THE MELINE TARIFF: FRENCH
AGRICULTURE AND NATIONALIS™
ECONOMIC POLICY

BY

EUGENE OWEN GOLOB, M.A.

Instructor in Historv, Columbia University

SUBMITTED IN PARTIAL FULFILLMENT OF THE REQUIREMENTS
FOR THE DEGREE OF DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY
Ix THE
FacurLry ofF POLITICAL SCIENCE
CorumBiaA UNIVERSITY

NUMBER 506

NEW YORK
1944



CoPYRIGHT, 1044
BY

CoLumMmBIa UNiversity Press

PRINTED IN THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA



E. B. G.



FOREWORD

HistoricaL method and historical evidence are essential to
all the social studies. Ricardian classical economics, resting on
excessive faith in rational investigation, seems, on the surface,
to be one of the few significant exceptions to this general state-
ment. Most of the data employed in the social studies are
historical in nature, records of the past, tested by the historian’s
canons of reliability. It is small wonder, then, that history,
which pervades its fellow disciplines, should attempt to en-
compass them all, to synthesize the story of the development of
society. Synthetic history, which has alternated between profes-
sional scorn and favor, is of two principal types. One constitutes
an attempt to treat, historically, all the categories of the complex
of society. The other does this and more, for it endeavors to
apply to these categories the methods and techniques of the other
social studies. The first runs the risk of failing to penetrate
the surface of events, of relying for understanding on mere
juxtaposition of the different subjects or categories. The second
may bog down in a mass of details, in the welter of different
types of data yielded by the different methods.

Both kinds of synthetic history have dealt, in the main, with
broad subjects and relatively long periods of time, for breadth
and generalization have seemed to be in their very nature, But
successful achievement on this plane of great complexity would
require a clear, well-developed philosophy or canon of history,
and there has been general reluctance to return to this type of
thought. Despite their great influence, Hegel, Marx and their
fellows have discouraged philosophical analysis among scholarly
historians. Recent efforts, like that of Spengler, to write general,
philosophical history, have merely tended to confirm the seem-
ing wisdom of ignoring the philosophy of history.

The development of true synthetic history, societal in scope
and analytical in character, must therefore be a slow and diffi-
cult process. One step in this direction, however, might well
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8 FOREWORD

be the writing of synthetic histories of limited, particular sub-
jects, and the present brief study represents such an effort.

The Méline Tariff is one of the major pieces of economic
legislation of the nineteenth century. It is hardly an exagger-
ation to say that it was part of the fundamental economic law
of the Third Republic, and the life preserver of French agri-
culture. It may be examined and tested as a tariff law, its
incidence and effectiveness studied. It may be analyzed from
the standpoint of theoretical economics. It may be looked upon
as the culmination of a long protectionist campaign. It may be
viewed in the light of French political history, or as one phase
of the development of French commercial policy. While any
one of these approaches would be legitimate, synthesis requires
that all be undertaken, and, it must be confessed, more besides.
It cannot be claimed that all these facets of the subject have
received equal treatment in this book, or that they have been
fully explored. To have done so would have been to exceed the
practical limitations imposed upon this work.

One of the most interesting aspects of the Méline Tariff
1s its enactment of agricultural protection, which brings it under
the heading of nationalist economic policy as distinct from
mercantilism or simple protectionism, and this study has been
restricted to the agricultural side of the trends and institutions
from which the Tariff of 1892 arose. In considering agricultural
protection against the background of French agricultural history
and developments undes the Third Republic, it may be possible,
at the same time, to shed some light on French society from the
focal point of agrarian protection.

Agriculture, in rance, did not fall before rising industriali-
zation to the extent that it did in England. While France ac-
cepted the new techniques and institutions of industry, and even
played a significant réle in developing them, she did not permit
agriculture to be eclipsed, or to suffer revolutionary change.
For the first three quarters of the nineteenth century there was
no fundamental change in the methods, crops, institutions or
general economic situation of French agriculture. During part
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of this period, from the Restoration to the Second Empire,
agriculture benefited from tariff protection which resulted from
an alliance with industry. The liberal policy of Napoleon III
swept away many agricultural duties, and lowered others.
Agriculture remained unruffled, however, for the long period
of stability did not close until the early years of the Third
Republic.

In the late 1870’s and in the decade of the 1880’s, during
what has been called the ‘ Great Depression,” agricultural
prices and incomes fell as world communications improved and
new, fertile lands overseas began effective competition with old
world production. French agriculture attempted a twofold
solution of the problems which thus shattered its tranquility.
On the one hand it turned toward association, in the Social
Catholic sense; on the other hand toward protection, justified
on grounds of nationalist economic theory. As before, the suc-
cess of agricultural protection depended on an alliance with
industry, and this was arranged before the legislative elections
of 1889. But the agrarian leaders were for the most part re-
cruited from the royalist opposition to the Third Republic. They
were among the Boulangist coalition which went down in
defeat. For agricultural protectionism to succeed, therefore, it
had to be divorced from the constitutional question, the leader-
ship had to be given to republican statesman, compromises
had to be effected.

The Méline Tariff was the compromise that resulted from
this situation. It went far toward satisfying the demands of
the agrarian leaders, although it failed to meet them completely.
The succeeding years saw the enactment of further protectionist
measures. Considering its objectives, this structure of national-
ist economic policy, built on the foundation of the Tariff of
1892, was generally successful. It was designed to save I'rench
agriculture from the fate that had befallen English agriculture,
1o increase French production so that food prices would not
rise unduly. French agriculture was saved: and while the cost
of living may have risen, burdening the French people, their
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sacrifice was not excessive on the scale of nationalist economics,
for an essential part of the economy was preserved, diversifi-
cation maintained, independence safeguarded, and the peasantry
kept as a sturdy social group.

This, in brief, is the story to be told in the pages that follow.
The first chapter treats of the historical background of French
agricultural conditions and institutions, organizations and
tariffs. The second deals with the depression that engulfed
French agriculture in the 1880’s. The third and fourth are con-
cerned, respectively, with agricultural association and national-
ist economic thought, the fifth with the unmion of these factors
in the drive for the Meline Tariff, and the sixth with the elabor-
ation of the law itself. The last chapter, carrying the story to
1910, attempts to evaluate the M¢line Tariff in the light of its
sponsors’ intentions. It might seem regrettable not to have con-
tinued to the present, but the War of 1914-1918 and its after-
math so changed the situation as to destroy the continuity of
the categories used: 1910, the date of the first major tariff
revision after that of 1892, seemed an appropriate point at which
to close.

My greatest hope is that this work may, in some small way,
contribute to a better understanding of some of the problems
that have faced and will continue to face the people of France.

I wish to express my gratitude to the scholars and friends
who have been of aid and inspiration to me: to Professor
Carlton J. H. Hayes, whose seminar introduced me to the
problems of historical scholarship; to Professor Shepard B.
Clough, who suggested and guided the preparation of this
study, and Professor Charles W. Cole, under whom it was
completed; to Professor Harold Barger, whose painstaking
criticism was of inestimable value, especially with respect to the
economic materials; to Professor Jacques Barzun, for his care-
ful reading of the manuscript and his many helpful suggestions,
and to Mr. Donald W. O’Connell, for his advice and assistance
on the economic aspects of the work. I also wish to thank
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M. Louis Mila, of the Société des agriculteurs de France;
.M. Louis Salleron, of the Association générale du Crédit Mutuel
et de la Coopération agricoles; Dr. Robert Valeur; Mr. Nelson
H. Eddy; Mr. Robert E. Tschan; Professor Frederick E.
Croxton; my wife; and Mr. Joseph Brahdy, who generously
prepared the charts and maps. The staffs of the Columbia
University, Amherst College and New York Public Libraries,
and of the pre-war Bibliothéque nationale and Musée social in
Paris were most helpful. Research abroad was made possible
through the award of the W. Bayard Cutting Traveling Fellow-
ship by Columbia University.

