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Abstract
The aim of this paper is to explore why providing agricultural credit in the Maghreb countries is more than simply an issue about the institutional practices of banks, other credit providing institutions, and government policies. The paper will examine the social and economic bases of ambivalent attitudes to agriculture and the problems that these pose for creating effective agricultural credit institutions. The Maghreb countries have been chosen as the focus for this paper because they provide a unique opportunity for a longitudinal study of the constancy of the problem of finding adequate mechanisms for ensuring the availability of adequate and appropriate credit provision to agriculture. It will suggest, using examples from European farming in 19th-century Algeria and Tunisia, and post independence policy-making, that despite very different political regimes difficulties in finding ways to provide agricultural credit has a long history. The paper will use the author’s own work, additional archival sources and readily accessible contemporary data sources to set up a framework for a discussion that problematizes the idea of the ‘farmer’.

Introduction
The break-up of the European colonial empires in the 1950s and 1960s with its political emancipatory discourses coincided with the emergence in Europe of revolutionary oriented movements focused attention on economic inequalities between national states that owed their origin to the distorting effects of colonial processes. It also led to a remarkable outpouring of economic literature that included Amin (1970, 1973), Emmanuel (1972), Frank (1975) that sought to draw attention to both the deleterious effects of colonial rule on the economies of the new states, and what were their future prospects for growth. The political focus of their work was matched by a more general interest in the question of what brings about economic growth, including WW Rostow’s The Stages of Economic Growth, first published in 1960. However, the idea that there are factors that encourage economic growth and others that make it less likely, remain central to contemporary economic thinking. For example, Deepak Lal and H Myint (1996) The Political Economy of Poverty, Equity and Growth, Hernando de Soto (2000) The Mystery of Capital. Why Capitalism triumphs in the West and fails everywhere else as well as Liah Greenfield (2001) The Spirit of Capitalism. Nationalism and Economic Growth which sets out explicitly to rewrite Rostow’s The Stages of Economic Growth by arguing, through a discussion focused on Britain, France, the USA, Germany and Japan that what reoriented economic activity towards growth was nationalism. By contrast, Rostow had taken the view that nationalism had been essentially ‘reactive’, in the sense that states after national independence were attempting to respond to the effects of ‘external intrusion … in a brutally competitive world where the tricks of manufacture were acquired by some earlier than others’ (Rostow, 1990: 240). The issue of the role played by nationalism is considered in the section dealing with post-independence agricultural policy-making as it is closely linked to state policy on land questions. 

If economic thinking in the post-colonial independence period was focused on the question of what brings about or prevents from happening, economic growth, such a concern is not new. Indeed, the desire to explain, paraphrasing the title of Adam Smith’s 1776 The Wealth of Nations not only what makes nations’ wealthy but also what makes one nation more wealthy than other nations, has a much longer history. More particularly, it was the context within which French economists of the first quarter of the 19th century, beginning with Claude-Henri Saint-Simon, and including, for example Adolphe Blanqui, sought to explain how it was that in spite of political revolution in 1789, the post-revolutionary French economy appeared to be less dynamic than the English economy. As a result, France’s economists explored different routes to economic growth and in their pursuit of a route to economic growth, they also took inspiration from the United States, for example, Michel Chevalier (Walch, 1975). Chevalier attributed the economic dynamic of the American economy to a combination of mass migration and vast tracts of ‘empty’ land. When therefore, in the dying hours of the Bourbon monarchy, Charles X seized control of the North African city of Algiers and launched a military conquest of the Ottoman beylik of Algiers, it seemed as if it might be possible that the territory gained would if it could be combined with French migration, provide the dynamic force needed for France’s economic growth to occur. The seriousness with which this belief was held can be gauged by the number of scientific missions that took place during the initial phase of the French military conquest. They included independent missions such as that made by Adolphe Blanqui in 1839, and state scientific commissions, such as that of 1840, of which Prosper Enfantin was a member. Even Alexis de Tocqueville contributed to the discussion on the best way in which the colonization of Algeria might be organized so that she could play a significant role in France’s economic growth. It is clear therefore that the idea that economic growth occurred differentially between states and therefore how such differences could be accounted for and therefore overcome was a potent theme in 19th century economic thinking. Such concerns then took a new direction with the publication of Karl Marx’s Capital, with its central idea that the economic growth of some – capitalism – was paralleled and accompanied by the economic exploitation of others. However, Marx’s model saw exploitation as both economic and political, the response to which was emancipatory revolutionary change. It was a powerful message and what fuelled it, was the social and economic impoverishment that accompanied 19th century industrialization. 

Marx’s critique therefore expressed the ambivalence that many 19th century commentators, including Blanqui (1849), felt towards the consequences of economic growth in its contemporary form of industrialization. Even though economic theory in general envisaged progress and economic growth through industrialization, and welcomed the creation of the urban centres that were seen as a crucial element of the industrialization process itself, the accompanying rural-urban migration that was necessary, was viewed with a certain ambivalence. Even if the peasant was often perceived as ‘backward’, just as inhabitants of self-contained rural areas such as the East Anglian fens are still likely to be considered, nevertheless, the apocalyptic images that the early factories evoked, and which some industrial zones such as the oil exploitation area at Baku can still do, together fuelled a belief that economic growth should be accompanied by social and political revolution. Furthermore, they also brought into being an image of the agricultural world that was simultaneously romanticized, nostalgic and mythologized and consequently, detached from the economic analysis of the place of agriculture in the ‘modern’ economy. Two contemporary examples will help to illustrate the effects of these dual processes.

The first example is from the 2004 WTO Annual Report, in which the Director-General, Supatchai Panitchpakdi, in setting out the factors that affect the relationship between economic growth and agriculture, states that agriculture ‘despite its small and diminishing share in various economies’ GDP, receives a disproportionate amount of special treatment in the form of protection and subsidies, making it the most distorted sector of many Members’ economies, with major repercussions on the markets for agricultural products throughout the world’ (WTO, 2005). The second example is drawn from an article in the Financial Times (15.3.2005) that explored the impact of membership of the European Union on central European farmers. The article’s starting point is a comment by a Polish farmer that entry into the EU effectively prevented a crisis in the Polish poultry sector because it removed the quotas on exports that had meant that in 2003, one company had exported its full EU quota in six months. The article goes on to report how producers in Poland, the Czech Republic and Hungary have all benefited from unrestricted access to the full EU market. As a result, the farming sectors in all three countries have returned to profit. However, whilst the article’s authors point out that experience of membership has not been to the detriment of the central European farmers, as their markets have not been, as it had been predicted, swamped by cheap food imports from western Europe, they do not comment on the reasons for over-production before membership. They do point out that a side-effect of increased exports by producers has been to create problems for the food processing industries in these same countries which have, as a result, had to cut both jobs and production. At the same time, whilst EU membership has brought with it new market opportunities, it has also introduced other benefits, not least the fact that producers (farmers) have been able to supplement their incomes by access to the agricultural subsidy regime provided by their membership of the EU. If, the effects of EU membership on central European farmers has been as positive as it is being suggested here, what effects does non-EU membership have for farmers and more particularly the Maghrebin farm sectors? The first consequence has to be that it restricts market opportunities, even assuming bilateral trade agreements and the impact of being an EU Mediterranean partner. Secondly, even where there is access to new markets for producers these may have negative consequences for other parts of the food sector, as increased export sales may well mean less of the production is available for sale on the internal market. Thirdly, it illustrates that estimating production needs is an unpredictable business in which over-/under-production are constant dangers. Finally, despite the new subsidies resulting from EU membership, getting them effectively out to central and eastern European farmers is dependent on each government’s own institutional arrangements for paying such subsidies, and whether or not such payments are production-based support measures or direct income payments.

