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Abstract

The aim of this study is to determine whether the Spanish path of agrarian
change, between 1950 and 2005, exhibits some features important enough to
differentiate it from the common model of developed countries in Western
Europe. On the one hand, the Spanish agrarian transformations share the main
features which took place in Western Europe: technological innovation,
increased production and productivity, loss of importance of the agricultural
sector, tight integration with the industrial sector and, finally its high impact on
the environment. On the other hand, a series of important peculiarities can be
observed in the Spanish agrarian change: strong expansion of intensive
livestock farming; importance of increased irrigation to explain the
transformation of agriculture; policies that offered very little support to the
agricultural sector under a dictatorship that denied a voice to farmers;
maintaining a very prominent role in the economy despite its small contribution
to GDP.

Key-words: Agricultural change, European agriculture, Agricultural policies,
European economic history

Resumen

El objetivo de este trabajo es comparar el modelo de cambio agrario espafol
entre 1950 y 2005 con el predominante en los paises europeos occidentales en
el mismo periodo. Nuestras conclusiones ponen de relieve que ambos
comparten las mismas caracteristicas principales: innovacion tecnoldgica,
incremento de la produccién y la productividad, pérdida de importancia relativa
del sector agrario, fuerte integracion con el sector industrial y alto impacto
medioambiental. Sin embargo, el cambio agrario en Espafia ha tenido una serie
de peculiaridades destacadas, como son la fuerte expansion de la ganaderia
intensiva, la creciente importancia del regadio para explicar las
transformaciones agrarias, unas politicas publicas que ofrecieron un escaso
apoyo al sector agrario bajo una dictadura que impedia la participacion de los
agricultores en el disefio de las politicas agrarias y el mantenimiento de un
papel destacado del sector a pesar de su pequefia contribucion al producto
interior bruto

Palabras clave: Cambio agrario, agricultura europea, politicas agrarias, historia
econdémica europea

JEL CODES: N54, 013, Q18



1. INTRODUCTION?

The agricultural sector was the largest employerthe economies of pre-
industrial Europe and the most important contributothe GDP of these economies.
Today, however, in these same countries the agur@lisector has very little economic
weight as a consequence of the industrialisatiocgsses that took place from the end
of the eighteenth century. The analysis of the attaristics and consequences of the
transformation of a traditional agricultural systémio a modern one has received a
considerable amount of attention in both historid aconomic literature. This analysis
Is of great interest as important lessons can aemifor developing countries in which
these transformation processes have not yet cosdlod are in an early stage. The
transition from a rural society to an urban sogietyin other words from an agricultural
sector that changes from being not very produdbweenergetically efficient and not
aggressive to the environment into one capablerofiycing many more foods, but
which is not energy efficient and is highly contaating to the environment, is a

crucial historical process.

The agricultural sector has experienced signifi¢earisformations over the last
three centuries, and particularly in the last onadned and fifty years. However, the
changes that have taken place fade in comparistimtiag intensity of the occurrences
after 1950. The comparison made by Bairoch (19%%)véen the “three agricultural
revolutions” clearly shows the strong growth of gwotivity in the second half of the
twentieth century with respect to any previous qekriTherefore, we can conclude that
the extent of the transformations in developed t@esagricultural sectors (and even in
many developing countries agricultural sectorsgrat950 certainly deserves to be
described as a “revolution”. Authors such as Giig@92), Federico (2005), Malassis
(1997) and Hamilton (2014) identify this period weken the great transformation of
western agriculture took place, with the definitaleange from a traditional agriculture
to a modern agriculture, or from an extensive adiice with growth based on an
increase in the use of inputs to an intensive anehich the increases in productivity

constituted the principal dynamic element. Ultinhatagriculture shifted towards a new

! This study has received financial support fromNtigistry of Science and Innovation of Spain, pmjECO 2012-
33286 and from the Government of Aragon, through Research Group ‘Agri-food Economic History (19ttd a
20th Centuries)’. We are grateful for the commergseived from the participants at the Rural Histofi%®

Conference (University of Girona), the 2015 SocieleBces History Conference (Baltimore) and the sttelef

Agricultural History in the joint Master of EconoenHistory of the universities Autonoma de BarceldBarcelona
and Zaragoza, 2015-2016.



model, the “internationalised agribusiness mode#ised on the industrialisation of the
agro-food chain with an increasing replacementraditional products with processed
and prepared products in an agricultural envirortmesre and more dependent on the
system of prices and international exchangeshigrhodel, first the agribusiness, then

mass distribution would dominate the global agtioall sectof.

Furthermore, the manner in which the institutiopsyticularly the State,
interacted with the agricultural sector also chang&he policies implemented in
developed countries after 1945 gave rise to a dnladion of an agricultural protection
and intervention model at the expense of consurfBnassley et al., 2012)A clear
example of this turnaround in agricultural policyasvthe implementation of the

Common Agricultural Policy in Europe (hereafter, ©)An 1962.

In general terms, the developed countries expeztrnibese transformation
processes in a fairly similar way, sharing a seolesommon features, giving rise to a
pattern of change common to them all. However ethegre also significant differences
residing in the different institutional, politicatocial and economic contexts of each

country.

Within this framework, the objective of this aredk to determine the features of
the model of agrarian change in Spain after 198 gybeyond those aspects shared
with other developed countries, particularly thog&/estern Europe. The Spanish case
is particularly interesting for three reasons. t-ibetween 1950 and 1975, Spain was the
only western European country (together with Patugo experience a significant
agrarian transformation in a non-democratic pdlticontext, that is, the Spanish
agricultural policies were decided within a pobticictatorship. Furthermore, and as a
consequence of this, Spain did not participatenina the important European regional
trade agreements (RTAs) until 1986 when it becammeanber of the Economic
European Community. In other words, Spain carried its profound agricultural
transformation within a context of a much greatmr®mic isolation than the rest of the

developed countries, as it was clearly autarchig L1859 after which there was a slight

2 This new model prompted John H. Davis to coin téren agribusiness in 1955, which defined a new type
agriculture that was “inseparable from the busirfieass which manufacture production supplies andctWwhmarket
farm products” (Davis, 1955).

3 Although Federico (2012) pinpoints 1933 as the paiat of inflection in agrarian policies with ta@proval in the
United States of the Agricultural Adjustment Act AA) by Roosevelt's government in order to combat the
depression. Furthermore, the intense interventiordad the strict regulations during the Second Wavlar were
also crucial.



and very gradual liberalisation until 1986. Final§pain, together with Portugal and
Italy, had the lowest levels of economic developmeh the Western European
countries in 1950. In the following decades, afedént paces, these three countries

experienced intense growth processes.

After this introduction, the article is structuredo two main parts. In the first
part we will briefly describe the most importanimomon features of the modernisation
of agriculture in the Western European countrigsrahe Second World War and the
extent to which Spain shared these features. Insdw®nd part we will focus on

identifying the peculiarities and distinctive chetexistics of the Spanish model in

contrast with the standard western modehe paper ends with a conclusions

section.

2. THE AGRARIAN TRANSFORMATION OF THE WESTERN EUROPEAN
COUNTRIES AND SPAIN

After the Second World War, agriculture in develdpeountries underwent a
profound transformation with significant technolcgi innovations, continuing a
process that had begun before the outbreak of ¢mdlict. Therefore, the process
comprised the perfecting and diffusion of some loé technological innovations
introduced in previous decades such as the hyhtidis of seeds or self-propelled
agricultural machinery. Consequently, agriculturpfoduction and productivity
increased substantially (Grigg, 1992; Federico,5200Imstead and Rhode, 2008;
Martin-Retortillo and Pinilla, 2015a and 2015b).e$h transformations took place
within a context of intense structural change i@ #tonomies of these nations, which
drained an enormous volume of the agriculturalvagtiopulation towards industry and
services. Below we will summarise the main commbaracteristics of the process of
agrarian change in developed countries from 195Dvea will examine the extent to

which they characterised the growth of the Spaaggicultural sector.



Technological innovation

The speed of technological innovation became vasy in the decades after 1945.
The principal innovations adopted were intensivéligation and the use of pesticides,

the spread of self-propelled machinery and theofiségh-yield seeds.

The mechanisation of farming in Spain developed giickly, taking into account
that even as late as 1947 almost 90% of all tractised in Spanish agriculture
depended on muscular power. Only twenty-five ydaier, 95% of all of this energy
was provided by mechanical traction. The evolutanthe number of tractors per
hectare reveals that its use of grew in Spain esgn more intensity than in the rest of
Western Europe. In the same way as in the EUH@ most intense growth occurred in
the period 1950-1985, although in Spain the grosath was almost double that of the
rest of the continent and the EU-9. This trend r&fater growth continued after 1985,

while in Europe the increase was less pronouncddratne EU-9 it even decreased.