Eucene O. GoLos.
CoLumeia UNIVERSITY,
Jury 14, 1043.
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CHAPTER 1

AGRICULTURAL HISTORY, ORGANI-
ZATIONS AND PROTECTION
PRIOR TO 1880

AGRICULTURAL HISTORY

THE fertile land of France was well endowed and well situ-
ated to become the home of a rich civilization which was to
give of its light to the rest of mankind. The fame and glory of
France are in her arts and literature, the products of her crafts-
men, the achievements of her thinkers. At times the halo of
political and military triumph has rested over the spires of her
cathedrals and the mansards of her cities. She has seen days
of tragic defeat, and crushed, has arisen. But the foundation of
her brilliant urban culture was always in her fields and farms,
in the pastures of Brittany and the vineyards of the Bordelais.

Population

Agriculture, once the calling of all but a few of the people of
France, had to yield before the rise of industry and urban
civilization, but it fell back gradually enough for its traditions
and vitality to be preserved. The story of this development must
be told in several ways, with reference to population, tenure,
production, prices and trade. Two methods of classification are
employed in French population statistics. On the one hand
population is divided into rural, including persons inhabiting
communes of 2,000 or less (3,000 up to 1866), and urban,
composed of those living in communes of over 2,000. This
method is open to the criticism that farmers living in com-
munes of over 2,000 are classed as city dwellers. Because of
changes in methods of taking the census it is inadvisable to
consider this series before 1846.1

1 Maurice Block, Statistigue de la France comparée avec les divers pays

de VEurgpe, 2nd ed., 2 vols., Paris, 1875, vol. I, p. 35; vol. II, p, 22, Agri-
cultural enquétes, or investigations, occurred in: 1839-40, Statistique de la

17



18 THE MELINE TARIFF

(Thousands)

Total Popu- Rural Popu- 9% of Urban Popu- % of

lation lation Total lation Total
1846 .......... 35,400 26,754 756 8,647 244
1851 .......... 35,783 26,648 74.5 9,135 255
1856 .......... 36,039 26,195 732 9885 268
1861 .......... 37,386 26,597 711 10,790 288
1866 .......... 38,067 26,372 69.5 11.595 305
1872 .......... 36.103 24 889 68.9 11,214 311
1876 .......... 36,906 24,934 676 11,971 324
1881 .......... 37672 24 576 65.2 13,097 348

Under the second method, first used in 1861, the active or
earning population is classed according to occupation. Depen-
dents are grouped with earners, and servants are assumed to
follow their masters’ callings:

at this rate, if the replies had always conformed to the ques-
tionnaires, they would have had to enter as many Presidents
of the Republic as there were servants at the Elysée Palace®

Further, farmers who engaged in trades or home crafts on the
side might have been classed as artisans.®* Nevertheless, this

(Thousands)

Agricultural % of Non-Agricultural % of

Population Total Population Total
1861 .............. 19,873 531 17,513 46.9
1866 .............. 19,598 51.5 18,469 48.5
1872 . .. 18,513 513 17,590 487
1876 ......ooiilt 19,969 514 17,937 486
1881 .............. 18,249 484 K 19,423 516

France: agriculture, Paris, 4 vols., 1839-1842; 1852, Statistique de la France:
ggriculture, Paris, 2 vols., 1858-1860; 1862, Statistique de la France: egni-
culture: résultats géndraux de Uengquéte décennale de 1862, Strasbourg, 1868
1882, Statistique agricole de la France: (Algérie et colonies): Résultats
généraux de Penquéte décennale de 1882, Nancy, 1887, 1892, Statistique
agricole de la France: résultais généraux de Uenquéte décennale de 1892,
Paris, 1897. Enquéte, 1882, p. 366.

2 Alfred de Foville, Le morcellement: études bcomomiques et statistiques
sur la propriété fonciére, Paris, 188s, p. 70.

3 CRSAF, vol. XXIV, 1802, pp. 121 fi.
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second series reflects occupational trends more accurately than
the first.*

While we must bear in mind the possibility of bias rising
out of the cession of Alsace-Lorraine, both tables illustrate the
absolute and relative decline of the farm population.® The differ-
ence between the terms “ rural ” and *‘ agricultural ”’ undoubt-
edly explains the great disparity between these sets of figures:
village storekeepers, fuctionaries, clergy, professionals, rentiers,
etc. are considered ““rural”’ in the first set and are classed as
“non-agricultural” in the second. The explanation for the
decline must be sought in either or both of the following factors:
1) falling rate of natural increase (births minus deaths) in the
farm population, 2) migration to the cities. The first may be
ruled out. A correlation in which departments are compared as
to rank in urbanization and rank in natural increase yields the
inconclusive coefhicient of —.16.° In 1877-1886 the average
annual rate of natural increase in the fifteen most urban depart-
ments was 1.3 per thousand, and 4.6 per thousand in the fifteen
least urban departments. The birth rate was 26.2 per thousand
in both groups. It is clear that we must turn to the second factor
for an explanation of the decline of the farm population, bearing
in mind that migration to the cities tended to raise the urban
birth rate by increasing the proportion of lower age groups to
total population.” The following table makes the picture clear : ®

4 Enquéte 1882, p. 307 ; Bureau de la statistique générale, Résultals géndranr
du dénombrement de 1876, Paris, 1878, p. xlix,

5 The population of the ceded territories amounted to 1,549,738 in 1871,
Statistisches Jahrbuch fiir Elsass-Lothringen, Strasbourg, 1907, p. 3.

6 Dénombrement de 1876, p. xxiil. Lmile ILevasseur, La population
Francaise: histoive de la population avant 1780 et démographie de la France
comparée G celle des autres nations an xizxe siécle, 3 vols., Paris, 1860-1892,
val. II, pp. 23, 156

7 Joseph J. Spengler, France faces depopulation, Durham, N. C., 1938,
pp. 83-84.

8 Dénombrement de 1876, pp. 74-75. The figure of 191,215 is assumed to
represent foreign immigration. Ibid., p. xxv.
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Ner IxNcreases FroM 1872 1o 1876 OwING 10 IMMIGRATION AND EMIGRATION

Urban Rural Total
Population Population Population
15 Most Urban Depts....... 357,589 — 57.188 260,401
15 Least Urban Depts. ..... 22,356 — 81,730 — 57374
All France................. 608,523 — 417,328 191,215

Increase owing to immigration was above all true of Paris. In
1866 the French-born population of the capital was composed
of 592,763 born in the department of the Seine and 1,098,818
born in other departments or colonies: in 1876 the figures were
758,110 and 1,099,646 respectively, and in 1881 807,060 and
1,265,454 respectively.®

The storied life of the cities, increasing industrialization
which created many jobs and new vocations, the spirit and
mythology of the nineteenth century, combined to make the
cities more attractive to many than the hard, even and unchang-
ing course of the countryside. So much has been written on
this subject, and so dark a picture painted, that one is left with
the feeling that rural France was almost deserted.'® Yet it is
clear from the figures given that the movement, while serious,
never assumed mass proportions. It was not a Great Migration,
and, indeed, was actually weaker in France than in other nations
at comparable stages of industrialization.”

