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PREFACE

From the earliest days of the Zionist Movement
one of its most important tenets has been that the
national character of the work on which the Jews
are engaged in Palestine, and the requirements of
social justice, are best guaranteed by promoting the
collective ownership of land through the acquisition
of the largest possible arca as the property of the
Jewish people. It remained to be shown by the prac-
tical work of colonisation in Palestine whether this
was or was not a mere theoretical principle. The ex-
perience gained in ten years of colonisation on a con-
siderable scale, since the close of the World War,
does, in fact, prove beyond dispute that the national-
isation of the land, on which Zionist colonisation has
been mainly based, is a system which actually works.
The conclusion which may be legitimately drawn is
that the principle of the collective ownership of
landed property, with all its implications, has justi-
fied itself in Palestine in its practical applications.
We have before us no longer merely an attractive
ideology, deriving from ancient Jewish tradition on
the one side and from the social ideals of our own
times on the other, but the actual results of our
colonisation. In applying the principles of our Jand
policy to day-to-day work in Palestine, various pro-
blems arise for which a solution must be sought and
found. As each fresh undertaking, each further stage
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in the building up of the country, requires first and
foremost additional land, new questions of land
policy continually present themselves—questions of
vital importance for the future of our constructive
work. It is these questions, and the means of dealing
with them in a manner consonant with the unalter-
able principles of the national land policy laid down
at the beginning by the originators of the Zionist
Movement, that are discussed in this book, which
consists of a collection of papers on the most urgent
questions of Jewish land policy. The idea of the
national ownership of land is the subject of a con-
troversy which is always being renewed, and has
recently been revived in an acute form. Several of
these papers are an outcome of that controversy.
This explains the choice of subjects, and has to some
extent determined the character of the book. The
central idea is that the success of our work in Pales-
tine is inseparably bound up with the application of
the principle of the common ownership of land.

Furthermore, an attempt is made to show that the
conception of nationally owned land cannot be con-
fined to the simple formula of Geuwlath Haaretz, the
redemption of the soil of Palestine. It includes a
whole group of diverse problems, though this does
not cause it to lose anything of the glorious simpli-
city of the idea which every individual Jew under-
stands so readily and holds so dcar--the idea that
the Land of Israel must be redeemed and be made
Jewish for all time.

The eleven chapters of this book were written in
the course of the three years 1926-192g. A number
of them now appear for the first time. Several of these
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papers have appeared in various German periodicals,
but have been modified before being included in
this collection. Some have already been published
in other languages. In no case has the point of view
been altered ; the only change has been the addition
of fresh material and fresh arguments. In this way
the book is linked up with the author’s previous
works, and may be described as a continuation of his
book on Problems of Land Policy in Palestine. The sub-
ject-matter has a wider range : besides the gencral
problems of land policy dealt with in the first part
of the work, a number of special questions are separ-
ately discussed in the second. But this by no means
implics that every question of land policy arising in
Palestine has been discussed. The following chapters
constitute no more than a small selection from the
great store of material which must be worked
through by those who occupy themselves in practice
with the problems of land policy in Palestine.
THE AUTHOR.
JERUSALEM,
May 12, 1920.






CHAPTER I

NATIONAL AND PRIVATE LAND
OWNERSHIP IN PALESTINE

The Report of the Joint Palestine Survey Com-
mission, * 2 document of some 182 pages based on the
investigations of a number of experts who studied the
problems of Palestine on the spot, contains only one
passage of thirtcen lines dealing with the land policy
of the Zionist Organisation. This brief reference,
however, was sufficient to cause a great commotion
in the Zionist world, which saw in it a condemnation
of the land system of the National Fund.* In the
course of the twenty-seven years’ existence of the
National Fund the principle of the collective owner-
ship of ali land acquired by the Zionist Organisation
has become a fixed idea in the minds of all Zionists,
a cardinal point in the whole Zionist conception of
things. The attempt to weaken this idea was felt to
be an attack on the most sacred principles of the
Movement, and was vigorously resented by a large
number of Zionists.

! Set up in 1927, under the Chairmanship of Lord Melchett, by
agrecment between the Zionist Organisation and a group of Ameri-
can Jews.

* For an account of the Jewish National Fund see Chapter XI.



12 LAND SETTLEMENT IN PALESTINE

When the General Council of the Zionist Organi-
sation came to consider this report with a view to
defining its own attitude, it declared itself on the
matter of land ownership to be decidedly opposed to
the view laid down by the Survey Commission that
‘ opportunities ought to be given to the colonists to
become full owners of their land.” As the statutory
rules of the National Fund prevent such a course
being followed on the land belonging to that body,
the Survey Commission advised that the Jewish
Agency should create a land-reserve which should
be free from the restrictions on private ownership
laid down by the National Fund. The General
Council, on its side, put forward the demand that
the Zionist Organisation should recognise the
National Fund as the sole agency for the acquisition
of land in Palestine, and further that all land which
should be acquired from publicly subscribed funds
in the hands of the Jewish Agency should become
the common property of the Jewish people, and in
respect of rights of ownership and distribution to the
colonists should be subject to all the rules laid down
by the National Fund.

These opposing demands led to an animated
controversy, in the course of which Zionists were
compelled to examine once more the basic principles
of the National Fund. The old question, which it
was thought had been settled long ago, as to whether
public or private ownership was to be preferred in
our colonisation work, was once more thrown open
to debate. In discussing this issue we shall have to
re-argue the case for what Zionists are accustomed
to regard as elementary truths. Our main object,
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however, will be to examine the contentions of the
Survey Commission in the light of the history of
Jewish colonisation in Palestine. We shall inquire
whether it is really desirable that the settlers, instead
of being usufructuaries on land belonging to the
community, should become unrestrictcd owners of
the soil ; that is to say, whether private ownership
of the land offers material advantages cither to the
settler himself or to the Jewish community which is
to be built up.

In order to answer these questions, we must first
of all determine to what extent, if any, the superiority
of private ownership over national ownership has
actually shown itself in our colonisation work. The
answer is to be found in the history of fifty years of
colonisation in Palestine, and especially in the
experience of the post-War period, when operations
began to be conducted on a larger scale.

2

By its very nature private capital looks for profit
and flows to places where it can be profitably
employed. Land purchase in Palestine does not yet
offer prospects of such a profit, at any rate not in
the case of rural land. On the other hand, money is
already to be made from the acquisition of urban
sites. During the post-War years there was, in fact,
an influx of Jewish capital into the towns, where it
found ample opportunities of profitable employ-
ment. This was the case at Tel Aviv, for instance,
where the great increase in the price of building sites
at the time of the boom attracted many investors,
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i

both large and small, who saw here a good invest-
ment for their money. In Tel Aviv, as well as in
the other towns, we shall probably see again in the
future a similar influx of capital secking investment.
This is particularly the case in Haifa, where the
prospects of economic development will cause the
real estate business to flourish and attract large
amounts of capital. On the other hand, national
resources have not hitherto been employed on any
considerable scale in the towns.

It is otherwise with rural land. Here private
enterprise has found but limited opportunities for
profitable investment. Such as do exist are fur-
nished purely by the high-priced products destined
for export, such as plantation-products, which are
more or less in the nature of a monopoly. Thanks
to the orange plantations, several of the older
Jewish settiements have become financially pros-
perous. This has induced many Jews to take up this
branch of agriculture—to buy land and lay out
plantations. Thus, orange cultivation, which has
extended rapidly in recent years, has afforded
Jewish capitalists an opportunity to invest their
money to advantage. The result is seen in the
thriving condition of the plantation region in Judea,
where extensive areas have been newly planted in
the last few years, and hundreds of thousands of
pounds invested. At the time of the Fourth Aliyah:
a few groups of settlers with money established in
this neighbourhood plantation colonies which are
the only middle-class settlements with a good chance

! The middle-class Jewish immigration, which reached its maxi-
mum in 1925.
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of success. Special mention may be made of Magdiel,
which was built up on the basis of private ownership,
with relatively little help from the Zionist Organisa-
tion, on land owned by the settlers. In contrast to
this, the settlements carrying on agricuiture proper
{cereal or diversified farming) offer no profitable
investment, and experience teaches us that it is far
harder to achieve success in this direction. Several
of these settlements ended in failure, involving many
persons in ruin or heavy financial loss. This has been
the case in the settlements founded before the War
no less than in those established by the Zionist Organ-
isation in the more recent period of colonisation.
The history of the pre-War colonies founded on the
private ownership principle is instructive in many
respects ; here we can only glance at it in so far as it
has a bearing on the land question now under
discussion. It is a matter of common knowledge that
the Achuzoth societies so popular before the War,
which laid out farms, or, more frequently, planta-
tions, for their members abroad, ended in complete
disaster. Poriah and Rama in the north, Ruchama
in the south, diversified farming settlements and
plantation colonies, all alike came to grief. The
strenuous efforts of their members were utterly
unavailing, and in the end they lost, not only the
total capital invested in the venture, but sometimes
the land as well. This was the case, for example, in
the American Ackuzah Poriah, which owned a tract
of 3,545 dunams.' Over 2,000 dunamsof plantations
were laid out there, and about £40,000 invested.
The greater part of the money was lost, the land,

! A dunam is slightly less than } acre.
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along with buildings, being assessed for valuation
at about £9,000. In the year 1928—seventeen years
after it was founded—the land of Poriah was put up
to forced auction. Another American Ackuzakh
(Chicago) bought a tract of about 5,200 dunams at
Rama (Sarona) from the Ica' in 1913. In the few
years of its existence it invested considerable sums
there. Besides the first payment for the land,
amounting to about £3,000 (out of a total of about
£9,000), it laid out about £2,500 in buildings and
£4,000 in plantations. The latter fell into complete
decay ; the land itself is to be returned to the Ica,
In the case of other settlements, the land abandoned
by the colonists was purchased by the National Fund,
as, for example, in the colony of Merhaviah, where
3,742 dunams of the total area of 5,729 dunams in
private ownership passed into the hands of the
National Fund.