Table 1. Annual growth rates of tractors per thousand hectares (%)

1950-1985  1985-2005

Spain 10.99 2.93
Europe 7.05 0.54
EU-9 6.36 -0.43

Calculation based on triennial averages of 19585X&hd 2005.

EU-9 includes Belgium-Luxembourg, Netherlands, EeanJK, Ireland, Italy, Denmark, and
besides, between 1950 and 1985, we have includedsdrman Federal Republic. Between
1985 and 2005, we have taken into account the fredrisermany.

Europe includes 31 European countries, based osahmwle of Martin-Retortillo and Pinilla
(2015b) and excluding Albania.

Source: FAOSTAT (2009) and FAO (1948-2004)

The initial low level of mechanisation partly ganse to this increased growth
rate in the early years of the period studied, Wwhagplains the convergence process of

Spanish agriculture towards the higher level of ma@isation in Europe The number

4 UE-9 includes the figures for Germany, Belgium-Lonb®urg, Denmark, France, Netherlands, Irelandy kaild
The United Kingdom.

® Part of the subsequent reduction in the growtl can be explained by the increase in the powéhetractors
occurring during the second half of the twentiethtary.



of tractors in absolute terms confirms not onlytt§pain followed the European trend
but also that it converged with the European fevel

The use of fertilizers also increased consideralplythe 1950s the growth rate
was particularly fast because Spain was recovérorg the backward steps taken with
respect to the use of fertilizers during the 19d0s to the autarchic policy of the
Franco regime and the difficulties in importing iehgr the Second World War and the

early post-war years.

Table 2. Annual growth ratesin the use of fertilisers (Tonnes of nutrients Ha), 1950-2005

(%)
1950-1960 1960-1985  1985-2005
Spain 8.98 3.69 1.84
Europe 6.45 3.94 -2.16
EU-9 5.75 3.25 -2.35

Source: IFA (2014), FAOSTAT (2009) and FAO (194&2p

However, in absolute terms, the expansionary ia@tichemical fertilisation in
Spain was due to much more than a simple catchpngrocess. In fact the total tonnes
used increased from less than half of the EU-Qameein 1950 to almost the same

amount in 1975 and above the EU-9 average in 1995.

An increase in capital stock and a reduction ofuke of traditional inputs

The adoption of the new technologies implied a céida in the use of traditional
factors of production, land and labour and a sigaift increase in the weight of the
capital factor. In Europe, the use of capital iase until the mid 1980s, and after this
date it stagnated or even declined, which coincid@ti a stagnation in agricultural
production. Spain was no exception in this proaglssncorporating capital into its
agricultural sector. Between 1950 and 2005, inisffa use of capital increased at an
annual average rate of 3.6%, a pace that was signify higher than that of the other
countries in Western Europe. Furthermore, the dsesapital continued to grow after

® The comparison with France is particularly sigrafit. In 1950, the number of tractors in France gight and a
half times more than those in Spain. In 1985, trené€h tractors were less than two and a half tithesxaumber in
Spain. In 2005, the French figure was only 1.2 immere than the Spanish figure.



1985, when this growth was negative in the vastontgj of the other European

countries.

At the same time, in the Spanish agricultural settte use of labour decreased (at an
annual rate of 2.5%) as did the use of land (ararual rate of 0.2%) (Martin-Retortillo
and Pinilla, 2015a: 151-153). The rural exodus arpeed in Spain during the second
half of the twentieth century matched the overalidpean trend, although the number
of agricultural workers did not decrease signifibamintil the beginning of the 1960s
(Collantes and Pinilla, 2011), while in the West&uropean countries this decrease
occurred decades beforehand (Grigg, 1992). Findhyg fall in the number of
agricultural workers in absolute terms was 75%,clwlwas slightly lower than that of

the Western European countries (81%).

In the case of the use of land, Spain diverged ftoenEuropean trend during the
first decades of the post-war period, as its uslarad continued to grow until 1970 by
which time in Western Europe, cultivated land hadrdased (Clar, 2013). However,
from this year it also decreased in Spain. Forwhele of the period 1950-2005, the
absolute reduction in the use of land was simdahat of the countries close to Spain,
such as Great Britain or France (Martin-Retortiliw Pinilla, 2015a: 140).

Table 3. Annual growth rates of agricultural labour population, 1950-2005 (%)
1950-1985 1985-2005

Spain -2.20 -3.08
Europe -2.49 -3.45
EU-9 -3.63 -3.40

Source: FAOSTAT (2009) and FAO (1948-2004)

The search for economies of scale

When millions of people abandoned farming thers alao a strong reduction in the
number of farms and a concentration of land in¢htbat remained, therefore increasing
their average size. The small farms were most tteby this process and therefore
account for a high percentage of those that disappe On the other hand, the number
of large agricultural holdings grew (Fennell, 1994). The Spanish case is a perfect
example of this trend. So, for example, in Spaitwben 1962 and 1982, of the more



than 400,000 agricultural holdings that disappear@5% of them were farms with

less than 5 hectares, while those with betweennsi0180 hectares or more than 100
hectares continued to grow between these two dakesresult was an increase in the
average size of the Spanish farm of 35% (Genov894:1176). This process was
reinforced by Spain’s accession to the EU (Extezay2006: 277).

Table 4. Evolution of the average size of agricultural holdings (has), 1990-2005

1990 1995 2000 2005
Spain 12.2 179 18.6 23.0
EU-9 11.6 134 154 23.6

Source: Own elaboration based on EUROSTAT (2013)

Rapid growth of productivity

A fundamental feature of the agrarian change psaeshe Western European
countries in the second half of the twentieth cgntMas a very rapid increase in the
productivity levels that far exceeded those of atwey and a half before (Bairoch,
1999; Federico, 2005). Both the productivity of taad and of labour or total factor
productivity experienced a strong increase. So,ef@mple, between 1950 and 2005
labour productivity grew in western European coestrat an annual average rate of
4.5%, that of the Nordic countries at 3.5% and thfathe Mediterranean European
countries at 4.4%. Labour productivity grew in S$pauring the same period at an
annual average rate of 4.9% (Martin-Retortillo dhdilla, 2015b). Strong growth in
production, at least until approximately 1990, avkd thanks to the intense use of
capital and most of all the afore-mentioned tecbgichl innovations, combined with
the abandonment of farming of millions of workerplain this improvement in labour
productivity.

Table5. Annual growth rates of agricultural labour productivity

1950-1985 1985-2005

Spain 4.94 4.96
Europe 4.92 3.55
EU-9 5.93 3.28

Calculation based on triennial averages of thecaljtiral production.
Source: FAOSTAT (2009) and FAO (1948-2004)



Land productivity also grew substantially as it smdhan doubled in Western
Europe and increased nearly fourfold in Spain. Tbke of high-yield seeds or the

intense use of fertilisers and pesticides were mab factors causing this increase.

Finally, total factor productivity (TFP) also inased enormously. In Western
Europe, it grew at an annual rate of 2% betweer01&8% 2005, in Mediterranean
Europe at 1.8% and in the Scandinavian countrieb ##%. In the Spanish case, this
increase was 2.4%, which therefore constitutedtlumtry with the highest TFP growth
(Martin-Retortillo and Pinilla, 2015a).

A change in the position of the agricultural sedtothe economy

The process of agrarian change in the western gesmtadically modified the position
of the sector in the economy in two fundamentaleatsp First, the weight of the
agricultural sector, which had been contractingeiative terms since the beginning of
the industrialisation process in Europe, becamehnhmeer in terms of employment and
its contribution to GDP. Second, agriculture transfed from a sector which used
inputs that principally originated from the secttself and sold its output directly to
consumers to one which purchased the majoritysoinputs from the industrial sector
(mainly machinery, fuel, fertilisers and plant-ggation products) and sold most of its
output to the agro-food industry. In other wordsere was an intense integration

process of the agricultural and industrial sectors.

With respect to the agriculture’s declining weightthe economy as a whole,
Spain followed the European trend, although witdeday. In 1950, the agricultural
sector still represented almost 50% of the worldarc contributed 30% to GDP, while
in 2005, agricultural workers represented 5.3%hef tiotal workforce and agricultural
output contributed only 3.1% to GDP.