Diwvision of the Land

One factor frequently invoked to explain this trend was the
division of land among increasing numbers of owners, and the
decline in the size of farms—Ie morcellement. Medieval France

9 Ibid., p. 256. Bmile Levasseur, les populations urbaines en France
comparée & celles de U'étranger, Paris, 1887, p. 57. See Spengler, op, cit.,
ch. IL.

10 A long list of works on this subject is given in Spengler, op. cit., p. 36,
note 15. In addition one may cite René Bazin's well-known novel, La terre
qwi meurt, Paris, 1809, and Jules Méline's The return to the land, Justin
MecCarthy trans., New York, 1907, and Le salut par la terre, 2nd ed., Paris,
1020. See Michel Augé-Laribé's comment, L'Exolution de la France agricole,
Paris, 1912, p. 123.

11 Spengler, ep. cit., pp. 27 f.
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“ had no Domesday Book,” and land statistics were scattered
and local until the cadastre, or land register, was begun in
1807.12 We must start therefore with the statement that land
ownership was more widespread in the eighteenth century than
a formal exposition of the ancien régime would lead one to
believe, although the Revolution did greatly democratize land-
owning.’® Decrees of the Constituent and Legislative Assemblies
abolished feudal privileges and dues, expropriated Church lands
and the lands of emigrés and provided for their sale.” The
changes in the law of inheritance after 1790 which substituted
equal division of property among heirs for primogeniture like-
wise had the effect of increasing the number of those who
owned land.*® The strength of this tendency, however, should
not be exaggerated. ““ It 1s true,” says Henr Sée,

that the sale of the biens nationaix brought about the total dis-
appearance of the former Church properties, and seriously cut
into the holdings of the nobility, but not as much as one might
believe: many properties of emigrés which were improperly
sold could be restored to their owners; under the Directory,
Consulate and Empire there were repurchases, retrocessions,
sometimes buyers’ forfeitures. The indemnity of one billion
[francs] granted emigrés in 1825 also helped to rebuild the
landholdings of the nobility.*®

There are no direct figures as to the number of landowners
before the agricultural enguéte of 1862, and estimates for pre-

12 De Foville, op. cit., p. 39.

13 Henri Sée, Esquisse d'une histoire du régime agraire en Europe awx
XVIlle et XIXe siécles, Paris, 1921 pp. 18-10. “ How then could certain
historians . . . deny all proprietorship to the peasants? Because peasant
proprietorship was not clearly autonomous; it was burdened with seignorial
rights.”

14 P, Sagnac, La Révolution (1780-1792), vol. 1 of, E, Lavisse, ed., Histoire
de la France contemporaine defwis loa Révolution fusquw'a la pair de rorg,
Paris, 1920, pp. 138, 143, 336, 408.

15 De Foville, op. cit., p. 52.

16 Henri Sée, “ Les progrés de l'agriculture en France de 1815 a 1848,
Revue d'Histoire économique et sociale. Paris, 1921, vol. IX, p. 6.

f
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ceding years are based on the cotes fonciéres, the individual as-
sessments due in accordance with the land tax law of December
1, 1790.}" Unfortunately, any such estimates are necessarily
inaccurate, for the cote fonciére refers to the holdings of a
person in a given commune. A farmer whose lands lie in several
communes will have as many cotes. Thus the number of cotes
is higher than that of actual landowners. An added difficulty
is that until 1883 no distinction was made between unbuilt
properties and those upon which buildings had been erected.'®
Nevertheless we may present the following figures: ™

Year cotes fonctéres
B 7 10,296,693
B 125 10,893,528
1840-1844 (AVErBZE) .. vviiier it rriacnraiacaann 11,524,066
1856-1860 (average) ... .coiiiierin it 13,133,590
1878-1882 (AVETAZE) vt i i ie et eeanans 14,267,232

This increase in the number of cotes fonciéres, when com-
pared with the decline in rural population from 26,753,743 in
1846 to 24,934,334 in 1876, would seem to indicate a notable
rise in the number of landowners and a corollary tendency to
parcelling or morcellement. Using proportions of 63 and 59.4
landowners per 100 cotes, the Adwministration des contributions
directes estimated the number of proprietors at 7,584,901 in
1851 and 8,454,218 in 1879.%° Alfred de Foville, noted agri-
cultural economist, estimated their number at about 4 million
before the Revolution and, using the coefficient 63, at over

17 Ministére de l'agriculture ; office de l'enseignement agricole, Principales
mesures législatives et administratives prises en favour de Vagriculture sous
le gouvernement de lo 3¢ république, Paris, 1914, p. 20. See also Augé-Laribé,
op. cit., p. 185.

18 Ministére des finances ; administration des contributions directes, Annuaire
des coniributions directes, 1911, annex, p. 63.

19 Loc. cit.; Enquéte 1882, tables, pp. 275 ff.

20 Annuaire des contributions directes, 1911, annex, p. 234. General revalu-
ations of the cotes fonciéres occurred in 1814, 1851, 1879-1881 and 1908-1011.
See Principales mesures, p. 20.
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6% million about 1823, from 7 to 724 million about 1850 and
around 8 million toward 1876.#' These figures are flatly con-
tradicted, however, by those of the official enquétes of the
Ministry of Agriculture, gathered by direct observation, which
give 3,799,759 landowners in 1862 and 3,525,342 in 1882,
which seemingly would indicate concentration of ownership.?

Neither set is really accurate. The figures based on the cofes
fonciéres are undoubtedly exaggerated, because of the very
nature of the cote, because the tax collectors were paid per entry,
because consolidations of properties were frequently ignored,
because increase in the number of urban parcels was not taken
into account,”® The enguéte data, directly gathered, might be
expected to be reliable, but many objections can be raised
against them. The questionnaires were extremely complicated
and before 1892 were answered by the secretaries to the mayors
of the communes, who, in rural areas, were usually the village
teachers.?* There are significant contradictions among the
figures: for example, 4,835,246 landowning and non-landown-
ing farmers are listed in 1882, and at the same time 5,672,007
exploitations or farms are recorded.® If we turn to authority
for some clue as to the comparative accuracy of these sets of
data we find that while. Michel Augé-Laribé, a leading con-
temporary agricultural economist, uses those of the enquéies,

21 De Foville, op. cit., p. 8.
22 Enquéte 1882, tables, p. 188,
23 De Foville, op. cit., pp. 66-67,

24 Michel Augé-Laribé, Grende ou petite propriété, Montpellier, 1002,
p. 190. Also, by the same author, L’évolution de la France agricole,
p. 101. For a general criticism of French agricultural statistics, includ-
ing the enguites, sce René Musset, “ Les statistiques agricoles officielles
francaises,” Annalcs d’histoire économigue et sociale, vol, V, 1033, pp. 285 ff,

25 Enquéte 1882, pp. 283, 321. These figures are lower by 70,102 than the
total for owners, tenant farmers, sharecroppers and day laborers who also
own land, Enguéte 18¢2, tables, pp. 248-249. On this point see Henri Sée,
Franzisische Wirtschaftsgeschichte, vol. 11, Jena, 1936, p. 381.