A similar situation arose in several post-War
settlements. A number of middle-class groups, having
settled in the Emek,* decided in favour of diversified
farming, the only type adapted to the nature of the
soil. They all had to struggle desperately, and have
either already gone under or clse arec now on the
verge of dissolution. Thus the Hassidim all abandoned
the land they had acquired in private ownership.
Only those have remained who, with the assistance
of Zionist colonisation agencies, had established
their farms on National Fund land. The group of
Polish Jews who settled at Jedda has lost all its
money and is now in a desperate plight. For some
time it was supported by the unemployment doles of

1 Jewish Colonisation Associatiofi. 1 Plain of Esdraelon,
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the Zionist Organisation. Part of these people, who
have begun to do actual work on the land, are
impatiently waiting for their land to be taken over
by the National Fund. Other settlements went to
rack and ruin, as, for instance, the small settlement
of Bulgarian Jews near Hulda, or Mahneh-Israel,
near Tel Adashim, founded by the Agudath Israel:
Precious human energy and considerable sums of
money here went to waste. Abandoned by their
inhabitants, these places present an appalling
picture of neglect and desolation, Thus the Jews lost
both their money and their courage. Embittered and
desperate, many had no alternative but to leave
the country.

Not only on the economic but also on the psycho-
logical side little evidence is to be found of the
alleged beneficial effects of the private ownership of
land. There are several settlements in the country,
chiefly among the older ones, where the colonists
acquired the land as their own from the beginning.
The most important are Rishon-le-Zion, Rehoboth,
and Hedera, and there are besides a number of
smaller settlements of the same class. Here the
second generation has already grown up, and we
are able to testify that it is these very people who, in
spite of having complete jurisdiction over their land,
feel themselves least of all bound to the soil. The
fact that the land is the property of their fathers, and
will later belong to them, has not made them any
more attached to the land than others who are
settled on land which is not privately owned, it is
notorious that precisely in these colonies it has been

1 An organisation of uitra-orthodox Jews.
Br
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a daily occurrence for the young generation to turn
their backs on their fathers’ occupation and even to
leave the country. Despite the private ownership of
landed property, during the fifty years of our
colonisation work there has been a flight from the
land which has threatened at times to depopulate
the Jewish villages.

If we survey the history of the colonies based on
private ownership in the light of the present
condition of the land, the picture is anything but
satisfactory., The colonists have ever trodden a
hard and painful path. It is the same wherever we
look—whether at the first colonies or the colony of
Merhaviah, founded in rg1r, or the post-War
settlements. Everywhere we find the same
phenomena, if not on the same scale : the desertion
of farms, removal to the towns, or even emigration
from the country. The failures are especially promi-
nent in the first period of colonisation. Nowhere are
the miraculous effects of the private ownership of
land to be discerned. The position of the settlers
might, perhaps, have been more favourable if,
instead of buying the land with their own money
and subsequently being forced to apply for help to
Baron Rothschild, to the Ica, or to smaller colonisa-
tion organisations and societies, they had not had to
pay for the land. In several of the older colonies
cases have occurred of colonists who had purchased
the land with their own means and paid for it in full
falling later into very bad circumstances and being
compelled to seek help. Similarly, the Merhaviah
settlers had to struggle with tremendous hardships,
and the majority were compelled to abandon their
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farms and sell their land. Of course, we admit that
perhaps their ill-success would not necessarily have
been avoided even had these settlements been
founded on national land. Indeed, the growth of the
Ica colonies, which differ but little from the Zionist
settlements as regards their land régime, as we shall
explain more fully later on, has been accompanied by
the same suffering, set-backs, and disappointments
as that of the older Zionist Organisation settlements.
What we want to make clear is the fact that the
private ownership of land has not served in anyway
to make the settlers stronger, sturdier, or happier.

Obviously the failure of all these settlements has
been brought about by a great variety of factors and
cannot be attributed solely to the element of private
ownership. Nevertheless, the fact remains that the
settlers would have had better chances of success if
they had utilised their money, not for the acquisi-
tion of land, but for the actual process of settling on
it. It is becoming more and more widely recognised
that settlement on national land saves the colonist
money and so makes his task easier. Prospective
settlers cannot close their eyes to the clear and
obvious advantages offered by national land. More
especially in the last few years the practical signific-
ance of the national ownership of land in the process
of colonisation has become increasingly apparent,
and there has been a corresponding increase in the
number of people who, being desirous of engaging
in agriculture without any idea of speculative gain,
apply to the National Fund for land on which to
settle. They do not do so merely on grounds of ab-
stract principle. Among the applicants for national
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land are not only Socialists discharging their duty
as members of the Labour Organisation and sup-
porters of its programme, but also many ordinary
Jewish baalebatim,* who look at the matter purely
from the standpoint of the practical farmer anxious
to assure the success of his venture. As examples we
may mention Kfar Gideon, the colony of the Tran-
sylvanian Jews, and the Moshar Merhaviah. These
are post-War settlements. The colonists here are not
people absolutely without means, who bad no op-
tion but to colonise on National Fund land with the
help of the Zionist Organisation, but men whose
means were insufficient to defray the entire cost of
scttlement, and who, by a simple calculation, con-
cluded that it was more profitable to utilise their
scanty funds for the productive work of the farm
than to spend them on land. Mention should also
be made of the Jugoslavian settlement of Beth-
Shearim, which came into existence without making
any call on the funds of the Zionist Organisation.
The money at the disposal of the settlers sufficed to
defray the cost of colonisation alone, and even this
with difficalty, but not to pay for the land as well.

A further point to note is that in many cases the
children of colonists in the older colonies, whose
paternal farms lie on privately owned land, and who
are supposed to have been accustomed from child-
hood to free and unrestricted jurisdiction over the
soil, have also applied to the National Fund for
hereditary leaseholds when in need of land for start-
ing farms of their own. This has happened even in
the case of high-priced plantation land in Judea.

1 Bourgeois.
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For instance, the sons of Ness Ziona farmers have
taken steps to acquire hereditary leaseholds from
the National Fund.

In the practical work of colonisation the idea of
settling on national land is gradually gaining the
day.

3

There are very many cultivators in Palestine to
whom the colonisation societies have given land in
full ownership, in addition to the requisite starting
capital. It is worth while to enter into a closer ex-
amination of the conditions prevailing in such settle-
ments with a view to discovering what réle the full
ownership of land has played in their development,
and to what extent it has served to make them more
successful, solid, and financially trustworthy. Be-
sides a number of small colonisation societies, we
have two larger ones which have both important,
if by no means equal, functions to fulfil in the build-
ing up of Palestine. The first of these is a society,
non-Zionist in its principles, which aims at conduct-
ing its activities on an exclusively business basis,
namely the Ica (Jewish Colonisation Association),
which was replaced by the Pica (Palestine Jewish
Colonisation Association) in 1924. This body has
carried on colonising work in Palestine on a very
extensive scale. Judged by its achievements, the
second society is far less important, but it is one
wholly impregnated with the Zionist spirit, and it
works on Zionist lines. This is the Odessa Committee
of the Hovevi Jion. The Ica has founded a great



22 LAND SETTLEMENT IN PALESTINE

number, perhaps the majority, of the Jewish colonies
in Palestine, while the Hoveri ion has only a few
settlements to its credit. A comparison of the activi-
ties of these two organisations is highly instructive
for a discussion of the problem whether private
ownership of land is preferable to national owner-
ship.

The Pica has aimed at applying the principle of
private ownership throughout the whole of its
extensive colonisation work. Its method is to pro-
vide the settler not only with buildings, stock, and
everything else he requires for establishing himself,
but also with land as his private property. He has
to repay the total value of the farm, and, until he
does so, he is not given his title-deeds (Kushan).

Usually the Pica acquires large unbroken areas,
which are distributed among the colonists after the
soil has been prepared. The parcels belong to the
cultivators, who can actually do what they like with
them, but legally they remain in the ownership of
the Pica, which reserves to itself far-reaching rights
over the land in its contract with the colonist. A
scrutiny of this contract enables us to form an esti-
mate of the Pica’s colonisation system. It gives us
a rather surprising picture of a system whose pur-
pose and ideal were the private ownership of land
by the farmer.

Indeed, if we analyse this contract, we are struck
with its similarity to the leasehold contract of the
National Fund. First of all, the cultivator who ac-
quires the farm is regarded only as a fenant until he
has paid up his debt in full. Till then the Pica is the
sole owner of the immovable property and everything
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belonging to the farm.* Like the tenant on
National Fund land, the Pica colonist is also bound
by a number of restrictions upon his freedom of
action with regard to his farm. First and foremost,
he cannot sell his farm, nor, of course, his land. He
can neither transfer nor pledge to others the rights
accruing to him from the contract.* Further, he is
forbidden to sub-let his land or to transfer it to others
without the consent of the owner. Moreover, he is
not permitted to divide up the administration of his
property. This prohibition holds good even in the
case of the farmer’s death ; his heirs cannot divide
the farm among themselves as long as the debt to
the Pica is not paid off. The consent of the Pica is
necessary even in the event of the heirs wishing to
designate one of themselves to continue to manage
the estatein place of the deceased.* Indeed,the Pica
is entitled to declare the contract void if the deceased
has left minor sons and the family cannot prove that
it is in a position to continue working the farm ac-
cording to the conditions, and in the spirit, of the
contractuntil thesons attain their majority.¢+ Again,
the settler is not free to pay off his debt in a shorter
period of time than that stipulated in the contract
unless he has the consent of the Pica.* Nor can the
cultivator count on a uniform rate of repayment,
since the Pica reserves the right to change the dates
of payment, as agreed upon by both parties, and to

* Contrat de Promesse de Vente of the Pica Administration, Art. viii.,
Section 2,

' Ihid., Art. vi.

* Ibid., Art. ii., sections 1 and 2.