On the other hand, with respect to the integradibtine agricultural and industrial
sectors, the importance of the latter has neveppsid growing. According to the
classification of the agro-food development stagesiblished by Louis Malassis, the
basic characteristic of the food production strietuhat transforms from a
commercialised conventional food system into fastagro-industrial system and then
an advanced agro-industrial system is the supgyriofi the value added by industry

with respect to the value added by agriculture @dsis, 1997:238-9). In the case of



Spain, in 1985 the value of production of the agd industry was 1.2 times more
than the agricultural final production. By 200zhad grown to 1.7 times more (Gracia
and Albisu, 2004: 158).

The rise and change of the interventionist agriaat policies

During the 1930s, the growth of public interventionEurope was much more
limited than the more interventionist policies apglby the Roosevelt administration in
the United States with the passing of the 1933 cdpural Adjustment Act, which
marked the beginning of the end for laissez-faireagriculture (Libecap, 1998). The
Second World War merely prepared the ground furthegll the countries at war found
themselves with no option but to intervene in agtige to ensure food supplies to their

hard-pressed populations.

Reconstruction was marked by wartime food shortages a dearth of foreign
exchange, resulting in policies that encouraged-ssdficiency backed by public
intervention in the form of guaranteed minimum esi@and tariff protection for certain
basic crops such as cereals (Milward, 1984: 435-#&tnandez, 2016). It was the
signing of the Treaty of Rome in 1957, howevert thd to the Common Agricultural
Policy, which signalled the beginning of intenseblpu intervention in the European
farming sector. National agricultural policies wemagressively abandoned after 1962
(Ackrill, 2000: 29-42; Fearne, 1997: 11-33), andrthwas a tendency to homogenise
these policies. Guaranteed prices, subsidies, iactmansfers to farmers and the
promotion and placing of surpluses on the inteomati markets have not only put
European agriculture on the road to self-sufficigrtaut have also reversed the trend
that made the continent the world’s main importeagricultural produce (Pinilla and
Serrano, 2009).

The western European countries that had not yeégbthe European Community
adopted similar policies, while in the Eastern Binost countries imitated the Soviet
model. In Spain, the Franco regime made the puddusielf-sufficiency, above all in
food, the principal symbol of national power. Timstruments to achieve this were
based more on fixed prices than the aspects meatiahove. However, the failure to
achieve this self-sufficiency led the agricultuiaterventionism in Spain to also

abandon a strictly domestic oriented policy antdgin following the recommendations



of international bodies, such as the Food and Aitagon Organization. Although
Spain could not join the European Community ur@a, in the 1960s and 1970s there
was a growing convergence of its agricultural peavith the supranational policies of
the CAP (Clar, 2008).

Increased capacity to affect the environment

The improved productive efficiency of agriculturewestern European countries,
together with the major expansion of its productiawve had a highly significant impact
on the environment. First, from an energy perspectagriculture today is highly
inefficient. The Achilles heel of its high produati capacity is an energy output that is
lower than the energy it consumes through its mgdaredo, 1996, 303-412; Guzman
and Gonzalez de Molina, 2006). This has seriouseaxurences for the land, particularly
in the absence of an integrated use of land, witbortant environmental effects (Tello,
2010).

The second consequence, which is much more shari-ie the high polluting
capacity of modern agriculture. The intense usenwchinery and other inputs
contribute considerably to the emission of gasesather contaminating particles, and
also the intensive use of chemical fertilisers hasigh polluting impact through the
emission of nitrates and phosphates (Sanchez-Chdliz Duarte, 2003). The sector

plays an important role in contributing to the dietetion of water quality.

Finally, in the European countries where irrigatatming is more extensively
developed, the intense water regulation works liage been carried out have seriously
affected the natural water cycle. This has occumwétlh the majority of the Spanish
watercourses and the regulated river basins afigdtie population residing in them.
Furthermore, the soil salinity, already high in goareas, has increased substantially as

a consequence of the introduction of irrigation.

The Spanish agricultural sector has also expereeadleof these environmental
effects. With regard to energy, in 1950-51, agtimall and livestock output represented
30,308 million Kcal with a consumption of extermaputs into the agricultural system
(electricity, fuels, fertilisers, machinery...) of9$2 million, with the quotient between
the two or an energy efficiency of 6.1. In 1999-@Q0the final output had increased to

134,806 million Kcal, but the consumption of exermputs had increased to 106,184
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million, representing a loss of energy efficiendytlee system, now with a ratio of 1.27
(Carpintero and Naredo, 2006: 539).

With respect to the soil salinity of agriculturahd, the intensification of the use
of irrigation has affected the surface waters apdhie beginning of the 1990s, thirty-
seven per cent of them were salty. (Naredo andd;4992).

3. THE UNIQUE FEATURES OF THE SPANISH MODEL OF AGRARIAN
CHANGE

In 1950, the agricultural sector was still the &sigemployer in Spain. Although
the country’s agriculture had experienced signiftdsansformations in the first third of
the twentieth century, following the trend of othdgveloped countries, there is no
doubt that the situation in the Spanish rural canteas unusual (Barciela et al., 2001;
Christiansen, 2012; Clar and Pinilla, 2009; ClamrtVh-Retortillo and Pinilla, 2016).
After showing how the principal aspects of the Sglaragrarian transformation after
1950 coincided with those of the Western Europeamdtwe will analyse its distinctive

characteristics.

Agricultural policies and institutions during thednco dictatorship

Until 1975, Spain lived under a dictatorship whighs led by General Franco,
with the support of the Spanish fascist paRglange Espafiolgand other conservative
forces as a result of the victory in the Civil Wiarl939 of the military rebellion against
the Republic. In Western Europe only Greece anduBal also had dictatorship
regimes, although the intensity and scope of tipeession and violence suffered in

Spain was much more pronounced.

In December of 1946, the General Assembly of thetddnNations, in its
resolution 39(1), recommended the withdrawal of éingbassadors based in Madrid due
to the fascist-style regime of Franco and his @altation with Nazi Germany and
Fascist Italy. The ration books that were intratliat the beginning of the war were
maintained and hunger was not a strange phenomand@panish society as the

agricultural sector with extreme government intetien was unable to feed it
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adequately. As a result, a large part of the exgbaof food took place on the black
market, benefitting particularly the wealthier lamhers (Christiansen, 2005). The
technological backwardness gave rise to a dedhragiicultural productivity which fell
to levels similar to those at the beginning of ¢bkatury (Clar and Pinilla, 2011).
However, in the 1950s things began to change ghgdaa least in economic terms,
although not so much on a political level where thest noteworthy change was a
softening of the repressive policy once the dictdtip felt secure, especially after
having eliminated the anti-Franco guerrilla resis&a which was highly active after
1945. So, after 1951, there was an important shifihe agricultural policy of Franco’s
regime with a clear intention to take advantagehef technological innovations that
were internationally available and to improve protdaty. At the same time, the
isolation of the Franco regime was coming to an énd to the intensification of the
cold war. In November 1950 the General AssemblghefUnited Nations voted for the
repeal of Resolution 39(l) and in 1955 Spain joittesl organisation. The signing of the
concordat with the Vatican and the bilateral treaih the United States in 1953 were
crucial in order to put an end to Spain’s interorai isolation. Even so, its reintegration
into the political framework of the western couesriwas not complete as Spain
remained completely excluded from the Europeangmtéon process that had been

initiated due to its political regime.

From a social point of view, the agrarian reformriea out in the 1930s during the
Republican period had been reversed, with themattitand to the former owners who
had supported Franco’s forces during the Civil Wan. the other hand, in the 1940s,
the repression, imprisonments and executions wiére@nmonplace in the rural areas,
with the majority of the victims being farmers whad supported the left-wing parties
and their policies or the trade unions during tearg of the Republic. The opposition
to the agrarian reform that had been approved guhe Republican years and other
measures taken to improve the situation of thosmdes with fewer resources were
essential elements in the programme of the reloedlgainst the democratic regime. It is
not surprising that one of their first measuresrebefore the end of the war, was to
revoke this agrarian reform. From that moment, &o&nagricultural policy was no
longer based on social reform aimed at distributimg land and improving the living

conditions of peasants, particularly in the soutlthe country, but became an agrarian
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reform of a technical nature that only questiorteglfeasibility of the smaller farms and
not the large estates

In the 1940s the influence of the fascist ruratisblogy of the regime meant that the
continuance in the country and the traditional galof the agricultural activity were
valued very highly despite the harsh economic,atcand political conditions at that
time (Silvestre and Serrano, 1951). However, anthfthe beginning of the 1950s, the
policy applied to the Spanish agricultural sectoaswclearly biased towards
productivity, which contemplated that a large pairtits active population could be
sacrificed in order to achieve an accelerated moskgiion. This characteristic is not
unique to Spain as it was shared by the other WeBEigropean countries between 1940
and 1980, with the objective of improving the proglon of food with the express
support of state policies (Evans, 2001: 45).

