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Comparative analysis of the state support measures 
for agricultural producers in the customs union and common economic space 

The article considering measures of state support for agriculture adopted by Member States of CU and CES 
depending on the extent of their impact on trade. In view of the prevalence of trade-distorting measures spe-
cial attention is paid to their structure and effect on trade. Given the urgency of the issue of subsidizing agri-
cultural production analysis of product-specific support for agriculture in the CU and CES was made by au-
thors. The authors conclude on the legality of the absence of intentional distortion of markets as a result of 
providing measures of state support by the CU and CES countries. Herewith, Kazakhstan is have to increase 
the amount of their own state support for agriculture, as well as improving its efficiency, which will allow 
competing with Russian and Belarusian producers taking into account the fact that resolve the amount of state 
support in the EAEU as planned will not succeed. 

Key words: agriculture, state support, trade-distorting measures, product-non-specific measures, product-
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In accordance with Article 3 of the Agreement on common rules for state support of agriculture dated 

December 9th, 2010 (hereinafter — the Agreement) government support measures depending on the extent of 
their impact on trade are particularly divided into three categories: 

1) non trade-distorting measures; 
2) trade-distorting measures; 
3) the most trade-distorting measures [1]. 
Non trade-distorting measures are not limited. Member States of Customs Union (herein after — CU) 

and Common Economic Space (herein after — CES) limit the use of trade-distorting measures. The applica-
tion of the most trade-distorting measures is prohibited [1]. 

Level trade-distorting measures must not exceed 10 % of the gross value of produced agricultural com-
modities. A 6-year transition period has the Republic of Belarus. During this period Belarus is committed to 
gradually reduce the permitted amount of trade-distorting measures from16 % in 2011 to 10 % in 2016. In 
2012, the permitted level of support for the Republic of Belarus was 15 %. 

In accordance with the Agreement (Article 6, paragraph 3) level of trade-distorting measures for the 
Russian Federation is set within its obligations in the World Trade Organization (WTO) [1]. 

WTO membership obligates Russia to reduce the maximum allowable aggregate measure of support* 
(AMS) from 9 billion USD (annual mean of AMS for 1993–1995) in 2013 to 4.4 billion USD (AMS annual 
mean for 2006–2008) in 2018. 

In 2012, total support to agriculture measured in dollar terms amounted: 8.6 billion USD (2.0 billion 
USD more than in 2011) in the Russian Federation, 2.5 billion USD (to 791.0 million USD less than in 2011) 
in the Republic of Belarus, 1.1 billion USD (8.8 million dollars less than in 2011) in the Republic of Kazakh-
stan (Figure 1) [2]. 
 

                                                      
* Aggregate measure of support (AMS) – the sum of all types of trade-distorting support provided to agricultural producers and 

measured in monetary terms. AMS consists of the product-specific AMS (price support and subsidies for the production of certain 
agricultural commodities: corn, milk, meat, etc.) and product non-specific AMS (support not tied to the production of certain agricul-
tural commodities: the provision of soft loans to agricultural producers, compensation for petroleum products, the establishment of 
preferential tariffs for electricity consumption, transport of agricultural goods, debt forgiveness for farmers, etc.). 
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Figure 1. State support of agriculture in the CU and the CES countries in 2011–2012 (mln. USD) 

In Belarus, the trade-distorting support decreased by 27.4 % with a significant reduction of total sup-
port. In the Republic of Kazakhstan, on the other hand, trade-distorting support has been increased by 50.9 % 
in 2012. In the Russian Federation, trade-distorting support has been increased by 45 % on the background of 
a slight reduction of support non trade-distorting. 

T a b l e  1  

Specific indicators of state support for agriculture in the CU and CES per hectare  
of crop area and per person employed in agriculture, hunting and forestry [3] 

Indicator 

Belarus Kazakhstan Russian Federation 
2012 y. 2012 y. 

to 2011 
y., % 

2012 y. 2012 y. 
to 2011 
y., % 

2012 y. 2012 y. 
to 2011 
y., % 

Total support for agriculture, mln. USD 2509 76 1125 99 8632 131 
Support trade-distorting measures, mln. 
USD 

2211 73 709 151 6902 145 

The cultivated area, thsnd. ha 5779 100 21191 88 76300 100 
The number of people employed in agri-
culture, hunting and forestry, thsnd. peo-
ple 