In order to explore these issues in greater depth, the paper approaches the question it has set itself as follows:

1. an introductory discussion of the factors affecting the relationship between economic growth and agriculture;

2. a review of the economic history of agricultural policy-making in the Maghreb countries;

3. an initial discussion of non-economic issues that affect government policy-making in the ‘field’ of agriculture, and more particularly those ambivalent attitudes to agriculture that have their origin in a conflict between moral and ethical concerns about the status of land in the national imagination and the realities of the experiences of the struggle for economic growth;

4. a concluding section that begins to theorize the relationships involved in contemporary policy-making as governments seek to provide for the capital requirements of agriculture in the 21st –century and the tensions that emerge between measures to provide agricultural credit and policies that advocate subsidies. 

Agriculture as an analytical problem within theories of economic growth
Adam Smith in The Wealth of Nations (1776) had argued that ideally, a country should be able to invest equal amounts of capital in agriculture, manufacturing and trade, and where this was not possible, its first choice ought to be to invest in agriculture on the grounds that the return in terms of productive labour would be greatest. Adam Smith also argued for the same reason, that a country’s second investment choice, ought to be manufacturing with investment in the export trade, a poor third. The definition of what constituted the Saint-Simonian category of an ‘industrial’ would in Saint-Simon’s Catéchisme des Industriels (1823) encompass farmers, manufacturers and merchants. Nevertheless the idea that economic growth took place as the result of a transition from one type of dominant economic activity to another, would gain in importance throughout the 19th century. This is best encapsulated in Marx’s The German Ideology (1846) which is built around the idea of a ‘division of labour’ which reflects different forms of ownership that are also reflective of evolutionary stages in human existence. Marx’s model also attributed ‘the accumulation of movable capital’ to the expansion of trade and manufacturing (1970: 74), and the concentration of which in a single country, England, was what had lead to ‘big industry – the application of elemental forces to industrial ends’ (Marx, 1970: 77) but also the driving force behind the development of a global system that none could resist. The enduring nature of the idea that economies progress via visible changes in their structural commitment to different types of productive activity is well illustrated by Rostow’s influential The Stages of Economic Growth (1990[1960]). Rostow’s basic premise was that without a shift in the way in which societies view their capacity to control nature, the technological shift that would over the long-term bring about economic growth would not occur. Another economic historian, Liah Greenfield in The Spirit of Capitalism (2001) asks the same two basic questions: can a direct cause of the emergence of the modern economy be identified; and what has made the economic sphere so central in the modern? Her ultimate aim is to illustrate how it was that the USA became the ‘economic civilization’ to the extent that the economic has become embedded in the American consciousness. To reach her goal, she explores the ways in which each predecessor national economy contributed a new element to its construction but always around the central motivating force of nationalism. In this way, Greenfield substitutes for Rostow’s paradigmatic technological changes, the ideological force of nationalism. 

However, in the context of this paper and its contention that providing credit for agriculture is more than an issue of economics alone, Rostow had identified in his analysis of ‘all societies which have learned how to grow’ (Rostow, 1990: 21), two inevitable sectoral problems, namely ‘the problem of increased productivity in agriculture and the extractive industries’ and ‘the problem of social overhead capital’ (Rostow, 1990: 21). Greenfield’s discussion on the other hand, portrays an ideological struggle taking place in the foundational era between those such as Thomas Jefferson who were advocates of agricultural based economic progress and the actual speed of growth of industrialized production in the 1810s. Whilst this struggle ended in the triumph of industry nevertheless it left behind an enduring tension between the two worlds of industry and agriculture (Greenfield, 2001: 399, 405-414). Rostow had regarded agriculture and the extractive industries as posing essentially the same problem for ‘societies which have learned how to grow’, a problem that in Lal and Myint (1996) takes the form of a distinction between ‘land-abundant’ and ‘labour-abundant’ economies. In Rostow’s argument, what was at stake in the early growth process is food-supply and consequently the achievement of higher productivity in food-production. The importance of achieving higher food-production is because the transition period will inevitably be accompanied by population growth and in particular, the growth of the urban population, consequently, agriculture has to become more productive in order to be able to provide for this increased population - very much an issue for both post-independence Algerian and Tunisian governments. Secondly, he argues that there is an ‘income side of the productivity revolution in agriculture’ (Rostow, 1990: 23) that arises from the fact that during the transition, rising rural incomes can through taxation help to provide for further growth. His third argument, derived from Adam Smith, is that it is a necessary part of growth that income is not tied up in land but must be transferred to the modern sector for investment. Lal and Myint (1996) employment of the distinction between ‘land-abundant’ and ‘labour-abundant’ economies serves as the mechanism by which they argue that it is the ‘labour-abundant’ economies that are likely to grow fastest in the long-term. However, they also argue that in models of economic growth, land and consequently, agriculture are neglected areas. Furthermore, they suggest that neither of the two principal theoretical ways of conceiving the place of land in development, that is Arthur Lewis’s (1954) model of surplus-labour or the Ranis and Frei’s (1961) two-sector dualistic model derived from it, are sufficient to explain what role land has in the promotion of growth. In order to rectify this omission, they propose a three-factor model that is based on a bringing together of the neoclassical growth model with the Heckscher-Ohlin principle that a country ought to export that commodity that is most ‘intensive’ whether that means labour or capital-intensive (Lal and Myint, 1996: 101-104). What this does do is point to a technical difficulty for an economy like Algeria’s because whilst hydrocarbon exports might be the most capital intensive, demographic growth (Rostow’s sectoral problem) might suggest that the emphasis ought to lie in the labour-intensive field. Another question in respect of Algeria and Tunisia, is just how much of the land surface area is suitable for agriculture, particularly in a period of climate change. 