A unique and characteristic feature of the Spacete was the special conditions
under which these productivity policies were impégted. The agricultural
modernisation policy, aimed at boosting Spain’snecoic development, was executed
by Franco’s regime without taking into account othsocial or environmental
considerations. The contribution of the agricidtusector to the so-called “Spanish
miracle” of the 1960s, basically responded to thve fundamental objectives of the
model: to supply cheap food to the population asgolr for industrial and urban
expansion (Clar and Pinilla, 2009). To do this, lzole series of agricultural and other
measures were implemented which, due to the noredetic nature of the regime,
were not subject to debate and met hardly any teffecresistance While the
agricultural modernisation processes in the EunopiaEmocracies took place within a
context of free participation by civil society (onss, cooperatives, entrepreneurs...) and
the consolidation of the welfare state, this was$ the case in Spain where this
modernisation was facilitated by the authoritathaure of the State with very high
social and environmental costs and without paraliebsures that would increase the

income of farmers (Lanero and Freire, 2011:14 y 24)

" The Minister of Agriculture at that time could resty it more clearly:&ll of the afflictions of our agriculture have
been frequently attributed to the poor distributiohrural property, but most of all to one of itspects, the “large
estates”, forgetting or leaving in a secondary mabe opposite kind of property, that of extrenagrinentation to
which more than half of the country is subjecté@avestany, 1955: 9).

8 The policy regarding the construction of reservair reforestation are paradigmatic examples. Mbt was the

opinion of the population directly affected by thgsolicies not taken into account, but when necgsbey were
expelled from their places of origin with hardlyyatompensation.
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Therefore, the transformation process of the Spaaggarian model was carried out
with very little effective resistance to the modsation and its effects. We will now
focus on the main institution that could have caned this opposition to this stark
productivism experienced by the Spanish rural emwirent: the agricultural unions.
The workers unions had been declared illegal amdrdgime established a single
vertical union which in the countryside was tliiermandad de Labradores y
GanaderogBrotherhood of Farm Workers and Livestock Farhérhis constituted an
important difference with respect to what happebefibre 1936 and in the rest of the
developed European countried/hile in the other countries, public authoritiesda
agricultural organisations designed the changegssidn Spain the modernisation was
the result of decisions made at the top of themet political elite which depended on
the internal and external economic needs (Moya8841235). Not even the emergence
of clandestine unions at the end of the 1960s gaeeto the questioning of the model
of agricultural development through the legallyabished channels, with the regime’s

only response being political repression (Berng93t 157-8j.

Noteworthy examples of agrarian change decided ffmemtop and with little or no
capacity for those affected to intervene are tiné leonsolidation policy, the hydraulic

policy and the agricultural extension.

In line with the previously mentioned technical iagltural reform, the process of
consolidating land responded to the objective infiielating smallholding®. Therefore,
while in France the land parcelling process aff@ctainly the large farms in the north
of the country (Dovring, 1965: 49), in Spain, thdicy mostly affected the small farms
which had to restructure themselves in order topgmwith a consolidation law which

was initially voluntary but then became compulsory.

On the other hand, the expansion of irrigation was the sole objective of the
hydraulic policy. Another fundamental objective wihe development of hydroelectric
energy. So the building of reservoirs was priseiti over any other consideration,

® The case of Fuentes de Andalucia (Seville) islfitjlastrative: In November 1968 a group of farmydabourers
went to the Ministry of Agriculture to report theogr exploitation of a latifundia, and requestedt thhawas
expropriated and divided among the farmers. Theuedrs involved were subsequently condemned foawiul
association and were given prison sentences.

10 Again, the Minister of Agriculture of the day:.as the primary objective of the agricultural ppldf eliminating
the structural difficulties that hinder the devetopnt of the new agriculture; the Land Consolidatioaw was
established (...) Until we eliminate the “small farmef the northern half of Spain we cannot talk abaut
modernisation of its agriculture(1955: 309).
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including the existence of rural and agriculturdlages which would have to be

flooded. Villages and farmland became waterloggedlihg to the displacement of the
population (Herranz, 1995). There was no possjbditthe costs and benefits of these
constructions being discussed within a democratiotext. The government made
decisions based on strictly technical criteria #rete was no possibility of questioning
them. Furthermore, the compensation for the digglammmunities was very low and

the local authorities usually led the negotiationsuch a way so as to benefit their own
interests (Lanero and Cabana, 2014: 239-41).

With respect to agricultural extension, the abseidais type of institution in Spain
led to the creation of the Agricultural Extensioar8ce (SEA) ex novo in 1955, based
on the North American model and the guidelinest®Ekperts, in the same way as the
process carried out by the USA in Latin AmericaeTWorth American extensionist
influence was not unique to Spain bearing in mimak tAmerican aid programmes in
Europe during the post Second World War periodubetl such initiatives. However,
the Spanish model, contrary to those of other cassuch as France, constituted a
type of “normative” extension, in which those attst did not intervene in the co-
management of the agricultural modernisation pmesswas the case of France after
1959 (Sanchez de Puerta, 1996: 373-5). Some ayploant out that from the end of the
1960s the Spanish agricultural extension had gnsnto a model with a certain level
of co-management between technical experts andefariGomez Benito and Luque,
2007: 144-5). However, this co-management was édnly the technical-productive
objectives. Any attempt to go a step further araduithe social objectives clashed with
the local authorities of Franco’s government, lagdsome extension technical experts
to move to a different region due to their affinityth the situation of the farmers
(Gomez Benito and Luque, 2007: 146; Sanchez da&U&96: 427).

The impossibility of the farmers having their ownlipcal voice which can be seen
in the examples above, translated into insigniicamounts of economic support. In
other European countries, the public policies safi#lly increased the income of
farmers (Spoerer, 2015). An analysis of Franco'segament spending on agriculture
gives us a clear picture. Only wheat producersivedesubsidies from 1963 to prevent
a fall in their income, given that wheat was coesgd a priority product. But the first
project designed to truly improve the situatiortleg farmers as a whole, at the end of
the 1960s, was concerned with productive aspedsirfsgation represented half of
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public investment, land consolidation accounted timed, while spending on R&D,
education and professional training representetd 3%s of the total. Of the subsidies
granted to Spanish farmers between 1967 and 1B@$e tallocated to payments related
to production (including price support) fluctuateetween 21% and 33%, while those
related to the use of inputs oscillated between 58%75%, with a clear predominance
of the purchase of fuels (Fernandez, 2008: 20-22).

Figure 1. Nominal Rate of Assistance for the Spanish Agricultural Sector,
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The nominal rate of assistance (NRA) is definedh@spercentage by which government policies have
raised gross returns to farmers above what theyidvbe without the government's intervention (or
lowered them, if NRA<Q). NRA is expressed as a getage of the undistorted price.

Source: Anderson and Valenzuela (2008).

The level of support enjoyed by the Spanish farnweas very low and was even
negative for some years. Furthermore, it declinedcomparison with that of the
European Community countries. Expressed as pegentaith respect to the EEC
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averages, the support received by Spanish farmet®70 was only 23% of the EEC
average per farmer; it was even lower at 19% ofERE€ average per farm and even
lower (14%) per hectare (Ministry of Agriculture97l: 10). Graph 1 confirms this
trend in the low protection of Spanish farmers.dgbsn the difference between internal
and external prices, Josling’s calculation of thesg subsidy equivalent of assistance
per person engaged in agriculture placed Spaiheatawest levels, and in the period
1970-1985 it even had negative protection levelss Bituation did not occur in any
other country of his sample. In contrast, Spaie\&l of assistance to farmers in the
period 1965-69 was more than ten times lower tmaiftaly: 230 vs. 2,350, both in
constant 2000 US dollars (Josling, 2009: 156). fap@ 2, we can observe how farmers
in Western Europe already received a substantidfiger level of assistance than those
in Spain in the 1950s. The gap between the twoirneed to widen until it reached an
enormous size just before Spain joined the EU. , Thisd the application of the
Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) to Spain, considly reduced this gap in
government support bringing it down to a small antomhich was due to the different

production structure of the different types of agliure.

Figure 2. Difference between the assistance given to agriculturein Western
European countries and Spain, 1955-2004 (expressed asthe differencein

per centage points of the NRA to agriculture)
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Given the productivist logic applied by a non-denatic regime which we have
described, these dynamics are not surprising. Hewelosling’s figures show that the
problem of a low level of assistance for Spanisinéxs was not a feature exclusive to
the dictatorship, but persisted into the early desaof the democracy. Whichever
protection indicator we use of the many offeredtog author, only in the middle of the
first decade of the twenty-first century agricu#tusupport in Spain reached the same

level as Western Europe as a whole and that dEthenember states.

