of village ·pasture and woodlands, and even of 
erop land, prevailed to some extent, especially in the north. Small prop
erties were generally alienable and divided in kind among heirs. Many of 
the larger estates were entailed, held in mortmain as church lands, or by 
corporations. Although only slightly more than one per cent (1.19) of all 
properties were under entail or similar restrictions on alienability (27.1 
per cent of the total area), 84..1 per cent of the number and 59.8 per cent 
of the area of the large estates were so restricted.•• 

a Ml<hael Kel'<!k, "Agricultural Land Reform In Hungary," Hungarla" 'Quar
UriJ, 8:411-4110, Autumn, 1940, p. 472. 

M Jule. de Konkoly Tbege, "L'eztenslon et l'lmportanoe de. bauz rurauz dans Ia 
Hongrle de Trianon," Jo•rnoJ diJ Ia 1ocUU hongroi111 d• dalutiqu•, 18:149-164, 
1940 • 

.. Computed from data In ibid. 
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The division of holdings not under entail accordingly most seriously 

affected those properties which were already small. In some areas, particu
larly in the north, the subdivision of property, added to the traditional 
village structure with surrounding "checker-board" plots, resulted in ex
tensive parcellation and dispersion of small holdings. In other regions, 
particularly on the Great Plain, the separate family farm or estate was 
more common, although even here the development of the extensive "agri
cultural cities" in which property owners lived for part of the year 
modified the pattern somewhat. 

2. Agrarian reforms of lin extensive character were contemplated by 
the first postwar government of Hungary, but the counter-revolution suc
cessfully maintained the dominance of the land-owning nobility. In re
sponse to the continued clamor for land on the part of large numbers 
of landless {and frequently unemployed) farm laborers, however, a re
distribution of land of very minor proportions was undertaken. The reform 
legislation envisaged purchases of land by the state and re-sale to those 
deserving land. In some cases expropriation was provided for. In practice 
very little land was directly expropriated, and that chiefly estates owned 
by foreigners living abroad. Land taxes contributed to the parcellation of 
some estates, although it should be noted that this had little effect on the 
largest estates, which for the most part are under entail and relatively 
tax-free.•• 

The land affected by the reform was to be distributed to disabled war 
veterans, widows of veterans, and farm workers. Additional lands could 
be granted to increase the size of small holdings, to provide building and 
garden plots for landless artisans, to public officials, to communes and 
farming societies, and to institutions. Actually, the lands distributed were 
almost exclusively small building plots, and small agricultural plots for 
landless agricultural workers. The total area of land so distributed was 
very small. Only about 604,000 hectares of land were given to some 
686,000 new proprietors;" the area amounted to about 6.5 per cent of the 
total area of the country. When it is recalled that a substantial part of this 

•• For details concerning the reform legislation and Ita effects, see Ill. Amold 
Daniel, "Land Reform In Hungary," Tu Adooncomont of Science, 6:149-UO, 
July, 1942; Karl Ihrig, "Agrarian Reform In Hungary," International Rom..,., of 
Agriculture, 22:841E-864E, 869E-882E, November and December, 1981; Intema
tional Institute of Agriculture, Agricultur<Jl Problo,.. ;,. Their l•tornotiot><Jl Ao
pocl, pp. &S-868; Kerek, loc. cU.; A. Kormendy-l!:kes, "Big Estates In Hungary," 
Hung11riaa QU<Jrterly, 8:48-118, Spring, 1987; League of Nations, European Con
ference on Rural Life, Hvn.q11ry (in series, National Monographs drawn up by 
Governments), Publication No. 27 (Geneva: 1989), pp. 61-114. The Interpretations 
of the effects of the agrarian reforms In the last of the foregoing references must 
be •iewed with eonsiderable reservation. An even more questionable discussion Is 
that of Ivan Edgar Nagy, "Agriculture and the Agricultural Economic Polley of 
Hungary," In 0. S. Morgan, ed., Agricvltvr<Jl Byllo,.. of .MiddZ. Europo (New 
York: The Macmillan Co, 1988), Chap. V. 

•• An additional 90,000 hectares were distributed as small tenancies, presumably 
to agricultural laborers. Computed from data In Hungary, Office Central Royal 
Hongrois de Statistique, A..,.....ire 8t11tistiq1H HoR!froill, 1931 (Budapaat: 1988), 
pp. 74-7S. 
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dirision did not affect agricultural land at all, the minor character of the 
reform becomes evident. 

S. Hungarian agricultural organization departs sharply from the 
Eastem European pattern common in the interwar period of small peasant 
proprietorship. The Hungarian land was worked for the most part by 
landless workers and by small holders who had plots too small to support 
a family, and who therefore had to seek employment on the large estates. 
This pattem was not appreciably altered by the agrarian reforms. 

The development of agriculture in the direction of large-scale enter
prises naturally resulted in a greater division of labor in Hungary than 
was common in Eastern Europe. Estates normally employed technically 
trained managers, field supervisors, personal servants, farm servaats, 
harvesting gangs under collective agreement, and various types of day 
laborers. The latter two groups might be mainly composed of holders of 
minute plots of land, although landless migratory workers were also in
eluded. As shown in Table 6, almost 40 per cent of those actively en-

TABLE 6 

Number and Percentage Distribution of Farm Workers of Vari
ous Classes in Hungary, 19301 

Cl.....,. of Workers Number PerCent 

Holders and Their Families 1,t31,.154 6031 

Independents '100,466 84.48 
Members of the family 1186,988 2U8 

Employees and AIDiliaries 79$,991 $9.09 

Functionaries and employees 5,611 0.28 
Supernsors 888 OM 
Clerks, workers, day laborers 565,055 27.82 
Apprentkes 857 0.02 
Other auxiliary persons 222,106 10.98 

Total 2,081,ut 100.00 
I 

1 Based upon data from Hungary, Office Central Royal Hongrola de Stafutique, 
.4.....W• BttJtutiqtul Hrmgrov, 1988 (Budapest: 19~), p. 1'1. 

gaged in agriculture were neither property holders nor members of their 
fam.il..iea ... 

Labor relations, and the conditions of labor over which disputes might 

'" Tbe atafutles unfortunately do not Indicate bow many of the agricultural 
employees may bold IRD&ll plots of land. In any event, the economic and aoclal 
position of ncla employees would not differ greatly (except possibly In the direction 
of less oecurity) from that of the deputat work era who are given small plots of land 
u part of their remuneration. For somewhat comparable atatlstlca for 1910 and 
1920,- Louia G. Michael, .4gric..ztvral B•ro•J of Evropo: H....,,.,.,, United Stat01 
~rtment of Agriculture, Tecbnlcal Bulletin No. 160 (Wublngtono 1980), p. 11. 
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arise, were regulated in detail by legislation. The Hungarian state did not 
look with favor upon independent organization for collective action, ex
cept within the rather rigid framework prescribed by law. Yet the de
pendence of estate owners on agricultural laborers was so great, and so 
crucial at the time of the grain harvests, that considerable bargaining 
power remained with the farm workers. This bargaining was naturally en
hanced during P.eriods of industrial expansion when alternative oppor
tunities for employment were present, and conversely diminished when op
portunities for industrial and/ or agricultural employment were falling off. 

Deputat workers, in Hungary as elsewhere, were paid mainly in kind, 
including food, shelter, fodder for livestock, and an allotment of ground. 
The law required that the employer allot land of quality comparable to 
the average of the employer's land for the same crop. The employer 
furnished the work of horses sufficient to cultivate the land, tools, and 
cartage to the nearest mill for that part of the wage paid in grain. The 
grain paid as wages had to be of the same quality as the first-class crop 
intended for sale. Products that formed part of the payment in kind and 
that shoUld by their nature be delivered daily, such as milk and fodder, 
had to be so delivered. Other payments, including any cash payments, 
were to be made promptly. For his part, the deputatist was required to 
cultivate his land satisfactorily, as well as perform other duties as 
required.•• 

Farm servants, including deputatists, might in emergencies be required 
to do any type of work, but in ordinary circumstances only that work for 
which they were engaged. Servants were ordinarily under annual contract, 
although they might be engaged for as short a time as one month. The law 
specified in detail the circumstances under which either the employer or 
employee could terminate the contract, and the notice required under 
various circumstances. Farm servants had a service book, in which the 
employer was to enter the servant's employment record, without comment 
on qualifications, at the expiration of a contract. 

Other laborers, including more or less permanent estate employees, 
could be paid mainly or entirely in kind. This even applied to harvest 
workers under collective contract (part of the terms of which were not 
subject to bargaining, but were specified by law). In periods of rising 
prices, the employer might prefer to pay his workers in cash; in periods 
of falling prices, payments in kind might constitute the total payment, the 
workers thereby constituting part of the consumers. •• 

4. The legislation regulating the conditions of farm labor mainly 

•• This summary Is chiefly based on International Labour Office, TA• LO'tD on the 
Cont-r<JCt of Employment of A.gricultural Worklr1 ia A.Uitria, G.rmany antl Hu,... 
gary Studies and Reports, Series K, No. 10 (Genevao 1980). See also International 
Lab~ur Office, "The Agricultural Labour Situation In Hungary," lntomatioaal 
Labour Ror1ioi'D 25:678-678, May, 1932; International Labour Office, The Repro .. ,... 
tatioA antl Organilation of A.gricultural Work.r1, pp. 151-157; Mikl<ls Morlcs, 
"Landless Agricultural Workers In Hungary," Int.......tioAal Labovr Roviow, 
28:518-580, October, 1933. 

•• Moricz, loo. cit., p. 527. 
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originated from periods before the First World War, some of the provisions 
dating from the nineteenth century. On the one hand, their effect-and 
indeed their intent-was to ensure a relatively permanent and tractable 
labor supply, with little opportunity for the workers materially to improve 
their economic or social position. On the other hand, the prevention of 
independent action upon the part of landless workers and small holders 
necessitated a modicum of protection and regulation of working conditions. 
Even this protection, however, emphasized personal dependency relations. 
Thus, sickness insurance was not provided by the state, but rather the em
ployer of a farm servant was required to provide medical care and hospital
isation. Other employees had to be given temporary medical treatment if 
their normal residence was in another commune.11 Agricultural workers 
using machinery were provided with accident insurance, the cost of which 
was paid by the employer. More recently, disability and old-age pensions 
were established for male workers on a state-wide compulsory basis. These 
were the first major inroads upon the principle of personal responsibility 
of employers. These provisions did not apply to women, who were like
wise unprotected by other special legislation with respect to labor con
ditions.•• 

The number of workers and small holders who had to depend upon em
ployment in agriculture ensured seasonal unemployment of substantial 
proportions. The number of days of employment during the year might 
vary from 80 to 220, depending on the year and the area. When industrial 
curtailment coincided with a poor agricultural market (as it normally did), 
the ranks of unemployed farm workers were swelled by industrial em
ployees returning to their native villages in search of employment or 
aupport.0 

ROUMANIA 

Perhaps more than any other of the Eastern European succession states, 
or countries uperiencing major territorial changes as a result of the First 
World War, Roumania during the interwar period exhibited a diversity 
of property and tenure systems in ita several regions. Certainly the di
versity was greater than that prevailing in Poland and Czechoslovakia, 
which also incorporated territories previously ruled by different govern
ments and influenced by divergent institutional systems. Perhaps the 
closest approximation to the diversity of Roumanian economic institutions 
was to be found in Y ngoslavi&. 

It may be useful to recall that to the Old Kingdom of Roumania (Mol
davia and W alachia or M untenia) the peace settlements added Bessarabia 
from Russia, Bukovina from Austria, Transylvania (including Crisana, 

11 See Tu Law,. tu Ctn~traet of Employmont of ..4gricultural W<>rkor• ••• , 
pp.37-43. 

•• See European Conference on Rural Life, Hungary, pp. '1'2-74. 
u International Labour Office, "The Agricultural Labour Situation In Hungary,"· 

Joe. rit.; Ja..O. Saeibert, "Le c:Mmage agricole en Hongrie," Magya11 Btatillztikai 
Bu.H, 17 -I. April, 1989. 
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Maramures, and the Banat) from Hungary. Moreover, the southern part 
of Dobrudja had been acquired from Bulgaria on the eve of the First 
World War, and was not fully integrated into the national structure until 
after the war. These areas not only had varied institutional arrangements 
before becoming a part of Roumania, but that variation was regarded as so 
great as to prevent uniform land reform legislation after the war. Thus, 
it is impossible to outline a property and tenure system that would be 
uniformly accurate for all sections of the country. Indeed, even the differ
ences in area measures were perforce preserved in the distribution of land, 
the former Hungarian areas using arpents (that is, cadastral jochs) rather 
than hectares. The review of property, tenure, and labor systems must 
accordingly proceed by regions. 

1. Throughout Roumania the typical mode of land tenure was the 
private cultivation of small holdings. Large estates were few in number, 
and of small consequence with reference to the total cultivable land. Within 
this common pattern, however, the detailed regulation of size, alienability, 
succession, and the like varied greatly by region. 