This section opened with a reference to Adam Smith and the view that if capital resources were limited then there should be a preference for investing in agriculture. In Ellen Meiksins Wood’s critical study of The Origins of Capitalism (2002), whilst her principal intention was to show that there are other ways to organize an economy that mean that it does not necessarily have to be capitalist. She also argues that capitalism’s origins are to be found in the particular structure of English agriculture with its triad of 
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where the predominance of the capitalist tenant rather than the peasant proprietor led to a highly productive agriculture that could sustain a large population not directly engaged in agricultural production (Meiksins Wood, 2002: 103-4). By locating the origins of contemporary capitalism in English agriculture, Meiksins Wood disassociates the origins of capitalism from the ideas of the Enlightenment and therefore also from the site of the development of those ideas, France. She further argues that contemporary French property relations were characterised by the dominance of peasant proprietors and were therefore not conducive to the development of capitalism. The interesting question that this raises in respect of pre-colonial Algeria and Tunisia’s agriculture concerns not only North Africa’s known historical capacity as a cereal producer but the fact that production occurred under a regime of property relations in which tenant farmers were the norm. The apparent goal of the French colonial project that focussed on the creation of small peasant proprietors, replicated agricultural forms in France but also indicates a contradiction between a global policy aim to stimulate capitalist economic growth within France herself and specific colonial policies and practices that were anti-capitalist. A contradiction that was perhaps not necessarily in the long-term interests of the development of Maghrebin agriculture.

However, the idea that property relations play an important role in creating wealth has become a core proposition of development programmes advocated by Hernando de Soto, whose The Mystery of Capital. Why Capitalism triumphs in the West and fails everywhere else (2000) explores the idea that in most developing countries people are poor because of the system obstacles that prevent them obtaining rights to their own property. It is not ownership of property per se that is important but the rights that property ownership conveys and in particular, the right to use it as collateral to raise loans and credit – the issue of this paper. The issue of property rights and their significance is also central to Roemer’s analysis of the persistence of exploitative and unequal relations between groups or classes in society, irrespective of their formal political allegiances (Roemer, 1996). Roemer’s argument is pertinent because although his aim is to examine the different ways in which the Marxian idea of exploitation might be used to explain contemporary inequalities, by tackling head on the question of ‘socialist exploitation’ as a problem that arises from unequal measures of ‘endowments of inalienable assets, skills’ etc. (Roemer, 1996: 27-29), he opens up, theoretically, the question of how it can be that egalitarian programmes in countries can have distorting effects, just like those that Chaulet’s study of Algerian agriculture from 1962 to 1980 illustrated (Chaulet, 1987), but without necessarily making any normative judgement.

Agriculture is therefore an analytical problem for a number of reasons but at the heart of which is the fact that all human life is dependent upon the production of food. This means that it embodies meanings that are reflective of wider social and religious practices. Whilst agriculture/food production may have symbolic meanings, it also involves land as land is required for production to occur. However, land itself more often than not takes on the form of property and as property it will be possessed of the property relations which as the discussion of Roemer (1996) highlighted are themselves profoundly ideological. Furthermore, it comprises various levels. It can involve where the boundaries of the state are fixed or even post-independence policy-making in agriculture itself. Consequently, even though no discussion of what has taken place in agrarian policy-making since independence does not focus on the changes that have taken place as policy-makers attempt to re-define property relations and their effect on agricultural production and therefore access to credit provision, nevertheless that very discussion is itself located with ideological frameworks that fuse views about property relations with views about the place of agriculture/food production within society. As a result two different issues are being dealt with at the same time. The first is the ideological view held by the author of the text about a) agriculture, and b) what constitutes just property relations; and the second is the ideological view held by the agents of the state under scrutiny about a) what constitutes just property relations and b) what role is there for agricultural production in overall economic policy-making. This means that the provision of agricultural credit cannot be isolated from, indeed is intimately tied up with questions of equity and justice.

European farming in Algeria and Tunisia at the beginning of the 20th -Century
The discussion in the previous section has suggested that understanding what role agriculture plays in economic growth poses a number of problems that in large part stem from the analytical assumptions about what causes growth. From Marx onwards, the normal assumption has been that growth is linked to technological change, Meiksins Wood has raised the possibility that the original stimulus to capital accumulation in Adam Smith’s home base was the particular English system of agricultural property relations. France’s rural economy was by contrast, much weaker, a combination of the pre-revolutionary absolutist state and the post-revolutionary view of the rural as anti-revolutionary. In part, once it had been decided to go ahead with the colonization of Algeria in the mid 1830s, the economic role of colonization in the achievement of the French revolutionary project would play a central role in colonial activity itself. It is not unsurprising that Enfantin’s La Colonisation de l’Algérie (1843) gave a lot of attention to the question of property regimes and that associates of his would become involved in various schemes for agricultural settlement. Consequently, following the evolution of European farming in Algeria and Tunisia raises interesting questions about the actual character of the colonial project in both countries and therefore the kinds of insights it may provide for the present. In particular, the fact that embedded within the colonial project was a very ambivalent attitude to agriculture. The most important aspect of this ambivalence was that whilst land settlement and farming were central to the rhetoric of these projects, both government policy and on the ground practice told a different story. Moreover, the story begins with the conquest of Algeria in 1830, where from the outset it proved difficult to attract sufficient numbers of French migrants to Algeria and those who did emigrate, tended to prefer to settle in the new colonial towns. French colonial rule in Tunisia may have begun some fifty years later but as the examination of Jules Saurin’s projects will show, investing in the development of agriculture has still to be seen as characterised by ambivalence.

In Algeria, this phenomenon of ambivalence was apparent to early commentators including the economist, Adolphe Blanqui[1]. Blanqui visited Algeria in 1839 on behalf of the Academy of Moral and Political Sciences to report on the economic situation there. Central to his argument as to whether the colonial project would be a success or not were the new colonial cities and the capacity they had to develop trade and create a liberal free market economy. Blanqui explicitly rejected the idea of building the colony’s economic base on colonial agriculture. Nevertheless, the government of the colony in the 1840s under Thomas Bugeaud would officially advocate a variety of agricultural settlement schemes. Blanqui’s visit was however, just one of a number of ‘scientific’ inquiries that were undertaken at this time, of which one of the most important was that of the ‘Algerian Scientific Commission of 1840-42’ which would result in a range of different publications by its members, many of whom adhered to the economic development ideas of Claude-Henri Saint-Simon, on the state and future of Algeria. Prosper Enfantin was one of these and his Colonisation de l’Algérie identified five primary topic areas for the French colonial project in Algeria: the practice of colonization in general, property rights, European prospects, how to organize the indigenous inhabitants and what kind of government Algeria should have. However, Enfantin’s whole discussion is illustrative of this question of ambivalence as he highlights how the first ten years of urban development had already created classes of individual property owners, some of whom were engaged in direct productive activity but of which others were effectively property speculators. He also juxtaposes admiration for the spirit of community that he observes amongst the indigenous population with a more negative view of the rural populace as constrained to uneconomic activity by their religion. As a result, his actual recommended path of development is one that would be built on a combination of private capital investment and public sector loans that would provide for the creation of publicly quoted companies or société anonyme. Overall, it is a somewhat similar tension to that identified by Greenfield (2001) for the United States of the 1810s, mentioned earlier.