In short, the policies related to agriculture amel tural environment during Franco’s
dictatorship stood out not so much for what they al for what they did not do. As in
other countries, there were policies directed rad keonsolidation and rural planning and
agricultural extension programmes, although in SptHie measures were more
normative and imposed from above. But while in mahyhese countries the disputes
and sharing of common interests between the pialiticand agricultural institutions
(unions, associations...) gave rise to high levelssagbport for farmers (Sheingate,
2001), in Spain the non-democratic context, therrapas discretionary power of
government policy and the weakness of the reshefimstitutions translated into an
implementation of agricultural productivism with mbecks and balances, and with
hardly any compensation for those affected byfite @rrival of democracy in 1977 did
not bring a substantial improvement to this scenalue to fact that the agricultural and
rural institutions had to be reconstituted aftdordy-year absence and also because the
principal objective of Spain’s democratic agricudu policy was productive

convergence with the CAP with a view to joining tid.

The rapid development of livestock production

Another distinctive feature of the Spain’s agrar@range after the Second World
War was a growth in its livestock production thasasignificantly faster than that of
the rest of the Western European countries. Thpsuiscularly surprising if we take into
account that the ecological conditions of the mgjaf the Iberian Peninsula are, due
to its extreme aridity, highly unfavourable for tdevelopment of a large livestock
population. Traditionally, to adapt to these coiodis there was a predominance of
extensive sheep farming as these animals arefoleadugh grazing. Furthermore, until

the middle or the end of the nineteenth centurpedding on the different regions,
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transhumance (of which the most well-known orgaresawas the Mesta, whereby the
flocks were in the mountainous regions in the sumamel in the valleys and plains in
the winter) was a way of overcoming these restimdi Moreover, mules predominated
over horses or oxen as draught animals in agricultDespite this, the proportion of
total agricultural production attributable to litesk production was remarkably much
lower in Spain than in the countries of northerrcentral Europe (Reis, 2000: 27). Even
as late as 1961, the participation of livestockoatiin Spain’s agricultural production

was below 25%, when in the leading countries of ¥fesEurope it represented over
50%. Subsequently, the weight that livestock prtidaccarried of total agricultural

production increased by 13 percentage points innSpat did not vary in Western

Europe; therefore Spain converged with Europeagidev

Table 6. Evolution of the participation of livestock farmingin the agricultural
production, 1950-2005 (%)

1961 1970 1985 1995 2005
Spain 23.0 30.4 329 3€.0 36.8
Europe 46.3 46.9 49.0 49.3 47.7
EU-9 52.4 51.8 54.4 53.9 51.9

Source: FAOSTAT (2009)

Until 1985, the evolution of Spanish livestock famm followed the Western
European trend, but after this, Spain experiencedpad acceleration while in the
majority of the continent livestock farming declkher remained stagnant. Graph 3
shows that in 1955 the UK had five million livestagnits more than Spain and still in
1985 this distance was close to five and a hallionil In 2005, however, the difference

between the two countries was only 635,000.

19



Figure 3. Evolution of weighted livestock units, 1950-2005.
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This strong expansion in livestock production repreed 47.6% of the total increase

in Spain’s agricultural production from 1970, and.®%6 between 1985 and 2005.

Furthermore, this expansion was dominated by imntens/estock farming focused on

granivores (poultry and porcine) which, increasemnf 48.6% of the total tonnes of

meat produced in Spain in 1961 to 75% in 1985s lirue that the boom in intensive

livestock farming was a feature common to many gescountries, but of the EU

countries studied only Finland exhibited a chamggsi livestock structure as intense as

in Spain (Table 7).

Table 7. Per centage of granivores of total tonnes of meat produced

1961 2005 Difference
Austria 68.3 74.2 5.9
Fnland 47.1 77.1 30.0
France 46.2 69.1 22.9
Germany  67.0 80.9 239
Geece 319 53.7 21.8
Italy 44.5 63.5 19.0
Portugal 57.0 79.4 224
Spain 48.6 80.5 319
Swveden 60.5 70.3 9.8
UK 46.3 67.5 22.2
W. Europe 58.3 77.0 21.7

Source: own calculation based on FAOSTAT (2009)
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This strong commitment to intensive livestock fargjiwhich broke away from the
traditional extensive model which had prevailedSipain, was related to the regime’s
policy decision to offer Spaniards meat at affotdaprices. Given the limited
availability of necessary raw materials, animalsl dodder, and the absence of an
appropriate industrial structure, Franco’s govemintegandled State trade policy in a
way so as to facilitate the entry of new breedswrufnal (broiler chickens and Large
White or Landrace pigs), and large amounts of sy corn from the United States,
while it opened the door to capital investmentsaofe fodder multinationals in Spain
(Clar, 2013). The relationship between these largesnational companies and small
Spanish businesses enabled the rapid implementattian agro-industrial model based
on vertical integration in which the multinationalere the strongest link and the

livestock farmers the weakest link in the produttibdain (Clar, 2010).

Livestock farming was not exempt from the produstivobsession. The large
capitalisation required soon gave rise to a stroogcentration of production and a
significant increase in the size of businessesqRitd Coq, 2014: 18). The intensive
livestock farms were affected and between 1987188Y the number of pig farms fell
by 70% while the livestock population grew by 25%8&nalte, 2002: 398). A study
conducted in the mid 1990s reflects how the degreespecialisation increased
significantly with the economic size of granivoeerhing. It was not the same case for
herbivores in Spain (Ruiz-Maya, 1994: 45).

To a large extent, this emphasis on size and ecasoai scale, together with the
opening up of the country to foreign trade betw@&&d5 and 1995 resulted in the
improvement of Spain’s position in the internatiomeat market. In the 1950s Spanish
meat exports represented only 21% of the impousjrbthe first decade of the twenty-
first century they represented 209%. The growthmeat exports was spectacular,
increasing from 0.4% of total Spanish agricultegborts in the 1950s to 12% in 2008-
2011. (Clar, Serrano and Pinilla, 2015: 164-16HisTis not surprising if we take into
account that in pig meat, only China, the Unitedt&t and Germany had a production

that was larger than Spain’s in 2010.
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The crucial importance of the expansion of irrigati

A third distinctive feature of agricultural chanigeSpain is the enormous importance
acquired by crop production grown on irrigated laindorder to understand this concept
it is necessary to take into account the arid daod of the most of the Spanish
territory (with the exception of the Atlantic nogtim strip where there is a much higher
level of humidity). Traditionally, this meant thidie productivity of the land was much
lower than in the other Western European countkesthermore, the innovations that
had been developed initially in England (mixed faug) from the seventeenth century
and which had extended in the nineteenth centumaoy other European countries
could not be adopted in Spain due to the climadinddions. The elimination of fallow
land and its replacement with fodder legumes waeasible because these plants
required an amount of water that was not usualbilalle in most of Spain. After the
Civil War, for the Franco regime, the expansiorrofjation offered a way to enable the
increase of agricultural productivity without affey the redistribution of land,
intensifying a policy initiated at the end of thaeteenth century. From 1977, and
within a democratic framework, the commitment tce tbxpansion of irrigation
continued (Duarte et al., 2014).

So, irrigation constituted the principal public @stment related to agriculture in
Spain between 1955 and 2005. The real net capatek $in thousands of euros of 2000)
devoted to basic water infrastructure and irrigatgzew from 2,448 million euros in
1955 to 25,279 million euros in 2005. The invesimi|m water infrastructure was
particularly strong from the 1960s to the early @€9In these decades, the basic
irrigation water infrastructure accounted for ovE20% of the Spanish public
infrastructure and in certain periods close to lbbove 25% (Cazcarro et al.,, 2015b:
5109-5112).

With respect to surface area, the number of ireddtectares grew from 1.3 million
in 1950 to 3.8 million in 2005. This expansion vpasticularly fast until 1982 when an
area of three million hectares of irrigated landsweached. In this way, the percentage
of Spain’s irrigated land of the total irrigatecearin Europe grew from 15.3% in 1950
to 20.4% in 2005, growing at a faster rate thawtimer countries. The two European
countries with the largest irrigated areas werly ad Spain which practically had the
same area in 2005, although in 1950 Italy had araradge of two million hectares,

more than doubling Spain’s irrigated area (Martatdrtillo and Pinilla, 2015a). Such
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an enormous growth in the irrigated area, partrtyla the driest areas of Spain, which
is where crop production has increased the mostegaserious doubts about the
economic and environmental sustainability of camtig this expansion (Cazcarro et
al., 2015b).