The land reforms effectively abolished feudal tenures, which had per
sisted in various modified forms until the First World War, but did not 
abolish tenancy. In some cases a nominally cash rental actually paid by 
annual labor contracts continued to be the practice. Although exact data 
on forms of tenancy and classes of tenants are not available, it is claimed 
that the bulk of the tenant farming on the large estates was contributed by 
peasant share cultivators, and not, as before the reform, by entrepreneurs 
renting whole estates and operating them through sub-tenants or hired 
workers. Statistics for 1927 indicate the following percentages of the 
arable land held in tenancy in the several regions: Old Kingdom, 8.4 per 
cent; Transylvania, 8.1 per cent; Bessarabia, 8.4 per cent; Bukovina, 7.8 
per cent. •• Since tenancy chiefly affected the cultivation of larger holdings 
in Roumania, it is understandable that the foregoing percentages of the 
arable area so held are in every case higher than the corresponding figures 
for the proportion of owners who let out land."" 

Share tenancy (metayage) was more common in the days immediately 
following the reforms, since many peasants subsequently granted title to 
lands were in the position of share tenants during the time of expropria
tion and resettlement. The expropriation of large areas of large estates, 
and the entire area of those estates held by foundations, corporations, 
foreigners, and those living outside the country-all served to reduce 
materially the tenant farming of large estates and increase the number of 
farms, large and small, cultivated by their owners. 

The reduction in the number and extent of large estates in all regions 
similarly diminished the importance of hired agricultural labor. 

Since the agrarian reforms primarily affected arable lands, communal 

•• David Mitrany Tho Land ,.,.a tho PoM<>nt m Rumania, Publications of tbe 
Carnegie Endowme~t for International Peace (London• Humphrey Milford, Ox
ford University Press, 1930), pp. 246·2~7. 

••Ibid. 
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ownership of pastures, as well as large private holdings of forests and 
pastures, was little affected. However, some limitations were placed on 
the extensity of such areas under whatever ownership. These limitations 
were applied most stringently in Transylvania. 

The agrarian reform laws for all regions of Greater Roumania were 
intended to establish and maintain peasant proprietorship. Thus, previous 
rules of the civil law were modified with respect to both alienability and 
succession. Since division in kind bad been formerly practiced in nearly 
all regions (it was less extensive in Bessarabia), the new agrarian laws 
attempted to prevent continued subdivision. In the Old Kingdom and 
Bukovina, a non-divisible minimum of 2 hectares was established (this 
applied only to crop lands and not to kiteben gardens, vineyards, and the 
like). The new law allowed inheritance undivided in kind, but with money 
payments for other heirs or a single undivided inheritance up to 50 hec
tares. Similar laws were applied in Transylvania, but the areas affected 
were arpents rather than hectares.•• This amounted to placing a minimum 
area of 2 hectares (or 2 arpents in Transylvania) under entail, but with 
an allowable entailed holding up to 50 hectares or arpents. While entailed 
lands were established for small holdings, the mortmain lands of the 
churches and various foundations were expropriated. In principle, the ex
propriation of arable lands under mortmain was complete, but some ex
ceptions were made for allotments to the clergy and for similar uses. 
Mortmain estate! had been particularly extensive in Hungary, where 
various churches and educational institutions bad been mainly supported 
by rents. 

Before the agrarian reforms peasant lands in most of the regions had 
not been protected against subdivision, but bad been inalienable. The in
evitable resnlt was successive parcellation. The new laws reversed the 
restrictions, providing for an indivisible minimum but also for alienabil
ity under certain restrictions. Thus, lots could be sold only to Roumanian 
citise!U who were already cultivators or who held agricultural degrees, in 
either case the prospective purchaser becoming the direct cultivator. The 
lands distributed under the reform were inalienable during the payment 
of the resettlement price and for five years after the title deed bad been 
secured. The land could not be sold to anyone who would thereby own 
more than 25 hectares of arable land. In Bessarabia this maximum was 
reduced to 20 hectares. The state reserved the right of pre-emption in all 

Mfbill~ pp. 161-162. Mitrany'a work constitntes the principal source from which 
are drawn materlat. on tenure sy&tema and the agrarian reform& In the several 
regiou of Roumanla. Considerably leu detailed summaries are given by V alerlu 
Bereara, La rlftJ'17M agrairo .,. Bouman;., (Paria: Llbrairle Universltalre J. 
Gamber, 1928); Olindo Goml, ~Land Reform In Rumania," Intornotional Labour 
B..,;.,.,, 22:~2, October, 1940; Louis G. Michael, .A.griet<ltvral Bvf"DBY of E• 
,..,., TluJ DB..bo B...._; PBrt I, RvmCJRi<>, Bulg~>ri<>, Gild Yvgo1IG.na. United 
States Department of Agrlcultnre, Technical Bulletin No.126 (Wuhington: 1929) 1 
2mile Petrini, ~Land Reform In Rumania," lntornotio"al Ro'Dio., of .A.gri<:vltvro, 
22:67E-101E, March, 1931. See alBo ECRL No.'- pp. 62-6~; C. Evelpldl, Lo1 ~tate 
kl.kaooiqw• (Paris: Ubralrle Arthur Rouueau, 1930), pp. 88-87. 
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sales of resettlement lands, and in all sales involving areas of llO hectares 
or more. Mortgageability was sharply limited on lands under 25 hectares 
in extent, but legislation in I 987 relaxed the restrictions on alienability 
and indebtedness. 

It appears that for the most part the agrarian reforms did not establish 
absolutely uniform tenure principles even within each region, as the new 
rules primarily affected those areas redistributed from state and expro
priated lands. Thus, small holdings held privately before the reforms and 
the residual areas of large estates were apparently little affected by the 
new legislation. The requirement in Transylvania that land not expro
priated could not be leased for less than seven years, and with equal 
preference to cultivators and cooperative societies, provides a notable ex
ception to the general tendency. On the other hand, the agrarian reforms 
affected a substantial proportion of the farm area and may be assumed to 
have established a general pattern in tenure principles. 

2. The close geographical proximity of the revolutionary movement in 
Russia, a proximity fostered by the close contact between Roumanian and 
Russian troops on the Eastern Front during the war, made agrarian re
forms in Roumania a virtual necessity to ensure social stability. It is, of 
course, extremely doubtful that any of the Eastern European agrarian 
reforms were undertaken on the "purely economic" grounds sometimes 
claimed for them. Yet it seems safe to say that political and nationalistic 
considerations figured more prominently in Roumania than in most other 
Eastern European countries. 

Until the time of the agrarian reforms, modified forms of feudal tenures 
had prevailed in most regions, and were especially marked in the Old 
Kingdom. The "freeing" of the serfs in I 864 had been accomplished by 
giving them some two-thirds of the land of the estates, but usually the 
poorest land. The division of holdings through succession rather quickly 
made these plots too small to support a family. Additional arable land and, 
until I 907, all pasture land was therefore "rented" from the landlord. But 
since the peasants eould not pay rents in cash, share tenancy developed to 
some extent. More commonly, however, the lands were rented by pay
ments in labor on the landlord's estate by the peasant. Since he was in a 
poor bargaining position, the peasant frequently worked a great many 
days for the privilege of cultivating a small extra plot of land. The modi
fication of feudal tenure was if anything, therefore, in the direction of 
increased exploitation of the peasant. 

In all of the regions added to Roumania after the First World War 
large estates and tiny peasant holdings had prevailed. In Bukovina, the 
granting of lands to the peasants upon their freedom from serfdom in I8U 
was conditional upon remuneration of the landlords. To pay these charges, 
as well as other capital additions, the peasants mortgaged their farms at 
usurious rates of interest, and frequently lost their plots to speculators. 
The debt burden and the practice of subdivision through succession placed 
the peasants in a precarious economic position. In Bessarabia the land re-
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forms sponsored by the Russian government aronnd 1907 had been largely 
subverted by minor functionaries. Although some commnnal cultivation 
continued (following the mir pattern), large private estates prevailed in 
the north, and very small peasant holdings in the south. In Transylvania, 
nrious reforms carried out after the freeing of the serfs did not seriously 
modify the property distribution typical of areas under Hungarian rule: 
a rather large number of very small holdings, and a few tremendous estates 
occupying about half of the total area. 

In the Old Kingdom, the land reform laws totally expropriated all 
arable land (including meadows and pastures fit for cultivation) belong
ing to the state, public and private institutions, and the total extent of 
estates belonging to foreigners and absentees. Other large private estates 
were expropriated on a progressive scale, allowing a residual minimum of 
100 hectares arable, and a maximum of 500 hectares. These amonnts, how
ever, originally referred to estates and not to proprietors, so that it was 
sUll possible for a single proprietor to own several estates falling within 
the 100-500 hectares range. This was modified by subsequent legislation, 
which was so interpreted as to place an absolute maximum of 500 hectares 
for a single proprietor. Former owners were compensated at a maximum 
rate of forty times the rent fixed for 1916, payable by the state on a long
term basis. Only about half of this amonnt was to be paid directly by the 
peasant, also on a long-term basis, although the additional expense to the 
state naturally figured in subsequent taxes paid by the new proprietors. 

In Bukovina, the following types of properties were expropriated in 
full: those belonging to foreigners (those who were not Roumanians or 
citizens of the region in 1914), to absentees (living outside Greater Ron
mania), to individuals who had lost their civil rights, estates farmed out 
for nine consecutive years before 1919, and mortmain estates. The maxi
mum to be retained by a single cultivator was fixed at 250 hectares, which 
eould be reduced to 4 hectares if neither the owner nor his parents had 
been cultivators. Commnnal property in excess of grazing and other needs 
was expropriated. As in other regions, forest and unproductive land ex
propriated became the property of the state. Compensation provisions 
were similar to those for the Old Kingdom. 

In Bessarabia the following were expropriated in 'full: former state and 
erown domains, estates belonging to foreigners who had not elected Rou
manian citizenship, estates rented out for five consecutive years, mortmain 
estates, and those belonging to towns but not required for purposes of 
town planning. All areas in excess of 100 hectares of arable land per pro
prietor were expropriated without exception, and the law provided for 
further expropriation if necessary. Compensation was similar to that in 
other regions, with the state absorbing one-fourth of the cost. 

In Transylvania the legislation was extremely ambiguous, and all of 
~e central provisions were modified by numerous and imprecise excep
tions. Estates that were without significant exception subjected to com
plete expropriation were those belonging to foreigners (that is, those who 
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had or would elect foreign citizenship), and those belonging to institutions 
not located in Roumania. Other estates subject to complete or partial ex
propriation, with numerous exceptions and qualifications, included: prop
erties acquired during the war, estates over 500 arpenta in size, various 
institutional and mortmain holdings, communal holdings beyond a per 
capita allowance, and estates rented out for a period of years. In fixing 
compensation for expropriated )and in Transylvania, more latitude was 
allowed the commissions charged with the reforms than in the other re
gions. Payments and transfers were also arranged more quickly, so that 
interim rentals payable to the landlord or to the state were not so common 
there as elsewhere. 

It appears that in all regions expropriated forest and unproductive land 
became state property, as did the subsoil of land distributed to new pro
prietors. 

The distribution of land itself involved a complicated process of de
termining the order of priority for various classes of claimants to land, 
and the preparation of lists of such claimants in terms of their appropriate 
positions. For the Old Kingdom the order of preference was: those mobil
ized in the World War, those mobilized in the Balkan war of 191S, war 
widows in trust for their children, landless cultivators, cultivators with 
very small holdings (under 5 hectares), and war orphans. Within any one 
category, additional priorities were established: war invalids, peasants who 
had labored on the estate being divided, peasants who had stock and a 
settled farm, those with more children, those who were older. Others were 
also allowed to claim land after the foregoing claims had been satisfied: 
holders of agricultural degrees, rural priests, teachers, and civil func
tionaries. Subsequently, land allotments were allowed to decorated military 
heroes who previously had not been cultivators. 

In Bukovina ·full holdings of 4-8 hectares and "colonization lots" of 5 
hectares were established, with first preference to those having no land at 
all, and to those who ceded their previous property rights in favor of new 
allotments. Complementary lots were allowed to those having farms of 
less than 4 hectares, and lots were also granted to village priests and rural 
schools. 

In Bessarabia the order of preference was considerably different, as is 
evident from the following priority list: holders of plots under 6-8 hec
tares to be granted supplementary plots to achieve the minimum size, full 
holdings to be distributed to landless peasants living on the estate to be 
divided, and supplementary lots to those living in the vicinity. The last 
group could b«; counted in the third group if they ceded their existing 
rights to the state. Additional allotments of various sizes were made to 
teacher-training colleges, rural schools, regiments in training, and to 
various establishments for experimental and similar agricultural work. 
Later special allotments were made to members of the provisional assembly 
that convened to unite the province with Roumania, and the 100 hectare 



t: 242 J 
maximum was revised upward for those landowners whose daughters mar
ried officers of the Roumanian army. 