24 THE MELINE TARIFF

Emile Chevallier, in his Rapport for the Exposition of 1900
follows de Foville.*

If we multiply de Foville’s figure of 8,000,000 landowners
in 1875 by the average number of persons per houshold, 3.65,*
we obtain the total of 29,200,000, which alone is higher by
10,213,395 than the total agricultural (as distinct from rural)
population of 18,986,605 in 1876. Applying the same method
to the figures of the enguite of 1882, we obtain 12,887,498;
adding to this the households of the 1,415,045 day laborers,
sharecroppers and tenant farmers owning no land at all, amount-
ing to 5,148,199 persons, we reach the total of 18,035,697,
sufficiently close to that of the agricultural population, which
was 18,249,209 in 1881.%® It would therefore seem advisable
to follow the data of the enquétes agricoles.

It 1s hard to generalize, on the basis of these figures, about
the trend in land ownership during the first three quarters of
the nineteenth century. Because of the decline of the agricultural
population, 1t is impossible to determine a shift to other forms
of land tenure. The first useful data on these forms appear in
the enquétes of 1862 and 1882.%°

(Thousands) 1862 1882 1862 1882 1862 1882
—Totalsg—

Landowners also farming as Non-landowning :
Tenant farmers ...., 647 500 387 468 1,035 968
Sharecroppers ...... 204 147 202 194 405 342
Day laborers ....... 1,134 727 868 753 2004 1481
Totals ......... 1,985 1,375 1,456 1,416 3,445 2,791

Increase is evident only in the class of tenant farmers owning

26 Augé-Laribé, Evolution, pp. 102 fl.; Emile Chevallier, Exposition uni-
verselle internationale de 1900 ¢ Paris: rapports du fury international: classe
104~ grande et petite culture— syndicats agricoles- crédit agricole, Paris, 1902,
P- 34.

27 Stanistique gémérale de la France: résultats statistiques du recensement
générale de la population effectué le 7 mars 1926, Paris, 1928, p. 67.

28 Enquéte 1882, pp. 342, 307, 369.

29 I'bid., tables, p. 188; Enguéte 1892, tables, pp. 248-240.
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no land, but this may represent a rise in status to tenancy, as
well as a fall from ownership.

In turning to the question of land division from the stand-
point of the exploitation or unit of land worked, we are again
faced with difficulties. Where should the limits of “ small,”
“medium,” and “large” farms be set? Extent and value are
the obvious criteria, but a very small wheat farm would make
a sizable vineyard, and there are no adequate figures as to the
revenues of individual farms for this period.®® Taking into
consideration the limitations of the standard, let us consider the
following figures drawn from the enquétes agricoles®

Nuwmper oF FarMms (Thousands)

Small Medium Large Total

1-10 ha. 10-40 ha. over 40 ha.
1862 ... ... 2435 636 154 3,026
1882 ... ...l 2635 727 142 3.504
Total area (Thousand hectares, 1882 only)

11,366 14 846 22,296

Unfortunately, it is impossible to compare the total areas, but
it is clear that the small and medium groups gained at the ex-
pense of the large. Thus we are confronted with the paradox
that while the number of owners fell, according to the enguétes,
between 1862 and 1882, the number of smaller farm units rose.
The increase in farm tenancy, as we have seen, does not explain
this discrepancy. It must be borne in mind, however, that the
loss of the major part of Alsace-Lorraine following the War
of 1870 introduces an element of exaggeration into all the
changes recorded.®?

30 Augé-Laribé, Grande ou petite, p. 11. De Foville’s analysis applies to
propriéié rather than exploitation and therefore has little significance, for one
owner might have a large tract of land divided into several completely inde-
pendent farm units,

31 Enquéte 1892, pp. 363-364. 1 hectare — z.47 acres.

32 The figures for the ceded territory cannot conveniently be subtracted from
the 1862 totals because parts of the four departments affected remained in
French hands : the territory of Belfort (Haut-Rhin) and the new department
of Meurthe-et-Moselle composed of the sections of the departments of the
Meurthe and the Moselle which were not ceded. ‘
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It is evident that no conclusion can be reached, except the
negative one, that there was no strong trend in operation with
respect to either land tenure or the size of farms. French agri-
culture entered the 1880’s with a structure in respect of size
and type of ownership not greatly changed from that of the
first part of the nineteenth century.

Crops and Livestock

The same relative stability may be observed in the way in
which the land was used, although notable technical progress
was made. The inaccuracy of nineteenth-century French statis-
tics 1s such that there was much disagreement as to the area
of continental France.*® According to the enguéte of 1882 it was
53,028,403 hectares in 1840, 54,307,690 after the annexation
of Nice and Savoy in 1860 and 52,857,199 after the loss of
Alsace-Lorraine® In the following table areas devoted to
various agricultural uses and production figures for certain
crops are listed. The data are not strictly accurate, and classi-
fications and methods of compilation changed so from one
enguéte to another that only a rough comparison is justified.
In addition we must again take into consideration the fact that
owing to the cession of Alsace-Lorraine, increases in 1882 over
1862 are actually greater than the figures indicate and decreases
are either smaller or non-existent.3®

33 De Foville, op. cil., p. 110, note 1.

34 Enguéte 1882, p. 6. If the ceded territory given as 1,450,041.8 hectares
(Enguéte 1892, p. 243) is added to this figure the result is greater by 3930
hectares than that recorded for continental France in 1862, 54,305,141 hectares
(Enguéte 1862, p. v). In 1882 (Enquéte 1882, tables, p. 101) the 1862 area
is given as 54,307,000 hectares.

35 Augé-Laribé, Lvolution, pp. 102-103.

36 The data on areas and production were drawn from the tables of the
enguites of 1862 and 1882 It was not possible to make corrections for the
annexation of Nice and Savoy, or for the loss of Alsace-Lorraine (see note
32 above). In 1883, the ceded territories were composed as follows: (Enquéte
1882, p. 170) cultivable lands 674,119.8 hectares, truck gardens 18,662.0, pas-
tures 210,325.6, vineyards 12,686.5, woods and forests 443,844.9, waste lands
13,405.5, buildings 8,115.0, waterways and roads 49,782.5, total 1,450,041.8
hectares,
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Area (1n 1,000 HECTARES) 37

1840 1852 1862 1882
Wheat .........cccceveenn.. 5,592 6,985 7473 7,101
AllGraing ..ol 14 552 15,366 15621 15,090
Garden crops® ............. 523 e 714 774
Potatoes .........ccovveen.. 922 829 1,235 1,338
Sugar beets ................ 58 111 136 240
Other indus. crops®......... 382 e 552 275
Vineyards .................. 1,972 2,191 2,321 2,197
Woods, forestse ............ 8,806 v 9,035 9,455
Fallow land ................ 6,763 5,705 5,148 3.644
Orchards, parksd ........... s ... 1,037 842
Fodders, pasturese ......... 6,024 7,621 8,180 10,188
‘Wastes, marshesf ........... 9,191 6,580 7.346 6512

Prooucrion
Wheat (in 1,000 Hectoliters). 69,592 95,262 109,706 129,339
All grains ¢ “ ..190,884 226,339 263,822 205,254
Wine # “ .. 36,783 38,060 48,630 33,5682
Sugar beets (in 1,000 quintals) 25,741 32,249 44 268 88 504
Fodders s “ “ . 152,464 213,897 263,759 286,400
Hemp and flax “ L. 1,044 978 1,007 750
Potatoes B “ .. 69,288 41719 102,733 100,994

There were few great changes in the division of the land
among the various crops. Truck-garden crops, potatoes and
sugar beets gained in importance. More land was devoted to
fodders and pastures. Vineyards decreased in area and pro-

37 a. The figure for garden crops in 1840 is an estimate (Enguéte 1882,
p. 169) for which no explanation is given.

b. This includes flax, hemp, colza, tobacco, hops, ete. The 1840 figure is
again an estimate (loc. cit.)