459 95 2173 99 6428 98 

Total support per 1 ha of crop area, USD 
per Ha 

434 76 53 113 113 130 

Trade-distorting support, per hectare of 
crop area, USD per Ha 

383 73 33 171 90 145 

Support per person employed in agricul-
ture, hunting and forestry, USD per per-
son 

5473 80 518 100 1343 133 

Trade-distorting support, per person em-
ployed in agriculture, hunting and forest-
ry, USD per person 

4822 76 326 152 1074 148 

Note. Compiled by the authors based on the statistics of the Member States of the Customs Union and the Common 
Economic Space for 2011–2012. 
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The relatively low amount of state trade-distorting support in the Republic of Kazakhstan determined 
the least specific indicators of such support among the CU and CES countries (Table 1). In 2012, trade-
distorting support in the Republic of Kazakhstan per hectare of cultivated area was 33 USD, which is 11.6 
times less than in Belarus and 2.7 times less than in the Russian Federation. And per person employed in ag-
riculture — 326 USD, which is 14.8 times less than in Belarus and 3.3 times less than in the Russian Federa-
tion. 

All countries of the Customs Union and the Common Economic Space provided support for a number 
of programs. Among the measures non trade-distorting funded: R&D; pest and disease control; dissemina-
tion of information, consulting and inspection services. Among the trade-distorting measures implemented: 
programs of concessional lending; compensation costs for fertilizers, seed, animal feed; support animal and 
poultry breeding; elite seed production; compensation for participation costs of business entities in the insur-
ance program for crop, livestock, and poultry as well as other product-non-specific measures of state support. 

In some areas the state support was not implemented. Among the measures non trade-distorting did not 
provide domestic food assistance to the needy population, direct payments to producers, aid in the insurance 
programs and income security as well as tools to facilitate structural changes. 

Among the trade-distorting measures did not implemented: the acquisition of manufacturers’ assets at 
prices higher than the market one; debt relief on payments to the budget. Price support in the countries of the 
Customs Union and the Common Economic Space takes a negative value. 

The largest share of trade-distorting measures in the total state support was observed in the Republic of 
Belarus (Table 2). In 2012, in Belarus the share of such measures in the total state support for agriculture 
amounted to 88.1 %, which is below the level of 2011 by 4.2 percentage points. In the Russian Federation 
and the Republic of Kazakhstan, the corresponding figures were 80.0 % and 63.1 %, respectively. Thus, in 
the countries of the Customs Union and the Common Economic Space bias towards trade-distorting 
measures is observed [2]. 

T a b l e  2  

The structure of state support for agriculture in the CU and CES (2011–2012) [4] 

Measures 
Belarus Kazakhstan Russian Federa-

tion 
2011 2012 2011 2012 2011 2012 

Measures non trade-distorting 7,7 11,9 58,5 36,9 28,3 20,0 

Trade-distorting measures, including 92,3 88,1 41,5 63,1 71,7 80,0 

- product-non-specific measures 90,6 83,3 30,2 50,3 69,8 66,3 

- product-specific measures 1,7 4,8 11,3 12,8 1,9 13,7 

The total support for agriculture 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 

Note. Compiled by the authors based on the statistics of the Member States of the Customs Union and the Common 
Economic Space for 2011–2012. 

Among the measures of state support, distorting effect on trade in the CU and the CES in 2012 still pre-
vailed measures of product-unspecific character (Figure 2). In Belarus, the share of such measures in the 
trade-distorting measures amounted to 94.6 % (down 3.6 percentage points from the index of 2011), in the 
Republic of Kazakhstan — 79.7 % (an increase of 7.0 percentage points) in the Russian Federation — 
82.9 % (down 14.4 percentage points). 
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Figure 2. The structure of trade-distorting measures in the CU and CES (2011–2012), % 

There are differences in the structure of different types of measures of state support for agriculture in 
the CU and CES (Table 3). In the Russian Federation, among the main measures non trade-distorting domi-
nated services of general and specialized personnel training, pest and diseases control of plants and animals, 
research funding. The share of these measures accounted for 59.0 % of the amount of support non trade-
distorting. The Republic of Belarus is dominated by finance general and special personnel training (38.3 %) 
and the Republic of Kazakhstan by the pest and diseases control of plants and animals (47.3 %), the creation 
of state reserves (35.6 %) [4]. 