In Transylvania the expropriation and resettlement were designed to 
proceed as a single process, permission even being given for voluntary 
agreements between landlords and peasant purchasers, provided that the 
general intention of the reform was not violated. The general order of 
preference was: local residents, those who suffered because of the war, and 
war invalids capable of working the land. Mobilized peasants received gen
eral preference. Complementary plots for those holding less than 5 arpents 
took precedence, followed by new plots for landless laborers and servants. 
The sue of the holdings allotted varied by region and by the capacity 
(including the capital) of the new proprietors to work the land. 

lu already noted, lands affected by the agrarian reforms became more 
easily alienable than they had been under previous land laws, although 
some restrictions still applied. On the other hand, division through sue

. cession was limited but only by establishing a very small indivisible mini
mum. Since only minor attempts at consolidation of holdings were under
taken (as in the provisions for cession of previous plots in return for 
consolidated allotments), and complementary plots for small holders were 
granted in all regions, the reform did little to alleviate the serious scat
tering of holdings. The entirely new holdings were for the most part con
solidated, but still subjected to division through succession down to the 
minimum of 2 hectares or 2 arpents. Some slight consolidation was begun 
in 1980 in Dobrudja, a region where scattering was extreme. For the most 
part, however, the agrarian reforms did little to modify the traditional 
pattern of village residence, with or without communal pastures, and 
scattered, mostly unfenced, plots in the surrounding area. 

With respect to the area affected by the reforms, the strict limitation of 
large estates, the small areas given to new proprietors, the increase in 
parcellation, and the more or less precipitous character of the changes in 
tenure, the Roumanian land reforms are customarily classified as "radical." 
Such a classification is confirmed by the economic consequences of the land 
distribution, noted more fully in Chapter Iv.•• In the characteristics noted 
above Ronmanis ranks with the Baltic states as areas marked by extreme 
reforms, without, however, the compensating advantages of size of hold
ings, state-aided capitalization, and other opportnnitiea for employment 
that characterized economic development in the latter states. 

8. and •· Since Roumanian agriculture became predominantly a sys
tem of peasant cnltivation, the nse of employed labor was not extensive. 
There are no available data on the proportion of those gainfully occupied 
in agricnlture who were hired workers, and A fortiori no data on the occu
pational distribution of such workers. 

Workers engaged by the year were housed and fed, and paid monthly 
cash wages in addition. Day laborers, the demand for whose services was 

IT See Ihrig, "Lea re.uJtsta dea reformea agraJrea d'aprb-guerre," loc. cle.J Jur
ga>-'Serapb.im, loc. cit. 
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probably small, were paid wages that differed widely by district and 
s~ason. These laborers usually were fed, but no special housing was pro
VIded. Seasonal. workers were under collective agreement, with a gang 
leader representmg the group in negotiations. It is reported that there was 
a shortage of skilled laborers. •• 

There was apparently no special legislation applying to agricultural 
employment, a lack made less surprising if the small importance of large
scale agriculture be considered. 

YUGOSLAVIA 

The interwar territory of Yugoslavia, like that of Roumania, was com
posed of a central state (Serbia) tracing direct continuity to the prewar 
period, and several regions which were formerly under the rule of other 
governments. It is accordingly necessary again to take account of the di
vergent institutional developments of the several provinces that were 
united as the Kingdom of the South Slavs. ' 

It may be recalled that in addition to the South Serbian territory ac
quired from Turkey in the Balkan wars, and not fully incorporated into 
the institutional structure until after the First World War, the new king
dom incorporated: Dalmatia and Carniola from Austria, Croatia-Slavonia 
and parts of the south of Old Hungary (chiefly the Voyvodina) from Hun
gary, the semi-autonomous Austro-Hungarian provinces of Bosnia and 
Herzegovina, and the independent state of Montenegro. In South Serbia 
and Bosnia and Herzegovina the influence of long Turkish domination was 
clearly evident at the time of the founding of the new kingdom. The 
troubled political history of the other areas was likewise reflected in the 
economic institutions, and in areas like the Dalmatian coast agrarian sys
tems instituted under the Roman Empire survive into the modern world. 

1. The feudal domination of the Ottoman conquerors, abetted by local 
noblemen, left its imprint on most of the southern regions of the interwar 
territory of Yugoslavia. Only in Montenegro did a substantial area with-· 
stand Turkish military and social domination. But the various sections of 
the region of the South Slavs exhibit quite divergent results of Turkish 
influence. Thus, in North Serbia virtual independence from the Ottoman 
Empire was gained in 1880, and complete independence in 1877. The 
Turkish landlords abandoned their domains, and the hereditary tenants 
(serfs) simply came into full proprietary possession of the lands they had 
been cultivating. Long before the agrarian reforms following the First 
World War therefore, old Serbia was a region of small peasant propri
etors. Tena~cy and agricultural employment were of little importance. •• 

Turkish domination of the land tenure system in Serbia contributed to 
the decline of communal ownership by village-kinship groups (.sadr,.ge). 

•• See Gorol, loo. cU. 
oo Unless otherwise Indicated, the presen~ ~~mmary ~ based ?D [Otto] .von 

Prange§ ''The Agrarian Reform In Yugoslavia, lntomatwnal Rtl>1tlll of Agncul
turt, 2G,:89E-lOOE, 12GE-136E, 174E-198E, 209E-280E, 269E-287E, 811E-827E, 
March-August, 1984. 
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The process was further accelerated upon the collapse of Ottoman feudal
ism by the adoption in Serbia of a modified Napoleonic Civil Code, which 
took no account of ancient tribal organization, Some pastures and wood
lands remained as communal holdings, and nomadic pastoral groups re
tained communal rights to mountain pastures and customary rights of 
free passage between winter and summer pastures. Succession to culti
vated land, and some of the pastures, was by division in kind among male 
heirs. However, during the interwar period there persisted a system of 
entail in an attempt to ensure a minimum holding (house, garden, equip
ment, and land requiring two days to plow). This entailed portion was also 
inalienable and could not be hypothecated. This rule did not prevent suc
eessive subdivision, but did prevent the peasant from securing credit for 
the purchase of additionalland.80 

South Serbia (chiefly the Yugoslav province of V ardar) remained under 
Turkish rule unilll9IS, and was not effectively brought within the legal 
control of the Slavs unillafter the First World War. An extremely com
plex system of property relations had developed under Turkish rule. The 
most common had been a feudal tenure system, whereby hereditary serfs 
(here ealled cifci) had Ulled the ground and paid their feudal dues in kind 
and in labor service. But there were also various types of share tenanciea 
for fixed lengths of Ume, fixed rentals in cash or kind, and farm servants 
( •omci) who were paid partly in kind and by an allotment of land to 
which they had usufrnctary rights (thus closely resembling the depu
tatists of Central Europe). Some arable as well as pasture lands were 
communally owned. In the general scramble for land that followed Turkish 
defeat and the postwar political and economic disorganization, the com
mon practice was for all classea of tenantS to take and retain posseasion of 
the land they had cultivated without legal or judicial ceremony. This 
process was not without conflict, especially among the cultivators them
lelvea, since rights were poorly defined, boundariea were extremely hazy, 
areas had never been precisely determined, and all written records were 
subject to falsification. The uncertainty concerning property rights was 
enhanced by a considerable political instability, This state of affairs con
tinued unchecked for the first decade of the interwar period, and to a 
leaser degree thereafter. The final settlement left former serfs in legal 
posseasion as individual proprietors with rights subject ouly to the Civil 
Code. The claims of other tenants and former laborers were not allowed; 
the land was returned to the landlord subject to partial expropriation on 
behalf of tenants, laborers, or others having a claim to land under the 
general principles of the agrarian reform for the whole country. Thus, it 
appears that some fixed and share tenancies remained, although the num
ber of those in actual possession of the soil who were not subsequently 
dispossessed undoubtedly reduced the extent of tenancy. The reduction 

oo See Mijo MlrkoYif, "The Land Question In Jugoslavia," Til. 8l4'00flle .R•..W•, 
U:38tl-402, Janaarr, 1936, 
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was further facilitated by the confiscation of the estatea of Moslem land-
lords and by other features of the agrarian reform. · 

Communal ownership of forests and pastures still prevailed in South 
Serbia, but few if any arable lands were so owned. Succession followed 
the general Serbian pattern of division among male heirs. This was modi
fied only in the c~se of. the rath~r numerous resettlement holdings, formed 
as small and medmm-stzed famtly farms from state lands and more espe
cially from lands left unoccupied through the death or Bight of former 
holders. Even for these plots, however, the limitation on subdivision lasted 
only for the period (three to ten years) during which title to the land was 
incomplete. For such holdings, however, there was a permanent injunction· 
against mortgages in favor of private creditors. The land was alienable , 
but agricultural cooperative societies and local beneficiaries of the agrarian 
reforms had prior rights of purchase, and the restriction on incurrence of 
"debts held for subsequent owners. 

Only a few areas of Montenegro were under Turkish rule, and the 
abolition of feudal tenures in those areas followed the same pattern as in 
the adjoining areas of South Serbia. However, it is not clear whether the 
abolition of these tenures resulted in the establishment of individual hold
ings, or whether the land so freed was incorporated into the system of 
communal ownership found elsewhere in Montenegro. As the only sub
stantial area of Southeast Europe never onder Turkish domination, the 
main portion of Montenegro retained the traditional Slavic system of land 
tenure by a village kinship group. 

Before the First World War Bosnia and Herzegovina had gained a 
nominal independence, chiefty by virtue of the declining power of the 
Ottoman Empire and the ascendancy of the Austro-Hungarian Empire. 
The intermediate and somewhat indeterminate position of the area is re
flected in the mixture of Moslem feudal land tenures and private peasant 
holdings. The latter were of considerably less importance than the former, 
and only developed in the areas most strongly under Austro-Hungarian 
influence. The persistence of the Turkish feudal system after the territory 
had come under Austro-Hungarian hegemony is worthy of comment. The 
independence from Turkish rule was gained gradually. Elsewhere in 
Southeastern Europe a war of political liberation from the Ottoman Em
pire was accompanied by an internal revolution overthrowing the politico
economic domination of feudal chieftains. In the absence of a definitive 
and violent severance of political ties, internal revolution did not come 
about in Bosnia and Herzegovina. Moreover, conversion to Mohammedan
ism had gone much further in these areas than in other adjoining states 
except Albania. Thus the landlords, and to a certain extent the peasants, 
followed the Moslem feudal principles of land tenure even when their 
political structure became tied to that of the Austro-Hungarian Empire. 

Aside from free peasant holdings, the land tenure system in Bosnia and 
Herzegovina was primarily that of various types of feudal estates farmed 
by semi-free serfs (kmet•) whose payments to the landlord included both 
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a share of the 'produce and various labor duties. The land reforms trans
formed these feudal holdings into free property. Tenancy was almost en
tirely abolished. The land distributed (or rather, the titles transferred) 
was given to families, and not to individuals. The families who thus be
came property owners, were, however, apparently the "small" families 
and not the larger kinship organizations (atJdM<ge ). The effect of this pro
cedure was thus not to create truly communal ownership of cultivated 
lands, but rather to establish an effective entail and to prevent subdivision 
through succession. It would appear that family ownership would also 
limit alienability and debt encumbrances. Pastures and some forest lands 
were owned communally. 

Feudal tenures had been effectively abolished during the last century in 
the former Austrian section of present Yugoslavia (roughly Carniola or 
Slovenia). But large estates and various types of tenancy had persisted. 
The operation of the agrarian reform apparently reduced tenancy to a 
minimum, and so divided the large estates that few opportunities for agri
cultural employment existed. The typical holding here, as elsewhere in the 
country, was the small or very small plot. In those parts of Slovenia most 
inlluenced by Germanic institutions the siae of the holdings was somewhat 
protected by the practice of undivided succession. Lands affected by the 
agrarian reforms were, in the case of the allotments for which the peasant 
had to pay part of the landlord's compensation, inalienable until the pay
ment had been guaranteed by proper authority, and other 'legitimate 
charges (especially debts to agricultural societies) had been met. Even 
after the property became alienable, however, the state retained the right 
of pre-emption for ten years. Lots assigned to war volunteers without pay
ment were made inalienable for five years. The area of mortmain estates 
(mostly church lands) was reduced, as was the communal or private forest 
area. As in other regions, colnmunal pastures still prevailed. 