¢. Nice and Savoy are not included.

d. This is an estimate based on the percentage of total land listed for this
category, Enquéte 1892, p. 244.

e. An estimated 240,000 hectares growing annual forage crops, roots, beets,
etc., are included.

f. Sub-marginal pasture lands are included in this figure. Some 800,000
hectares were apparently lost in 1862 and found again in 1882, Enquéte 1882,
p. 102.

g. The figure for 1882 is lower than the total of fodders given by the
enquéte of that year. Because several crops were listed for the first time in
1882 they were omitted to make the enguétes comparable. 1 quintal =100
kilograms or 220 pounds, 1 hectoliter = 100 liters or 26.4 gallons.
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duction, owing to disease, Mildew (oidium) attacked the vines
in the 1850's; phylloxera first made its appearance in the
department of Bouches-du-Rhéne about 1865, but the full
weight of its blow was not felt until after 1875. In the sixty-
five years 1835, 1840, 1845 and 1849-1910, the average annual
wine production was 42.8 million hectoliters and, with the,
plague years subtracted, was 50.8 million hectoliters. The ex-
tent of the ravages is indicated by the fact that in the mildew
period production fell to a yearly average of 29.8 million hec-
toliters, and that in the years 1876-18g2, when phylloxera was
prevalent, it was 32.7 hectoliters.*® The decline in production
owing to phylloxera was * never as great in any one year as
had been that caused by oidium, but it was spread over a period
of many years.” 3 The only really significant decline in area
and production, however, is that under the heading of * other
industrial crops,” comprising oleaginous seeds, flax, hemp, etc.,
which may be explained by secular trends.*® The decline in land
lying fallow and the great increase in grain production on a
relatively stationary amount of land indicate improvement in
agricultural technique which is made clear by the following
figures of yields per hectare.*!

1840 1852 1862 1882
Winter wheat (hectol.) ...... 12.45 13.64 14.69 17.98
Rye (hectol) ...l 10.79 11.51 1291 16.38
Sugar beets (quintals)....... 273.00 290.00 32400 368.00
Clover, alfalfa, ete. {quintals) 29.97 33.00 3746 43 40

The steady increase in land devoted to fodders and pastures
gives evidence of progress in animal husbandry which is illus-

38 Direction de la statistique générale et de ta documentation, Annuatre
statistique, 19037, pp. 62%-63*. Enquéte 1882, p. 146.

39 Arthur Louis Dunham, The Anglo-French Treaty of Commerce of 1860
und the Progress of the Industrial Revolution in France, University of
Michigan Publications: History and Political Science, vol. IX, Ann Arbor,
1930, p. 291.

40 Increased use of sesame oil, rising importance of American cotton, etc.

41 Enquéte 1882, tables, pp. 4, 5, 37, 59O
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trated by the following table.** Uniortunately, information on
dairy products and poultry is unavailable before 1882,

{Thousands) 1840 1852 1862 1882
Cattle ...t 9,937 11,921 12812 12,997
SHEEP «onreeeeniaiannsn 32,151 33,282 29,530 23,809
Pigs oo, 4911 5,246 6,038 7,147
Horses ......ovvivinia... 2818 2,866 2012 2,838
Goats .o 964 1,338 1,726 1,851
Meat Production (1,000 kilograms)

Beef, veal .................. 309,656 339,538 479,961 685,006
Mutton .........cooieiaat. 63,773 AU 101,495 149,137
Average Weights (kilograms)

Bulls, oxen ................. 413 437 456 465
CoWs . iiieiiiiii i 240 275 324 321
Sheep ...t 26 30 35 35

Rising numbers, weights and meat production are evidence of
better care and breeding, and greater meat consumption. Sheep
declined in importance as wool producers, owing to the severe
competition offered by Australia,*® but became increasingly
valued for food.

On the whole, the first three quarters of the nineteenth cen-
tury showed no sharp changes in the use of farmland. Agricul-
tural techniques improved slowly,** and the relative importance
of products remained essentially the same. Grain crops (which
occupied over twenty-eight per cent of the total area of France,
thirty-four per cent of the cultivable land) and wheat especially,

42 Ibid., pp. 104 ff.; Enguite 1862, pp. 130 ff.

43 Even a firm protectionist such as Henri Lavertujon, reporter to the
Chamber on wool and other animal products, admitted that it was useless
for France to attempt to compete with Australian woo! production. CDP,
1801, p. 583.

44 Tt would be very interesting to trace the increase in agricultural equip-
ment and machinery during the nineteenth century, but unfortunately there
is very little information on the subject. In 1852 there were 2,577,713 plows,
in 1862 3,206,421, in 1882 3,267,187, In 1852 there were 50,081 threshing
machines, in 1862 100,733, in 1882 211,045. Enquéte, 1882, tables, pp. 196-197.
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which alone accounted for almost half the grain acreage, re-
mained predominant in French agriculture. France's agrarian
economy therefore tended to be extremely sensitive to fluctu-
ations in the price of wheat.

Prices, Land Values and Wages

For the purposes of this study two aggregate price indexes,
designed to indicate changes in agricultural income rather than
in the cost of foodstuffs to the consumer, were constructed for
the years 1820-1857 and 1857-1881. The first is based on
market data, gathered from many sources, published by
A. de Sauvy in the Bulletin de la Statistique générale de la
France;*® the second, on import prices of the Commission des
valeurs en douane, which set official prices in 1826 and revised
them yearly from 1847 on. The latter have the disadvantage of
being arbitrary and approximate, but they do indicate price
trends, and have often been employed as the basis for indexes.*
The year 1857, closing the first series and opening the second,
furnished base prices for both; the arithmetic averages of pro-
duction in the enguéte years 1840, 1852, 1862 and 1882 were
employed as weights. The number of commodities represented
varies : ten in 1820-1839, eleven in 1840-1846, sixteen in 1847-
1857, fifteen in 1857-1871 and sixteen in 1872-1881. The
aggregate for the base year was varied accordingly. In addition,
the export price of non-Bordelais ordinary wine of the Com-
mission des valeurs en douane was used for 1847-1881, with

45 A, de Sauvy, “Indice annuelle des prix de gros en France de 1820 a
1857 et apercu sur le mouvement des prix depuis 1790, Bulletin de la
statistique genérale de la France, vol, XVI1I, 1927-1928, pp. 300 ff.