If scientific enquiry in the early 1840s was arguing for economic transformation, its military government had a different vision. Here the focus was on agriculture, a reflection of the position of the colony’s army commander-in-chief and Governor-general, Thomas Bugeaud. In a series of pamphlets, Bugeaud advocated the establishment of agricultural colonies of ex-soldiers. In Bugeaud’s view, civilian colonization was inefficient, as civilian colonists lacked the necessary discipline and skills to develop agricultural activity in the hostile climate of the colony. Colonization, he argued, required organization and discipline, characteristics which civilian migrants did not have, largely because they were as he somewhat contemptuously refers to them, ‘all traders and artisans’ (Bugeaud in Weil, 1982: 275). The key to understanding not only why Bugeaud saw the army as the most likely provider of agricultural settlers, but also his hostility to the migrants who had come to Algeria in these early years of the colony, stems from his own experience as an agrarian reformer in the Dordogne area coupled with the social origins of the military. As an agrarian reformer, Bugeaud, in spite of his old regime aristocratic origins, was viewed, by his contemporaries, as not belonging to the accepted social world. Instead, his interventions at the Assembly saw him labelled as something of a country bumpkin. This relationship with the despised world of agriculture gave him an instant sympathy with the army foot soldiers whose social origins lay in France’s small towns and rural communities. It was this that made them, in his view, ideal for his land settlement projects. However, it was not something that he considered that they could accomplish on their own, and it was this that motivated his plans for agricultural colonies made up of ex-soldiers. 

Twenty years later, during the 1860s when Napoleon III was influenced by the Saint-Simonian, Ismayl Urbain, the same ambivalences can be detected for Urbain, who sought the political and legal recognition of the Algerian and who himself became a Muslim, nevertheless considered that agricultural activity should be left to the indigenous Algerians as the colonial immigrant was barely able to survive off the small parcels of land that they worked. Urbain also identified in a speech in 1857 to the Constantine Consultative Chamber of Agriculture, the following problems facing agriculture: limited capital that meant that loans could only be obtain at high rates of interest, poor transport as a result of bad roads and few bridges, the import from France at ‘exorbitant prices’ of all the necessary tools and machinery for agriculture, and a non-existent internal market (Urbain, 2002: 74, footnote 7). Urbain argued that the whole aim of the colonial immigrant project ought instead to be channelled towards a commercial and industrial colonization (Urbain, 2002: 93). In many ways, he is reflecting Blanqui’s analysis of 1840 and the efforts of that other ex-Saint-Simonian, Michel Chevalier to establish a free trade regime in France (see Dunham, 1930). Furthermore, Urbain’s identification of the importance of access to capital or credit has continued to be one of the core issues of development (de Soto, 2000). In spite of analyses like those of Blanqui and Urbain, there were nevertheless, recurring schemes for agricultural settlement. One such scheme was put forward in 1848 by Emile Barrault and supported by the Assembly of the IInd Republic. However, the Barrault scheme was in many ways small scale with the result that the colonial government offered incentives to attract investors from elsewhere in Europe. Even so, these investors might be better described as speculators/adventurers as for example, in the case of the Polish prince Mir-Mirsky who obtained a concession of 4,000 ha. in 1843 (Crespo/Jordi, 1991) but who fails to meet his commitments, bankrupting his partners in the process. Similarly, the creation by Governor-General Randon of sixty-eight agricultural villages during the 1850s housed no more than 15,000 settlers (Adamson, 2002: 187). Agricultural population figures in Crespo/Jordi (1991: 138) for 1903 indicate that the total European population in agriculture was 59,833, of which 59% was French in origin, 28% Spanish and the remaining 13% Europeans who had taken up the offer of naturalization provided by the 1889 law. This meant that over two-fifths of the European rural population originated from outside France, and of these around a third were of Spanish or Minorcan (Mahon) origin where they dominated horticulture. Even so, this European agricultural population represented only 12% of the total number of Europeans in Algeria at the end of the 19th century which numbered around half a million in the 1891 census (Joanne, 1992: 40, 97, 143). In spite of their small number, Algeria’s colon politicians, such as Eugene Etienne would, at the end of the 19th century, continue to stress the importance of providing special treatment for the colonial agricultural sector even though the majority of colons were unaffected.

Although French colonial rule did not begin officially in Tunisia until 1881 when a French Protectorate was established and it was not, in principal, a regime of military conquest, nevertheless the experience of France’s colonial venture in Algeria meant that its critics such as the economist, Paul Leroy-Beaulieu, writing in 1887, would observe that ‘The history of Algeria for France is a lengthy, costly and painful experience that ought to throw a light on the kind of dire methods to avoid in our new possession’ (P. Leroy-Beaulieu, 1887: vi). At the same time, a political lobby in favour of colonization had emerged, and one such body was the French Colonial Union with which organization, the next figure – Jules Saurin was associated. Saurin was one of several authors whose work was published under the auspices of the French Colonial Union. Saurin was also an active colonizer, having arrived in Tunisia in 1887 and bought his first farm there in 1888[2]. However, in 1899, he founded a farming company called the ‘Société des Fermes Françaises de Tunisie’ (SFFT). This was set up as ‘une commandite par actions’, in other words as a family firm with shares amounting to a capital base of 238,000 francs (or about £9,520) and 450 hectares of land. However, Saurin considered neither the amount of capital nor the amount of land held by the SFFT to be adequate for its purpose, as a result of which there were further share issues until the 1 million franc mark was passed in 1904 and the SFFT could be transformed into a ‘société anonyme’ (or share company) in 1905 with its own independent administrative council (Saurin, 1920). 

Saurin’s aims were to both develop agricultural production, particularly the planting of vines and cereals, and provide the beginnings of an industrial infrastructure with the parallel setting up of flour mills but unfortunately for him and the SFFT, World War I would take away a substantial proportion of their labour force through conscription, leaving the whole enterprise dependent upon men not eligible for conscription into the French army, such as the Anglo-Maltese, and the wives of the French managers. In spite of Saurin’s energy and commitment, he nevertheless identified a number of problems that his agricultural enterprise faced, namely low prices that affected cereal crops like oats and wheat as well as wine, widespread fraud in the wine-selling market, adverse climatic conditions, plus low agricultural productivity partly caused by the methods of agricultural production that the SFFT were using. Importantly this meant an over-reliance on chemical fertilizers rather than crop rotation, a problem that will re-surface after independence in both Tunisia and Algeria. Problems of size were evident as in order to increase its capital base, after the SFFT had been converted into a ‘société anonyme’ its activities were extended into Algeria and land was bought for wine growing. However, the tension between size and the move towards large-scale farming and farming as an ideology or a way of life is illustrated by Saurin’s critique of the policies of Napoleon III in Algeria during the 1850s and 1860s. Saurin accused Napoleon III of not only having squeezed out the small European farmer but also of having established a basis for the exercise of collective property rights by native Algerians. As a result of this policy, those who were seen to have ultimately benefited, were large land owners who were able to introduce more capital-intensive methods. Not only had this encouraged rural-urban migration but it had also shifted the base of farming towards the large-scale. One final point of interest is that as in Algeria, it had been Spanish migrants who dominated the farming, similarly it was not French emigrants to Tunisia who became the farmers but Italian migrants, the large majority of French migrants preferring to take up employment in the colonial administration. 