 

T a b l e  3  

The main directions and measures of different types of state support for agriculture 
 in the CU and the CES in 2012 [2] 

Measures Belarus Kazakhstan Russian Federation 
Measure % Measure % Measure % 

T
he

 m
ea

su
re

s 
no

n 
tr

ad
e-

di
st

or
ti

ng
 

Personnel training 38,3 Pest and disease con-
trol 

47,3 Personnel training 27,1 

Research studies 15,5 The creation of state 
reserves 

35,6 Pest and disease control 16,5 

Environmental protec-
tion 

15,3 Services related to in-
frastructure 

6,0 Research studies 15,3 

T
he

 tr
ad

e-
di

st
or

ti
ng

 
m

ea
su

re
s 

Financing costs of ser-
vicing loans 

31,8 Compensation costs for 
energy 

29,3 Financing costs of ser-
vicing loans 

47,8 

Provision of guarantees 16,5 Other measures 
(cheaper transport costs 
on grain exports) 

21,0 The program of devel-
opment of dairy cattle 
breeding 

30,5 

Other 12,3 Subsidies for livestock 
products 

20,3 Subsidies for pig breed-
ing 

17,6 

 
Among the trade-distorting measures in the Republic of Belarus and the Russian Federation dominated 

financing costs for servicing loans (respectively 31.8 % and 47.8 % of the funding trade-distorting 
measures). In Kazakhstan, the bulk of the funds in the framework of support trade-distorting measures are 
directed to compensate the cost of energy (29.3 %), other support measures / cheaper transport costs on grain 
exports (21.0 %), subsidies for livestock products (20.3 %). 
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As part of the trade-distorting product-specific measures of state support in the Russian Federation in 
2012 to subsidize the production of flax, cattle, sheep and goat, horse, pig, poultry breeding, reindeer herd-
ing, paid subsidies for the production of milk, meat, eggs and wool (Table 4). Belarus subsidized the produc-
tion of flax and potatoes, beef and dairy cattle. The Republic of Kazakhstan has supported the development 
of livestock with a focus on poultry production [2]. 

T a b l e  4  

Product-specific support for agriculture in CU and CES Member States in 2012 [2] 

Product 

Product-specific sup-
port according to the 

notification of the 
Member States (mln. 

USD) 

Cost of production vol-
ume of agricultural goods 

(mln. USD) 

The share of product-
specific support in the 

volume of production, % 

Belarus 
Fiber flax 12,8 15,4 83,1 
Potato 33,0 863,3 3,8 
Other types of crop production 10,8 4 446,0 0,2 
Cattle 1,4 2 864,7 0,0 
Milk 61,2 2 330,8 2,6 
Total 119,1 25 543,4 0,5 
Kazakhstan 
Livestock products 143,7 6 781,5 2,1 
Sheep and goat breeding 1,7 822,6 0,2 
Meat horse breeding 2,8 763,1 0,4 
Meat cattle breeding 15,3 2 029,6 0,8 
Pig-breeding 9,6 814,6 1,2 
Poultry farming of an egg pro-
duction 

32,1 288,4 11,1 

Poultry farming of a meat pro-
duction 

44,0 262,4 16,8 

Other types of livestock prod-
ucts 

36,3 1 800,8 2,0 

Total 143,7 21 093,5 0,7 
Russian Federation 
Fiber flax 12,5 39,8 31,4 
Cattle 141,2 8 737,5 1,6 
Sheep and goat breeding 25,9 1 506,6 1,7 
Northern reindeer breeding 62,2 75,1 82,8 
Meat horse breeding 6,6 109,4 6,0 
Pig-breeding 208,1 9 807,1 2,1 
Poultry farming 82,7 10 278,1 0,8 
Milk 549,0 16 918,7 3,2 
Meat 70,8 28 822,7 0,2 
Eggs 24,6 4 153,2 0,6 
Wool 0,04 86,5 0,0 
Total 1 183,7 255 132,5 0,5 