The large expansion of irrigation in Spain has hasignificant impact on the
dynamics of agricultural production. Spanish adtime has become a sector which is
mostly based on irrigated crops. In 1955, almos4& Spain’s crop output was
produced from irrigated land and in 1980 this hadeased to 50%. In fact, in 2006, the
output produced from irrigated farming represer@®® of the total. The analysis of the
production increases in the fifty years after 1@%dfirm this trend. More than two
thirds of the increase in crop production expermehby the Spanish agriculture sector
between 1955 and 2006 was due to the extensiorrigated land (Cazcarro et al.,
2015a). In the twenty-five year period between 1868 1980, almost half of the total
increase of Spain’s crop production was due tgation. Subsequently, this trend
progressed strongly and the increase in the pramuof irrigated crops has more than

compensated for the decline in the production ioffed crops (Graph 4).

The increase in irrigated land significantly contitied to the huge growth of Spain’s
crop production during the second half of the twethtcentury. Production increased
due to the replacement of dry crops with irrigadps and the resulting larger
harvests, together with growth in productivity ¢ed mainly from the technological

innovations. (Cazcarro et al., 2015a: 346).

The progress made in irrigated crops is reflectedhie distribution of the
agricultural product. In 1955 the structure wasadiedominated by cereals, by 2006,
this dominance had been transferred to fruit ti@ed cereals had dropped to fourth
place, immediately behind horticultural productsother words, these are the products
where irrigation has expanded the most and whieh eccupy the leading positions in
the Spanish production structure.

Irrigation favours a more intensive type of agriaté which complemented the
emphasis placed on specialisation and the gre@eiotfarms (Ruiz-Maya, 1994: 44).
The implementation of irrigated farming requiredagitalisation of farms which many
traditional farmers could not assume and stimul#tedsearch for economies of scale to

ensure a return on investment.
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Figure 4. Percentage of irrigated crop production over total crop
production in Spain, 1955-2006.
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In short, the huge expansion of irrigation, deriiemm the great emphasis of the
Franco regime on hydraulic policy and the constoucof reservoirs, in turn responded
to a productivist model which largely determined #volution of Spanish agriculture,
fundamentally nourishing the strong growth of itgput and explaining the changes in

its production structure since the 1960s.

The persistence of growth in agricultural produatio

During the period 1950-2005, the Spanish agricaltproduct grew more intensely
than in the rest of Europe and the EU-9. HoweVrer,mhost characteristic feature of the
Spanish model is not this faster growth rate mupdrsistence over time, unmatched by
any other Western (or Eastern) European countryt{M&etortillo and Pinilla, 2015b).
The agricultural production of the Western Europeaunntries stagnated from the mid
1980s. A fundamental element of this stagnatiothésimplementation in 1992 of the
MacSharry Reform of the CAP which represented agian philosophy in this policy.

It transformed from a price policy to a direct ino® support policy, with a clear
decrease in the stimulation of production. Alsotte beginning of the 1990s, the

inclusion of agriculture in the GATT Uruguay Roumdarked the beginning of a
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liberalisation process in the international markwtshese products which affected the
position of Europe.

Table 8. Annual growth rates of agricultural production, 1950-2005.

1950-1985 1985-2005
Spain 2.85 1.29
Europe 2.43 -0.08
EU-9 2.19 -0.04

Source: FAOSTAT (2009) and FAO (1948-2004)

As a consequence of this rapid growth rate, in reshtto the stagnation in
Western European countries, the level of Spanisitwdtural production became close
to that of larger countries such as Germany, Framcdtaly. In 1960, Spanish
agricultural production was just below half that lkdly and 2.25 times less than
France’s production. By 1985, Spanish productiod heduced the gap substantially
with both countries. Finally, in 2005, the volumgI@lian production was only 1.1

times more than Spanish production and that ofderavas 1.5 times greater.

Graph 5. Agricultural production in Western European countriesvs. Spain (ratio
of other countriesagricultural production over Spanish agricultural production)
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Source: FAOSTAT (2009) and FAO (1948-2004)
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How can we explain this persistence in the growtiproduction when that of
the rest of the countries in Western Europe behawatifferently? In our opinion, there
are two causes. First, despite the afore-menti@hadge in the CAP, the entrance of
Spain into the EU represented a significant in@eaasthe support given to Spanish
farmers, which implied a significant stimulus fopanding production (see Graph™)
Second, after the transition period had come terad) access to the European Union
countries market increased Spanish exports of fgrd-products enormously which

also constitute another stimulus to expand theymtiah of exportable products.

Just at the time when Spain joined the EU, the G&Randoned the previous
productivist logic, turning to one which impliedatipling between aid to farmers and
production incentives. This in itself representedeasious problem for the Spanish
agricultural sector which, without having resolvigsl structural deficiencies had an
over-sized production capacity which translated iatirpluses in many products. In
addition, during the period 1986-1989 the PAC messwere not fully implemented
and family agriculture received European investmertd subsidies to facilitate their
adaptation (Extezarreta, 2006: 307). The Europe&dinypof subsidies per product unit
reinforced the process of agricultural intensifi@at improving productivity and the
income of farmers; but it also aggravated the mabbf surpluses and gave rise to a
transfer of income from the consumers to the fasmehich could not last for very long
(Genoves, 1994: 174).

Therefore, from 1990, the full implementation o tBAP translated into a fall in the
income of farmers in constant terms, while the nendd people who were leaving the
rural context increased. Between 1986 and 1996 nSpeduced its agricultural
workforce by almost 850,000 people, due to thenaisation of production policy and
the support granted to those who abandoned thetgcth considerable part of those
who remained in the countryside did so thanks éosthbsidies. As the conclusion of a
study on the first decade of Spain’s EU membersbimments: “Spanish agriculture,
which entered the EU believing that its competitiees would be the key to opening the
door to the European markets, has become a “corafestis or “subsidised”
agriculture” (Lamo de Espinosa, 1997: 141; 154 H6)).

11 Despite the change in the orientation of the CARgrge part of the Mediterranean products, sucbliaes or
grapes were not significantly affected by it (GarGrande 2005, Neal 2007).
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Despite the huge efforts made from the mid 195panish agricultural productivism
had managed to adapt the agricultural sector ttraolug total or partial abandonment of
the farming activity without the dimensional resturing that had occurred in other
countries such as France or Germany which woule memdered family farms viable
(Barceld, 1994: 222-3). Only the large estates wenesformed into large agricultural
companies with sufficient capacity to compete inrdpe. And this reality of the
Spanish rural context became even more pronourftadiae MacSharry Reform of the
CAP.

The new CAP, which was implemented in 1992, gase t® a major reduction in the
number of farms throughout Europe, highlighting tdeal character of the EU
agricultural sector: highly subsidised family farms. highly productive and less
subsidised corporate farms. In the Spanish casis, dhientation would have
underpinned the debate between family agricultade @rporate agriculture, favouring
the latter which, in the mid 1990s represented atgu of Spain’s farms, but % of its

production (Lamo de Espinosa, 1997: 184-5).

Graph 6. Spanish exports of agricultural products, 1951-2005 (index of volume
calculated in $ USA of 1980)
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In short, the Spanish agricultural sector wouldehanded up taking the form of a

dual reality, similar to that of the most import&hiropean countries: on the one hand,
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there were economically small family farms highpeéndent on subsidies and on the
other hand, economically large corporate farms ihictv production and an
increasingly large proportion of the CAP supportaveoncentrated (Extezarreta, 2006:
294 y 308). In contrast with the stark productivideveloped by the Franco regime,
other “post-productivist” considerations, such agi@nmental issues or sustaining the
rural population, have entered the agriculturalagigm. This has given a certain degree
of stability to the income of family farming, whids developed both full time or, as is
usually the case in Spain, part-time. All of théseors have slowed the intense process
of the disappearance of farms experienced since 18@0s in exchange for a
dependency on subsidies which does not guarargeduture.

Furthermore, gaining access to the European mamketlly represented excellent
trade opportunities for those products, particyldlediterranean products, in which
Spanish agriculture was competitive. Internal trbdeveen member nations increased
substantially after the abolition of internal tésjfand even more so with the creation of
the single market or monetary union. Agriculturalde was no exception (Serrano and
Pinilla, 2011). Spain, therefore, benefitted idijiafrom accessing, under more
favourable conditions, a market with enormous pmdénBut more interesting than
these benefits, which we could classify as beiagjcstierived exclusively from trade
liberalisation, is that the Spanish agro-food seberame highly dynamic after Spain’s
accession, introducing technological improvement adapting to the new conditions
of demand and consumer tastes. In short, althdugi were relatively small, Spanish
agro-food companies learnt how to grow and impiive# productivity (Serrano et al.,
2015). Consequently, agricultural production, in&gd in the complex agro-food
sector, has grown, and Spain has become one ofidhd’s leading food exporters.
As we can observe in the graph 6, agricultural espgrew at a very fast rate after

1985, and their volume multiplied almost five-fafdonly twenty years.