This rather brief discussion of European agriculture in both Tunisia and Algeria during the early colonial period has illustrated that there were serious tensions within the sector as early as the beginning of the 20th-century. These arose from the conflict between the idea of small-scale independent farming and the reality of a drift towards large-scale holdings but also included equipment and capital shortages, labour flight but perhaps, most significantly as the history of Saurin’s SFFT illustrates, a view of the French colonial project in North Africa as about agriculture whereas economic realities suggested otherwise. The result was that agriculture had become, well before independence, an economic activity where only the big players could flourish. Its legacy was that when independence was achieved, some fifty years later, agricultural policy would necessarily have to be political as much as it would be economic.

Economic history of post-independence agricultural policy

A.
Algeria: the Boumediene government’s agricultural policy and beyond
Although, one generally thinks of the Boumediene period as one in which industrial policy dominated, nevertheless, throughout the lifetime of his regime, what dominated political discourse was agriculture and the improvement in rural living conditions. That this should do so, was perhaps less surprising than one might initially think given the ideological importance of land during the colonial period both to the colonizer and to the Algerian resistance to colonization. Politically, post-independent Algerian politicians had to be seen to acknowledge the land question otherwise both the legitimacy of the nationalist and socialist projects would be threatened. Consequently, even though post-independence economic policy placed a high priority on oil-driven industrialization, the commitments to the industrial section were continuously offset against the benefits that industrialization would bring to agriculture. One way to capture what was involved is the Agrarian Revolution’s slogan:

La terre à ceux qui la travaillent

However, between the idea that this slogan embodies and reality lay structural cleavages between different classes of Muslim landholdings. These owed their origins to the variety of methods used to allocate and distribute land during the colonial era, that meant that there were Muslim landowners even if the majority of such holdings classified their owners as small peasant farmers. In terms of its impact on subsequent policy, perhaps the most significant distinction was, however, between the permanent and the seasonally-paid agricultural workers who were employed on colon farms to which the vagaries of colonial policy had also contributed. This meant that the latter, who were by far the largest category of agricultural workers, would be the group that was the major loser from the land seizures of vacated colon farms that took place at independence, and which was subsequently known as ‘autogestion’. The political climate in Europe in the 1960s resulted in these land seizures being welcomed by the European radical left[3], but in practice they posed a serious political dilemma for Algerian nationalist politicians given that it was the most disadvantaged of the rural population who found themselves, once again structurally excluded by these changes in land ownership. 

There was, however, a still larger problem, which remains of significance, and that concerns the question of how the relationship between nascent industrial production and the rural population is managed in a humane manner. The solution chosen in the 1960s and 1970s was, in accordance with development economic thinking of the time, to make agriculture central to the industrial project by arguing that if agricultural productivity could be raised, the increased capacity that it would generate would provide a market for the heavy industrial goods production that would be the principal motor for the economy (Perroux, 1991). While this theoretical model became the foundation of actual economic policy-making, the need by the state to respond to the impact of the autogestion movement on the organization of agriculture, also dictated that a series of agricultural reforms should be undertaken. Although the state had created ONRA (Office National de la Réforme Agraire) in 1963 and had published the Algiers Charter in 1964 as part of its attempt to institutionalize autogestion, and began the process of creating a structure of agricultural co-operatives in 1966, it was the launch of the campaign known as the Agrarian Revolution in 1972, and its relaunch in 1974, that set out to reorganize the whole basis of agricultural production in Algeria. Some of the 1966 co-operative structure survived the 1972/4 Agrarian Revolution, most notably the CAPAM (Coopérative agricoles de production des Anciens Moudjahidines) whilst others were replaced by more powerful organizations. For example the setting up of the CAPRA (Coopérative Agricole de production de la Révolution Agraire) in place of the CACG (Coopératives agricoles de comptabilités et de gestion). In spite of the extent of the changes that were introduced including the privileging of co-operatives and the construction of what were called ‘socialist villages’ to regroup and house agricultural labour, there would be an overhaul in 1982 of the structures that had been set up by the Agrarian Revolution and a somewhat more extensive reorganization in 1987, as well as further restructurings during the 1990s and into the present century. What is perhaps important to note was that the Agrarian Revolution programme was established in parallel to the planning system which was preoccupied with the development of the industrial infrastructure. Consequently, in effect, the agricultural sector was to a large extent, disassociated from the overall economic planning framework.

The principal aim of the Agrarian Revolution was to redistribute land to the landless by means of the creation of collective-style farms, hence the use of the appellation ‘revolution’. In practice, there were two core problems. The first of these problems was to create land for redistribution. This meant initially, the assignment of publicly owned land to private ownership which had the potential to be economically beneficial; but the second method of redistribution involved the expropriation of ‘surplus’ land owned by large Algerian landholders within the private sector, a measure that was more problematic[4]. Linked to these measures of land redistribution was a wider programme of agricultural restructuring that aimed to bring the autogestion farms more securely within the remit of a state agricultural system. However, Algeria was establishing a state controlled agricultural sector at just the moment when the difficulties of making such a system work were becoming clear in eastern and central Europe. If the problems of effectively managing a state agricultural sector for growth have now become apparent, they obscure the other core problem that the Agrarian Revolution was aiming to address. This second arose from the decision to opt for economic growth through the mechanism of financing growth by means of exports from the petroleum and gas sectors. The idea was that revenues from hydrocarbon exports would be used to create capital-intensive heavy manufacturing industries. However, because neither the hydrocarbon sector nor capital-intensive manufacturing are labour absorbing, the resultant labour surplus could neither be nor was it expected to be absorbed by the nascent industrial sector particularly within the context of a planned economy in which private sector activity was discouraged and marginalised[5]. As a result, the labour surplus became both an economic and a political problem that it was hoped could be resolved through the agricultural sector. 