* Ibid., Art. ii., section 5. ¥ Ibid., Art. i., section §.
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shorten the term of the loan, when the gross receipts
of the cultivator exceed £300 per annum.* Further
the Pica has far-reaching powers of control over the
colonist’s activities. The colonist must use his land
exclusively for the purpose of agriculture or cattle-
breeding. The farm must be worked by the colonist
himself and his family. He can call in other [abour
only with the written consent of the Pica. Similarly,
he can employ hired workers from outside (the refer-
ence being to the non-Jewish permanent labourers,
the so-called Harraths) only in case he can prove that
his own labour and that of his family is insufficient
for the requirements of the farm.* A breach of this
rule gives the Administration the right to annul the
contract ipso facto, and to take back the land and
everything on it, buildings, plantations, and the
rest.* If the cultivator disposes of part of the land,
with the sanction of the Pica, in order to lay out
plantations with the proceeds, the Pica is entitled
to supervise the outlay of the money, even if the
farmer refunds to it the value of the plot sold,together
with the corresponding part of his debt to the Pica.+
To complete the resemblance between the Pica con-
tract of sale and the National Fund contract of lease,
we may mention a provision found in the Pica con-
tract which is also characteristic of the National
Fund system. In case the contract is annulled and
the farm taken over by the Pica, when it comes to
settling accounts with the scttler, the property is

1 Ibid., Art. i., section 6. 2 Thid., Art. iv., sections 1 and 2.
* Ihid., Art. iv., section 6 and Art. vil., section 1.

¢ Ibid., Art. iii., sections 1 and 2.
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assessed solely on the basis of the purchase-price plus
the improvements carried out by the settler by his
own personal labour and at his personal expense ;
while the increase in the unimproved value of the
property—i.e. the increment which has resulted
automatically from the general economic progress
of the country or of the particular settlement—is
disregarded.’

Hence it is apparent that in all essentials the sale
contract, which aims at securing for the settler the
full ownership of his land, is not so very different
from the leaschold contract, which accords him no-
thing but the usufruct. In the case of the Pica, as
well as of the National Fund, the land remains the
property of the colonising agency ; the settlers are,
indeed, the occupicrs and usufructuaries of their
holdings, but in both cases their rights of ownership
are restricted. In the one case as in the other, the
settlers may not alienate their land. The only differ-
ence is that, whereas with the National Fund the
prohibition to sell is absolute and the lessee clearly
and unequivocally holds the land but does not own
it, the Pica colonists may hope to become full and
unrestricted owners, once they have paid off the
total purchase-price. But legally the position of the
Pica colonist is identical with that of the National
Fund lessee. It is the National Fund system, but
without its theoretical basis, a circumstance which
is of advantage neither to the undertaking nor to
the settler. The similarity of the Pica system to that
of the National Fund becomes even more remark-
able, if it be remembered that the provisional period

1 Ibid., Art. vii., section 3.
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during which the land and the farm belong to the
Association may be, and actually is, of very long
duration. Hence it is but a meagre consolation for
the Pica colonist that the limitations on his rights
over his farm are only of a temporary nature. The
annual payments to the Pica are very small, and are
so arranged from the start as to extend over a long
period. And this period becomes even longer in con-
sequence of the fact that the colonists usually make
their payments very irregularly or not at all. Thus
the final liberation of the property is postponed in-
definitely. It would seem that the colonists are not
eager to clear their land, perhaps because they do
not feel the restrictions upon their freedom of move-
ment as particularly irksome. Are there not Pica
colonies founded thirty and forty years ago, if not
more, where a generation of farmers have spent their
whole lives and have already been replaced by a
second, without the status of most of the properties,
in respect of ownership, having changed meanwhile ?
Unfortunately, no figures are published dealing with
the financial relationship between the settlers and
the Pica, which might show to what degree, in how
many years, and by what instalments the settlers
repay their debts ; how much they still owe ; and,
above all, to what extent their total debt to the Pica
has decreased. For it has occasionally happened that
when the Association has received repayments from
the settlers, it has granted them further loans. We
have, however, succeeded in securing a few figures,
which, taken together, give an idea of the indebted-
ness of the settlers in the colonies founded and
financed by the Pica. These figures are, of course,
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incomplete, dealing as they do with only part of the
Pica colonies. Nevertheless, they give an insight into
the financial position of the Pica colonists.

TABLE I.

INDEBTEDNESS OF PICA COLONISTS

Total Auverage
Colony Founded | Debt to | No. of | Debt per
Pica Colonists | Colonist
LE. £LE.
Rosh Pina ., . 1883 60,650 43 1,410
Zichron Jacob and
subsidiary colonies | 1887
Bath-Shlomo . 18go
CvathoAda .| 1905 |[ 7100 | 92 762
Athhit .. 100
Mishmar-Hayarden | 18go 7,700 29 935
Yessod-Hamaala . i8g2 15,600 32 487
Metuilah . . 1846 30,100 28 1,075
Sejera . . 1600 21,400 28 764
Yabneel . . 1§00 22,450 41 548
Hedera . . 1902 14,000 55 255
Menahemiya . 1902 14,000 a1 667
Kfar Tabor , . 1902 26,600 39 682
Beth Gan . . 1905 6,200 19 326
Mizpah . . 1903 9,900 10 ggo
Kinereth . . 1908 2,650 7 379
Mahnaim . . 1918 15,000 20 750
Avyeleth Hashahar 1919 17,350 24 723
Kfar Gileadi . 25,000
Tel Hai } wig | 12Ee | 38 | 83
Binyamina . . 1G22 42,500 45 944

The first contracts were made by the Ica in 1911,
»»

in the colonies round Tiberias. *“ Up to now,” we
read in the Report of the Ica Administration for
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1911, “ the colonists have tilled the land put at their
disposal without any document having been drawn
up to define their rights and obligations. They have
not repaid anything of the large sums spent on their
equipment.’”* The contracts promise the settler abso-
lute ownership of the land he has been granted as
from the day on which his total dcbt is repaid. The
debt was calculated on a very moderate computa-
tion, without regard to the great outlay incurred in
the original occupation of the land, the administra-
tive expenses, or the cost of the first experiments.
The rate of interest was very low, beginning with 1}
per cent. per annum. In 1911 the colonists of the
Tiberias region paid their first instalment. The other
colonies presented greater difficulties. For instance,
the colonists of Ekron protested so vehemently
against making contracts that the Ica Administra-
tion was compelled to refuse them all further credits.*
Others, however, followed the example of the
colonics in the vicinity of Tiberias and in the next
year signed agreements regarding the terms of their
occupation—among them the colonists of Rishon-le-
Zion, individual colonists at Zichron Jacob and Rosh
Pina,and the majority of the colonists of Sejera.* In
the same year the colonists of Artuf paid their first
annual instalment.* The last report of the Ica Ad-
ministration before the War mentions Sejera as the

1 Jewish Colonisation Association, Rapgport de I’ Administration Cenirale
au Conseil d’ Administration pour Pannée rorr (Paris, 1912), p. 297.
{Hereafter referred to as “ Report.”)

! Ibid., p. 3o01.
* Report 1912 (Paris, 1913), pp. 122 and 151.
¢ Ibid., p. 153.
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one place in which the colonists made their payment
punctually in 1913.*

After the War the payments were few and far be-
tween. The Ica reports designate the colonists which
fulfilled their obligations as notable exceptions, as
for instance, Gedera (Katra)* and Ness Zionah.*
Indeed, for some time the colonists of Gedera were,
perhaps, the only ones to pay their debts to the Ad-
ministration regularly.* Some settlements in the
plantation region also, such as Petach Tikvah, where
the orange plantations bring the colonists good in-
comes, were easily in a position in the post-War
period to pay off their debts to the Pica wholly or in
part.* In 1921 a number of Petach Tikvah colonists
began to pay off the debts incurred during the War. *

Other colonies either completely failed to repay
their debts or else repaid only a very small part. Ac-
cording to a statement issued some years ago by the
Ica Administration itself, *° there were but few of the
colonists who found themselves in a position to fulfil
their obligations to the Administration and make
their annual payments.”” This is particularly true
of the colonies engaged in cereal farming, such as
Ekron in Judea, or the colonies in Samaria and
Upper and Lower Galilee.*

! Report 1913 (Paris, 1915}, p. 100.

* Report 1920 (Paris, 1921), p. 70.

* Report 1925 {Paris, 1922), p. 86 and Report 1322, p. 101.
¢ Report 1906 (Paris, 1907}, p. 131.

¥ Report 1922 (Paris, 1924}, pp. 8g and 91.

¢ Report 1921, p. 79.

7 Report 1922, p. 85 ; Report 1923 (Paris, 1925), p. 127.

¥ Report 1921, p. 75.