4. CONCLUSIONS

A review of the trajectory of the Spanish agrictdluransformation after 1950
reveals that it shared the principal charactegsticthe Western European trend. This is
not surprising given that Spain also shared thecjpal features of the transformation
processes with other countries: urban developmiedistrialisation and economic

tertiarisation, growing imports of technology, @t change... However, there were at

28



least two important differences with respect toeot¥Western European countries, with
the exception of Portugal. First, the whole processk place within a dictatorial
context in which the institutions and social groupat traditionally influenced and
guided the political decisions were unable to eserdheir role. Second, and also
related to this aspect, until 1986, Spain did nomf part of any European regional trade
agreement, not even the EFTA as in the case otigrtThese two differences make

Spain a unique case within the western agricultwaalsformation pattern.

The distinctive features of the Spanish case alboad to the same rationale:
agricultural productivism at any cost. Whether iasathe radical transformation of
Spain’s livestock farming or irrigation and withtlte structure of crop production, in all
cases there was an emphasis on an agriculturesidausintensive production, breaking
away from the traditional agrarian model. The pwithe inertia gave rise to an
agriculture based on economically large capitaligeths reinforced by the policies of
the Franco regime. These policies and their effelotls not experience the typical
wearing down of the democracies, so any oppositiothem or proposed moderation
was very weak or did not exist. If productivism wagharacteristic shared by many
countries at this time, Spain’s principal distirglung feature was that its productivism
had no barriers or compensations. In contrast ¢éorést of the farmers in Western
Europe, farmers in Spain received very little goveent support and their income was
the lowest in Europe compared to those obtainedotimer economic activities.
Furthermore, the rapid growth in Spanish agricaltyroduction was based on two
main elements that were hugely important: the exeein irrigation as an essential
element for the expansion of crop production; dral rapid development of intensive

livestock farming, explaining the fast growth inraal production.

After the arrival of democracy, initially few modiations were introduced and
the model of agrarian change continued beyond Btandictatorship. However,
Spain’s accession to the EU implied a significamarnge in agricultural policies and
gave it comfortable access to the European mamketh stimulated significant growth
in production, while that of the other Western Epgan countries stagnated. On the
other hand, the democratic change also gave risaci@ complex decision-making
processes, in which the different economic agent$ social groups were able to
intervene. The case of the hydraulic policy anditiiense political and social debate

surrounding it is a good example.

29



Referencias

Ackrill, R., 2000. The Common Agricultural PolicySheffield Acadmic Press,
Sheffield.

Anderson, K. and Valenzuela, E., 2008. EstimateSlobal Distortions to Agricultural
Incentives, 1955 to 2007, World Bank, WashingtorC.D.October 2008.
(Available at www.worldbank.org/agdistortions web}i accessed 27/09/2015.

Arnalte, E. V., 2002. “Ajuste estructural y cambi&s los modelos productivos de la
agricultura espafiola”, in Agricultura y sociedad @ncambio de siglo, J.J.
Gonzélez Rodriguez and C. Gémez Benito (coor.)391-426.

Bairoch P., 1999) : L'agriculture des pays dévetppl800 a nos jours. Economica,
cop. 1999, Paris

Barceld, L.V., 1994. “Politicas de modernizacion ke agricultura espafiola”, in
Modernizacién y cambio estructural en la agricat@sparola, J.M. Sumpsi
(coord.), Ministerio de Agriultura, Pesca y Alimaaion, pp. 171-242.

Barciela, C., Lopez Ortiz, I., Melgarejo, J. y Mida, J.A., 2001. La Espafia de Franco
(1939-1975): Economia, Sintesis, Madrid.

Bernal, A, 1993. “Resignacion de los campesinosakogs: la resistencia pasiva
durante el franquismo”, en Espafia franquista. Cgasaral y actitudes sociales
ante la dictadura, Isidro Sanchez et al., (coqrghp).145-160.

Brassley, P., Segers, Y., Van Molle, L. (eds.) 204/2r, Agriculture, and Food. Rural
Europe from the 1930s to the 1950s, London: Rogded

Carpintero, O. y Naredo, J.M., 2006. “Sobre la eeidn de los balances energéticos de
la agricultura espafiola, 1950-2000”, Historia Aga40, pp. 531-556.

Cazcarro, I., Duarte, R, Martin-Retortillo, M., Pm V. y Serrano, A., 2015a. “Water
scarcity and agricultural growth in Spain: from smirto blessing?” In: Badia-
Miro M., Pinilla V., Wilebald H. (eds). Natural Rasrces and Economic
Growth: Learning from History. Routledge, Londop, 339-361.

Cazcarro, I., Duarte, R, Martin-Retortillo, M., Hm V. y Serrano, A., 2015b. “How

sustainable is the increase in the water footpointhe Spanish agricultural

30



sector? A provincial analysis between 1955 and ZIA)”, Sustainability, 7
(5), 5094-5119.

Christiansen, T., 2005. “Crime and Punishment @Black Market in Spain, 1940 - 53:
An Analysis of the Fiscalia de Tasas”, Ager, 4, ¢$-.99.

Christiansen, T., 2012. The reason why: the poat-war agrarian crisis in Spain.
Monografias de Historia rural, 9. Prensas Univarsis de Zaragoza, Zaragoza.

Clar, E., 2008. “Farm policy under the Salazar Brahco dictatorships in Portugal and
Spain: towards an authoritarian model of internamntin agriculture?”, in The
state and rural societies. Policy and educatioBurope, 1750-2000, N. Vivier
(ed.), Brepols, pp. 177-194.

Clar, E., 2010. “A world of entrepreneurs: the bitsliment of agribusiness during the
Spanish pork and poultry boom, 1950-2000”, Agrictdt History, 84 (2),
pp.176-194.

Clar, E., 2013. “Was Spain different? Agriculturgtiange in Spain in a Southern
European perspective, 1961 to 1985”, Agriculturatéty Review, 61 (2), pp.
330-371.

Clar, E.; Martin-Retortillo, M.; Pinilla, V. (2016)Agricultura y desarrollo econémico
en Espafa, 1800-2000", in Gallego, D.; GermanpPinijlla, V. (eds.) Estudios

sobre el desarrollo econdmico espafol. Prensastsitiarias de Zaragoza.

Clar, E. and Pinilla V., 2009. “The contribution africulture to Spanish economic
development, 1870-1973", in Agriculture and econoaevelopment in Europe
since 1870, P. Lains and V. Pinilla (eds.), Rog&dpp. 311-332.

Clar, E. and Pinilla, V., 2011. “The modernizatiari agriculture under tough
environmental constraints: one hundred years ofgémase agricultural
production, 1885-1985". In: Olson M. y Svensson (Bds.). Growth and
Stagnation in European Historical Agriculture. Byl Turnhout, pp. 195-228.

Clar, E., Serrano, R. Pinilla V., 2015. “El comeragroalimentario espafiol en la
segunda globalizacion, 1951-2011", Historia Agraiia, 149-186.

Collantes, F. y Pinilla V., 2011. Peaceful Surrenddée Depopulation of Rural Spain
in the Twentieth Century. Cambridge Scholars Phbig, Newcastle.

31



Davis, J.H., 1955. “Business responsibility and nierket for farm products”, Address
before Boston Conference on Distribution, John BEviB papers.

Dovring, F., 1965. Land and labour in Europe in20h century: a comparative survey

of recent agrarian history, Martinus Nijhoff.

Duarte, R., Pinilla, V. and Serrano, A., 2014. “Twater footprint of the Spanish
agricultural sector: 1860-2010", Ecological Econosnil08, pp. 200-207, 2014.

EUROSTAT (2013) EUROSTAT database, accessed Ma$.201

Extezarreta, M., 2006. “Algunos aspectos de la prothn agropecuaria en Espafna al
principio del siglo XXI”, in La agricultura espaf@oén la era de la globalizacion,
M. Extezarreta (coord.), Ministerio de Agricultu@esca y Alimentacion, pp.
253-309.

Evans, N., 2001. “Reflexiones en torno al modelodpctivista de la agricultura y la
ganaderia”, in EI mundo rural en la era de la diebeion: incertidumbre vy
potencialidades, Francisco Garcia Pascual (copMir)isterio de Agricultura,
Pesca y Alimentacién, pp. 45-64.