The northern sections of Yugoslavia that were a part of Old Hungary 
(chiefly Voyvodina, or the modem Yugoslav province of Dunavska) and 
the Hungarian-ruled region of Croatia-Slavonia may be treated as a single 
unit with regard to property relations. Feudal tenures in this area had 
been effectively abolished during the last century, and some redistribution 
of land had taken place. However, some large properties persisted, 
farmed by laborers or tenants. Following the postwar agrarian reforms, 
there was little tenancy, and the practice of the entrepreneurial renting of 
large farms and aubletting was definitely forbidden, Breaking up the large 
eatatel resulted in the predominance of very small peasant holdings. There 
was still some demand for hired agricultural labor in vineyards, and dur
ing the harvest season in Dunavska. Communal ownership of pastures and 
woodlands continued, although the area of such holdings was limited. The· 
communal farming of cultivated land and the renting of communal land for 
the partial support of the village practically disappeared. The pattern of 
o111Jerahip by kinship groups gave way to division of such lands as private 
holdings. These private holdings were alienable, and inheritance was by 
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divisio~ ~ kind. The only limits on alienability were those applying to 
land d1str1buted as a result of the reform legislation and were the same as 
applied in Slovenia.11 ' 

On the Dalmatian coast of Yugoslavia the remnants o{ feudal tenure 
lasted longer, and in more varied forms, than in any other section of the 
country. Although tenures involving labor duties as well as a share of 
produce (the kmet system) were nominally abolished by the general re
form legislation of 1919, applied specifically to Dalmatia in 1980, the 
actual transfer of property rights did not begin until 1988. The operation 
of the reform affected primarily kmet tenure, "estates" (hereditary lease• 
holds, survivals of the Roman emphyteusis and scarcely distinguishable 
from priva~e ownership), and other hereditary tenancies involving fixed 
payments without regard to soil use or produce. In these cases the land 
reform transferred unrestricted owner~hip to tenants of long standing, up 
to 10 hectares per holder. Other tenancies were less affected, since the land 
reform dissolved existing contracts and expropriated part of the area of 
large holdings for the benefit of cultivators, but did not forbid new eon· 
tractual agreements. Therefore both ordinary fixed-rental tenanciea and 
the colonat (or share tenancy) systems still existed in the interwar period. 
The operation of the land reform was, however, in the direction of in· 
creasing the number of small private holdings. Extensive communal pas
tures existed. Succession was by division in kind, but lands were alienable. 
Indeed, the bidding up of land prices by returning migrants was one o! 
the more serious problems of the area, which was characterized by a dense 
agricultural population. 

In summary, the single most common form of land tenure and property 
distribution throughout Yugoslavia was that of the private ownership of 
very small farms, subject to further subdivision with each succeeding 
generation. In most areas.this private holding was effectively increased by 
communal pasture and forest lands, and in some areas the kinship group 
maintained the continuity of holdings and the avoidance of the over-small 
and uneconomical plots characteristic of the private holdings. In all sec
tions the smaller farms were likely to be heavily weighted with debts, in· 
curred as a result of the economic inadequacy of the holding, that tended 
to 'transfer property rights again out of the hands of the actual cultivators. 

2. Since it has been necessary to review in part the role of the agrarian 
reforms in property distribution and tenure in the various regions of Yugo· 
slavia, the present summary may be confined to some of the more important 
features of the reform not yet discussed. 

As previously indicated, the property systems prevailing in. the .several 
regions comprising the new Yugoslav state had followed qUJte d1fferent 
courses of development. In brief summary, North Serbia was already an 
area of small peasant proprietors. Similar indep~ndent h~ld~gs were of 
less importance in all the other areas, but n?t entirely lackm~ many. Th.e 
land tenures of South Serbia and of Bosn1a and Herzegovma were pr1· 

11 See, In addition to Frangel, loo. cit~ Mljo Mlrkovl~ loo. cit. 



r 248 J 
marily the various feudal tenures established under Turkish rule. The 
areu provided different problems for execution of the reforms, however, 
since in the latter two provinces the primary problem was simply that of 
transfer of property rights to cultivators already on the land, whereas the 
fleeing Tnrks left large areas in South Serbia available for migratory 
settlement from other regions. In Dalmatia also the chief modification 
necessary to establish pessant properties was the transfer of ownership 
from the state or landlords to tenants. In most of Montenegro communal 
ownership prevailed before the reform and remaiDed unaffected by post
war legislation. Croatia-Slavonia and other formerly Hungarian areas 
were accordingly the only regions in which agrarian reforms were under
taken under conditions similar to the general pattern in the remainder of 
Eastem and Southeastem Europe--namely, the expropriation of large 
estates and redistribution of land to landless workers and proprietors of 
very small holdings. 

The land reform in South Serbia was complicated by the fact that after 
the First World War all classes of tenants seized the property that they 
had cultivated. It was only after 19SS that part of the farms were retumed 
to their original owners, leaving only the former feudal tenants (kmet1 or 
cifCi) in undisputed possession without payment, but with payment by the 
·state to those landlords still subjects of the state (that is, not Turks). The 
areas not settled, or left vacant by the departure of the Turks, and the 
heavy wartime mortality and emigration of the rural population provided 
opportunity for establishing medium-sized holdings. The authorities were 
not able, however, to prevent widespread "land-grabbing" both by local 
residents and by immigrants from other areas. Land. tenures as finally 
determined by law partly rearranged the distribution of holdings, partly 
legalized the de facto possession of the cnltivators. 

In the northem territories, primarily those formerly under Hungarian 
rnle, the general policy of expropriating absentee owners (especially for
eigners) entirely, and of reducing large estates through partial expropria
tion was carried out. The amount of land expropriated (and conversely the 
land free from expropriation), the compensation made, and the classes of 
persons to whom land was appropriated varied not only with regional 
economic differences, but with political policies of the time and place. Land 
reform is by definition a political maneuver, but in Yugoslavia it was a 
political weapon subject to vacillation owing to pressure from various 
quarters. Landless workers and tenant farmers pressed their claims for 
land, while landowners held considerable political power. In the absence 
of a consistent, forthright, and definitive policy, estates were broken up 
and land distributed with scarcely any regard to economic organization. 
Thus agricultural industries were not protected, and little account was 
taken of the capital or ability of prospective small proprietors. Owners 
were given nominal compensation, part of which was borne by the new 
proprietor, but the new property owner frequently emerged with a tiny 
holding without stock or equipment, and at the mercy of creditors or those 
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from whom he had to purchase varioua services, such as haulage and plow
ing, by a long period of labor. The new holders were, by preference, prop
ertyless war veterans. These persons not only lacked capital and training, 
but were frequently met with hostility by members of the local village 
whose demands for land were still not satisfied. In short, the land reforms 
of Yugoslavia, especially those carried out in Croatia-Slavonia and Voy
vodina, finally succeeded in establishing an "independent" peasantry with 
security of tenure guaranteed by ownership, but with a most precsrious 
economic situation, The precariousness of economic position could only 
have been greater had the redistribution of land abolished communal 
property and the village organization of rural life. 

8 and 4. Hired agricultural labor had naturally been of very little im
portance in those areas predominantly characterized by small properties 
or small tenancies. Thus, it was again primarily in the north that agricul
tural laborers working on the large estates, as well as small owners supple
menting their incomes by part-time work for estate owners, were seriously 
affected by the agrarian reforms. Since the land available for distribution 
was so limited that these laborers either got plots too small to support a 
family or received no land at all, these workers were faced with unemploy
ment. This situation continued in varying degrees of seriousness through
out the interwar period. Laborers found employment on the remaining 
medium and large farms, emigrated to the towns or abroad, became de
pendent on relatives, or made some other equally unsatisfactory adjust
ment.11 

Most of the agricultural laborers were to be found in the Dunavska 
province, engaged as estate laborers and paid partly in cash and partly in 
Jdnd. Some workers of all classes were to be found distributed throughout 
the country. Seasonal workers were primarily peasant proprietors seeking 
outside employment. The accompanying table indicates the small propor
tion of those occupied in agriculture who were wage laborers. It is not 
evident from the official data how small holders who received part of their 
income from outside employment are classified, but it is probable that these 
constituted an additional number of workers competing for limited employ
ment opportunities. 

Legislation governing hours of work, night work of women and children, 
minimum age, minimum wages, collective bargaining, conciliation and arbi
tration did not apply to farm workers. Terms of employment on a local 
basis, however, might be decided by the representatives of labor and the 
employers. 

Social insurance had no application to agricultural workers except that 
there existed compulsory accident insurance for those workers using farm 
machinery. However, farm laborers were given special privileges through 
the public employment agencies and seasonal workers were given reduced 

•• See FrangeJ, loc. cit~ pp. 182E-186E1 D. Yeremitcb, "The Problems of Agri
cultnral Labour In Yugoslavia," Int•matil>nal Labour R•'Disw, 88:219-225, August, 
1988. 
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TABLE 7 

Number and Percentage Distribution of Farm Workers of Vari
ous Classes in Yugoslavia, 1931' 

Cl....,. of Workers Number PerCent 

Holders and Their Families ,4,605,657 90.60 

Proprietors and tenants 1,766,553 34.75 
Members of the family i,889,104o 55.85 

Hired Workers 477,508 9.40 

Fnnctionaries and employees i,874o 0.05 
Laborers i1,48i 0.4i 
Day laborers and domestics 450,685 8.87 
Apprentices Ji4o --" 
Honsehold servants i,888 0.06 

Total 5,088,160 100.00 

• Less than .01 per cent. 
1 Based upon data in Yugoslavia, Statistique Gent!rale d':!tat, Annuaire Btatio

liqw (Beograd: 1938), pp. 68-119. 

railroad fares. The predominance of peasant agriculture meant that the 
political power of landless workers was too small, and their economic bar
gaining power too small in view of the existing demand, to make any 
efFective claim for superior terms or conditions of employment. 

BULGARIA 

Although Bulgaria has become involved in all the major European con
flicts during this century, the territory of the conntry in the interwar 
period bad heen nnder Bulgarian rule since the kingdom achieved political 
independence from the Ottoman Empire in 1878. Therefore the basic 
institutional structure is about the same throughout the country. 

1. The feudal system of the Turks, similar in Bulgaria to its organiza
tion in Yugoslavia, was of declining power throughout the nineteenth cen
tury, the nobility gradually transforming the large estates into private 
property. Thns the freedom from Turkish rule directly caused the col
lapse only of the remaining feudatory estates (•pahileuk}, but not of large 
holdings held as private property ( tchflik} •11 The latter estates were only 
gradually broken up, and some of them remained after the First World 
War. 

The large estates in Bulgaria were farmed by hired laborers rather than 
by tenants with fixed or share rentals. Tenancy thus was not a frequent 

II See ECRL, No. 4, pp. 66-68; Y. G. Kontchefl', "Agrarian Reform in Bul
lar!a," 1-tiooud B111iow of Ag,.;,.letw1, 25M1E-'72E, October, 19M. 
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type of holding. •• The splitting up of large estates through inheritance 
occa~ional pu.rchase of lands by small holders, and especially through su~ 
cessive agrarian reforms reduced the demand for hired agricultural labor 
to a very low level. 

At the same time ~hat the large private estates were being broken up 
after the end of Turkish rule, the •adruga lands were also being broken up 
among members for private cultivation. Thus communal land ownership 
was almost limited to forests and pastures • 
. ~nheritance was. during the interwar period almost entirely by subdi

VISion among all heirs, and this practice, combined with the usual scattering 
of holdings dating from the apportionment of feudal or communal prop
erty, produced an extreme parcellation and scattering of plots. Even lands 
affected by the agrarian reforms were divisible through succession, and all 
private lands were inalienable. This allowed some selective competition for 
the limited land supply but also the development of a debt structure that at 
times threatened to transfer ownership to merchants and others in a posi
tion to lend money. 

2. Bulgaria was already predominantly a country of small peasant prop
erties at the time that the agrarian reform moveme~ts were sweeping East
ern Europe. Nevertheless, the number of landless peasants and owners of 
tiny plots ensured support for a further apportionment from the lands 
belonging to the state and remaining large estates. The numerical impor
tance of very small holdings is evident from the fact that a farm having 
over 80 hectares of cultivable land was regarded as a "large estate." The 
postwar reform legislation made available for distribution cultivable state 
lands, non-utilized forest and grazing land in dispute between communes, 
and all privately owned cultivable land over 80 hectares in extent. Payment 
was made to private owners, but at a decreasing scale for larger properties. 
The law recognized only minor exceptions (chiefly model farms) to the 
maximum of 80 hectares, but as in other countries passage of a law and its 
application are not the same thing. Nevertheless, by 1984. farms having 
more than 80 hectares of cultivated land (arable, gardens, tree and bush 
crops, artificial and natural meadows) comprised only 2. 7 per cent of the 
total cultivated land. •• 

In the distribution of available lands, which were far less extensive than 
would have been required to satisfy the "legitimate" demands, those who 
had been previously landless (unless they had sold lsnd and squandered 
the money), proprietors of tiny plots, Bulgarian refugees from regions 
under foreign rule, farm workers who had unusual training or equipment, 

· farming specialists who would establish model farms, and cooperative 

•• Only 2.2 per cent of the total number of holdings were entirely rented, 68.9 
per cent were entirely owned, and the remaining 28.9 per cent were partly owned 
and partly rented. However, the rented land comprised only 10.1 per cen~ of the 

, tolal agricultural area. All data a~ for 19~ .. Computed from Bulgaria, D~rectlon 
G<\n~rale de Ia Statlstique, dnm&<nrl Btatvhquo du .Royaum• de Bulgarw, 19.W 
(Sofia: 19.W), pp. 19~196. 
••Ibid~ PP• 19~196. 
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IOcieties were given preference in that order. A. already noted, no distinct 
provisions were made with reference to alienability or succession. More
over, no elrective elrort was made to accomplish consolidation of holdings 
by means of the land distribution, so that the village structure with its 
surrounding and scattered parcels remained the customary rural organ
isation. 