46 Tableau décennal du commerce de la France avec ses colonies et les
puissances étrongéres 1877-1886, 2 vols., Paris, 1888, vol. I, pp. xxii ff. See,
for example, the indexes of de Foville, Flux and H. D. White in the latter’s
The French Intcrnational Accounts 1880-1913, Harvard Economic Studies,
vol. XL, Cambridge, 1933, pp. 242 ff. For a discussion of the prices of the
Commission des valeurs en douane see White, loc. cit. No written instructions
appear to have governed its methods of setting prices. Meat prices, 1857-1881,
were taken from the Statistique agricole annuelle, 1018, pp. 338-330.
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the reservation that the export quotations are even less reliable
than the import.**

The upward trend of agricultural prices is evident. Three
peaks preceded major political and social changes, the Revo-
lutions of 1830 and 1848 and the Coup d’é¢tat of December 2,
1851. One coincided with the military disaster of the Franco-

47 The 1820-183¢ list includes: wheat, rye, barley, oats, beef, veal, mutton,
sugar, rape seed oil and olive oil. The 1840-1846 list includes, in addition,
pork. The 1847-1857 series comprises sixteen commodities including, in
addition to the above, potatoes, butter, cheese, flax and hemp. The same list
was used for 1857-1871 with the exception of rape seed oil, which reappears
in 1872-1881. The 1857 values (PQ) used as a base for 1820-1857 are as
follows (1857 values for base for 1857-1881 in parenthesis) : wheat, 2,013
(2,960) ; tye, 374 (397) ; barley, 227 (193) ; oats, 648 (364) ; beef, 488 (488) ;
veal, 194 (104); mutton, 160 (160); sugar, 259 (110); rape seed oil, 63
(34) ; olive oil, 342 (254) ; pork, 374 (374) ; potatoes, 69g (551) ; butter, 131
(176) ; cheese, 178 (161); flax, 55 (55) ; hemp, 50 (50). The wine value for
both groups was 3,141, 1857 having been the last of three high price years
for wine,

Narrowing the list of commodities seemed preferable to the use of sub-
stitutes of questionable similarity, Although this tends to increase the
importance of grain prices prior to 1847, the resulting bias is not excessive
when we consider that an eaguéte conducted in 1820 would probably have
resulted in proportionately higher production figures for grains. Sharp
differences between de Sauvy's prices and those of the Commission des
valeurs after 1857 made it inadvisable to adjust one set to the other. No
greater continuity is warranted than that provided by basing both series in
1857. The 1852 enguéte does not give production figures for rape seed oil
and mutton, and the weights for these commaodities are averages of the data
of the other three enguétes. The pork weight is the 1882 figure reduced by
the average percent difference between the 1882 figures and the means of all
the enquéte figures for beef, veal and mutton. Production figures for olive
oil, butter and cheese are first given in 1882, but it is probable that over-
weighting results only in the case of the dairy products.

An aggregate index was also constructed from the enquéte data, prices
being weighted by the quantities produced in 1862. It is composed of twelve
jtems, chosen as most representative of the categories used in the enquéfes
for which there are comparable data: wheat, rye, oats, potatoes, alfalfa, etc.
{ Alfalfa, clover, sainfoin and a mélange de legumineuses are given a common
per quintal value bhefore 1882, The 1882 price used was a weighted average
of the four items.), flax and hemp, sugar beets, wine, beef, veal and mutton.
With 1840 as a base year == 100, 1852 is represented by 108, 1862 by 153 and
1882 by 165. As it covers only four years, with from ten to twenty years
between them, this index has, of course, but very limited significance.
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Price Index, 1857=100 {(Column B, wine inciuded)

A B A B
1820. . ...... 85 1841........ 81 . 1862........ 104 101
1821........ 78 1842 ....... 83 1863........ 9l 90
1822 . ... 71 1843........ 86 1864........ 97 92
1823........ 79 1844........ 80 18656........ 83 80
1824........ 71 1845, ....... 81 1866........ 9% 8
1825........ 72 1846........ 98 .- 1867........ 112 100
1826........ 74 1847........ 118 90 1868........ 108 91
1827........ 78 1848........ 79 61 1869........ 92 82
1828........ 89 1849. ... .. 74 57 1870........ 98 84
1829..... ... 93 1850...... .. 70 56 1871........ 115 94
1830........ 92 1851...... .ol 57 1872........ 97 86
1831........ 88 1852........ 78 63 1873........ 112 94
1832........ 88 1853........ 92 78 1874........ 107 9
1833........ 74 1854. ... ... 113 113 1875........ 98 81
1834........ 71 1855........ 118 116 1876........ 102 83
1835........ 72 1856, ....... 113 117 1877........ 103 B6
1836........ 77 1857........ 100 100 1875........ 108 88
1837........ 82 1858........ 82 86 1879........ 111 9%
1838........ 80 1859........ 85 82 1880........ 108 93
1839........ 39 1860........ 104 98 1881........ 105 93
1840........ 89 1861........ 114 165

Prussian War. The steadiest rise in the index excluding wine
occurred after 1865, a rise that was eliminated by the inclusion
of wine prices {which varied, roughly, inversely with produc-
tion) from 1847 on. With the exception of vine growers, then,
agricultural producers benefited from rising prices, although a
recession had begun in 1880 and 1881.

An upward tendency is discernible in land values and wages
of farm laborers. There are two principal sources on French
land values and revenues in the nineteenth century, the enquétes
agricoles and the enquétes of the Administration des contri-
butions directes, which formed the basis for tax assessments.
The following table is drawn from the latter source, for the
years 1851 and 1870.*®

48 Ministére des finances, direction générale des contributions directes,
Evaluation des propriétés non bities prescrite par Varticle 3 de la loi du 31
décembre 1907: Rapport de M. Charles Dumont, ministre des finances, sur
Pensemble des opérations (3 novembre 1913), Paris, 1913, 2 vols., pp. 202-293.
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Gross value per hectare  Rent per hectare

{(in francs) (in francs)
1851 1879 1851 1879
Lands of superior quality
and various cultures. .. ... 2,815 3,382 81 104
Cultivable lands and non-
agricultural land 49 . ... .. 1479 2,197 42 57
Pasture lands .............. 2,256 2,961 73 97
Vinevards ................. 2,067 2,968 69 130
Woodlands ........... P 642 745 20 23
Wastelands ............... 155 207 5 L]

Turning to the enquéies agricoles we find that data are given
for three qualities of land in each category in 1852 and 1862 and
for five qualities of land in 1882, the only comparable figures
being for the two highest qualities.”®

(Gross VALUE Per HECTARE
(in irancs)

1852 1862—— — 1882

Ist " 2nd st 2nd 1st 2nd

Cultivable lands ....... 2,282 1,559 3,066 2,175 3,442 2,644
Pasture lands ......... 3,282 2,267 4,151 3,958 4 467 3,374
Vineyards ............ 2,621 1,768 3,564 2,638 3,818 3,003

RenT PEr HecTARE
(in francs)

1852 1862 1882
1st 2nd 1st 2nd 1st 2nd
Cultivable lands ....... 55 46 96 69 104 20
Pasture lands ......... 113 79 152 104 151 120
Yineyards ............ 87 62 139 g8 158 120

The distinguished agricultural economist, Daniel Zolla, esti-
mated that the value of the land increased over two and one-half
times between 1821 and 1851.°* The rise from 1851 to 1882 is
made clear by the figures given.