 
In general, the proportion of product-specific support in the value of production of agricultural goods is 

low. In 2012, the figure accounted: 0.5 % — in the Republic of Belarus and the Russian Federation in 0.7 % 
— in the Republic of Kazakhstan. The individual commodity markets are largely distorted by product-
specific measures. Markets with a high proportion of product-specific support include: 

in the Republic of Belarus — flax market (share of support in the production volume amounted to 
83.1 %); 

in the Russian Federation — venison (82.8 %) and flax market (31.4 %). 
Thereby, the general conclusion about the absence of intentional market distortion as a result of the 

providing measures of state support by the CU and CES countries is justified. 
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The most of support measures (distorting and non-trade-distorting) is funded by the federal (republican) 
budget (Figure 3). In Kazakhstan, the share of expenditures of the republican budget in 2012 was 80.0 %, in 
the Russian Federation — 72.7 %. A significant part of the state support in the Republic of Belarus (44.0 %) 
is supplied from the budgets of the administrative-territorial units. In the Republic of Belarus and the Russian 
Federation, an increase in the share of budget expenditures of administrative-territorial units in the total state 
support for agriculture has been observed. 

 

  

Figure 3. Sources of the state support for agriculture in the CU and the CES in 2011–2012 (bln. USD) 

The budgets of administrative-territorial units had a small part in financing of measures non trade-
distorting, (Table 5). Such measures were fully financed from the national budget in the Republic of Kazakh-
stan. In the Russian Federation and the Republic of Belarus, the share of budget expenditures of administra-
tive and territorial units for the implementation of measures non trade-distorting respectively amounted to 
2.7 % and 29.0 % in 2012. Thus, the federal and republican budgets dominated in the financing of state sup-
port measures non trade-distorting [5]. 

Budgets of administrative-territorial units occupied approximately the same proportion in the financing 
of trade-distorting measures: 45.6 % — in the Republic of Belarus -, 31.6 % — in Kazakhstan, 33.5 % — in 
the Russian Federation. 

T a b l e  5  

The share of the federal (republican) budget in the amount of different types  
of state support for agriculture in the CU and CES in 2012, % 

Measures Belarus Kazakhstan Russian Federation 
Measures non trade-distorting 71,0 100,0 97,3 
Trade-distorting measures, including 54,4 68,4 66,5 
- product-non-specific measures 55,1 60,7 74,5 

- product-specific measures 41,5 98,7 28,3 

Note. Compiled by authors. 

The Republic of Kazakhstan is almost entirely at the expense of the republican budget subsidized prod-
uct-specific measures of state support (measures to livestock support). In the Republic of Belarus and the 
Russian Federation in the financing of product-specific support measures dominated the budgets of adminis-
trative-territorial units. 

Thereby, the analysis of the volume and structure of state support for agriculture in the CU and CES 
shows a tendency of reducing the amount of support, measured in dollar terms, in the Republic of Belarus. In 
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the Republic of Kazakhstan, the volume of total support to agriculture is stable against reduction of measures 
non trade-distorting. In the Russian Federation support for agriculture is growing up. 

Measures distorting are dominated trade in the countries of the Customs Union and the Common Eco-
nomic Space. The Republic of Belarus is characterized by the highest share of the costs of administrative-
territorial units in the amount of support. 

As we know under the Treaty on the Eurasian Economic Union Kazakhstan initiated the development 
of a new methodology for the calculation of state support for agriculture from January 1, 2016. It is worth 
noting that Russia as a current member of the World Trade Organization (hereinafter — the WTO), and Ka-
zakhstan as a country aspiring to enter the WTO came to the decision to develop a new methodology based 
on WTO commitments in amount of funding for the industry. While supported the decision, Belarus entered 
a reservation according to which it will be guided by a new methodology to 2025. Thus, to resolve the 
amount of state support in the EAEU as planned will not succeed. 

Based on the above it can be concluded that for Kazakhstan way out of this situation is to increase the 
volume of their own state support for agriculture, as well as improving its efficiency, which will allow com-
peting with Russian and Belarusian producers. 
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А.Т.Тiлеубердинова, А.Г.Əскеев 

Еуразиялық экономикалық одақ елдеріндегі ауыл шаруашылығы  
өндірушілерін мемлекеттік қолдау шараларын салыстырмалы талдау 