S and t. The number of agricultural workers bad not been large before 
the most recent land reforms in view of the early development of very 
small pessant ·holdings. The division of the remaining large estates added 
to, but by no means created, unemployment on the land. As becomes evident 
from the accompanying table showing the number of employees among 
those gainfully occupied in agriculture, the Bulgarian agricultural labor 
system was characteristically that of peasant enterprise and not of capital 
eoncentration and wage labor. · 

TABLE 8 

Number and Percentage Distribution of Farm Workers of 
Various Classes in Bulgaria, 19341 

Classes of Worken Number PerCent 

Owners and Their Families s ,886,580 98.9~ 

Owners 841,70'7 29.05 
Members of the family 2,024,828 69.89 

Hired Workers 80,588 1.08 

Directors and supervisors 2,091 0.07 
Specislists and employees 166 0.01 
Permanent workers 28,279 0.98 

Total 2,897,066 100.00 

1 Bued upon data In Bulgaria, Direction Gen~rale de Ia Statistique, ..fiiiiUGire 
Btatvtiqw dtJ Boy....,., .U Bvlg...W, 1940 (Softa: 1940), pp. 206-207. 

It does not appesr that agricultural labor relations were covered by 
apecisllegislation, or that the rather extensive social insurance extended 
to agricultural workers. 

ALBANIA 

Albania was the only country in Europe in which feudalism in fairly 
pure form lasted at least to the end of the interwar period. Although hav
ing a rough terrain and virtually no roads, Albania baa felt the influence 
of both Westem Europe and the Ottoman Empire. Yet hy virtue of ita 
relative inaccessibility it baa yielded to few of the pressures and move
menta of the present century. Whether or not profound institutional 
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changes have been introduced since Italian occupation and the events of 
the Second World War is not known. The following summary assumes the 
interwar property situation to be the actual one. 

1. The feudal landlords, who are both Christian and Moslem, acknowl
edge a nominal fealty to the king or central government, but retain great 
local autonomy. A very few families control practically all of the land, 
which is farmed by tenants, part of whom are bound to the soil.'' 

The hereditary tenants pay a tithe (10 per cent) of the product to the 
state and usually about one-third of the remainder to the landlord. But 
various other payments in kind and in labor increase the burden of the 
peasant. Besides the feudal tenures that prevail on the large estates of the 
bey•, where the peasants ( tlchiftli or ja..Uchi) are under the more or less 
personal supervision of the nobles, some other types of tenancy prevail. In 
some cases holders of smaller private estates established under Turkish 
rule work part of the land themselves, and let out the remainder on shares 
(but ordinarily without additional feudal obligations). A few fixed rentals 
in kind are to be found, usually where the landlord is an absentee, and in 
some cases peasants may try to supplement their small holdings by renting 
lands from the money-lenders of the towns who have come into possession 
of various farms. There are even cases of peasant ownership of the land 
with ownership of olive trees on the land by a speculator, who rents the 
trees to the peasant for two-thirds of the crop. In the virtual absence of 
formal legislation regulating tenancy, the local variations in the relations 
between landlord and tenant reftect both long-standing custom and the 
varying power of the landlord to impose his terms. 

Extensive communal pastures, aside from the pasture rights of tenants 
on the big estates, prevail in the mountainous districts. Some private small 
holdings have also developed, as well as communal farming (by sadruge) 
of small patches of cultivated land not under the control of bey•, aga•, and 
town money-lenders. Naturally, where the kinship system retains its 
economic activities the land is not subject to subdivision, but private hold
ings as well as some of the hereditary tenancies have been divided through 
succession. The cultivable (but frequently uncultivated) lands of the plain 
are almost entirely held by a small number of families, and have been 
subject to very littie division. Some of the larger estates belong to Moslem 
religious foundations. Such estates, known as 'fJacouf•, are equivalent to 
Western conceptions of mortmain property. 

Capital is at a premium for all classes of cultivators. This fact coupled 
with the severe terms of tenancy on the large estates accounts for the small 
proportion of cultivable land actually cultivated. Peasants who have 
gained independence from feudal and semi-feudal tenancies, or who have 
small holdings derived from old communal lands, are virtually at the 
mercy of money-lenders. Their crops are sold immediately at harvest and 

•• See Richard Busch-Zantner, ''LKndlicbe Siedlung In Albanlen," .l.f'cAi" fur 
Wandorun11,.,.,,,..., 10:84-86, 1988/1989; Giovanni Lorenson!, La qu .. tioao agraritJ 
.A.~ba,..,., 2a ed. (Bar!: Glus. Laterza e Figll, 1980). 
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therefore at the lowest prices, and they must seek loans at usurious rates 
to buy seed, and possibly consumption products or the minimum of equip· 
ment. The debt structure therefore may reduce the share of the "independ· 
ent" cultivator by as much as if he were a share tenant. Moreover, he 
atands in imminent danger of losing his holding entirely, a virtual certainty 
under depressed market conditions. 

2. In 1980 legislation was adopted that would have expropriated the 
lands of the large estates down to a residual holding of 40 hectares, or 
somewhat more if largely grazing land. Apparently there was no intention 
of applying the expropriation and redistribution to state lands or the 
feudal holdings of the bey•, but rather to the large private holdings of the 
-r/IU and money-lenders. In any event, the legislation remained an expres· 
sion of official piety but was not put into effect. Apparently it was designed 
as a political weapon to keep recalcitrant landlords in line with state 
policy. 

S and 4. From the very scanty materials concerning the economic organ· 
ization of Albania it does not appear that the large estates employ many 
agricultural workers. Indeed, agricultural employees are probably limited 
to a few landless domestics maintained by the more afBuent landlords. One 
may reasonably assume that their position is protected only by custom and 
by the possibility of commercial or handicraft opportunities In the towns. 
It is certainly true that the agricultural labor system of Albania is charac
teristically that of landlords and tenants, not employers and employees. 

GREECE 

Freedom from the rule of the Turks was brought about in the various 
regions of modern Greece at quite different times. Thus, the regions of 
"Old Greece" gained independence early in the last century, while Thes
oaly, Epirus, and Macedonia did not come under full Greek sovereignty 
until after the First World War. Yet in each of these regions and periods 
the withdrawal of Turkish power produced changes in land tenure follow
ing a fairly common pattern: breaking up of Turkish feudal domains, and 
establishment of Greek peasants on lands left vacant by Turkish small 
holders who migrated to the remaining territory of the Empire. 

1. Large estates cultivated by tenants under a oemi-feudal system had 
been effectively abolished in Old Greece, but remained until after the 
Balkan wars and the First World War in the northern plains and Epirus. 
The withdrawal of the Turks and the application of land reforms to large 
estates, including those belonging to the state (many of them former lands 
held by the Sultan) and to religious foundations, removed most of the 
feudal aspects of property relations. The land reforms did not, however, 
create a aingle type of tenure or abolish tenancy. 

Although data on the areas concerned are not available, the agricultural 
cenaus of 1929---when the reforms were nearly complete--indicates that 
approximately 5.9 per cent of the cultivators were rentera and an add!-
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tional 8.8 per cent share tenants.17 Holders in emphytensis (a hereditary 
leasehold, possibly from the state), holders in usufruct, those with ex
changeable titles, titles uncertain, other occupiers, various other forms of 
tenure, and those with tenure unspecified comprise an additional approxi
mate 11.8 per cent of the total number of cultivators, the balance of 79./l 
per cent being owners. •• 

It is evident that the disturbed political history and long chain of devel
opment since classical times combined to confuse the property system. The 
absence of land registers and conflicting claims under various principles of 
tenure created a heterogeneous collection of property forms. This was 
accentuated by the fact that not all of the "cultivators" were private indi
viduals, but included organs of the state, municipalities, communes, re
ligious foundations, schools, banks, and various organizations and funds. 
However, these collective or communal owners comprised less than 1 per 
cent of the total, although again it is not clear what proportion of the 
agricultural area was so held.'" The land reforms were not made the 
occasion of a unified code of property regulations, and indeed the applica
tion of the reforms in the areas most recently recovered from the Turks 
was partly responsible for the "uncertain titles" and those listed as "in 
possession,'' since the claims to land were practically without documentary 
evidence. 

As in other Eastern European countries, pasture lands, particularly in 
the mountainous regions, were held communally. The closest approxima
tions to communal holding of cultivated land were to be found in a few 
cultivators' cooperatives, and in the domka system of cultivation in Thes
saly and Macedonia, whereby wide areas were planted to the same crops, 
regardless of ownership. This not only overcame the disadvantages of tiny 
and extremely dispersed parcels, but also conveniently neglected questions 
of doubtful boundaries.'• 

Peasant properties (except those few held under some form of limited 
tenure like emphyteusis or hereditary usufruct) were in Greece tradition
ally alienable and divided by inheritance. Land distributed to former ten
ants and laborers, and to refugees, were made both inalienable and indi
visible. Except for these holdings, division through successive generations 
reduced the size of plots to uneconomic size, and scattered the plots held 
by a single cultivator over substantial distances. An extensive debt struc
ture constantly threatened the titles even to such limited plots; the gov
ernment in 1980 declared a moratorium on payments of strictly agricul
tural debts. 

IT See World .t4gricvltural CoMUI, Vol lii, p. 150; Greece, Statlstlque Generale 
de Ia Gr~ce, .,4,.,...airo Statutiquo do lG Groce, 193/l (Athens: [19361]), p. llS. 
The qualification "approximately" is necessary not only beca.use of probably .in
complete enumeration but also because of some double-countmg of those holdmg 
lands under two or more tenures. 

•• Ibid. •• Ibid. 
TO See Georges Servakls and C. Pertountzl, "The Agricultural Policy of Greece," 

In 0. S. Morgan, ed~ .t4gricultural 8y1teTM of Middle E .. ropo (New York: The 
Macmillan Co~ 1933), pp. 137-200, especially pp. 148-152. 
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2. As already indicated, the reforms following the First W o_rld ~ ar 

chiefly affected the regions newly acquired from the Turkish Emp1re, ~mce 
other regions were already predominantly characterized by small hold1~gs. 
The postwar reforms were in principle, however, applied to all sections 
of the country." 

State lands (largely composed of lands formerly held directly for the 
benefit of the Sultan), the lands of corporations and foundations, an~ the 
private estates of persons habitually living abroad were to be entirely 
expropriated. Other private farms were subject to expropriation down to 
8-85 hectares, which could be expanded to 50-200 hectares if farmed 
directly by the owners. Owners were paid at a fixed rate, nominally one
half of the prewar value but actually much less in view of a depreciated 
currency. It is doubtful whether former Moslem landlords, the Turkish 
state, or other absentees were paid at all 

Former tenants and laborers living on the land, or their widows and 
orphans, had first claim on the land. Neighboring tenants or small pro
prietors could also claim land. Except for garden plots given to artisans, 
the distributed holdings were supposed to be large enough to support a 
family. The new holders were required to pay rents fixed by a local rep
resentative of the Service of Colonization to the landlord until final dis
tribution was made. Upon definite allocation of the land the holders were 
not only required to mske payment at rates fixed by local commissions, but 
were required to organize cooperative societies for joint responsibility for 
all payments doe. In addition to the provisions forbidding alienation and 
division already noted, the new proprietors were required to cultivate the 
land themselves. 

The agrarian reform was complicated by the necessity of making pro
vision for over 1,200,000 refugees from Turkey, Russia, and Bulgaria, a 
substantial proportion of whom were peasants.'• Since these refugees 
were without capital of any kind, outside loans (under auspices of the 
League of Nations) were secured to provide for settlement and capitali
zation of small farms. Even with such assistance the new proprietors were 
at a serious disadvantage in meeting crop failures and reduced prices. 

In general, the agrarian reforms, including the provision for refugees, 
appear to have forced a slightly more rational use of the soil. Even though 
the expropriation did not affect all the properties covered by the laws,TI 

n See C. Evelpidi, L•• I tat• balkaniqv.,., pp. 89-90; C. Evelpedis, Lt> rlformo 
ograir• .. Or~c• (Atheos: no pub., 1926). (The difference in spelling of the 
author'o name in tbe two works appears to be due to differences of transliteration 
to tbe French.) See also M. J. S. Caramanos, "Greece" in League of Nations, 
Eeonomic Committee, TluJ .dgricultvrt>l Criov, Publications 1931. 11. B. Ill (Ge
neYa: 1931), Vol. I, pp. lfl0.189; Servakia and Pertountzl, loc. cit. 

TZ Servakia and Pertountzl, loc. cit~ p. 150. 
Tl A<O>rding to the agricultural census of 1929 there were still at that time 882 

rnltlnton having holdings over 200 hectares (the official maximum). Although 
these constituted only a little over .1 per cent of the total cultivators, the areao 10 
beld would naturally be a much larger proportion of the total. Indeed, by estimat
ing tbe aYerage area of the holdings ao substantially below the midpoint of each 
eJaoo interval according to alz.e and thereby computing the approximate area coY-
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the net result was the wider extension of small holdings in all sections of 
the country, and a gradual transition to more intensive cultivation. The 
scattering of very small holdings was, however, if anything increased by 
the parcellation of large estates. 

