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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-
specific measures, Customs Union, Common Economic Space.

In accordance with Article 3 of the Agreement on common rules for state support of agriculture dated
December 9", 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«s 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.

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]

Table 1

Belarus Kazakhstan Russian Federation
. 2012 y. 2012 y. 2012 y. 2012 y. 2012 y. 2012 y.
Indicator t0 2011 t0 2011 t0 2011
y., % y., % y., %
Total support for agriculture, mln. USD 2509 76 1125 99 8632 131
ISjl.lS[;;)ort trade-distorting measures, min. 111 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- 459 95 2173 99 6428 98
ple
Total support per 1 ha of crop area, USD 434 76 53 113 113 130
per Ha
Trade-distorting support, per hectare of 383 73 33 171 90 145
crop.area, USD per Ha
Support per person employed in agricul-
ture, hunting and forestry, USD per per- 5473 80 518 100 1343 133
son
Trade-distorting support, per person em-
ployed in agriculture, hunting and forest- 4822 76 326 152 1074 148
ry, USD per person

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].

Table 2
The structure of state support for agriculture in the CU and CES (2011-2012) [4]
Belarus Kazakhstan Russian Federa-
Measures 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].

Table 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 %
- Personnel training 38,3 | Pest and disease con- 47,3 | Personnel training 27,1
% b 2 trol
§ g ‘£ | Research studies 15,5 | The creation of state 35,6 | Pest and disease control 16,5
g = 2 reserves
é 2 S [ Environmental protec- 15,3 | Services related to in- 6,0 Research studies 15,3
tion frastructure
2 Financing costs of ser- 31,8 | Compensation costs for | 29,3 | Financing costs of ser- 47,8
"g vicing loans energy vicing loans
Z 0 Provision of guarantees | 16,5 | Other measures 21,0 | The program of devel- 30,5
'E 5 (cheaper transport costs opment of dairy cattle
':3 g on grain exports) breeding
° Other 12,3 | Subsidies for livestock 20,3 | Subsidies for pig breed- 17,6
E products ing

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].

Table 4
Product-specific support for agriculture in CU and CES Member States in 2012 [2]
Product-specific sup- Cost of production vol- The share of product-
port according to the ume of agricultural goods specific support in the
Product notification of the (mln. USD) volume of production, %
Member States (min.
USD)
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 3308 2,6
Total 119,1 255434 0,5
Kazakhstan
Livestock products 143,7 6781,5 2,1
Sheep and goat breeding 1,7 8226 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
Poul.try farming of an egg pro- 321 288.4 1.1
duction
Poul.try farming of a meat pro- 44,0 262.4 16,8
duction
Other types of livestock prod- 363 1800.8 2.0
ucts
Total 143,7 21093,5 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 8227 0,2
Eggs 24,6 41532 0,6
Wool 0,04 86,5 0,0
Total 1183,7 2551325 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.
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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.

Table 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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A.T.Tiney6epaunoBa, A.I'.OckeeB

Eypa3usijibIKk 9KOHOMHKAJILIK 012K eJ/iepiH/ieri aybl1 IapyamblLIbIFbI
OHIpyLI/IepiH MeMJIeKeTTIK KOJ1/1ay HIapajapbiH CAJdbICTHIPMAJIbI TAJAAY