Мақалада саудаға əсер ету деңгейіне байланысты, КО жəне ЕЭК мүше-мемлекеттермен қабылданатын 
ауыл шаруашылығын мемлекеттік қолдау шаралары қарастырылған. Сауданы бұрмалайтын 
шаралардың көптігіне байланысты, оның құрылымы мен саудаға əсеріне жеке көңіл бөлінген. Ауыл 
шарауашылығы өнімдерін субсидиялау сұрағының өзектілігін ескере отырып, авторлармен КО жəне 
ЕЭК елдерінің ауыл шаруашылығын тауарлық-ерекшеленген қолдаудың талдауы жүргізілген. КО 
жəне ЕЭК елдерінің ауыл шаруашылығын қолдаудың көлемі мен құрылымына жүргізілген талдау 
сауданы бұрмалайтын шаралардың көптігін көрсетті. Беларусь Республикасында жалпы қолдаудың 
көлемінде əкімшілік-территориялық бірліктегі шығындардың үлесінің жоғарылығына қарамастан, 
жалпы алғанда долларлық баламада қысқару тенденциясы байқалады. Қазақстан Республикасында 
сауданы бұрмаламайтын шаралардың қысқаруы тұрғысынан салыстырғанда ауыл шаруашылығын 
жиынтық қолдаудың көлемі тұрақты. Ал Ресей Федерациясында ауыл шаруашылығын қолдау өсуде. 
Авторлар КО жəне ЕЭК елдерінің мемлекеттік қолдау шараларының нəтижесінде арнайы нарықты 
бұрмалаудың жоқтығының дұрыстығына көз жеткізеді. Сонымен қатар ЕАЭК мемлекеттік қолдау 
көлемін реттеу бұрын жоспарланғандай болмайтынын ескеретін болсақ, Қазақстанға ауыл 
шаруашылығын мемлекеттік қолдаудың өз көлемін арттыру, сонымен қатар ресейлік жəне 
белоруссиялық өндірушілермен бəсекеге түсуге мүмкіндік беретін, оның тиімділігін жоғарылату 
қажет. 
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А.Т.Тлеубердинова, А.Г.Аскеев 

Сравнительный анализ мер государственной поддержки 
сельхозтоваропроизводителей в странах евразийского экономического союза 

В статье рассматриваются меры государственной поддержки сельского хозяйства, принимаемые госу-
дарствами-членами ТС и ЕЭП, в зависимости от степени их воздействия на торговлю. Ввиду преобла-
дания мер, искажающих данные по торговле, отдельное внимание уделено их структуре и влиянию. 
Учитывая актуальность вопроса субсидирования продукции сельского хозяйства, был проведен ана-
лиз мер продуктово-специфической поддержки сельского хозяйства стран ТС и ЕЭП. Авторы прихо-
дят к выводу о правомерности отсутствия преднамеренного искажения рынков в результате оказания 
странами ТС и ЕЭП мер государственной поддержки. При этом, учитывая тот факт, что урегулировать 
объемы государственной поддержки в ЕАЭС, как это планировалось ранее, не удастся, Казахстану 
необходимо наращивать собственные объемы государственной поддержки сельского хозяйства, а 
также повышать ее эффективность, что позволит конкурировать с российскими и белорусскими про-
изводителями. 
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Цели, возможности и логика операционного анализа (CVP-анализа) 

В статье раскрывается сущность операционного анализа, позволяющего отслеживать зависимость 
финансовых результатов бизнеса от издержек и объемов производства. Подчеркивается, что данный 
анализ невозможен без разделения издержек на постоянные и переменные. Уделяется внимание 
изучению операционного и финансового рычагов, выступающих в качестве основных инструментов 
операционного анализа. Делается вывод о том, что анализ величин в критической точке (анализ 
безубыточности) основан на взаимосвязи «затраты — объем — прибыль». Описываются допуски, 
используемые в анализе поведения прибыли, затрат и объема. 

Ключевые слова: операционный анализ, элементы, решения, деление, издержки, виды, поведение, 
операционный рычаг, валовая маржа, финансовый рычаг, коммерческий риск, точка безубыточности, 
допуски. 

 

CVP-анализ как один из мощных инструментов, имеющихся в распоряжении менеджеров 

Порядок и инструменты анализа, проводимого с целью принятия финансовых решений, 
предопределяются самой логикой функционирования финансового механизма предприятия. Одним 
из самых простых и эффективных методов финансового анализа с целью оперативного, а также 
стратегического планирования является операционный анализ, называемый также анализом 
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