B and 4. Agricultural wage labor was never strongly established even on 
the large estates in Greece, since the estates were rarely operated as a 
single productive unit. Rather, tenants comprised the bulk of farm work
ers who did not own land. This situation was not appreciably affected by 
the agrarian reforms, except for a possible further reduction of employ
ment opportunities. Despite widespread rural poverty, industrial and 
especially commercial development was much more advanced than in other 
Balkan countries. Thus, those unemployeu Jn the land were able to migrate 
to the towns with a little more success than that experienced by Yugoslav 
or even Bulgarian peasants. 

Census data for Greece give only a classification by "profession," and 
not by status as owners or employees. However, the number of landless 
agricultural laborers was certaiuly small.'' There is no evidence of any 
formal legislation governing labor relations, employment conditions, or 
social insurance for agricultural workers. 

ITALY 

The land tenure arrangements in Italy reflect a long period of insti
tutional development and change, but with few marked regional differences 
explainable in terms of divergent political systems. Although the predomi
nance of large estates or small peasant holdings during the interwar 
period varied greatly from one part of the country to another, the differ
ences seemed to reflect topography, climate, and soil variation as much as 
they did variations in official policy. 

I. Italy is perhaps the classic European home both of the latifundia 
(operated by the owner or his agent with hired worker) and of the large 
estate operated primarily by share tenants. Although the southern part of 
the peninsula and the island of Sicily are the most outstanding regions of 
large agricultural enterprises, the large estate is to be found throughout 
the country. Similarly, the mountainous north and parts of the more 
broken coastal regions are predominantly characterized by small peasant 

ered by large holdings, it would appear that large estates still comprised about 
one-half of the total cultivated area in 1929. (Based upon data In .dnnuair• Bta
liltiqu• do Ia Gr.co, 1935, pp. 108, liS.) It should be noted, however, that the 
redistribution was not officially terminated until 1932, and that the amount of cul
tivated land was substantially greater in subsequent years than In 1929 (38.8 per 
cent greater by 193'; see ibid., p. 108). Since the various forms of land &melior&• 
tion and reclamation, as well as the bringing of grazing lands under cultivation, 
probably extended small holdings rather than large ones, the Immediate prewar 
distribution of cultivated land was undoubtedly more favorable to small holdings. 

'"The agricultural census of 1929 enumerated 950,591 ''private" cultivators 
(owners, tenants, etc.) and by the general census of 1928 there were 1,298,398 
persons aged 10 and over engaged In agriculture (exclusive of stock-raising, chase, 
and fishing). The difference would seem to be comprised almost entirely of mem
bera of the cultivators' families. (See ibid., pp. ll-8, US.) 
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holdings, but such tiny farms may also be found adjoining the vast planta
tions in the south. 

The modem remnants of feudal tenures lasted well into the interwar 
period, most obviously in the case of share tenants required to render 
various feudallnbor dues as well as a share of the produce to the landlord. 
Various servitudes against the landlord, especially the use of woodlands 
and pastures, also persisted into the late 1920's and early 1980's. The 
abolition of the feudal reciprocities took much the same form as the 
earlier eradication of feudalism in England: enclosure of the common 
lands for the benefit of the landlord and the abrogation of the peasants' 
rights. However, some payments were made, either in _the form of monetary 
quittances or in the form of allocation of a portion of the land to the 
communes.'' 

Tenancy in one form or another was very widespread in Italy. According 
to the agricultural census of 1980, 26.1 per cent of the holdings comprising 
28.5 per cent of the agricultural area were leased or held in share tenancy. 
An additional U.S per cent and 14.0 per cent, respectively, were under 
mixed forms of tenure. 70 In round numbers, therefore, only about 60 per 
cent of the number and area of farm holdings were operated by the own
ers exclusively. Fixed rentals and share tenancies are about equally di
rided." The share tenancy ( mitayag") system is most highly developed in 
the central provinces. 

A peculiar form of tenancy-actually a number of related forms--is 
represented by the "collective tenant farm." The common feature of such 
undertakings is a collective rental or tenancy contract between an organ
ization of workers, tenants, or small proprietors, and the land owner 
(frequently some form of semi-public or welfare organization) whereby 
the land .is farmed by the organisation. The distribution of holdings and 
produce within the organisation may then vary from fixed or share wages 
in cash or kind to what amounts to sub-tenancy. Most frequently, however, 
the members (compartf!cipanti) of such farming collectives are in the 
approximate position of farm workers. 

The actual range of contractual provisions in land tenancies and the 
minor and mixed gradations between landless day laborers and owners or 
cash tenants are so great as to defy brief summary. This remains true in 
spite of the semblance of uniformity provided by the Fascist corporative 
organization. The land tenures are of much more ancient vintage than 
F aaciam, and many of the complexities will certainly survive it. In fact, the 
influence of the "syndicates" and "corporations" was primarily confined 

•• A ~ brief rummary of property relations In Italian agricultural organiza
tion onder PasciJm IJ given by Carl T. Schmidt, Tu PW.glt. and tlto 8'1110rtl: Labor, 
Lmtd, aatl Propertl ill Ftucill Italy (New York1 Columbia University Press, 
1938), Chap. VII, Peasants and Proprletoro." See also Paolo Albertsrlo, "Le 
'fattorie' dell' ltalia Centrale," A•nali tli Btatutiea, Serle VII, Vol. llh 99-191, 
1939; ECRL, No.4, pp. 25-111; Guglielmo Tommasl dl Vlgnano, Dutrib.mo,.. tlollo 
proprWtiJJ • graftti•ZZ4 tl•ll' lmfWIIG .,114 agriooltura italia110 (Rome• Tip. Ugo 
Qulntlly, 1938). 

•• World Agrit:tlltural a, ... .,, VoL III, pp. 21~2111. n lbltl. 
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to determining the more detailed provisions of the contracts and in pre
venting independent action upon the part of workers and tenants. 

Despite the importance of tenant farming, the large estate operated 
directly by the owner or his agents assures the continuance of extensive 
employment of wage labor. Although large holdings (that is, enterprises 
under unified and direct supervision) over 100 hectares in extent represent 
only about 0.6 per cent of the total number of undertakings, they occupy 
over one-third (84.7 per cent) of the agricultural area.'" It should be noted 
that thi• u eorcll••ive of large propertie• broken up inlo farm• under fioretl 
rental• or •hare !enancie., which are listed as small holdings. It becomes 
clear, therefore, that the concentration of agricultural property in Italy is 
very great. 

As already noted, communal ownership of, or rights in, pasture lands and 
wood lots bas been restricted through the extension of enclosures, but still 
persists. Communal pastures are especially important in the north, where 
the land owned in common serves to supplement the very small holdings. 
The closest approximation to communal farming of cultivated land is to be 
found in the "collective tenant farm" already discussed. 

Equal division among heirs applies to nearly all small privately owned 
holdings, and bas resulted in the usual splitting up and scattering of tiny 
plots. Large estates belonging to the church or simllar foundations are of 
course protected from subdivision by some sort of mortmain provisions. 
Large private estates have become increasingly subject to division or trans
fer, but the process has not gone far. Some hereditary leaseholds and 
holders in usufruct still exist, and these tenures for the most part prevent 
division. The Fascist doctrine of increasingly tying the peasant to the soil 
resulted chiefly in restricting the independence of the landleSit worker, but 
not in entailing peasant holdings or developing genuinely hereditary share 
tenancies (although some have always been hereditary in practice). The 
extension of indebtedness, only partly abated under Fascism, has contrib
uted even further economic insecurity to peasant holdings. 

2. The interwar period in Italy was not marked by an abrupt agrarian 
reform. On the contrary, the influence of the government was toward sta
bilization and entrenchment of existing concentrations of ownership. The 
Fascist leadership made a great deal of the mystiealstrengtb of the farm
er's attachment to the land, and claimed in its ideology to be promoting a 
stable and independent peasantry. In the place of redistribution of land 
the government offered land reclamation, especially drainage of the 
marshes, and internal resettlement. Neither the doctrines of a peasant 
economy nor the actuality of extensive reclamation appreciably changed 
the distribution of property. A projected land reform affecting the Sicilian 
latifundias (but not the share-tenanted properties), immediately before the 
Second World War, does not seem to have been carried out.'" 

•• ECRL, No.'· pp. 27-28. 
TO See Giovanni Lorenzonl, Trtuformazioftl • ooloaiuaoioM .UII<Jtifoado ririliaao 

(Firenze1 Casa eel. poligr. unlv. ell Cya, 1940). 
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Before the First World War, and to a lesser extent thereafter, remit

tances from emigrants finaneed the purchase of some small farms from 
large landowners. This minor movement toward redistribution of property 
was also fostered in behalf of war veterans by the National Organization 
of Ex-Service lllen. This organization was granted corporate status under 
the Fascist regime, and gained some land holdings through cession from the 
state and by direct purchase. Agricultural laborers were in tum allowed to 
become tenants and possibly purchasers of the land. 80 The total effect of 
all these transfers of property has been small. 

S. The existence of large commercial farms in Italy requires the exten
sive employment of agricultural workers, over and above share tenants in 
various positions of subservience. However, no clear-cut categories of 
farm workers can be found, the number of types depending largely on how 
finely distinctions in position and security are drawn. Thus, the position 
of share tenants may vary from one scarcely distinguishable from that of 
permanent laborers, whose pay consists in a share of the produce, to rela
tively independent farmers owning some stock and equipment and paying 
a fixed proportion of the crops to the landlord. The former situation is more 
common than the latter, a fact confirmed by the grouping of share tenants 
with agricultural workers in the Fascist corporate organization. Thus, 
although the accompanying table shows only 26.7 per cent of those gain
fully oeeupied in agriculture to be landless workers, those indicated as 
having a mized status (cultivators of small plots who must also depend on 
wage labor) and most of the share tenants must be considered as essen
tially dependent workers. The total of these groups approaches one-half 
of the ocenpied agricultural population. · 

The groups of workers who may be regarded as relatively "permanent" 
include farm servants, who are on annual contract to do any worlr. assigned, 
and are usually psid principally in kind, including lodging.11 Other per
manent workers are more specialized in occupation, but are also paid 
partly in lodging, various allowances, and possibly by some share of the 
produce with which their activities are almost directly linlr.ed. Day labor is 
partly on a short-time or seasonal basis, and may be arranged by indi
vidual contractual agreement. More frequently, however, it is covered by 
some form of collective agreement. Such agreements may provide for off
season employment on improvement or reclamation projects. Intermediate 
between individual agreements and large-scale collective contracts are 
various forma of family contracts. The latter may not specify any mini
mum period of employment but bind the family to be available when 
needed and the employer to give first preference to those families 10 

bound. The whole tendency of Fascist policy was to stabilize and solidify 
1t ECRL, No. 4, pp. 28-21. 
11 See Bnmo Biagi. '"l'be Regulation of Collective Employment Relatlon1 In 

A~tnre In Italy," lntortl4timaal LabotW B...n-, 29:809-319, Mareb, 1984; also 
International Labonr Office, Tho ll•F••.,.tati<m """ Organioation of .dgricvlhwal 
Worm•, pp.l61-168; ECRL, No.4, pp. 28-81; Schmidt, op. ""~Chap. VI, "Land
leas Farm Worken." 
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TABLE 9 

Number and Percentage Distribution of Farm Workers of Various ' 
Classes in Italy, 19361 

Classes of Workers Number PerCent 

Holders and Their Families• 6~31~9 71.63 

Owners 2,870,972 88.00 
Tenants in Usufruct 26,188 .so 
Tenants in Emphyteusis 40,188 .46 
Renters 796,749 9.16 
Share Tenants 1,787,552 20.55 
Mixed Tenures 709,910 8.16 

Employees and Laborers B,32B,633 16.70 

Directors and employees 20,882 0.24 
Compartecipanti 141,281 1.62 
Day laborers 1,766,929 20.81 
Annual laborers 878,804 4.86 
Non-agricultural laborers 14,787 0.17 

M:ixed Statuses• 138,$66 1.60 

Holders and day laborers 125,176 1.44 
Holdera and annual laborers 985 0.01 
Holders and compartecipanti 12,704 0.15 

Status Unknown 5,960 0.07 

Total 8,698,907 100.00 

• Members of the family assisting the bead are Included In the figures for each 
group. 

• Those with mixed statusea are listed In the source under sis classifications, 
apparently according to the relative importance of the source of income. The sis 
are here combined into lhree, thus neglecting such relative weight. Thus "holders 
and day laborers" Includes both those who are primarily owners or tenants and 
those who are primarily day laborers. 