30 LAND SETTLEMENT IN PALESTINE

The slow rate at which the Pica colonists are pay-
ing off their debts shows us that in most cases a rapid
clearance of land and farm from incumbrances is not
to be expected. But if this be so, wherein does this
system differ from that of the National Fund ? Under
the National Fund system the status of the colonist
as a lessee is definitive, whereas under the Pica
system it is in theory temporary, yet in such a way
as to make him neither the one thing nor the other.
It is an inherently unsound policy to let a temporary
situation drift into a permanent one. At any rate, it
is impossible to perceive any privileges enjoyed by
the Pica colonists which are denied to the settlers
on National Fund land. Private ownership neither
strengthens their financial position nor renders the
success of their farming more assured. From the
economic standpoint the prospect of becoming the
free owner of the land in the future does not give the
Pica settler any advantages over the National Fund
lessee. For it is only a hope, and a fairly distant one
at that. The Pica contract ostensibly has for its ob-
ject to secure the refunding of the invested capital,
since all the restrictions contain the provision : * so
long as the debt to the Pica is not paid off in full.”
But are all the points of the agreement in fact dic-
tated by purely financial considerations ? Assuming -
that the prohibition to sell or sub-let may be re-
garded in this light, because the Pica would want to
retain a personal hold on its debtor, it is impossible
to see what financial guarantee is afforded by the
prohibition to employ any hired labour, especially
alien labour. On the contrary, one would suppose
that if alien labour, which we know to be cheaper,
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were employed, the enterprise would yield profits
more quickly and the settler would thus be enabled
to refund the money loaned to him in a shorter
time. No ; it would appear that these clauses of the
Pica contract are due to other considerations than
merely that of securing the invested capital ; indeed,
to motives of a national character, as, for instance,
the desire to preserve the agricultural character of
the settlement, to make sure that Jewish labour be
employed, and so forth. But if this be so, why should
these provisions hold good only until the settler has
repaid his debt ? Why should they lose their value
and significance on the very instant of repayment ?
If they are necessary to the progress of colonisation
and the success of the farm, they should remain in
force even after the debt has been cleared off. But if
they are of no importance for these objccts, why are
they included in the contract as a limitation upon
the rights of the settler ? In theory the Pica system is
by no means a system of free ownership, and this not
only as regards the soil, but as regards the whole
management of the farm. It is true that in practice
the problem assumes another aspect. The Pica
colonists regard themselves as owners, even if they
do not pay their debts to the Association. They have
but little concern for the juridical aspect of the
matter, probably because the Pica does not enforce
the rights to which it is entitled by the contract.
Hence the settlers become convinced that the con-
tracts are not to be taken seriously. Once this idea is
implanted in their minds, it leads to the further un-
fortunate result that the entire personal and real
estate received from the Pica is looked upon as a gift,
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for which no equivalent is due. Fictions are created
in place of clear-cut conditions, a situation which
cannot be regarded as satisfactory either for the
material interests or the morale of the settlers. The
Pica could easily make the theory which underlies
the contract the avowed basis of its colonisation work.
For in actual practice the Pica settlers, like the
tenants of National Fund land, are restricted in their
freedom of movement and their rights over the land.
We must conclude that the so-called absolute owner-
ship of the Pica scttlers does not offer any advan-
tages at all to distinguish it from the strictly circum-
scribed title granted by the National Fund, which
fixes in the clearest manner the reciprocal rights and
obligations of landowner and tenant. Nor, moreover,
is it adapted to further the success of the individual
farm.

4

Of no less interest to us is the history of the coloni-
sation of the land acquired by the Hover: Jion. This
society, known also as the Odessa Commitiee, has
founded several settlements in Palestine—first, the
fair-sized colony of Beer-Tuvia (Kastiniah), with an
area of 5,500 dunams (2,000 dunams having been
added to the original g,500 dunams), and, in addi-
tion, Beer-Jacob, with an area of 2,048 dunams, and
the two cottager settlements of Ein Gannim (near
Petach Tikvah) with 520 dunams and Nachlath
Yehuda {(near Rishon-le-Zion), which originally had
go1 dunams but was later enlarged to 391 dunams.
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In all these places taken together 110 settlers received
parcels of various sizes in absolute ownership. Here, too,
as in the Pica colonies, the settlers were under obliga-
tion to refund the cost of the land, and also of the
farm equipment, in so far as this had been defrayed
by the Hoverr Zion. Many years have since elapsed, for
Beer-Tuvia was founded in 1896, Beer-Jacoband Ein
Gannim in 1908, and Nachlath Yehuda in 1913 ; and
thefactremainsthatthesettlersin ali these places, with
the exception of Ein Gannim, have not even begun
to repay their debts. For instance, Beer-Tuvia, which
has already been in existence thirty-two years, has
not paid a penny up to the present. Ein Gannim,
referred to above as an exception, is to a certain ex-
tent in a favoured position. It lies next to Pctach
Tikvah, where the value of land has risen enor-
mously. Being devoted principally to plantation, its
agricultural ventures have prospered and vielded the
owners considerable profits. Notwithstanding all this,
the settlers of Ein Gannim werc able to pay off only
part of the purchase-price—about 15,000 to 20,000
francs out of the total of 50,000 francs, i.e. g0 to 40
per cent.

On the strength of information supplied by the
settlers we have worked out a few figures relating to
changes in ownership of the properties in the Hovevi
Lionsettlements. These figures, which, of course, do
not claim to be cxact, go to show that the transfer of
property is a frequent occurrence there. It was cal-
culated that there were 28 changes in ownership at
Beer-Tuvia {17 farms) and g4 at Ein Gannim (31
farms). There are farms which have changed hands
more than once since they were founded, as in Ein

Ce
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Gannim, where several farms have been sold three
‘times over. In Beer-Tuvia only five of the original
settlers are left, in Nachlath Yehuda only six, and so
forth. Of course, we find this same state of affairs
in all the Jewish colonies. It shows, however,
that the private ownership of landed property does
not attach the settler to the soil any more firmly
than does a holding on national land which is not
his personal property. It does not necessarily create
that indissoluble bond which the feeling of owner-
ship is supposed to engender. The settlers, whether
on private or national land, abandon their home-
steads for various economic causes, above all in
cases where their farms fail to provide them even
with a bare living.

In the Hovevi Jionsecttlements the colonist was able
to sell land which he had received for nothing, and
to obtain, moreover, a higher sum than the original
purchase-price. For instance, in Ein Gannim, where,
as we have already said, there was such a marked
rise of real estate prices in recent years, the sale of an
allotment brought the owner considerable profits.
Even in Beer-Tuvia, one of the least progressive
spots in the country, no less than from £E.2.50 to
£E.2.70 per dunam*® was obtained atthe time of the
great real estate boom in 1924 and 1925.

Some moral justification might, perhaps, be
pleaded for these profits on the ground that they
constituted a sort of compensation for the terrible
privations which the settlers underwent in the early
years of colonisation. But this is not the case, for,
as we stated above, few of the original colonists

t LEa=£1 os. 63d.
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remained on the spot. In other words, these profits
accruing from the rise of real estate prices benefited
those who were the accidental holders of the lots at
the time and had no moral claim to compensation
for privations previously endured. When the Zionist
Organisation wanted to settle new colonists at Beer-
Tuvia in 1923-24, and for this purpose had to buy
about 1,000 dunams from the estates of the old
colonists, the sum of LE.2,340 was paid for this
land, which had cost the actual holders nothing.
Similarly, the National Fund paid £E.1,600 for
about 780 dunams, which it purchased in 1913
for plantations.

Thus there arose in the Hoveri ion settlements a
a very peculiar situation. The land acquired with
national moneys—for the Hovevi Jion appealed to
the sentimental love of the Jews for Palestine and
obtained their funds from voluntary contributions—
was given as a present to the colonists, who then pro-
ceeded to sell it. No precautions were taken to pre-
vent the land from passing into non-Jewish hands
or serving for purposes of speculation. Fictitious
titles were invented, which might eventually become
dangerous. The juridical situation of the colonists is
obscure and confused. Formally the land is registered
in the name of the figureheads of the Odessa Committee,
and for the most part the settlers have no documents
at all to prove their titles to their land. But in reality
they are not dependent in any way upon the actual
owners of the land, for they are not even burdened
with the restricions—formal as they are—of the
Pica contract.
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5

The success or failure of an agricultural under-
taking depends on quite other factors than the form
of land ownership. Therc are a number of varied
causes to be taken into account, such as the natural
conditions of soil, climate, etc., or the financial posi-
ton of the settler, or even the psychological factor—
the colonist’s mentality. Thus, for instance, the
quality of the soil, which in turn determines the form
of cultivation, is a most important consideration. It
explains the great difference between the Judean
colonies, which were able to lay out their planta-
tions on light, sandy soil, and the settlements of
Upper and Lower Galilce, on whose clayey or basalt
soil nothing but cereal cultivation could be under-
taken. The former are suitable for intensive culti-
vation, the products of which are of the nature of
monopolics, and afford the settler a more or less
ample and secure income. The latter grow products
which are neither suited for export nor able to com-
pete with imported products in the domestic market.
Consequently the cereal colonies contrast unfavour-
ably with the plantation colonies in that they offer
no satisfactory return on the capital that is put into
them. For these reasons Petach Tikvah, for instance,
has progressed, while Kfar-Tabor {Mes’ha) has
not ; Hedera has become an important settlement,
while Scjera continues to lead a penurious existence.
In the same way, Rehoboth and Ness-Zionah have
far outstripped Ekron and Artuf, because the latter
produce nothing on which a good profit could be
made ; and other cases could be quoted.
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There are yet 2 number of other circumstances of
decisive importance, such as the equipment of the
settlements, the capital in the hands of the settlers,
and above all the calibre of the human material. If
this is of the right kind, that is to say trained for
agriculture and adequately prepared both materially
and morally for the work in hand, the settlement has
a far greater chance of success. With the quality of
the soil are associated other important factors, such as
geographical situation, transportation facilitics, sani-
tary conditions, and so forth. Thus the proximity of
a harbour is of great importance to settlements pro-
ducing for export. It would go beyond the scope of
our inquiry to set forth in detail all the causes con-
tributing to the success or failure of an agricultural
enterprise. We have only cited a few examples.