49 Unfortunately, the inclusion prior to 1908 of non-agricultural land under
this heading greatly lessens its significance,

50 Enguéte 1882, p. 388, tables, pp. 180-184.
51 Daniel Zolla, L’agriculture moderne, Paris, 1013, p. 28a.
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This rise in land values was accompanied with an in-
crease in wages of agriculture workers. The average daily
wage in winter of a farm laborer, without board, was 1.41
francs in 18352, 1.61 in 1855, 1.85 in 1862 and 2.22 in
1882.% From 1862 to 1882 there were the following in-
creases in annual wages: foremen (maitres wvalets) francs
361 to 465, laborers and wagoners 256 to 324, adult shep-
herds 230 to 290, female farm servants 130 to 235.% “ The
cities and industries attract the young farm girls more than the
men ...,” with a resultant shortage of farm servants.** No
definite conclusion can be drawn as to whether or not wages
kept pace with land values. With 1852 == 100, wages were 131
in 1862 and 157 in 1882. For the same years estimated average
gross land values per hectare, based on the enguétes agricoles,
were 100, 147 and 159, which would seem to indicate a slightly
more rapid growth in land values.?® On the other hand, follow-
ing the engquétes of 1851 and 1879, the relatives are 100 and
143 respectively, indicating a more rapid rise of wages. The
likelihood is that land values rose more rapidly than wages
through the 1860’s but that the gap was closing as the decade
of the 1880’s opened.”® This does not necessarily imply a lower
margin of return to farmers, and higher rents do not prove
increased costs. It will be remembered that many landowners
also farmed as tenants, sharecroppers and day laborers, and
that they might gain from higher wages and lose from higher
rents. It is clear, however, that the large proprietors would

52 Enquéte 1862, p. cxxv. Enguéte 18y2, p. 419.

53 Enguéte 1882, p. 397.

54 Pierre Régnier, L’ouvrier agricole, Paris, 1924, p. 30.

55 The averages were computed by weighting the figures for each quality
by their percentages of the total land in 1882, 17%, 22%, 25%, 20%, 16%
(Enguéte 1882, tables, p. 180). The 3rd quality figures for 1852 and 1862
were weighted by the percentages assigned to 3rd, 4th and sth qualities in
1882, which tends to produce an upward bias. The average value of the
three types of land (cultivable, pasture and vineyard) was computed by
weighting the value of each by the area involved.

56 Zolla, op. cit., pp. 281-282; Régnier, op. cit.,, p. 31.
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benefit most from rising land values and rents, and lose through
an increase in wage rates. Hence, for this group, which would
normally provide the agrarian leadership, the 1860's and early
1870's were a period of prosperity, which was receding as
the 1880’s approached.

Foreign Trade

A consideration of foreign trade in agricultural commodities
is of special significance, for it sheds light on the relative posi-
tions of the rural and urban elements of the French economy.
Despite greater agricultural production, agricultural imports
increased, indicating more rapid growth of industrial city
society. Unfortunately, a change in methods of classification in
1880 destroys the value of the official summaries, and it was
necessary to preparc import and export lists of appropriate
commodities.*”

Such figures would furnish much ammunition to an exponent
of crude balance-of-trade doctrine, and arguments of this nature
were prominent in the campaign for the Méline Tariff.”® Agri-
cultural products accounted for all of the commodity import
surplus in the first four periods, and over two-thirds in the

57 Tableau diécennal | .. 1877-1886, vol. 1, pp. xcix, ci, cv, cvil. Import list:
wool, grain, cattle, hemp, oleaginous seeds, foreign and colonial sugar, butter
and cheese, table fruits, sceds, fresh, salt and otherwise preserved meats,
horses, wines, olive and vegetable oils, flax, dried vegetables and their flours,
cocoons, hops.

Export list: wines, grains, raw sugar, butter, cheese, wool, horses, cattle,
eggs of fowl and game, table fruits, seeds, potatoes and dried vegetables, oil-
cakes, olive and vegetable oils, fresh, salt and otherwise preserved meats,
hemp, flax.

Daniel Zolla (Etudes d’économie rurale, Paris, 1896, pp. 293, 304) uses
similar lists, including in addition: common woods, brandies and spirits, rice,
silks, raw skins and furs, fats of all types. He declares, however (p. 292),
that it would be preferable to cmit some of these items.

“ Special,” as distinct from “ general,” commerce may be defined as im-
ports for French consumption or manufacture, and exports of French
products and manufactures, “ General ” commerce comprises all imports into
and exports from France, including goods in transit. Tablean décennal ...
1877-1886, p. xiii. See table, p. 38.

58 See chs. V, VI below.
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last. After remaining relatively the same from 1827 to 1876,
the proportion of agricultural to total commodity imports rose
sharply in 1877-1882, while agricultural exports were main-~
tained at approximately the level that had been reached during
the middle of the century. The increase in the proportion of
total agricultural trade to combined total imports and exports
was entirely accounted for by the rise in imports of farm
products.

Five commodities were responsible for eighty-seven per cent
of the increase in agricultural imports between 1867-1876 and
1877-1882: grains, from 244.6 million francs to 574.3, wine,
from 16.5 to 200.4, oleaginous seeds, from 71.3 to 142.8, cattle,
from 137.3 to 185.5, and wool, from 270.8 to 319.4. The prin-
cipal export drops were in grains, from 119.6 to 84.0, raw
sugar, from 41.8 to 25.2, and wines, from 244.1 to 237.4.
Exports of butter and cheese, wool, table fruits, potatoes and
dried vegetables, vegetable oils and meats rose in the last period.

The importance of wheat to French agriculture calls for a
closer examination of France’s international trade in this com-
modity. The following table of annual averages for ten-year
periods is in thousands of hectoliters.*

Imports Exports Import Surplus
1832-1841 ................ 865 426 439
1842-1851 ................ 2,218 1,649 569
1852-1861 . ............... 4461 2,511 1,950
1862-1871*% ... ... .. ... .. 5,206 1,932 3,274
1872-1881 ... .. e 13,322 2,661 10,661

* Excluding 1870

Of the forty-nine years included, twenty-eight showed import
surpluses and twentyv-one export surpluses. In the last ten
years, however, only two years presented export surpluses, and
the import surpluses were of ever greater volume as “ needs of
consumption rose more rapidly than production.” ®

59 Enquéte 1882, p. 66. France continued to export fine wines, but imported
larger quantities of cheap wines.

60 Ibid., p. 67.
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Srecial, CoMMERCE IN MILLIONS oF FrANCS
1827-1836 1837-1846 1847-1856 1857-1866 1867-1876 1877-1882
1. Agricultural

mports . ....... 153.2 2245 356.9 6028 11338 19319
2. Agricultural

exports ........ 76.1 98.0 2142 5120 7710 T69 .4
3. Agricultural

import surplus.. 771 126 .5 1427 180 8 3628 11625
4. Total imports. ... 479.9 7764 1077.1 2200.5 3407 .5 4526.6
5. Total exports..... 5214 7129 12237 24301 33064 34085
6. Total import

surplus ........ —41.5 63.5 — 1466 — 2296 1011 11183
7. Proportion of

(1) to (4) ...... 32 29 33 31 33 43
8. Proportion of

(2) to (B)...... 15 14 18 21 23 22
9. Agricultural im-

ports and ex- 229.3 3225 5711 1204 8 1904 8 27013

ports ..........
10. Total imports and

exports ........ 1001.3 1489.3 23008 4630.6 6713.9 79331
11. Proportion of

(9) to (10) ..... 23 22 25 26 28 H

In respect to livestock France was a net importer of horses,
cattle, pigs, sheep, goats and donkeys, and a net exporter of
mules. In the period 1872-1881 net imports of horses, cattle,
pigs and goats began to decline, marking the beginning of a
trend to self-sufficiency. Net imports of sheep continued to rise.
In the light of increased production of beef, pork and mutton,
these imports may be taken to indicate an increase in meat con-
sumption, a corollary of the trend toward industrialization.®*
As this was more rapid than technical improvement and the
rise in domestic consumption, foreign sources of supply became
necessary.