1 Based upon data in Italy, Istituto Centrale dl Statlatlca del Regno d'Italia, 
.tfnntlllrio Slalutico llaliano, 1941 (Rome• 1941), p. 78. 

the relations between employer and employee, not only by increasing col
lective agreements but by transferring day laborers into some type of 
permanent workers, preferably with wages consisting of a share of the 
produce. 

Only the official hierarchy of labor organization was recognized by the 
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Fascist regime; other associations either became incorporated into the 
official structure or lost any semblance of bargaining power. Mobility of 
any sort was discouraged, and the power of group action for economic 
improvement was strictly limited by the overwhelming power of the state. 
Although the corporate hierarchy was officially tripartite in arrangement 
(employers, employees, and state officials), the lack of effective repre
aentation of the lower ranks of labor and the undoubted favoritism by the 
governmental officials for the vested interest& of the landlords made the 
"corporative" structure a co11trol device without effective responsibility to 
those whose interest& were presumably represented. 

~. Industrial expansion in Italy has not been sufficiently rapid to provide 
employment for a rapidly growing rural population. The property dis
tribution and agricultural labor system in Italy are such that the lack of 
economic opportunity for rural manpower does not result in ''hidden unem
ployment," as is common in most Eastern European countries, bot in overt 
unemployment on the land.81 Even during the planting and harvest seasons 
the backlog of unemployed workers was substantial. Agricultural workers 
have not been covered by unemployment insurance, bot the government 
attempted to relieve the situation through employment exchanges, pro
vision of minimum numbers of employees for farms according to area (the 
"tax in workers"), encouragement of seasonal migration, public works 
(including the land reclamation project&), and, during the later interwar 
years, military mobilization. The difficulties of providing employment were 
enhanced by the virtual cessation of emigration, which had previously 
reached tremendous proportions. The economic position of workers and 
peasant& also deteriorated owing to a diminution in remittances from mem
bers of the family abroad. 

For a closely controlled economy, and particularly for one strongly 
accenting the development of agriculture, the Fascist regime gave re
markably little attention to legislation protecting the farm worker. Wages 
were fixed by collective agreement, bot there was no official minimum. 
Hours of work were theoretically limited to eight per day, bot this maxi
mum was subject to numerous and important qualifications, and could be 
spread on an annual average to allow very long hours during the growing 
and harvesting season. 

Some soeial insurance benefits applied to agricultural workers: old-age, 
aickness, accident, and tuberculosis. The benefit& paid were small and 
apparently somewhat uncertain. The government tapped the state insur
ance funds u a source of credit, and part of the collected fonds bad to be 
regarded u taxes without direct and assured benefits. Various official and 
semi-official organixations fostered some additional insurance (including 
maternity insurance) u well u recreation and sports. These organizations 
also served aa media of propaganda for the F asciat organization • 

•• See Sclunldt, Of'· e~t. pp. 118-124. 
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PORTUGAL 

The property and tenure systems of Portugal, ani especially the con
centration or dispersion of property ownership, show marked regional 
differences. The regional differences undoubtedly reflect differences in 
past political influences, but in a much less pronounced fashion than in 
many of the newly unified states of Eastern and Southeastern Europe. 
This circumstance is of course partly explainable on the grounds of long
standing political independence, approximately within the present bound
aries, allowing previous differences among regions to become blurred. 
Without attempting to assign weight& to the influences, it is safe to say 
that the observable differences are due both to different institutional his
tories and to different topographical characteristics. Thus, the plains of 
the south lend themselves much more readily to extensive cultivation by 
large economic unita than do the mountains and valleys of the north. It is 
equally true that the southern regions were exposed to a full-blown agra
rian feudalism that developed into widespread tenancy, whereas the north
ern areas remained relatively free from feudal tenures and developed along 
lines of communal ownership and small private holdings. 

1 and 2. A country having a long political history like Portugal could 
scarcely avoid a mixed institutional development. This is quite clear in the 
case of property arrangement&. The collapse of feudalism in those regions 
where it had been most highly developed was gradual, and without a major 
defeat for the landlords. Its modern counterpart is the extensive develop
ment of tenancy, especially in the south-central provinces of Portalegre, 
Evora, Setubal, and Beja. These tenancies are of various kinds, most fre
quently involving fixed rentals in cash or kind. There are, however, a 
number of share tenancies.'' A form of tenancy that is of minor impor
tance and apparently disappearing is the foro, which is a form of inherit
able leasehold, indivisible but alienable. Whatever the type of tenancy, the 
direct supervision of the landlord is limited and infrequent. The owners 
of rural estates apparently prefer life in the towns and cities, even at the 
expense of considerable loss in production through inadequate management. 
In fact, the practice of fixed rentals and absentee ownership has appar
ently resulted in a progressive depletion of capital as represented in 
natural fertility of the soil. The technical and economic organizations 
characteristic on the Portuguese large holdings are among the poorest in 
Europe. Much of the land lies fallow, often for a number of years. 

Communal ownership, especially of pasture land, is frequent in the 
north. The same region is marked, however, by tiny peasant holdings sub-

•• Unfortunately, precise data on the distribution of property or holdings are 
not available for Portugal. Not even land utilization can be determined at aU ac
curately, since a general cadastral survey seems never to have been taken. Appar
ently the Internal political stability has been sufficient never to have given oppor
tunity for widespread disputes concerning boundaries, contradictory claims to 
various rights of use, etc. The present rather limited summary Is main!Y. based on 
Portugal, Minlsthe des Atfalres J;:trang~res, Lo Portugal .e 1011 actnnU dcono
miquo (Lisbon:l982), pp. 81-88; E. Martinez de Bujanda, "Agrarian Organisation 
In Portugal," Intfrttationol Rom..., of .J.grieuleuro, 29:272E-280E, June, 1988. 
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jeet to further subdivision with each generation. The larger estates are 
nry infrequently divided, although it is not clear whether they are under 
formal entail. The mortmain estates of the church are certainly extensive, 
and provide a bulwark of resistance against extensive conversion of 
tenancies into properties. The conservative influence of the church, the 
influential position of the landlords, the continued possibility of some 
diversion of rural population into commerce and trade, and the avoidance 
of embroilment in the European wars of the present century have com
bined to prevent any radical reform in land distribution. What the influ
ence of the ''corporate" regime on rural tenures may be is not yet clear. 

S and 4.. Despite the wide extension of tenancy in those regions charac
terised by large concentrations of property in land, some large undertak
ings are managed on a commercial basis with hired workers. Because of 
the importance of labor-intensive crops, especially wine-grapes and olives, 
in the agricultural organization, the existence of a fairly large number of 
agricultural employees is not in fact surprising. Although the available 
data do not distinguish various classes of farm workers, and indeed do not 
indicate how small holders (owners or tenants) who also work for wages 
have been classified, Table 10 indicates sufficiently the sizable proportion 
of those gainfully occupied in agriculture who depend at least in part 
upon wages. 

TABLE 10 

Number and Percentage Distribution of Farm Workers of Various 
Classes in Portugal, 1930' 

Clasaa of Workers Number PerCent 

Holders and Their Families 1,1)11,71!1 56.1 

Holders 4.1S,I5t 22.5 
Membera of the Family 599,578 82.6 

Employees 82S,85S U.9 

Total 1,886,580 100.0 

• Bued upon data lu Portugal, Instltuto Naclonal de Estatfstlca, .4.-.frio Bl
latlllieo tU PM'Ivgal, 1936 (Lisbon: lmprensa Naclonal, 1987), p. 21. 

Permanent agricultural workera are employed on large estates· devoted 
to atock-raising, and on farma devoted to cereal crops, olive orchards, vine
yards, and fruit crops. The permanent worker is also frequently a tenant, 
and hia position thus variea from that of primarily a tenant farmer with 
occuional employment by the landlord, to that of being primarily depend
ent on wagea but having also a amall plot of ground in tenancy, poasibly 
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as part of his pay-and thus closely approximating the position of the 
Central European deputatist.•• 

Since 1988 the corporate principle of political and economic organiza
tion has been in effect in Portugal. Thus private bargaining and contract 
in agricultural labor have been virtually abolished in favor of tripartite 
hierarchical syndicates that attempt to specify the terms of employment. 81 

Although this type of economic organization probably gives some greater 
. aecurity to landless workers and may have increased the rational use of 
the soil, its ideology and effect are clearly conservative and therefore 
favorable to owners of large estates, whether private or clerical. 

SPAIN 

The Spanish institutional structure is at present difficult to analyze, 
since the effects of a revolution and counter-revolution still are not clear. 
This circumstance has especial bearing on the problem of determining the 
agricultural property and labor systems, since the revision of the old 
regime was a fundamental aim of the Republican government, and a major 
factor in promoting the successful counter-revolutionary movement. Al
though it is certainly not true in any absolute sense that the .Republican 
regime had no lasting effect on the institutional structure, it seems safe in 
general to assume that the "nationalist" regime established as nearly as 
possible the datu• quo ante. 

1. Several outstanding features of property distribution and utilization 
in Spain deserve comment. One of these features is the marked inequality 
of distribution of agricultural properties, accentuated by a regional con
centration of tremendous estates in the south and southwest (Andalucia 
and Extremadura). •• Another feature is the low level of technique pre
niling on nearly all types of farms, and pointed up by a failure to make 
any use of substantial portions of large estates. Closely related to the fore
going is the fact that the owners of the large estates are commonly ab
sentees, preferring a ·lesser income without effort so that they may live in 
the cities to a more effective management of their holdings. Finally, in 
perhaps no other European country is the church so important a land
owner, or so solidly entrenched in political power. Because mortmain prop
erties are in principle inalienable, the concentration of land under the 
control of the Church increases with each new bequest and never decreases. 

Purely feudal tenures are no longer in evidence in Spain, although the 
property rights of the Spanish nobility under the kingdom were of a quasi
feudal character, consisting primarily of hereditary grants nominally be-

•• See Jntemational Labour Office, Tla• B,,...,.,..,,.,io• all4 Organioatioa of 
.tfgricultural Worker•, pp. 191-192. 

•• See E. Martinez [de Bujanda], "Corporative Organisation of Agriculture In 
Portugal," Jnt•rnational B•'Oi- of .tfgriculture, 29:78E-86E, February, 1938. 

11 The preaent summary Is based mainly on the following sources: E. Martinez 
de Bu.landa, "Agrarian Reform In Spain," Jntornational B•'Di•• of .tfgricultur1, 
24:113E-1BOE, April, 19381 Ferdinand Krlessmann, DM •paniocla• .tfgrarproblom 
.,.., di• Y •r•ucla• zu ••iner Lo""'9• Til binger Staatswissenschaftllche Abhand
lungen, ._ Folge, Heft 7 (Stuttgart: W. Kohlhammer, 1984). 
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longing to the crown. Since thill did not limit the rights of the landlord In 
the actual management of the estate, or extend through subinfeudation to 
hereditary tenancies with feudal rights on the part of the actual cultivator, 
the chief effect of thill remnant of feudalism was to reduce or eliminate 
the tax burden home by large landowners. 

Although exact figures are not available, it does not appear that tenancy 
ill a common mode of property arrangement. Cash or other fixed rentals 
are few, and share tenancy ill also relatively unimportant, except in Cata
lonia. The large estates are primarily latifundia, that is, dependent upon 
various types of hired agricultural labor. The marked importance of the 
large estates before the agrarian reforms undertaken under the Repub
lican regime (and therefore presumably at the present time, since the re
diltributions were mainly cancelled), ill evident from the fact that some 
four-hundredths of one per cent of the total holdings comprise about one
fourth of the total agricultural area.ar 

Communal ownership of pasture lands ill frequent, especially In those 
northern regions where cultivated land ill held in extremely small unita. 
The Republican government contemplated the establishment of collective 
ownership of expropriated latifundias in order to prevent uneconomic 
divilion. The fate of these schemes is uncertain, but they were probably 
abolished by the Franco government. 

The extreme dilparity in sixe of farm establishments has been fostered 
by differences in provilion for succession. The quasi-feudal tenures apply
ing to the large estates have placed them in effective entail. The mortmain 
estates of the Church have been similarly protected. On the other hand, 
private peasant properties are subject to equal division among heirs. The 
effect of the differences ill to increase the disparity in size of holdings with 
each succeeding generation. 

Lack of capital among small landowners has created an extensive debt 
structure, which serves further to concentrate ownership of land through 
foreclosure and subsequent operation by absentee owners. 

2. The land reforms undertaken by the Republican government appear 
now to be mainly of hiltorical interest. For thill reason the provillions of 
the reform legislation, which were about as complex as any redistribution 
achemea undertaken in Europe during the interwar years, need be re
viewed here only In the moat general terms. 

Lands belonging to the Spanish crown and those of the nobility who had 
been most opposed to the Republican government were to be completely 
expropriated without compensation. Other estate• above certain minima 
determined by region, land use, and so on were subject to expropriation 
with partial compensation. The mortmain estates of the Church were 

If Baaed upon data given by Martines de Bujanda, "Agrarian Reform In Spain " 
Joe. rit~ pp. 116E-117E. From the aame aouree It appearo that 98 per eent of the 
boldlng1 are under 10 bectarea, but Include only 86 per cent of the agricultural 
area. A large proportion of theoe amall bolding1 are under 1 hectare. 
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largely confiscated."" Communal pastures, rough pastures privately owned, 
and certain "model farms" were exempted from expropriation. 