All these causes tend to produce the same effect
everywhere, no matter whether the settlement in
question has been founded on private or national
property. Where all the conditions for success—
geographical, economic, financial, psychological
and the rest—are absent, the colonisation venture is
foredoomed to failure, whether the settlers are
owners of the land or tenants. This has been de-
monstrated by the history of Palestine colonisation.
There was the same failure at Menahemiyah on Ica
land, at Ruchama on privately owned land, at
Kinereth Hill on National Fund land. On the
other hand, where the conditions are present for
satisfactory development, success has been achieved
no less on national than on private land. The univer-
sally recognised success of the settlements of Nahalal
or Kfar Yeheskel, both on National Fund land,
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cannot be considered as inferior in any way to that
of Binyamina, founded by the Pica, which is looked
upon as a striking achievement in colonisation work.
If we compare two adjacent settlements possessing
much the same economic advantages, of which one
is on privately owned land and another on nationai
land, we find that they have both gone through
much the same development and reached much the
same stage. A comparison between two adjoining
places, such as the small Pica colony of Kinnereth
and the Zionist Organisation settlement of the same
name on National Fund land, or the colony of Mer-
haviah, which is privately owned, and the Moshav
Merhaviah on National Fund land, shows that the
economic progress of the settlements on National
Fund land is not at all inferior to that of the others,
in fact in some cases it is superior. This may be at-
tributed chiefly to the calibre of the workers in the
Zionist settlements, who, being impelled by idealistic
motives, take extraordinary pains to establish the
venture on a firm basis. Be the reason what it may,
we cannot perceive that private ownership presents
any advantages over the leasehold tenure of the
National Fund. It does not lead to greater intensity
of cultivation, as measured by the productivity of
the soil—tested, for example, by the output of a
given area—or to greater density of population.
It does not make for greater stability by strengthen-
ing the attachment of the settlers to their colony.
It does not enhance the general well-being of the
settlement ; in particular, it does not improve the
general tone of the colony, as, for example, by in-
creasing the settlers’ zest for agricultural labour,
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But if private ownership of land does not improve
the economic position of the settler, can it, perhaps,
be said that it is in its psychological effects that its
beneficial influence is really felt? We believe that
even this cannot be maintained. Reference has al-
ready been made to the detrimental effects on the
morale of the settlers of the system prevailing in the
Pica or the Hovesi Jion colonies. Itis a most serious
matter that settlers should become the proprietors
of land for which they have not paid. It is tanta-
mount to their receiving alms. And what is here
given away is not something of which an indefinite
quantity can be acquired by purchase, such as live-
stock or implements, but a commodity which is in-
trinsically incapable of a quantitative increase and
hence is definitely of the nature of a monopoly,
namely the soil of Palestine, the. most precious and
irreplaceable of all the elements required for the
building up of the country. It is clearly inadmissible
that land which is acquired with public and not
with private funds should be given away as a pre-
sent ; and in the last resort, even the Pica moneys,
though they have not been raised by popular sub-
scription, are, nevertheless, to be regarded as public
funds. This would be a kind of philanthropy which
might have most injurious effects. The Ica aimed at
breaking away from the system of charity and basing
its work on other principles. In reality, however, it
has changed but little, if its contract of sale is nothing
but a fiction and if it makes the settlers a present of
the land (as, indeed, of the whole farm) without ex-
acting from them any equivalent return. Would it
not be better to clear away the make-believe and
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state definitely that, as far as the land is concerned,
the Association remains the perpetual owner ? This
would reduce the sum to be repaid by the settler by
a considerable amount, and would enable him to
pay off the rest of his debt (representing the ad-
vances for colonisation purposes) more easily and in
a shorter time. The settler would thus become the
owner of the farm, while even after he had paid his
debt in full, the Pica would still be able to prevent
the farmer from abandoning agriculture when he
saw a chance of selling his farm at a profit, thanks to
the fact that the land had meanwhile increased in
value, or again from forfeiting his land because
through lack of money he had fallen into the hands
of usurers or otherwise got into difficulties.

Such occurrences are quite common among other
peoples. They are also not unknown among the
Jewish colonists in other countries. Similar cases
have occurred in the course of the colonisation work
of the Ica in Argentina, as is shown by the following
characteristic story.

In the colony of Mauricio a number of colonists
requested the Administration to give them titie-deeds
to their land, in cxchange for which they offered to
pay off the amount of the debt still outstanding
in a single payment. The Ica’s contract in Argen-
tina, as in Palestine, provides that the debt cannot
be repaid before the specified time without the con-
sent of the Ica. This clause was incorporated in the
contract to prevent the settler from selling his land
to speculators. As the then Vice-President of the Ica,
Mr. F. Philippson, explained in his report to the
General Meeting of the Association on July 1st, 1911,
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the Ica inserted this clause in order to attach the
colonists’ sons to the soil, which their parents had
acquired from the Association at a very moderate
price.

The rise of land values in Mauricio was very
marked. Prices increased in some cases tenfold, and
consequently all sorts of speculators tried to get hold
of the land. They instigated the colonists to demand
their title-deeds, and offered to advance them the
money to clear their debt to the Association—obvi-
ously on terms not too advantageous to the colonists,
According to Mr. Philippson, the sale or heavy
mortgaging of the land usually led to the settlers
leaving the colony in order to engage in business in
the towns.? The cause of all this, according to the
official statement of the Ica, was the great rise in
land values, which tempted the colonisis to sell or
lease their land.* In 1910 a number of Mauricio
colonists brought a suit against the Administration
of the Ica for having refused to accept the repayment
of their debt before it was due. The verdict of the
Court of Appeal contained the following highly in-
teresting points : The Ica, in order to realise its aim
of transforming Jews into agriculturists perman-
ently attached to their own soil, had included in the
contract conditions which would ensure the forma-
tion of homogeneous Jewish settlements. For this
purpose the Association was entitled to impose cer-
tain restrictions upon the colonists with regard to
the agricultural methods to be employed, and to
fix the duration of these restrictions. For instance, it

! Report 1910 (Paris, 1911), pp. vii.-viii.
1 Report 1920, p. 8.
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need not sell the parcels to the settlers uncondition-
ally, and can forbid them to speculate with their
land. The various limitations imposed by the con-
tract on the economic freedom of the settlers could
be seen to be necessary, if the purposes of the colon-
ising agency were bornein mind.' Private ownership
of property led to an exodus from the land, to the
abandonment of the farms, and to emigration to the
towns, which meant that the attempt to carry out the
extremely difficult task of fitting the Jews for pro-
ductive work on the land would be completely
frustrated.

The accuracy of this diagnosis has been completely
borne out by the facts. No sooner had the colonists
paid off their debt to the Ica than many of them
hastened to sell their property. The land of the
colony of Mauricio, which has existed for about
thirty years, is passing into non-Jewish hands. Ac-
cording to the Report of the Ica Administration for
1919, 27 of the 84 colonists of Mauricio who * eman-
cipated » themselves in that year—i.e. paid off their
debt to the Ica—had sold their land.* In the follow-
ing year the number had risen to gr.* This evil has
already spread to other Jewish colonies in Argentina,
and is becoming the general rule.

There is no reason to think that what has happened
and is still happening in Argentina cannot also
happen in Palestine.

! Report 1910, pp. 25, 26.

t Report 1919 (Paris, 1921), p. 7.

* Report 1620, p. 8. The Report of the Ica for 1925 remarks that
the colonists who had abandoned their land and moved 1o the towns
were gradually returning in order to till their land themselves (Re-

port 1925 (Paris ,1g29), p. 36).
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6

In Palestine the private ownership of landed pro-
perty has not proved its superiority over the system
of leaschold tenure. On the contrary, leasehold
tenure has several not unimportant advantages over
private ownership, which, indeed, account for its
growing vogue. In this respect Palestine constitutes
no exception to the general rule. Leaschold is a form
of tenure much favoured by agriculturists in many
parts of Europe, and also plays an important part in
the New World. In many countries a marked tend-
ency toward the extension of the leasehold system is
to be observed. It is an old device which is being in-
creasingly resorted to with the growth of capitalism,
‘“ as landed property divests itself more and more of
its former immobility and passes in increasing
measure into the hands of capitalists, who lack both
the inclination and the ability to cultivate it them-
selves.”

The following table, based on the results of the
most recent inquiries, gives an idea of the extent of
leasehold tenure in the chief European and several
American countries. The second column gives the
proportion of leasehold farms to the total number of
farms, and the third the proportion of the area culti-
vated by leaseholders to the total area of the respec-
tive countries.

1 Steinbrueck, Pacht in Handwirterbuch der Staatswissenschaften, Vol
VI., fourth edition (G. Fischer, Jena, 1975), p. 793
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TABLE IT,

EXTENT OF LEASEHOLD TENURE IN
VARIOUS COUNTRIES

Leasehold Leased Area
Farms as as Percentage
Country Year Percenlage of | of total area
total number of under
Farms Cultivation
Great Britain . 1916 8g.0 87.8
Belgium . . 1895 78.9 51.0
1910 — 54.2
Holland . . 1921 44.0 48.0
France . . 1892 25.41 47.22
Germany . . 1907 57.1 13.9
Sweden . . |r1g913-20 27.7 —
Austria . . 1q02 25.3 -—
USA. . . 1920 46.8 36.8
Uruguay . . 1916 44.0 499.4
Japan . . 1921 69.4 46.9
Australia | . 1922 — 49.9

Particularly significant is the spread of the lease-
hold system in the new countries, where colonisa-
tion has been taking place on a large scale in the
nineteenth and twentieth centuries, In contrast to
Europe, where the greater part of the land was in
the hands of small groups of landed proprietors, and
where farmers could not become owners of large
tracts of land, but merely lessces, in overseas countries
there was a superabundance of land, which could
consequently be sold to the settlers at a low price.
And it is in these very countries that we find exten-
sive areas held on leasehold tenure.
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Thus in Argentina in 1915, of 77,955 cultivators
only 23,546, or 30.2 per cent., were the owners of the
land they tilled, whilc 69.8 per cent. were tenants.
The land is leased partly by the State and partly by
private owners.? In the United States 38.1 per cent.
of the cultivators till land they hold on lease exclu-
sively, while 8.7 per cent. till land that is partly
leased and partly their own. Special mention should
be made of the fact that both the number of tenants
and the arca of the land held on lease show a con-
tinuous increase, as wc see from the steady rise in
the figures given in the decennial census. Thus the
number of farms wholly leased, expressed as a per-
centage of the total number of farms, was 25.5 in
1880, 28.4 in 18go, 35.5 in 1900, 37.0 in 1910, and
38.1 in 1920. In other words, the percentage rose by
12.6 in 40 years. In Australia all the landed property
belongs to the State to begin with, and it is only
little by little that it passes into the hands of private
owners. The agrarian policy of Australia at first
favoured generous gifts of land ; this gave place later
to the system of sclling State domains at a low price,
and this went on till the several States of the Com-
monwealth finally came to the conclusion that the
alienation of State domains was not the right method,
and the sale of landed property was definitely
stopped. Since then the State domains have been
disposed of only on long-term leases. The land re-
mains in the perpetual ownership of the State, and
the farmer has simply to pay a rental determined by
thelocal authorities, the amount being fixed according