In reality, though, the amount of land that was available for redistribution was often not only quite limited but also of variable quality. Nevertheless, when land did become available, there were no shortage of applicants. The political character of the redistribution process can be gauged from the eligibility criteria of applicants. For example, in the Oran area (Adamson, 1998: 124-5), there were four criteria for the distribution of allocated public land: although priority was given first to peasants who were already working on the land – there were no applicants from this group. It is therefore the other criteria that are most interesting, that is veterans and war orphans (29 applicants)[6], former agricultural workers without land (42 applicants), and finally, ‘others’ (33 applicants, mainly unemployed porters and dockers). As can be seen, of these 104 applicants, none could be said to necessarily have any knowledge of agriculture, nor more significantly would they have had direct access to capital resources. Consequently, it was not a strategy that was going to lead to autonomous growth within the agricultural sector and nor was it going to create an internal market for by-products of the petroleum sector such as chemical fertilizers, or agricultural and other machinery that might be produced by the industrial manufacturing sector even had this been in plentiful supply[7]. Land distribution itself could not therefore create the conditions by which agriculture could fulfil the role that policy envisaged, that is, to be a key player in Algeria’s economic modernization. What is also significant is that the same principles that led land redistribution policy in the 1970s, were largely unaffected by the re-structuring of the public sector that took place in 1982, would still be affecting policy in the 1980s and the 1990s. For example, Bouchemal (1997) cites an incidence in 1986-7 when the wilaya authorities of Oum Bouaghi sought to detach land from a state experimental farm for allocation to former moudjahidine, whilst during the debates on land privatisations in 1998, the question whether to privilege veterans and war orphans was as alive as it had been back in the early 1970s, even if the actual proposal to reserve 40,000 of the 2.6m hectares that were being proposed for privatisation represented no more than 1.5% of the total (Financial Times, 23.10.1998).

The 1998 privatisations represented a further attempt to resolve the vexed question of land and to solve problems that had been created by earlier attempts at privatisation. For example, although the 1987 Reorganization had opened up the possibility of land privatisation, and would be followed in 1990 by a law that allowed restitution to landowners expropriated during the Agrarian Revolution, its principal tool was the use of long leases – the bail emphytectique (Bouchemal, 1997). As an article in the Financial Times, published in 1998, pointed out, even though 5.2m hectares were ostensibly subject to privatisation, various regulations meant that in practice, full private ownership was relatively rare (FT, 23.10.1998).

It also meant that different parts of the country were treated in different ways, for example, in the Mitidja, Algeria’s prime agricultural area, it was the bail emphytectique that was employed by the state largely to lease land to either the collectives or to individual farms (FT, 23.10.1998). As a result, land was in practice, not fungible because farmers could neither sell land nor could they use it as collateral with which to borrow against. Borrowing capacity was therefore restricted, whilst it has also had the effect that when farmers did borrow money, they were unable to ensure that it was paid back (FT, 23.10.1998). This nicely illustrates, de Soto’s point that where there is no clarity over ownership, there are no assets to be used for growth (de Soto, 2000). The ambiguity over who owns agricultural land is also illustrated by contemporary judicial proceedings being taken in the Birkhadem commune of the wilaya of Algiers against members of both the EAC (Exploitation agricole collective) and the EAI (Exploitation agricole individuelle) the principal agricultural organizations established under the 1987 Reorganization, for having sold off state agricultural land for the purposes of building domestic villas (Le Jour d’Algérie, 13.8.2005 from Algeria-Watch).
Agriculture is not, however, only about who owns land, it is also crucially subject to the impact of natural events. Amor Assabah, the director of Agricultural production at the Ministry of Agriculture, drew attention, in an interview with El Watan (2.2.2005), to the fact that Algeria has experienced over the last twenty-five years a cycle of drought[8]. As a result, the land area available for agriculture has also been constrained by the actual environmental conditions. It means that the Algerian government’s priorities remain basic staple foodstuffs such as cereal and milk production, although it has proved more difficult to ensure milk supply than cereal production as both Chaulet (1987) and Bouchemal (1997) point out. Even so, according to GREDAAL, the quantity and value of cereal imports stood at 1,123.11 million US$ in 2003 (http://gredaal.ifrance.com/). The costs of ensuring the provision of these basic staple foodstuffs has also limited Algeria’s capacity to invest in other crops as has the availability of water. Assabah’s discussion was concerned with the question of re-introducing the cultivation of cotton into Algeria, following the cessation of production in 1975. However, Assabah considered that re-introducing cotton was unlikely to be a priority not only because it would require too great an investment in land improvement as well as training but also because in his view the government had stopped dictating what crops farmers could produce during the 1987 reforms. 

More generally, the Algerian economy has been benefiting from the rise in oil prices which has meant increased export earnings and therefore money available for government investment in meeting Algeria’s ‘social needs’ (L’Expression, 4.5.2004), of itself problematic as Lal and Myint (1996) point out[8]. A recent IMF assessment of the state of the Algerian economy highlights the total dominance of the oil sector in Algeria’s exports (98%) as well as 70% of budget revenues. It also concluded that throughout the period 1967-2003, this expenditure had followed the revenues obtained from hydrocarbon production. The result has been that although government capital expenditure had declined from a peak of 18% in 1983 to 6% in 1991, it had, by 2003, risen to 11%. At the same time, government current expenditure remained consistent, varying from 21% to 23% (IMF Country Report No. 05/52). However, the reliance on government expenditure means that any reduction in its total has a dramatic effect on the economy. For example, a restructuring of the state companies in 1999 resulted in the loss of some 326,678 jobs affecting in particular the service sector (55% of losses), construction (48%), agriculture (38%) and industry (17.2%) with the result that unemployment rose to 33.9% overall but differentially affecting women (45.6%) (H. Ghada in Le Matin, 18.11.2002 accessed via Algeria-Watch). In spite of the impact of the 1999 restructuring, there is increased pressure on the Algerian government to undertake a further review of public expenditure that would include a reduction in the numbers employed in the public sector and a more active management of Algeria’s public debt, as well as a gradual reduction in subsidies on water, electricity and hydrocarbon products to allow more investment in infrastructure (particularly housing), human resources and improving justice (http://liberté-algérie.com/ 21.2.2005). However, it is in pursuing a more active privatisation policy that the IMF argues the main benefits would come as this would stimulate private investment and allow the economy to diversify thus creating more jobs, a necessity given that unemployment in Algeria has hovered around 30% since the 1990s and individual earnings have fallen since the mid-1990s.