Summary

Despite the apparent rapidity of tempo and the often contra-
dictory and revolutionary changes in French political life, the
nation’s economic development was relatively slow and un-

61 Ibid., pp. 67, 234, 268, 269. Official consumption figures are estimates
based on domestic production plus net imports.
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spectacular. In general, France did not seize on capitalism as
the doctrine of a new day.®* In agriculture, where tradition was
stronger and older, change was even slower than in industry.
Writing of the July Monarchy, Henri Sée remarked that if one
considered *‘ agricultural processes and the productivity of
cultivated land, it would not seem that there had been any basic
change since the end of the ancien régime.” ® From the first
enquéte agricole in 1840 to that of 1882 the pace quickened
somewhat. Yields increased, livestock rose greatly in number,
fallow land declined, land values and wages of farm laborers
rose. Prices had mounted, and although they had begun to level
off, there could be little danger of their collapse in a land where
consumption increased more rapidly than production. And yet,
the farm population was slowly declining, and the very food
imports which were evidence of higher consumption betokened
the fusing of French agriculture with the international economy
as the world grew smaller. In this regard we must bear in mind
the importance of grains, and of wheat especially, in French
farming (and diet), and the diversified character of the crops
grown on most farms.

The keynote of the first three quarters of the nineteenth
century was that * French agriculture was striving to keep pace
with industry,” ®* but was slowly falling behind. It had im-
proved technologically, but had lost ground relatively to urban
life and industry. As French agriculture entered the decade
of depression in the 1880’s, it was fairly prosperous, but it had
passed the peak, and, as if to predict events that were to come,
the ravages of phylloxera had created a crisis in one major
phase of agricultural production.

AGRICULTURAL ORGANIZATION

While French agriculture of the Third Republic thus pos-
sessed an economy well grounded in the ancien régime, it

62 Sée, Franzosische Wirtschaftsgeschichte, vol. 11, p. z91.
63 Sée, “ Progrés de V'agriculture...,” p. 72.

64 Shepard B. Clough, France: A History of National Economics, 1780-
1939, New York, 1930
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did not inherit any noteworthy organizational structure. Urban
guilds and agrarian feudalism were swept away by the Revolu-
tion, and in both industry and agriculture association was a
development of the late nineteenth century. This does not con-
note the complete absence of agricultural organization prior to
1870, but rather an important difference of character.

The oldest French agricultural organizations still extant in
1870 were the fruitiéres of Franche-Comté which date back
to the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries. They were, in a
primitive form, milk cooperatives connected with the manu-
facture of Gruyére cheese. Early in the eighteenth century cattle
owners of the Landes grouped together for mutual insurance
against loss of livestock.® But the first regularly constituted
and recognized agricultural association was the Société d’agri-
culture, de commerce et des arts de Bretagne, founded by the
Estates of Brittany in 1757-1759 at the suggestion of Vincent
de Gournay for “la perfection de I' Agriculture, du Commerce
et de U'Industrie de Bretagne.” Between 1760 and 1789 similar
groups were created in many parts of France.®® Among them
was the Société Royale d’agriculture de Paris, created by the
Council of State in 1761 and soon elevated to the rank of
Société Royale d’agriculture for all the kingdom. After a brief
suppression in 1793, it was reconstituted, and, with changing
titles to fit the changing governments, survived the vicissi-
tudes of French politics, finally becoming the Société nationale
d’agriculture ™

The national and various provincial societies were basically
‘““agricultural academies,” however, whose function was to
encourage technical improvements by study, publicity and the
awarding of prizes.-A new type of organization, first suggested
in 1819, came into being around the beginning of the July

65 Comte de Rocquigny, Les syndicats agricoles et leur oeuwvre, 2nd ed,,
Paris, 1900, p. §. .

66 Emile Justin, Les soctétés royales d’agriculture au XV I1IIe siécle (1757-
1793), Saint-Lo, 1935, pp. 36-38, chs. ii-iv.

67 Antoine Lecomte, Les associations agricoles professionnelles et mutuelles,
Paris, 1907, p. 4.
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Monarchy. This was the comice agricole. In general the comices
exercised the functions of local academies, limited as the case
might be to the commune or arrondissement. * Less dignified
and perhaps more accessible to the small peasants,” they held
contests, “ solemn distributions of prizes to loyal old ‘ serwi-
teurs” and endeavored to popularize new and advanced
processes.%®

After issuing regulations in 1851 designed to promote the
development of the comices, the government of Napoleon III
decreed in 1853 the formation of Chambres consultatives d’agri-
culture for each arrondissement, to provide some basis for
agricultural representation and a means of contact between the
state and the farmers. It is generally agreed that they never
functioned. In the same year the Emperor created the Consesl
supéricur du commerce, de Uagriculture et de l'industrie to act
in an advisory capacity.® The next step in the development of
French agricultural organizations was the formation of syndical
associations in accordance with a law of June 21, 1865. Their
functions were strictly limited to the promotion of specific pro-
jects, such as dike building, drainage of swamps and marshes,
irrigation, etc. * They are much more similar to associations
of capitals than to professional groups.” ™

Common to all these associations was their limited, non-
political character.™ The Société des agriculteurs de France
was entirely different. In 1867 M. Lecouteux, editor-in-chief
of the Journal d’agriculture pratique, organized an international
exposition of steam tillage, and some of the landowners present,

68 Augé-Laribé, Evolution, pp. 160, 170; Lecomte, of. cit., p. 5; Rocquigny,
op. cit., p. 2.
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71 According to Augé-Laribé, ibid., p. 170, the comices were used during
the Second Empire to promote peasant loyalty to the régime, They had no
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struck by the results obtained by private initiative, decided to
form a society whose annual general assembly would be a sort
of central congress which would unite at Paris the delegates of
the agricultural societies and the comices, to pool their ideas on
improvements of rural interest.

This was the Sociéte des agriculteurs de France.™

In his opening address as general secretary of the new socicty,
Lecouteux proclaimed its aim to be “ individual and collective
initiative substituted for governmental action in agricultural
matters.” At the first general assembly in December 1863 there
were 1,782 members ; in 1878 there were 3,602 and by 18go the
membership had risen to about 10,000.” The Société des agri-
culteurs de France was and is essentially a club of distinguished
landowners, members of the old nobility or conservative upper
bourgeoisie who had acquired estates.”™ “ Its authority rises
primarily from the personal influence of its leaders,” and while,
as we shall see, it played a dominant réle in protectionist politics,
to use a distinction peculiar to French affairs, “ elle ne fait pas
de politigue ” 7—it stayed aloof from party or constitutional
politics.

The aristocratic nature of this organization led Gambetta to
promote the Société nationale de l'enconragement a Uagriculture
in 1880. Its purpose was the furtherance of agrarian interests
by republican leaders, with the hope of gaining peasant support
for the republican régime. Its economic policies closely re-
sembled those of the Société des agriculteurs, and many mem-
bers were common to both organizations. The first was “ that
of the dukes, as at the Academy,” the second “ that of former
ministers.” 7
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