! Woytinsky, Die Welt in Zahlen, Book 111, (R. Mosse, Berlin, 1926),
P 93.
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to the value of the land, which is periodically re-
‘assessed, The result has been a great extension of the
area held on leasehold tenure in Australia. Accord-
ing to the returns for 1922, 67,646,000 hectares, or
8.g per cent. of the total area of Australia, are owned
privatcly, while 349,954,000 hectares, or 49.9 per
cent., arc leased by the State to private individuals.
There are State domains not yet leased amounting
to 313,892,000 hectares, or 41.2 per cent. In the
course of 21 years (1go1—1922) the landed property
in private hands increased by 23,165,000 hectares,
or 3.1 per cent., while the land held on lease in-
creased by 91,391,000 hectares, or 12 per cent. In
Australia it is held to be not only financially advan-
tageous, but also in the interests of the agricultural
development of the country, that State domains
should be leased rather than sold to private owners,
with all the injurious consequences which that system
entails. We may observe a similar course of events in
New Zealand. There, too, there was at first unre-
stricted selling of the State domains. Frightened by
the rapid growth of latifundia, the Government
changed its policy. Since 1893, the disposal of State
domains has taken place in various forms, beginning
with sale to private owners and continuing with
grants of perpetual leascholds, which in 1go8 were
replaced by long-term leases with an option of re-
newal. Of the total area under occupation in New
Zealand, amounting to about 1%.4 million hectares,
about 8 million hectares are held by farmers as
private property, and 9,370,000 hectares on lease,
of which 7.7 million hectares are State domain. In
Uruguay, according to the statistics of 1916, 25,443
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of the 57,974 farms, or 44 per cent., were held on
lease, covering a total area of 6,416,439 hectares, or
90.4 per cent.

Leasehold tenure shows a distinct tendency to
spread. A comparison of the statistics shows that in
most countries both the number of leased farms and
the area of land held on leasehold tend to increase. In
Great Britain, in the twenty years 18g5—-1916, the
leased area increased by 2 per cent. and the number
of leased farms by ¢.7 per cent. In France, in the ten
years 1882—18g2, the number of farms increased by
5 per cent. and the area by 7 per cent. ; in Belgium
the number of farms increased by 41.1 per cent. in
the fifty years 1846—18g5, and the area by 7.27 per
cent. in the thirty years 188o—1g10. In Japan, in the
ten years 1911—1921, the number of farms increased
by 1.9 per cent. and the area by 1 per cent. ; while
in the United States the number of farms increased
by 12.6 per cent. in the forty years 1880-1920, and
the area by 1.7 per cent. in the ten years 1910—1920;
and finally, in Australia the area held on lease in-
increased by 12 per cent. in the course of twenty-one
years.

7

The old form of leaschold cannot be applied in
new countries which are still in process of being
colonised. It is a product of the feudal period and
owed its rise to historical causes inherent in the
economy of feudalism. Thus it entailed the loss of
personal liberty on the part of the tenant, who,
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fettered to the soil, was solely concerned with the
tilling of the land, without enjoying the rights of an

“owner or a proprietor. When economic liberalism
destroyed feudal socicty, it put an end at the same
time to the agrarian system which divorced the
ownership of the land from the cultivation of the
soil. With this change the institution of Ieasehold
also fell into disuse. The long-term leasc was regarded
more or less as a survival of serfdom. Even the lcase
of limited duration was looked upon as an antiquated
form of proprietorship, inferior in every way to
private ownership. Without doubt, from the farmer’s
point of view, absolute proprietorship has many
advantages over the occupation for a limited term
of land belonging to a private owner. *“ No one is so
directly interested in maintaining and increasing the
productive capacity of the holding. . . . The enrich-
ing of the soil with nutriment, drainage, irrigation,
and deep ploughing, the laying out of perennials—
all these are enterprises which the man owning his
own farm can and will more easily take in hand,
because the benefits accruing from them attain their
full measure only at a later period, sometimes being
reaped only by a succeeding generation.”*

The natural tendency of the temporary tenant is
to make the utmost out of the land during the short
time that it is at his disposal, the result being often
that he exhausts the soil. This evil can be obviated
by substituting a long-term for a short-term lease,
the lease being made for a long enough period to
permit the tenant to reap the reward of slowly

* August Skalweit, Das Pachiproblems (Kurt Schroeder, Bonn and
Leipzig, 1902), p. 2.
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maturing improvements. The chief defects and most
harmful results of short leases can be avoided by
long ones.

On the other hand, leaschold has some important
advantages. Above all, it cnables the man whose
means do not suffice for the purchase of a property
to establish a farm without actually acquiring land.
Land purchase leads directly to an excessive in-
debtedness on the part of the farmer, who is com-
pelled to encumber his land with mortgages in order
to raise the purchase-money. Weighed down with
debt, he is not in a position to carry out the nccessary
improvements and has not the means to introduce
more intensive agricultural methods, or otherwise to
improve his holding.

The extent to which farm properties in Europe
are encumbered by debt is a phenomenon that can-
not be viewed without alarm and may one day have
serious conscquences, though in some countries the
extraordinary conditions brought about by the
World War, such as the tremendous rise in the price
of farm products and the depreciation of the cur-
rency, have enabled the farmers to clear off a part
of their indebtedness.

The chief reason for the great and ever-increasing
indebtedness of agrarian property is the inadequate
return supplied by agriculture. An additional reason
is that land is often bought at a price which is ex-
cessive in proportion to its productivity, and this
brings about an over-valuation of landed property.
The main rcason for this over-valuation lies in the
fact that land is intrinsically a monopoly. Landed
property naturally tends to become encumbered

Dr
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with debt, because its very suitability to serve as a
pledge tempts the owner to raise mortgages on it.
This 1s particularly apt to happen when the property
is divided among heirs. Indebtedness frequently
results in a forced sale of the property and the loss
of the farm.

In the case of leasehold, however, indebtedness,
with all its evil consequences both for the farmer
and the farm, may easily be avoided. The example
of England serves to show that at a time of crisis
leasehold possesses not a few advantages over owner-
ship in cases where the lessor has plenty of money
or the State itself is lessor, “* as at such unpropitious
times the lessee is far more likely to succeed in having
his rent reduced to conform with altered circum-
stances than the owner to secure the indulgence of
his mortgagee.”

Hereditary leasehold, in its modified form, combines
the advantages of ownership and leasehold without
having the defects of either. It does not invelve the
numerous restrictions upon the liberty of the tenant
which actually marked the old form of leasehold,
though they were not inherent in its nature. The
land is granted for hereditary usufruct against a
fixed rental. The parcels are inalienable and not
mortgageable, and they may be divided up or
united to other parcels only with the consent of
the lessor.

* It is undeniable that this new form of hereditary
leasehold has numerous economic advanfages, where
the object is to establish new settlements and to settle
farmers and small-holders in places where so far

1 K. Steinbruck, op. cit., p. 750.
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there have been none, or where tracts of land pre-
viously untilled are to be put under cultivation.”*

8

For the Jewish colonisation of Palestine hereditary
leasehold is the most suitable form of tenure. It might
be said to have been specially created for the peculiar
conditions governing our colonisation work. In a
country where land has to besecured at a high price
in relatively small quantities and with great diffi-
culty, and then has to be distributed among settlers
mostly in poor circumstances, the work cannot be
left to private initiative. It is absolutely necessary
that an institution operating on national lines should
intervene.

The National Fund system is based on the principle
of hereditary leasehold, and gives the settler a well-
defined status on the land. He receives the land on
hereditary lease only, and has not in any way, either
direct or indirect, to refund the value of his hold-
ing. He is given the land in usufruct alone, and for
this he pays rent.

It is well known that the cost of land in Palestine
is very high and out of all proportion to the returns
at present to be derived from it. Since the World
War and the development of Jewish immigration
there has been a very marked rise in prices, which
can be attributed to varicus causes, political, eco-
nomic, and psychological : political, because under
the new Administration the country had better

! H. Pasche, “Erbpacht,’” in Handwoerterbuch der Staatswissenschaftem,
Vol. III. (third edition, G. Fischer, Jena, 1909}, p. 1,017,
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prospects ; economic, because Jewish immigration
brought new life into every field of activity ; and
finally, psvchological, because the Jews, being very
impatient, fear that the opportunity of acquiring
land may escape them. Indeed, the Arab landowners
are well acquainted with the Jewish land hunger
and have known how to exploit it to the full. The
truth of this statement can be demonstrated by
numerous instances. To mention but one, in the
plantation-zone in Judea people are at present pay-
ing ten, fifteen, even twenty-five or thirty pounds
per dunam for land which could be acquired for
half or only a third of this sum a few years ago. This
means that a settler who wants to lay out a planta-
tion of 25 dunams must pay from £250 to £750 for
land alone. About the same sum is nceded in the
case of cercal cultivation, aithough land for this
purpose costs only three to six pounds per dunam,
because a hundred to a hundred and fifty dunams
are required. If the colonists who are settled with
the moneys of the Zionist Organisation, and who
have to repay in full the colonisation credits received
by them, had also to pay for their land, their liabili-
ties would be enormously increased. The case is no
different with the handful of colonists who essay to
settle themselves with their own scanty means. They
would be a hundred times wiser not to increase their
indebtedness unnecessarily, and to lay out what
little money they have for the genuinely productive
work of settlement, instead of tying it up in land
purchase. The leasing of the land would reduce their
indebtedness by about 30 to 40 per cent. Through-
out the world an effort is being made to reduce
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agrarian indebtedness as much as possible. In Pales-
tine we should try to avoid unduly encumbering
our farmers from the start. The returns of Palestinian
agriculture are so low that they cannot possibly
enable the farmers to pay off large debts. Indeed,
if the Pica colonies do not repay their debts, it is
not from ill-will, but because the returns of their
farms are too small to enable them to do so. If the
farms are too heavily encumbered, they may be
completely crippled, and the prospect of a self-
supporting agricultural community—the cherished
goal of our colonisation work—Ilost for ever.