B.
Tunisia: similarities and differences
In the earlier discussion of colonial Tunisia, it was shown that colonization had had an impact on land ownership and production. As a result, about one third of European migrants in Tunisia were employed in agriculture, a higher percentage than in Algeria. This had the effect of orientating agricultural production towards European markets. This was especially true of the alfa plantations where, as in Algeria most of the production was exported to the UK. Although Tunisia did not arrive at independence after an eight year war, nevertheless, like Algeria, independence brought in its wake the mass emigration of the colon population. As a result, the numbers of colons fell from 341,473 in 1956 to 66,834 in 1966. Tunisia would also have its own radical reformer, Ahmed Ben Salah who would launch an ambitious plan for agrarian reform in the early 1960s which included proposals for a reform of agricultural landholding. However, the somewhat shorter period of colonization had enabled a class of indigenous rural proprietors to survive the colonial period and this group was able to form a core of opposition to Ben Salah’s plans although it did not stop the nationalisation of the French farms. The presence of an active opposition by the Tunisian land-owning classes led first to Ben Salah losing his planning portfolio 1969, and then in 1970 following the appointment of Hedi Nouira as prime-minister, Ben Salah would be arrested. Nouira’s strategy was then to focus on agriculture, manufacturing industry (especially textiles) and tourism as the primary areas of economic growth. However, the major shift in the economic direction of the economy came with the replacement of Tunisia’s first President, Habib Bourguiba by Zine El Abidine Ben Ali in 1987 as the state began a policy of divesting itself of the land nationalised in the 1960s. This though as with the 1987 reforms in Algeria, has been largely through leasing arrangements, of which the main beneficiaries have been large Tunisian and foreign firms such as the domain of M’Raissa which was leased to a consortium of Tunisian banking and insurance groups and Shell (Financial Times, 27.7.1994). Throughout the period one commodity remained in private hands, date production, of which Tunisia has been one of the major exporters, challenged in the past by Iraq but more recently by Israel and Algeria, and the USA.

Even so, whilst manufacturing and tourism have both grown as a share of GDP and of export earnings, the share of agriculture has continued to decline so that by 1995, it represented only 15.6% of GDP with exports also shrinking to less than 5% of Tunisia’s total. This was accompanied by a decline in the numbers dependent on the land from the 50% of the 1960s to about 44% in 1995 (Financial Times, 28.11.1995) and that this trend is continuing with agriculture in 2002 providing work for around 22% of the population (http://www.tunisie.com/économie/agriculture.html). The picture of an agricultural sector in which there is declining overall production despite the implementation of a strategy in 1990 to improve access to water. Figures for the four years 1999 to 2002 show that of the land under cultivation, the following five main groups predominate: cereals, fodder and leguminous crops, horticulture and arboriculture, and the principal products are olive oil, citrus fruits, cereals and dates over the period. 

However, the impact of the continuing decline of agriculture on the economy as whole was less severe in the 1990s than in the 1980s when negative growth in the agricultural sector was accompanied by negative growth in the economy as a whole and inflation rates of 14%. Given also, that agriculture has been the major employing sector, this decline does have an impact on employment. Rama (1998) points out that the unemployment rate has been consistently high in Tunisia (as it has been in Algeria) with official estimates suggesting a rate of +15%, and unofficial estimates suggesting it might be higher. However, determining what the rate is, is complicated by the ambivalent status of women. For example, does a woman working on a family farm count as a “worker” or should her activity be considered as ‘taking care of the home’ and therefore be considered to be “inactive”[10]. As the discussion from Brandsma and Burorjee (2004) below indicates, such distinctions can make a difference when it comes to access by women to microfinance or credit facilities. In Rama’s view, measurement problems are encountered because on the one hand the data includes ‘a set of inactive people (mostly housewives) as unemployed’ (Rama, 1998: 65) but on the other, excludes job seekers in the 15 to 17 age group as well as the 60+. Both of these create distortions, although as his calculations indicate, such first-time job-seekers struggle to find employment (Rama, 1998: 74) whilst figures from the ILO for the period 1994-2000 suggest that whilst the number of men unemployed has remained steady, the number of women has increased fivefold (http://www.ilo.org/). 

Theorizing agriculture and contemporary policy-making 
This section returns to the issues that were raised in Section 2 that are concerned with the question of agriculture as being an analytical problem within theories of economic growth. It is therefore useful to begin with the following quotation taken from the preface of a collection of edited papers (Ben Hammed & Théron, 1995) that focus on comparisons between rural structures and market organization in France and Tunisia:

‘Les agriculteurs tunisiennes et françaises constituent en effet un élément clé de l’économie du pays. Leur valorisation suppose une politique d’ensemble concernant aussi bien l’assise foncière que le statut de l’exploitation et la commercialisation des produits.’ (Ben Hammed & Théron, 1995: 9)

However, in order to constitute what this means, it is helpful to set it alongside King’s study of the Tebourba area in Tunisia (King, 2003). King is concerned essentially with the relationship between economic growth and issues of equity and distributional justice. As a result, he is highly critical of the post-Ben Salah policies for agriculture, arguing that not only have they brought with them social and environmental costs but also the benefits from such policies have accrued to a narrow class of citizens. What they have meant is that the countryside/agriculture have not been revolutionised in the ways in which it was thought possible by nationalist politicians. In a number of ways, King is making a very similar point in 2003 of the Tebourba area of Tunisia as that made by Chaulet in 1987 of the Mitidja in Algeria. It is exactly the same stress as is found in the quotation above from Ben Hammed and Théron, in other words, what counts are property relations in their totality and not just the type of farming enterprise or the marketing arrangements that are made. When this focus is taken, what has then to be taken into consideration are the following elements. First of all, what is the ideological view held by the author of the text being read of a) agriculture, and b) what constitutes just property relations. Secondly, what are the ideological views held by the agents of the state under scrutiny about a) what constitutes just property relations, and b) what role there is for agricultural production in overall economic policy-making. Finally, what views do farmers themselves hold of a) what constitutes just property relations, and b) what material rewards they want to obtain from their activities as agriculturalists/farmers. Posed in this way, finding a means that will ensure that the provision of agricultural credit is itself equitable becomes a far less straightforward issue. 

Even so, providing for the supply of credit to small producers is of sufficient concern to the wider world of international policy-makers seeking greater equity and justice between citizens in and between different countries that 2005 has been designated the International Year of Microcredit. It also forms part of the United Nations’ strategy for achieving the Millennium Development Goals that were agreed at the UN Millennium Summit in September 2000. Whilst these goals seek to address standards of health, gender equality and education, the primary goal is to halve extreme poverty by 2015. It argues that in providing access to credit, and in particular providing a means by which women are able to obtain credit, there is an immediate and direct effect on incomes that is also maintained over time. However, in a study of Microfinance in the Arab States that covered Egypt, Jordan, Lebanon, Morocco, the OPT, Syria, Tunisia and Yemen, its authors Judith Brandsma and Deena Burorjee concluded that where programmes are government sponsored as in Tunisia, women were less likely to benefit. This is often, they argue, because government sponsored programmes are using microfinance as a policy tool to stem rural-urban migration. The primary aim of these microfinance programmes is then job creation in the countryside. In such circumstances, women’s position is ambivalent as it is hard to distinguish, as was suggested in the previous section, between what is work within the family and therefore outside of official economic statistics, and what is labour inactivity in its technical sense. Rama (1998) had argued that the figures for unemployment were distorted by the inclusion of what he described as “inactive” women and the exclusion of first time job-seekers. Nevertheless, Brandsma and Burorjee’s study shows that unlike other countries in their study where responsibility for managing microfinance initiatives rests largely with NGOs women are prime beneficiaries, in Tunisia where the principal lender is the Tunisian state’s Banque Tunisienne de Solidarité (BTS), women lose out (Brandsma and Burorjee, 2004: 77-79).