Makainaza cayziara acep €Ty AcHrerine Oaiiinanbictsl, KO jxone EJK mymie-memnekerrepMer KaObUIqaHATBIH
aybUl IIapyalllbUIBIFBIH MEMICKeTTIK Koyijay Iapanapbl KapacTbipbuiFaH. Caynanel OypMmanaiTbiH
HIapanap/blH KeNTiriHe GaiIaHbICThI, OHBIH KYPBUIBIMBI MEH CayJara dCepiHe )KeKe KOHiI OeniHreH. Aybil
HIapayanibUTBIFEl OHIMAEPIH CyOCHIMsIay CyparbIHBIH ©3eKTIIrH eckepe OTHIpHI, aBTopiaapMer KO »xone
EDK enpepiHiH aybi1 IapyamIbUIBIFBIH TayapiIbIK-€PEKIIeICHIeH KOJIayAblH Taijaysl xkypriziaren. KO
xoHe EDK enmepiHiH @ybul IIapyalIbUIBIFBIH KOJIAYIBIH KOJeMi MEH KYpBUIBIMBIHA JKYPTi3UITeH Tajjnay
cayqaHsl OypMaJlalTBIH IIapajapblH KeNTiriH xkepcerTi. bemapycs PecryOnmkachiHma s>kaimmbl KOJIgay/IbIH
KOJIeMIHJE OKIMIITIK-TePPUTOPHSUIIBIK OipIiKTeri MIBIFBIHAAPABIH YJICCIHIH JKOFapbUIBIFBIHA KapaMacTaH,
JKaNTIbL. allFaH/ia J0JUIapibIK OallamMaza KbICKapy TeHIeHIuschl Oaiikamansl. Kasakcran PecmyGnukacsiana
cayaaHbl’ OypManaMaiThIH I1apaigapablH KbICKapybl TYPFBICBIHAH CajbICTBIPFaHIA aybUl LIApYallbUIbIFbIH
JKUBIHTBIK KOJIAAYAbIH KeyeMi TypakTel. An Peceii denepanusachinia aybll MAPyaIlbUIBIFBIH KOJIAAY OCye.
Astopmap KO >xene EDK ennepiniH MeMIIEKeTTIK KoJjay HIapanapbIHBIH HOTH)KECIHIE apHaWbl HAapHIKTHI
OypMaiay/IbIH JKOKTHIFBIHBIH JYPHICTHIFEIHA Ke3 jkeTkizemi. ConbiMeH katap EADK memiekerrtik Koimay
KoJIeMiH peTTey OYpbIH JKOCHapiaHFaHgali OONMaHTHIHBIH eckepeTiH Ooncak, Ka3zakcranra aybnr
MIapyallbUIBIFBIH - MEMJICKETTIK KOJIAyAblH ©3 KOJEeMIH apTTHIpy, COHBIMEH KaTap peceilllik >koHe
GenopyccusUTBIK  OHAIpYLIiIepMeH 0aocekere TYCyre MYMKiHAIK OepeTiH, OHBIH THIMIUITIH JKOFapbUIaTy
KaKerT.
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A.T.Tney6epnunoBa, A.I'.AckeeB

CpaBHHTE/IbHBII AHAJIU3 MeP IrOCYyIapPCTBEHHOH NMOLIEPKKHU
CeJIbX03TOBAPONPOM3BOAUTE/Iell B CTPAHAX €BPA3HHCKOr0 3KOHOMHYECKOI0 COK3a

B cratbe paccMmaTpuBaroTcs Mepbl FOCYAapCTBEHHOM MOJEPKKU CEIbCKOTO X035iCTBa, IPUHUMAEMBIE FOCY-
nmapcrBamu-wieHaMu TC u EDII, B 3aBUCUMOCTH OT CTENEHH UX BO3JCHCTBHA Ha TOProBio. BBuay npeobia-
JaHUs Mep, UCKaKaIoLIUX TaHHbIE 0 TOProBie, OTAENPHOE BHUMAHUE YJEIEHO HX CTPYKTYpPE U BIHSHHIO.
YuuTteiBasi akTyalIbHOCTh BOIIPOCa CyOCHANPOBAHMS MPOAYKLUH CEIbCKOTO XO3IHCTBA, ObLT MPOBEAEH aHa-
JIM3 Mep MPOAYKTOBO-CIEU(PHUUIECKON NOIIEpKKH cenbekoro xozsaiicta crpad TC u EDIL. ABtops! npuxo-
JST K BBIBOAY O IIPaBOMEPHOCTH OTCYTCTBHSA NPEIHAMEPEHHOIO UCKAKCHUS PHIHKOB B PE3YJIbTATE OKa3aHUS
crpanamu TC n EOII mep rocynapcTBeHHO moanepskKku. [Ipu 3ToM, ydnuThIBast TOT (aKT, UTO YPEeryIHpoOBaTh
00BeMBI rocynapcTBeHHON moaepskkn B EADC, kak 3To mraHMpoBanoch paHee, He ynacrtcs, Kazaxcrany
HEOOXOIMMO HapalluBaTh COOCTBEHHBIE OOBEMBI I'OCYNAapCTBEHHOW IOJJIEPIKKH CEIBCKOTO XO3sHCTBa, a
TaKoKe TOBBIMATE e 3()(HEKTUBHOCTD, YTO MO3BOJIHUT KOHKYPHPOBATH C POCCHHCKUMH U OEJIOPYCCKUMU. IIPO-
U3BOJUTEIIAMH.
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Iesn, BO3MOKHOCTH M JIOTHKA ONepaunoHHoro anaaun3a (CVP-ananusa)