A simple calculation suffices to show that the settler
cannot be expected to pay for his land in addition
to paying off the colonisation credits he receives.
The Commission appointed by the Zionist Executive
in 1924 to work out plans for the agricultural under-
takings of the Zionist Organisation estimated the
gross cash income of a settler in a working-men’s
settlement (Moshav Ovedim) at a total of L129.25,
after deducting his necessary expenditure on the
maintenance of himself and his family, feeding of
cattle, and seeding. But his annual outlay, apart
from maintenance, comes to £125.80 ; this includes
£20 toward paying off the colonisation credits
granted by the Keren Hayesod,* and £10 rental for
land leased from the National Fund. The purchase-
price of the land amounts to £500, on which only
2 per cent. interest is charged. If the settler had to
pay off the full value of the land instead of a 2 per
cent. nominal rental, the annual payment would
be a far larger one. Where should the settler find

! Palestine Foundation Fund.
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this money, if even with a leasehold he is hardly able
to meet his expenses from the returns of the farm ?
Moreover, the calculation of the Commission is some-
what unreal, since in practice there are but few
farmers in Palestine, especially in the post-War settle-
ments, who would be able unaided to make their
accounts balance. With the exception of planters,
who have been able to make large profits in recent
years, most farmers, in the old as well as the new
settlements, are hardly in a position to pay anything
beyond the minimum rate of interest on the cost of
their land. Even to pay ten pounds annually is no
easy task for them.

It is only the big planters with considerable capital
in hand for laying out orange or other plantations
who can afford the luxury of acquiring land of their
own. But only a few persons of ample means are
desirous of engaging in agriculture, For all other
cultivators not engaged in raising monopoly pro-
ducts, it is disastrous to tie up their personal capital
in land purchase ; such a step may seriously affect
the success of the venture and entail the farmer’s
ruin.

All this can be avoided by the leasehold system.
The hereditary lease affords the settler the same
security as private ownership, while it does not
restrict him in the use he makes of the soil. His
freedom of action, economically speaking, is limited
only in a few clearly defined cases—for example,
when it is laid down that the lessor’s consent is
required for the transfer of the lease from one tenant
to another. The object of this is chiefly to prevent the
land acquired with so much effort from passing into
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non-Jewish hands. That this danger is not merely a
theoretical possibility has been demonstrated by
several cases of recent occurrence. For instance,
an extremely valuable lot in the main thoroughfare of
Jerusalem passed into non-Jewish possession ; a very
important piece of land in the vicinity of Haifa
was sold by a Jew to a non-Jewish company, and
there are other cases. The tenant must vield to the
superior demand of the community that the land
belonging to Jews be preserved for Jews, and for its
sake he must acquiesce in whatever restrictions are
placed upon his right of disposal. It is thus that the
National Fund reserves the right to refuse its consent
to a change of lessees in case the leasehold is sold for
purposes of speculation. Otherwise the tenant is
free to dispose of his land as he wishes. He may
sell or mortgage his leasehold interest, give it away
or bequeath it by will, just like a Jandowner, with the
sole exception that in the case of the tenant all these
trangactions apply only to the leasehold interest,
while the landowner deals with the land itself.
Certain other restrictions upon the rights of the
hereditary lessec are nccessary to assure the pros-
perous development of the farm, and indeed in the
interests of Palestinian agriculture generally. For
instance, in order to prevent the formation of dwarf
farms, it is forbidden to divide up the holdings, since
a self-supporting farm cannot exist on an insufficient
area. Similarly, it is not permitted to make several
holdings into one, since by so doing rational farming
is rendered more difficult and the settler is com-
pelled to engage paid labour. Similarly, precautions
have been taken against injurious methods of
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farming or other neglect of the property, such as may
easily occur in cases of loss of fortune, failure of
heirs and so forth. Finally, restrictions are usually
placed upon the right of the holder of a hereditary
lease to mortgage his holding by a provision in the
lease limiting the amount which may be raised on
mortgage ; and the National Fund is further enabled
to prevent excessive hypothecation by a clause
providing that its consent must be obtained before a
mortgage on the hereditary leasehold can be
registered. * For these reasons,’”” says Buchenberger
in his classical work on agrarian policy, “ hereditary
leasehold is particularly advisable for domestic
colonisation, the success of which may easily be
impaired if, without any further formalities, parts of
the newly founded settlcments may be sold at will
or divided uneconomically among the heirs or
saddled with encumbrances, perhaps for purposes
prejudicial to the farm,” or “ in particular, where a
vanished peasantry has to be reconstituted from the
most heterogencous elements.’*

But it is precisely this which constitutes our chief
task in Palestine. We have to create anew our
vanished peasantry, and, what is more, out of ele-
ments  either entirely without means or with
extremely slender resources, We must create such
conditions as are most likely to assure the growth
and permanence of an efficient peasantry. To this
end the hereditary lcase must contain every guaran-
tee that the land will remain in the possession of the

t A. Buchenberger, Agranwesen und Agrarpolitik (second edition,
revised by W. Wygodzinski, Vol. 1. C. F. Winter, Leipzig, 1914),
p. 182,
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settler, and that the settler will remain on the land
as a farmer. The restrictions imposed by the
contract are by no means of an abstract or thecretical
nature. On the contrary, they have a practical and
concrete aim—to build up aself~supporting peasantry,
bound by indissoluble bonds to their homesteads
and their country. Hereditary leasehold offers
nearly all the advantages of private ownership
without any of its drawbacks. It is ** of all forms of
tenure the nearest to private ownership, and there-
fore the advantages which we found reason to claim
for farming by occupying owners can be predicated
for the most part of the farming of land held on
hereditary lease.”*

For our Jewish work hereditary leaschold has
another important point in its favour. In the settle-
ments on privately-owned land the employment of
Jewish labour is an extremely difficult problem.
As we know from experience, the older colonies
tend to employ cheap, i.e. non-Jewish, labour. On
the other hand, in the settlements on national land
strict adherence to the principle of Jewish labour is
well within the realm of possibility. The National
I'und has to see that this principle is observed, and it
can do 50 not only by means of adequate stipulations
in the hereditary lease, but also by enforcing in its
colonisation work certain rules to ensure that the
settlers shall do their own work, or—where this is
impossible—shall at least cmploy Jewish labour
only, For instance, the fixing of a maximum area
for a farm deprives the settler of any excuse for

! Buchenberger, op. cit., p. 180.
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calling in the help of ontside labour ; and so with
other rules.

Moreover, hereditary leasehold does not curtail
the settler’s facilities for securing credit, and pro-
vides a perfectly adequate security for loans. Even if
the land as such cannot be given as a pledge, the
hereditary lessee is none the less in a position to raise
a loan by mortgaging his hereditary leasehold
interest. For the value of the land as a pledge is
determined by its earning capacity, i.e. the income
which the settler can derive from it. An hereditary
lessee, who is not hampered by having to make large
payments for his land, can pay off a loan in a
shorter time and with less difficulty than a land-
owner who has to bear this burden. In this respect
also hereditary tenure is in no way an inferior form
of tenure, offering as good security for a loan as
private ownership.*

Apart from these purely economic aspects of the
matter, there are important considerations of a social
nature which should be taken into account in
deciding between ownership and hereditary lease-
hold. Here they can only be touched upon in brief.
Foremost among them is the idea of making the
ground-rent, which tends to rise everywhere, and
especially in Palestine, a source of profit to the
community. The individual should reap the full
reward of his personal labour, and the increment in
the value of the land should belong to him alone in
so far as it is due to the amelioration of the soil, or
generally to his own efforts. On the other hand, all

1 This problem is discussed in detail in Chapter IV. below,
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increment in the value of the land resulting exclu-
sively from the development of the country as a
whole and its economic progress should accrue to
the community in the shape of increased ground-
rent paid to it as lessor. The increment in the value
of landed property is ascertained by the National
Fund by means of periodical assessments. A higher
rental is then charged, corresponding to the increase
in the value of the land, the same rate of interest
being maintained, i.e. 2 to 4 per cent.

The Jewish body politic makes so many sacrifices
for the upbuilding of Palestine that it is wholly
justified in claiming its share of the increase in the
value of the chief means of production, namely the
land, an increase largely due to its own achieve-
mernts.

9

The advantages of the hereditary leasehold
system may be summarised as follows :

(a) It enables settlers with scanty means or none
at all to acquire the holdings necessary for starting a
farm without contracting debts which it is wholly
beyond their power to pay off. The rental being
fixed for a considerable period, the settler is secure
against an arbitrary increase in the demands of the
landowner.

(5) It ensures the keeping of the farms at a proper
size and in proper condition, since it provides against
undue cutting up or piecing together of plots, as
well as against improper treatment of the land, and
limits the extent of the indebtedness which the
farmer may incur.
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() It secures the national character of Yewish
land by preventing it from passing into non-Jewish
Ppossession.

(d) It pays due regard to Jewish national interests
in the development of colonisation, especially by
encouraging the employment of Jewish labour, a
principle fundamental to the building up of the
country.

(¢) It stands for a just distribution of the incre-
ment in the value of the soil. The settler receives the
part resulting from his personal efforts, while the
community also receives the part due to its activities,

{(f) It combats land speculation and usury.

It is only through the national ownership of land
that the prosperity of agriculture, the progress of the
peasantry, and the social welfare of the Jewish
community can be assured. Perhaps this way is
harder to travel and stranger to many than that of
the old-established forms of proprietorship. But it is
the way we are compelled to take by the conditions
under which our work in Palestine has to be carried
out. In the interests of the colonisation of Palcstine,
the national ownership of land must remain in the
future, as in the past, not, indeed, the only form—
for private ownership will continue to play its part
in the building up of the country—but at all events
the predominant form of proprietorship.