Those who were to benefit by the reforms included, in order, landless 
farm workers, societies of agricultural workers, small landowners, and 
renters or share tenants. 

Since the reform was intended to cause no interruption of production, 
the state acted as landlord, collecting rents or paying workers until final 
disposition was made. Improvement through irrigation, intensification of 
land use, and a stabilized credit situation were all contemplated as part 
of the reform. 

Whether the reforms had any lasting effect, such as placing in cultiva
tion additional lands formerly part of the large estates, is not clear. It is 
certain that most of the newly established peasant owners were dispos
sessed after the successful counter-revolution and that the pre-reform 
situation has been re-established so far as the general institutional struc
ture is concerned. 

S. and 4. For reasons already noted, the present situation of agricul~ 
tural worker~ in Spain is difficult to assess. The difficulty is enhanced by 
the absence of adequate occupational statistics showing the number and 
proportion of those gainfully occupied in agriculture who must depend on 
wage labor. So far as economic position is concerned, the holders of tiny 
plots may be grouped with employees of the latifundias, most of the share 
tenants, and others with little or no independent capital or security. In
deed, the small holders must also seek wage labor to supplement the in
come from the meager produce derived from their plots.•• 

Although the Republican government contemplated not only increased 
peasant proprietorship but also various measures for increased social se
curity, it is doubtful if the farm workers are given much special protection 
at present. They seem to be nominally represented in the "corporate" 
economy, but without visible benefits. 

, •• In addition to the sources elted In note 86, above, see E. Martines de Bujanda, 
"The Development of the Agrarian Reform in Spain," l..t•rnational BI'Oio'lll of 
..fgricvltvr1, 26:252E-268E, July, 1935. 

•• See International Labour Office, Tit• B•prll•ntatioll ats4 Organilalioll of 
..fgricvlh•ral Worklr1, pp. 198-19-l; Angel Lera de Isla, La r•'OOiuci<l,. eamp•riM; 
Hambr11 r mile..W 4elproletariado rural (Madrid• Edicl6n Blblioteea Atlantica, 
1981). 
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APPENDIX IY 

TABLES SHOWING INDUSTRIAL RESOURCES AND 
DEVELOPMENT 

Tau Appendix is a technical supplement to the last section of Chapter IV. 
Table 1 shows the ratio of males gainfully occupied in industry to those 
gainfully occupied in agriculture, as a measure of economic modernization 
in the broad sense of industrialization plus occupational specialization and 
market developmenL Commercial, financial, and service (including pro
fessional) occupations constitute a residual category measured indirectly 
by thia ratio. Table 2 compares the rank order of certain European coun
tries as shown by two indexes of industrial development, and TableS shows 
weighted indexes of manufacturing production from a common base year 
for two major European regions. Tables 4-8 summarize data on the produc
tion and known reserves of certain power resources (coal and petroleum) 
and iron ore in Eastern and Southern Europe. 
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TABLE 1 

Ratio of Males Gainfully Occupied in Mining and Industry to 
Males Gainfully Occupied in Agriculture, European Countries,• 

around 1930 

(1) (2) (8) 

Countries Males In Males In 
Agriculture• Industry• Ratlor 

(OOO'a omitted) (OOO's omitted) ((2)/(1)) :o:lOO 

Albania 240 201 8.88 
Austria 827 au 129.82 
Belgium 489 1,426 291.82 
Bulgaria 1,178 229 19.112 
Czecboslovakl!l 1,484 1,939 130.66 
Denmark 892 8611 98.11 
Estonia 204 11 suo 
Finland 635 186 29.29 
Franee 4,394 11,1511 117.82 
Germany 4,1552 10,481 229.81 
Greece 998 856• 85.811 
Hungary 1,5511 749 48.26 
Ireland 550 1611 80.00 
Italy 6,4711 8,998 

. 

61.711 
Latvia 8711 118 81.47 
Lithuania 546 117 10.44 
Netherlands 1129 1,066 201.61 
Norway 264 249 ".8:a 
Poland 5,636 2,019 85.82 
Portugal 999 8791 87.94 
Roumania 4,064 618 111.21 
Spain 8,728 2,4801- 66.72 
Sweden 697 741 106.81 
Switzerland 8118 648 182.72 
United Kingdom 1,2411 '1,888 589.40 
Yugoslavia 8,219 1198 lUll 

Europe, Total• 48,4111 42,20'1 92.94 

• Excluding Andorra, Llecbtensteln, Luxembourg, Monaco, San Marino, Turkef, 
and USSR. · 

t From Appendlz I, Table 18. 
• Source, unless otherwise Indicated, Is International Labour Oflice, Y oar Boolo 

of Labour Statiltic•, 1941 (Montreal: 1942), pp. 9-17. 
• Estimate. 
• Greece, Statistique Gen~rale de Ia Gr~ .daaUGiro Statiltiqw do Ia Grloo, 

1985 (Atbensr (1986?)), p. 48. 
• Portugal, Jnstituto Nacional de Eststfstica, .dnlldrio BlfaU.tico do Port•gal, 

1986 (Lisbon: 1987), pp. 21-28. 
• Spain, Direccl6n General de EstsdlaUca, ,d...,.rio Bltadutico do B•palia, 1942 

(Madridr 1942), pp. 86-109, 
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TABLE 2 

Comparison of Rank Order of Certain European Countries in Two 
Indexes of Industrial Development 

Per Capita Value of 
Manufacturing Produetlou• 

Sweden 
United Kingdom 
Belgium 
Germany 
Denmark 

Netherlands 
Finland 
France 
Austria 
Cseehoslovakia 

Italy 
Hnngary 
Spain 
Poland 
Roumania 

• From Colmnn 2 of Table 11 in the text. 

Per Capita Value of 
Machinery• 

United Kingdom 
Germany 
Belgium 
Netherlands 
Sweden 

Denmark 
Austria 
France 
Czechoslovakia 
Italy 

Finland 
Hnngary 
Spain 
Poland · 
Roumania 

• From Eugene Staley, WO'I"ld EctJffOmy ia Tra...Uioa (New York: CouncU on 
Foreign Relatiollll, 1939), p. 70, baaed upon data around 19211 given by Ernst 
Wagemann, Btrwkt.r •lid Bhytlimtll tlllf' W•lhllirtJchofl (Berlin: Relmar Hobbing, 
1931), pp. ~. 
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TABLE 3 

. Index of Manufacturing Production in Certain European Coun
tries, 1936-1938 

(1913 = 100) 

Index of 
Countries Production• 

N orthom and Wert'"' Evropo 
Austria 124.9• 
Belgium 119.5 
Denmark 198.7 
Finland 816.8 
France 118.4 
Germany 188.8 
Netherlands 19'7.1 
Norway 252.8 
Sweden 21 '7.'7 
Switserland '76.0b 
United Kingdom 124.4 

Eaotem and Bouthom Evropo 
C.eehoslovakia 184.0 
Estonia 145.8 
Greece 209.'7 
Hungary 124.6 
Italy 175.8 
Latvia 145.2< 
Poland 98.2 
Roumanla 136.0 
Spain UUa4 

a Includes mining. 
• Uncertain figure, probably too low. 
•1910 = 100. 
41981-1985. 

Weighted 
Weight• · Averagee 

139.36 
1.6'7 2.09 
4.85 5.20 
2.01 8.99 
1.84 4.24 

14.72 1'7.48 
84.45 4'7.64 
8.68 '7.25 
1.00 Ull 
4.84 9.45 
1.6'7 1.2'7 

80.'7'7 88.28 

14U3 
16.92 22.6'7 

1.54 2.24 
8.08 6.46 
6.15 '7.66 

88.46 67.42 
8.08 U'7 

10.'7'7 10.04 
4.6ll '7.21 

15.88 18.06 

• By the method of a "weighted arithmetic mean" only the total figures for eaeb 
region are significant. 

1 From unpublished data developed by the Economic, Flnanclal and Transit De
partment of the League of Nations. 

• The weights assigned are the proportional shares of world value of manufae
turing production for each country, converted to a basis of 100 for the total of 
eaeb region. Source is the same as Indicated In preceding note. 
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TABLEt 

Production of Coal and Lignite in Eastern and Southern Europe, 
Annual Average, 1931-19351 

(In Thousands of 1\Ietric Tons) 

Coal L!plte 
• 

Pn>duct!Oil Pn>duct!OD 
~ Eotimatod Almual - Almual -PopulaliOII, A..,..ae Thouu.nd A..raae ThoUIUld 

1933, ill Pn>ductioa, Populatioa, Proclactl• Populatioa, 
Thouancla 193l-19J5 illTODO 19Jl-19J5 ill Toaa 

Bulgaria 6,020 8'7 14.5 1,1146 2116.8 
Coed>oslo-..Jda 15,020 ll,SOl 7~2.41 1~,762 1,1149.4. 
G.....,., 6,630 - - 108 16.8 
Hungary 8,841 810 91.8 6,178 898.2 
Italy 4.2,217 628 7.8 4.111 11.8 
Poland 88,024. 80,~7 922.0 80 O.t 
Portugal 7,090 202 26.5 18 2.11 
Roumanla 18,800 2811 12.5 1,587 81.8 
SpaiD 24,242 8,1178 27U 818 18.0 
Yqoala"ria 14,614. 888 26.7 41,068 279.8 

German,- 66,178 126,928 1,.1146.1 1811,4.20 2,016.1 

• Including the Saar. 
tProdudiou data • ..., from Btatiltkol Year-Boolo of eu Loagw of Nae;.,.,, 

11136-87, pp. 127, 126; estimated populatloDI a.., from ibid., p- 22. 
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TABLE 5 

Estimated Coal and Lignite Reserves in Eastern and Southern 
Europe• 

(In Millions of Metric Tons) 

Coal Lignite 

Country Aetual Probable Aetual Probable 
Reserve Reserve Reserve Reserve 

Bulgaria - 80 - 8158 
Greece - - 10 -
Hungary .. 109 St;t 1,250 
Italy I 143 Ill 43 
Poland - 2,11211 - -
Portugal 20 - - -
Roumanla - - 8 86 
Spain 11,828 2,1711 894. 878 
Yugoslavia ll 43 1,758 2,402 

1 From Tho Coal B01ovrc11 of lllo World, Twelfth International Geological 
Congress, as reproduced In Elwood S. Moore, 0041, 2nd ed. (New York: John 
Wiley and Sons, 194.0), pp. 4.21-422. The figures are estimates made around 1918, 
based on seams more than one foot thiek lying up to 4.,000 feet deep, and more 
than two feet thlek lying 4.,000 to 11,000 feet deep. The data are Incomplete for 
countries establlshed by the peaee treaties following the First World War. 

TABLE 6 

Production of Petroleum in Eastern and Southern Europe, An
nual Average, 1931-1935' 

(In Thousands of Metric Tons) 

Annual Estimated Production 
Country Average Population Per Thousand 

Production, 1988, In Population, 
1931-1986 :I"housands In Tons 

Caeehoslovakia 20 15,020 1.8 
Italy 21 4.2,217 .IS 
Poland 1156 88,02 .. 111.8 
Roumanla 7,6611 18,800 to'f.S 

Germanya 289 611,178 ..... 
• Including the Saar. ' 
1 Production data are from Statidicol Year-Book of tTl• Loagv• of Natiom, 

1986-87, p. 1261 estimated populatlona are from ibid., p. 22. 
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TAliLE 7 

Estimated Oil Reserves in Eastern and Southern Europe, 
around 19401 

Country 
Estimated Reserve 

( Milllons of Barrels) 

Albania 
CoecboslonJda 
Hungarf 
Italy 
Poland 
Roamania 

41 
1 

'15 
1 

80 
892 

1 From "Post-War Section," Oil alld OM J0t1raal, November 18, 1944. 

TAliLE 8 

Production of Iron Ore in Eastern and Southern Europe, Annual 
· Average, 1931-19351 

(In Thousands of Metric Tons) 

Annual Estimated 
Average Population 

Country Production. 1988, In 
1931-1935 Thousands 

CoecbosloYaJda '160 15,020 
G,_.,. 144 6,630 
Hungary 90 8,841 
IWya 520 42,21'1 
Poland 220 83,024 
Portugal _ 8 '1,090 
Roamania 52 18,800 
Spain• 2,298 24,242 
Y"&"alaYia 124 14,514 
German,.. 8,388 66,1'18 

• Indudlns a small quantity of manganJferous Iron ore. 
•Including tbe Saar. 

Production 
per Thousand 
Population, 

In Tons 

50.6 
21.'1 
10.2 
12.8 

6.'1 
0.4 
2.8 

94.8 
8.6 

51.2 

1 Production data are from Blatutieal Y •ar-Bool< of "" L•agw of N atlofll, 
1~, p. 135; estimated populations are from ibid., p. 22. 
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