B crathe packpbIBacTCsl CYyIIHOCTh ONEPALOHHOTO aHANN3a, MO3BOJISIOLUIETO OTCIEKUBATh 3aBHCUMOCTH
(MHAHCOBBIX PE3YJBTATOB OM3HECAa OT M3/ICPKEK M 00BbEMOB NMPOM3BOJACTBA. [ToquepKuBaeTCs, YTO AaHHBIH
aHaNM3 HEBO3MOXKEH 0e3 pa3meleHHs] M3Jep>KeK Ha IOCTOSHHBIE M IIepEMEHHBIE. YIeNsieTcsl BHHMaHUE
H3y9YEHHIO) OTIePalHOHHOTO ¥ (DMHAHCOBOTO PBIYAroB, BHICTYMAIOMINX B Ka4eCTBE OCHOBHBIX WHCTPYMEHTOB
OTTepallMOHHOr0 aHanm3a. JlemaeTcss BBIBOJ O TOM, YTO aHAIN3 BEIMYWH B KPUTHUYECKON TOYKe (aHAM3
0e3y0BITOYHOCTH) OCHOBAaH Ha B3aMMOCBSI3U «3aTpaThl — 00BEM — HPHOBUIEY. ONHCHIBAIOTCS IOITYCKH,
HCIIOb3yeMbIE B aHAIM3€ MOBEACHHS PHOBLIH, 3aTpaT U 00beMa.

Kniouesvie cnosa: omepallMOHHBIA aHANU3, 3JIE€MEHTHI, PEIICHUS, JENCHUE, U3IEPKKU, BHUIbI, MOBEJICHHUE,
OIIEPALIMOHHBIH pbIYar, BaJoBas Mapka, (QMHAHCOBBI pblyar, KOMMEPUYECKUH PHUCK, TOUKa Oe3yOBITOYHOCTH,
JOIyCKH.

CVP-ananus kak 0OuH u3 MOUWHBIX URCMPYMEHM OB, UMEIOWIUXCA 6 PACNOPANCEHUU MeHedofcepoe

Ilopsmox w WHCTPYMEHTHI aHaNIHW3a, MPOBOAWMOTO C TIIeNbI0 MPHUHATHSA (UHAHCOBHIX PpEIICHUH,
MIPEeIOTPEACIISIOTCS CaMOil JIOTMKONW (YHKIIMOHUPOBaHHUS (PMHAHCOBOTO MEXaHHW3Ma Ipeanpusatus. OmgHuM
M3 CaMbIX MPOCTBIX M 3PPEKTUBHBIX METOJOB (PMHAHCOBOTO aHAN3a C IIEIbIO0 ONCPATUBHOTO, a TAKXKE
CTPAaTErHuecKoro IUIAHUPOBAHUS SIBJIICTCS OIEPAlMOHHBIN aHaIM3, HA3bIBAGMBINM TaKXKe aHAIH30M
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