CHAPTER II

LAND POLICY AND COLONISA-
TION POLICY

I

I n the process of the building up of Palestine what
part is to be played by land and colonisation
policies ? Above all, what is the relationship between
these two all-important factors in the task of building
up the country ? It is instructive from many points
of view to analyse the connections between them, as
it exists at present, and to trace their reciprocal effects.

Land policy is not a problem that can be consid-
ered abstractly and per se, independently of the actual
development of colonisation. Rather is it determined
by well-defined economic and social phenomena
which emerge as colonisation proceeds from stage to
stage. As the work advances, situations are liable to
arise which demand that the colonising agency should
take steps to bring about or aveid certain results.
Land policy stands and falls with colonisation policy.

Land is the basis of colonisation, rural as well as
urban—the foundation on which all productive
activity is built. It is the first task of the colonising
agency to obtain possession of land and to make sure
that it is in a position to use such land as it thinks
fit. Its second task Is to conduct colonisation work on
the land thusacquired. Which of these activities should
itregard as of predominant and decisive importance ?
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It would be best and certainly easiest to draw up
2 plan in which the first step would be to take pos-
session of all the land necessary for the purpose of
Jewish colonisation, in order to be able to carry on
the work of settlement at leisure. That would be the
simplest method of colonisation, and the problems
arising in connection with it could doubtless be
solved much more easily. One type of land policy
is frankly based upon this view. It regards the
securing of land, regardless of the needs or pos-
sibilities of colonisation, as the first task of Pales-
tinian Jewry, and wishes to see every other aspect of
the work of reconstruction relegated to a secondary
place. On political grounds the adherents of this
policy believe that we jeopardise our future occupa-
tion of the soil of Eretz Israel if we do not make every
effort to lay hands on all the available land at once.
They believe that the land question ought to be
solved by the Jews within a very short time—five or
ten years—and that, once in possession of the soil,
we should be able to realise all our schemes of
colonisation. The work of colonisation could then be
systcmatically carried on with the definite objective of
increasing the density of population to a maximum.
Till then, however, the land should, so to speak, be
merely occupied, and only cultivated in the most
superficial manner.*

1 The most thoroughgoing exponent of the view that the acquisi-
tion of land must take precedence over all other activities entailed
in the work of reconstruction is Isaac Wilkansky. For the purpose of
** shortening the front,” he s prepared to relingquish many positions
already gained in the work of colonisation in order to concentrate
on the chief task, which, in his eyes, is the acquisition of land. A large

part of his book Middoth (Tel Aviv, 5684) is devoted to upholding
this contenticn. See, for example, pp. 12, 379.
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Theoretically this course might seem desirable.
But few words are needed to demonstrate its im-
practicability, and it is, therefore, useless to build up
theses which can obviously lead nowhere. Such a
theorctical and abstract view of things has no place
in the social life of the twentieth century. The
rapidity of economic development which character-
ises the present age——a phenomenon already visible
in Palestine itself—will certainly not permit us to
satisfy our requirements in the matter of land with-
out at the same time making use of it for colonisation
on an extensive scale. To satisfy all our requirements
within a short time is a practical impossibility, if
only for reasons connected with the vendors of the
land, and hence lying beyond our control. Again,
the enormous sums necessary for this purpose are
not within our reach. And finally, we cannot, for
many reasons, allow the other activities involved in
the building up of the country to be suspended
until all the soil we require is in our possession. Our
land problem is not one of to-day and to-morrow,
and it cannot be solved within a narrow time-limit.
In common with the whole of the work which the
Jews are doing in Palestine, it stretches far into the
future. The land question can find its solution only
in a sustained effort, carried on pari passu with the
colonisation work as a whole.

2

Land policy is one of the elements of colonisation
policy. But with us the acquisition of land is frequently
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not decided by considerations of colonisation policy,
and is not carricd out in harmony with the
interests of our colonisation work. On the contrary,
it is our colonisation policy that is to a certain degree
determined by our land purchases. The land is not
acquired according to a plan dictated by colonisation
policy properly so called, but in deference to all
sorts of considerations, if not quite fortuitously.
The colonisation scheme is only determined after
the land has been acquired, and is made to conform
with the character of the area, its situation, size,
the available water, and so forth. The first land
purchase in the Plain of Esdraelon shaped the entire
post-War colonisation work of the Zionist Organisa-
tion. Our colonisation policy was in large measure a
conscquence of the Organisation’s first steps in the
acquisition of land ; thus, for example, it was due
to the purchase of the Nuris and Nahalal blocks that
the colonising activity of the Zionist Organisation
was concentrated in the Plain of Esdraclon. The
right course would be precisely the opposite : land
policy should be determined by colonisation policy.
For constructive work on a large scale there is
required a comprehensive, well-considered, and far-
sighted scheme of colonisation. Land policy and the
activities it entails should be judged in relation to
the colonisation policy and the execution of the
colonisation scheme. The object of the land policy
is to provide the land needed for colonisation pur-
poses and to form land-reserves against the future
requirements of the colonisation work. If colon-
isation work is to be really systematic, and not
merely improvised to meet every passing change,
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we must have a plan which shall form the basis
of a clear and far-sighted land policy. Instead of
this course being followed, land has been acquired
in a haphazard casual fashion, of which it is, un-
fortunately, possible to find many examples in the
colonisation work of the Jews in Palestine as well
as in the work of the National Fund.

The acquisition of land cannot be an end in itself,
and land cannot be purchased for its own sake alone.
Land as such is a dead thing, contributing nothing
to the wealth of the community. It obtains a value
only when it is used as a means of production in rural
colonisation, or to provide dwellings and industrial
sites in urban colonisation. Accordingly, in judging
the value of any steps taken to acquire land, the
decisive test must be the colonisation work—to
whichever branch it may belong—which can be
successfully carried out on that land. The important
question is what part the land is capable of playing
in the process of colonisation ; what colonising activity
it makes possible ; how many people it will enable
to maintain themselves in the country; in other
words, the practical value of the land to the com-
munity as one of the means of production.

It is not the number of dunams passing into
Jewish or even into National Fund ownership which
will make Palestine Jewish, but the number of Jews
who are working and producing there. If, through
a miracle, all the free land in Palestine were actually
to pass into Jewish hands at once, this would by no
means signify that the problem of the Jewish
National Home was solved. In the building up of
Palestine the crucial question—let us never forget—

Ep
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is the creation of a Jewish majority in the country.
And the way to this goal lics, above all, in a land

_policy which will bind a maximum number of
people to the soil. In future our national land policy
should be determined by the colonisation value of
the land and the extent to which it is capable of
giving scope to Jews for productive activity.

Once we lay the main emphasis on the colonisation
value of the land, we are led inevitably to a whole
series of deductions applying both to the theory and
practice of our land policy. One is that it is necessary
to acquire tracts of land wherever there are pos-
sibilities of colonisation, and to form land-reserves
in the neighbourhood of every important settlement
in the country---above all in the vicinity of Jewish
settlements, Through the formation of larger centres,
opportunities for work are created, which permit the
absorption of additional Jewish settlers.

This is one of the reasons why it is also necessary
to have an urban land policy. It was a great mis-
fortune for Tel Aviv that it did not possess any land-
reserve which might have given thousands of workers
opportunities of settling down. The scvere economic
crisis which befell Tel Aviv in 1926—-1928 would have
been felt much less keenly if the newly arrived
labour elements, instead of being crammed together
in the city and compelled to fritter away their time
there unproductively, had been able to fall back on
the cultivation of small plots of land of their own in
the neighbourhood of Tel Aviv. Had Tel Aviv been
surrounded by suburbs and small settlements where
these people could have obtained a livelithood, or at
least eked out some kind of existence, economic
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conditions in the town would not have been nearly
so bad as they were. Nay, more ; had these people
had homesteads of their own to fall back upon in
case of need, we should certainly to-day have had
many more men with a feeling of close attachment
to the land. The dearth of land and the speculation
in land which characterised the Tel Aviv of the
1g24-1925 boom were in many respects responsible
for the crisis and forced crowds of unhappy and
desperate people to leave the country. During the
fateful years of the great immigration nothing’
whatever was done to give the urban elements
access to the soil, and thus to mitigate, or even to
some extent to prevent, the crisis, at Tel Aviv ; and
this may be attributed chiefly to the circumstance
that the National Fund owned no land in the
environs of that town which it might have held in
readiness for colonising these elements. Bitterly did
we atone for the failure of this institution, which
should have been the standard-bearer of a national
land policy, to acquire extensive land-reserves
around the town at the right time—that is to say,
when Tel Aviv was founded—or during its early
years, or at least in the six years after the War,
before Tel Aviv had developed from a suburb of
Jaffa into a considerable independent urban centre.
At that time land could be easily acquired at low
prices—the same land which later, when Tel Aviv
began to develop rapidly, could only be bought at
exorbitant prices and became the object of specula-
tion. A far-sighted land policy would have grasped
the fact that here the conditions were present for
a new and considerable Jewish settlement, which
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would bring important opportunities for labour
in its wake. It would have foreseen in good time
.that the prospective immigrants would be placed
at a great disadvantage if they could' not acquire
land on reasomable terms at the time when they
wanted to scttle in the town. A Jewish town affords
new immigrants great opportunities for employment,
which can best be turned to account if they are
at the same time given possibilities to become settlers.
This can be done only by forming land-reserves
around the town.

What actually happened ? When, in consequence
of the heavy immigration, the feverish building
activity, and the rapid increase of the labouring
population in the town, the Tel Aviv boom set in,
and the pressing necessity of providing homes and
workshops for urban labourers became apparent, it
was already too late. Therc was no longer any way of
solving the problem. Land was to be had cither not
at all or at such prices as rendered a healthy develop-
ment impossible from the start. This is borne out by
the history of the first attempt to found a working-
men’s settlement (SA’chunath Ovedim) near Tel Aviv.
First of all, the accomplishment of this important
project was impeded by the fact that su