The question of the effectiveness of the use of rural finance initiatives in Tunisia is also highlighted in a World Bank Report (No. 26260, 2003) where the report’s authors suggest that in view of the history of the five agricultural credit projects supported by the World Bank and managed by the Banque Nationale Agricole (BNA), the time had come for a rethink. They raise similar issues to Brandsma and Burorjee in terms of the size of the loans that are made and the absence of recovery. What both studies do, are to raise questions about the overall institutional infrastructure of banking and finance in Tunisia. Furthermore, a substantial proportion of the funds that were allocated went to the food processing industries (39%), 25% to farmers and 26% to small farmers, a distribution of lending that had not been intended. Another aspect of both the attitude of the lender and of those who obtained the loans was that they were viewed as subsidies rather than loans, a perspective reinforced by the willingness of the BNA to reschedule and forgive. This is perhaps not surprising as their own study found that in their study of small farmers, whilst the majority (65%) did not use credit to finance activity, of those who had done so, 73% had had difficulty in repaying the loans that they had received.

Although the Brandsma and Burorjee study does not include Algeria, microcredit providing organisations have also been set up there. They are, however, as in Tunisia, organs of the state. For example, the services of FGAR (Fonds de garantie des credits aux petites et moyennes enterprises), set up in March 2004 to serve as a loan guarantor for SMEs, have been primarily used by the food processing and construction materials sectors either for new start-ups or for extending existing enterprises or for renovation/renewal of plant and machines. FGAR works with five banks: the private Housing Bank, and El Baraka Bank, and the state Banque nationale de l’Algérie, Banque pour la développement local and the Banque de l’agriculture et du développement rural (BADR).

Events in the world economy more generally affect both Algeria and Tunisia, as the brief discussion of the impact of changes in oil prices on the Algerian economy showed. At the same time, neither can stay outside the various networks and economic organisations that have been established. One of the major players is the European Union which through the Euro-Mediterranean Partnership, it is seeking to create a Euro-Mediterranean Free Trade Area (Regional Strategy Paper 2002-2006). Both Algeria and Tunisia are members, however, the political situation in Algeria during the 1990s meant that she received little direct aid from the programme. Thus during the period 1995-1999, in spite of a population of around 30 million against Tunisia’s of 9 million, her commitments from the programme were 164m € (or 5.47€ per head of population) and Tunisia’s, 428m € (or 47.55€ per head of population) even though GDP per capita, because of the fall in hydrocarbon prices, was lower than in Tunisia during the same period (that is, Algeria:  €1,600; Tunisia: €2,000). Algeria’s isolation during the 1990s has been replaced under President Abdelaziz Bouteflika, who was elected in 1999 and re-elected in 2004, with an active policy of re-entry into the global world. This has resulted in an application for membership of the WTO and the ratification of an association agreement with the EU in 2005. The immediate impact of which has been on agriculture (El Watan, 6.4.2005) where concerns are being expressed about the impact on SMEs of the opening up of the Algerian market to the EU, in spite of a commitment by the Algerian government to invest in SMEs over the next ten years (Liberté, 16.2.2005; L’Expression,16.2.2005).

Finally, the discussion in this section and the brief discussion in the previous section of agricultural policy developments in Algeria and Tunisia since independence serve to convey an impression that the questions that are being discussed concern agricultural policy-making in these countries alone. In the introduction to this paper, it was suggested that through the example of Poland, how immediate were the effects on the agricultural sector of membership of the European Union. Furthermore, the continual struggle within the European Union amongst its members over agricultural policy and in particular the use of the subsidy regime despite evidence that has, as statistics released by the UK Rural Payments Agency showed, tended to benefit wealthy landowners more than small farmers (Financial Times, 23.3.2005), indicates the complex interplay between the political desire to ensure that farm household incomes are not adversely affected by fluctuating commodity prices and the economic desire to encourage trade and production that is reflective of an economy’s market advantages (Lal & Myint, 1996). This paper has set out to provide a framework within which to explore this very contemporary tension, and it has begun to introduce the discussion of the ways in which non-economic issues have and may affect government policy-making. It is the intention of the author to follow up both this aspect of the discussion and that which is concerned with how to provide for the capital requirements of agriculture in the 21st -century and the role of credit provision and subsidies, more fully in subsequent research.

Notes
1. There is a detailed discussion of the ideas of Adolphe Blanqui, Prosper Enfantin and Thomas Bugeaud on Algeria in Adamson (2002).

2. Jules Saurin wrote extensively on the problems of colonial agriculture in North Africa and was also a regular contributor to the Revue tunisienne
3. For example, in English Clegg (1971), but also a wide critical literature in France, for example Chaliand & Minces (1972), Raffinot & Jacquemot  (1977). Their approach and conclusions may be compared with those drawn by Chaulet (1987). Chaulet argues that the problem of the status and labour conditions of seasonal workers survives the various reorganizations of agriculture.

4. In other words, once an opening was created, claims for restitution immediately began to be made.

5. This does not mean that the system was a ‘communist system’ as Testas (2004: 18) asserts as planning systems were in widespread use in western Europe during this period, including both France and Britain. 

6. The question of giving special treatment to war veterans had given rise to the establishment of the CAPAM (Coopératives agricoles de production des Anciens Moudjahidines) in 1966 when the initial structure of co-operatives was set up. Apart from the CAPAM, a co-operative structure was established for marketing agricultural products (CORE, CORA), providing accounting and management advice (CACG), and to replace the colonial era SAP (Sociétés Agricoles de Prévoyance), the CCRA (Centre Coopérative de la Réforme Agraire).

7. Bouchemal (1997) is highly critical of the effectiveness of ONAMA (Office National de Matériel Agricole) to supply agricultural machinery as required to the agricultural sector. However, Chaulet (1987) suggests that in the first period, there was a considerable amount of machinery available through the second-hand market resulting from colon flight.

8. The relationship between economic growth, the role of agriculture within and drought and climatic change need to be given greater consideration. At the moment, the issues are on the whole decoupled.

9. A recent article in Le Monde (20.8.2005) is titled « Pétrole cher, manne ou malédiction pour les pays producteurs » thus echoing the comments by Lal and Myint (1996).

10. Barka (2005) in a discussion of the economic activity of rural women points to similar problems in Algeria.
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