FAO (1948-2004) FAO production yearbook. FAO, Rome.
FAOSTAT (2009) FAO database. Accessed June 2008, 2410 and October 2011.

Fearne, A., 1997. “The history and developmentef@AP, 1945-1990", in Ritson, C.;
Harvey, D. (eds.), The Common Agricultural Poliggabi Publishing, pp.11-56.

Federico G., 2005. Feeding the world: an econonsitoty of agriculture, 1800-2000.
Princeton economic history of the Western worldnéaton University Press,

Princeton.

Federico G., 2012. “Natura Non Fecit Saltus: Th80Kas the Discontinuity in the
History of European Agriculture”, in P. Brassley &t (eds.), War, Agriculture,
and Food. Rural Europe from the 1930s to the 1966sdon: Routledge, pp.
15-32.

Fennell, R., 1997. The Common Agricultural Poli©antinuity and Change. Clarendon
Press, Oxford (UK).

32



Ferndndez Garcia, E., 2008. “Las politicas rethistivas de la Espafia no democratica:
del objetivo industrializador al sostenimiento ds ingresos de los agricultores
(1950-1975)", Investigaciones de Historia Economic pp.11-42.

Fernandez, E., 2016. “Politics, coalitions, and psup of farmers, 1920-1975".
European Review of Economic HistoP (1): 102-122.

Garcia Grande, M. J., 2005. “El ultimo decenio:icguion y consecuencias de la
reforma de la PAC”. In: Garcia Delgado, J. L., GarGrande, M. J., (eds.)

Politica agraria comun: balance y perspectivasxa&&arcelona.

Genovés, J. C., 1994. “Modernizacion de la agncalt Papeles de Economia
Espafiola, 60-61, pp. 174-82.

GoOmez Benito, C. and Luque, E., 2007. “Modernizacegraria, modernizacion
administrativa y franquismo. El modelo educativadministrativo del Servicio
de Extension Agraria (1955-1986)", Areas, 26, [#i1-149.

Gracia Royo, A. and Albisu L.M., 2004. “Evoluciore da industria agroalimentaria

espafiola en las dos ultimas décadas”, Economiathmaly355-6, pp. 197-210.

Grigg D.B., 1992. The transformation of agricultimethe West. New perspectives on
the past. Blackwell, Oxford, UK. Cambridge, USA.

Guzman, G.l., Gonzalez de Molina, M., 2006. “Sdlae posibilidades del crecimiento
agrario en los siglos XVIII, XIX Y XX. Un estudioedcaso desde la perspectiva

energeética”. Historia Agraria , 40, 437-470.

Hamilton, S., 2014. “Agribusiness, the family faremd the politics of technological
determinism in the post-World War Il United StateBéchnology & Culture, 55
(3), pp.560-590.

Herranz, A., 1995. “La construccion de pantanosiyinspacto sobre la economia y
poblacion del Pirineo aragonés”, in J. L. Acin andPinilla (eds.), Pueblos

abandonados ¢Un mundo perdido?, pp. 79-102

IFA (2014) International Fertilizer Industry Assation

http://ifadata.fertilizer.org/ucSearch.aspx

Josling, T., 2009. “Western Europe” in Distorsidosagricultural incentives: a global
perspective, 1955-2007, K. Anderson (ed.), Palghaemillan, pp. 115-176.

33



Lamo de Espinosa, J., 1997. La década pérdida.-1986: la agricultura espafiola en

Europa, Ediciones Mundi-Prensa.

Lanero D. y Cabana, A., 2014. “Equilibrios precariona microhistoria del poder local
en accion bajo el franquismo”, in Otras miradasesawlpe, guerra y dictadura,
Historias para un pasado incomodo, L. Fernandezd?yiA. Artiaga (eds.), Los
Libros de la Catarata, pp. 220-250.

Lanero, D. y Freire, D., 2011. “Introduccion”, iagriculturas e innovacion tecnoldgica
en la peninsula ibérica (1946-1975), D. Lanero ¥iire (coord..) pp. 9-24.

Libecap, G. D., 1998. “The Great Depression and Regulating State: Federal
Government Regulation of Agriculture”, in M. D. Blo, C. Goldin & E. N.
White (eds.), The Defining Moment. The Great Depi@s and the American
Economy in the Twentieth Century, Chicago, p. 186-2

Milward, A. S., 1984. The Reconstruction of WestEurope, 1945-51, London.
Naredo, J.M. y Gasco, J.M., 1992. Las cuentasgied an Espafia, Madrid, MOPT.

Malassis, L., 1997. Les trois ages de l'alimentalEssai su une historie sociale de

I'alimentation et de l'agriculture, Paris, EditioBsijas.

Martin-Retortillo M., and Pinilla V. 2015a. “Patter and causes of growth of European
agricultural production, 1950-2005”, Agriculturaldtbry Review, 63, 132-159.

Martin-Retortillo M., and Pinilla V., 2015b. “On eéhcauses of economic growth in
Europe: why did agricultural labour productivity thconverge between 1950
and 20057?”, Cliometrica, 9, 3, 359-396.

Ministerio de Agricultura, 1971. Informe sobre pick de rentas y precios agrarios,

Ministerio de Agricultura, Madrid.

Moyano, E., 1994. “Accidon colectiva y cambio socal la agricultura espafola”,

Papeles de Economia Espafiola, 60-61, pp. 234-242.

Naredo, J.M., 1996. La evolucién de la agriculteraEspafa. Desarrollo capitalista y
crisis de las formas de produccién tradicionalesjversidad de Granada,

Granada.

Neal, L., 2007. The Economics of Europe and theopemn Union. Cambridge

University Press, Cambridge.

34



Olmstead A.L., Rhode P.W., 2008. Creating Abundamielogical Innovation and
American Agricultural Development. Cambridge Unsigr Press, Cambridge

and New York.

Pinilla, V. and Serrano, R., 2009. “AgriculturaldaRood Trade in the European Union
since 1963”, in K. Patel (ed.), Fertile Ground feurope? The History of
European Integration and the Common Agriculturdldycsince 1945, Nomos,
Baden-Baden, 2009, pp. 273-300.

Reis, J., 2000. “How poor was the European periphefore 1850? The Mediterranean
vs Scandinavia”, in Pamuk, S. and Williamson, J€8ls.), The Mediterranean
Response to Globalization Before 1950, Londres tiedge, pp. 17-44.

Rios, S. and Coq, D., 2014. The Transformatiormef3panish Livestock System in the
Second and Third Food Regimes, Journal of Agratiaange.

Ruiz-Maya, L., 1994. “Distribucion geogréfica ds larientaciones técnico econémicas
e intensidad de la especializacion de las explmasi agrarias”, Papeles de

Economia Espafiola, 60-61, pp. 38-49.

Sanchez-Chodliz, J. and Duarte, R., 2003. “Analygiofjution by way of vertically
integrated coefficients, with an application to thvater sector in Aragon”,
Cambridge Journal of Economics, 27, pp. 433-48.

Sanchez de Puerta, F., 1996. Extension agraria saradio rural, Ministerio de

Agricultura, Pesca y Alimentacion.

Serrano, R., Garcia-Casarejos, N., Gil-Pareja.l&ca-Vivero, R. and Pinilla, V.,
2015. “The internationalisation of the Spanish faodustry: the home market
effect and European market integration”, Spanishirrdd of Agricultural
Research, 13, 3, pp. 1-13.

Serrano, R. and Pinilla, V., 2011. “Agriculturaldafood trade in European Union
countries, 1963-2000: a gravity equation approagtonomies et Sociétés,
Série Histoire économique quantitative, AF, 43(.,191-219.

Sheingate, A.D., 2001. The rise of the Agricultielfare State. Institutions and
interest group power in the US, France and JapBmninceton and Oxford,

Princeton University Press.

35



Silvestre, J. and Serrano, J.E., 2012. “La reptes&mn en el cine de la integracion de
los inmigrantes rurales en las ciudades: el pesimide Surcos (1951)”, Ager:
Revista de estudios sobre despoblacion y desarmital / Journal of
depopulation and rural development studies, 129pfl16.

Spoerer, M., 2015. “Agricultural protection and pag in the European Economic

Community, 1962-92: rent-seeking or welfare policy2uropean Review of
Economic History, 19, 2, pp. 195-214.

Tello, E., 2010. “Un vinculo perdido: energia y s territorio en la transformacion
histdrica de los paisajes agrarios mediterrdnéasRobledo R., ed., Sombras

del progreso: las huellas de la historia agrarditoEal Critica, Barcelona, pp.
353-366.

36



