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OZET

Toplumun tarimsal kurumlarin ne yaptigindan haberdar olmasi ve boylece bu kurumlara
kaynak gelistirme siireglerinde ve faaliyetlerinde etkin olarak yer vermesi ve bu kurumlarin
sagladig1 desteklerden istifade etmesi artarak 6nem kazanmaktadir. Bu ¢alisma 2000 ve 2015
yillar1 arasinda AB’nin yeni iiyelerinden secilmis bazt ODAU —Orta ve Dogu Avrupa Ulkeleri
(Macaristan, Polonya, Romanya ve Slovakya) ve Rusya ve Tirkiye’de tarimsal kuruluglarin
gelisme ve degisme sirecini incelemeyi hedeflemektedir. Calisma kapsamindaki tiim
ulkelerin 2000 ve 2015 yillart belirlenen reformlari tamamlama durumunun, kendi 6zerk
kurumlarini, yonetim organlarini tanimlamalarimi, finansman dizenlemeleri ve tarnimsal
arastirmaya Ozel atifla destek programlarina gore kiyaslamaktadir. Bu gozden gecirme ile
tarimsal kuruluslarinin ne yaptifi, yonetisim, idare ve operasyonel anlamda nasil faaliyet
gosterdigi ve ne gibi sorunlarla miicadele ettigine dair acgik bir goriisiin olusturulmasi
istenmektedir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Tarimsal kuruluslar, polika, Avrupa Birligi, ODAUler, Tiirkiye, Rusya

AGRICULTURAL INSTITUTIONS - HOW THEY EVOLVED?

ABSTRACT

It is increasingly important that the public are aware of what these institutions are doing so
that they can more effectively take part in their resourcing, activities, and the effectiveness of
the aid they provide. This paper aims to explain the development and evolution of modeling
tools to simulate the effects of agricultural institutions in some selected CEECs (Hungary,
Poland, Romania, Slovakia) the newer member states of the Furopean Union and Russia and
Turkey between 2000 and 2015. The paper describes and analyses almost all critical basic
clements of reforms, rating each country in the study on the progress in completing each type
of reform, their own separate identitics, governing bodies, management structures, financing
arrangements, and programs of assistance with specific reference to agricultural research.
Basic element of reforms during 2000 - 2015, the CEEC countries have achieved considerably
more success. The primary aim of this paper is to convey a clear idea of what these
institutions do, how they act in terms of their governance, management, and operations, and
what kind of problems confrqm them. _ o |
Keywords: Agricultural mstitutes, policy, the European Union, CEECs, Turkey, Russia
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LINTRODUCTION

Agricultural development is determinative to reduce .poverty, hunger, and achievipg
food-security in many agricultural-based developing countries. The success-and spef:d- with
which agricultural development 18 achieved, mostly dcpfmds in part on the productivity of
organizations working to promote development of the agricultural sector. Both governmental

and non-governmental organizations working in agricultural development are increasingly
concerned with the need to estimate and understand their capacity, and to improve relevance,
effectiveness and efficiency of programs/projects/policies. World agriculture in the twenty-
first century is faced with three main challenges: 1) to improve food security, rural livelihoods
and income; 2) to satisfy the increasing and diversified demands for safe food and other
products; and, 3) to conserve and protect natural resources.

2.CEECs COUTRIES BEFORE AND AFTER ACCESSION TO THE EU

From the beginning of the European Union, EU policies has given emphasis to
agricultural sector. To this end, COPA (Committee of Professional Agricultural
Organizations) was established in 1958. One year later, the agricultural cooperatives of the
European umbrella organization, COGECA (General Confederation of Agricultural
Cooperatives) was created. COGECA is the main representative for all agricultural and
fisheries cooperative sector at EU level. The most important priorities COGECA’s first of all
to represent specific and general interests of European agricultural, forestry, fisheries and
agro-food cooperatives and promote to the development of those cooperatives. In addition,
COGECA provides a platform for member organizations to keep political discussions and
exchanging views and ideas on agricultural policy issues, as well as other representative
organizations at EU and international level. Currently COGECA has 35 full members from
EU member states, 4 affiliated members and 36 partner organizations, which include
representatives of countries like Iceland, Norway, Switzerland and Turkey. Unlike COGECA,
COPA mostly operates with farmers but also represents the general and specific interests of
them. Since the establishment, the EU institutions have recognized COPA as the most

important organization speaking on behalf of the European agricultural sector as a whole. The
main working structure of COPA can examine any issues related to the development of the
Common Agricultural Policy of EU and supporting developing relations between EU
institutions and any other representative organizations or social partners established at
European level. In addition, COPA is working on international level enabling representatives
of the European Union and any other foreign organization to discuss existing problems and
suggest solutions. COPA is made up of 60 organizations: 27 from EU and 36 partner
organization from other European countries. It has 50 working parties, dealing either with

specific, production-related topics (cercals, beef meat, etc.) nor with general questions

(environment, rural development, farming and ete.) (Anonymous, 2014).

Each country in Eastern Europe is developing its own approach to extension, with
differences in the relationships among extension, research and farmers and in the roles of key
institutions including the ministry of agricu_lturc, agricultural universities, and private industry
and farmer organizations. Developing goal is a common thread in Eastern Europe.

The Program of Community aid to the countries of Eastern and Central Europe
(PHARE) was created to prepare and support countries for accession to the EU, starting in

1989 m Hungary and Poland and expending in 1994 to other Eastern and Central Europe
countries including Romania among others (Chan-Halbrendt and Fantle-Lepezyk, 2013).
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2.1 Hungary Case

Agriculture is an important sector for the Hungarian economy and it has gone through a
long and difficult development since the First World War. Hungary joined the European
Union (EU) in May 2004. As a country with huge agro-potential and a high degree of export
orientation, Hungary was looking forward to the EU accession, especially in the field of trade
in agricultural products. As 12 years have now passed since EU accession and agricultural
trade still plays a prominent role in the Hungarian economy (Kiss and Hegediis, 2014).

Table 1: Hungarian total agricultural exports and imports, 2003-2013 (EUR billio
: 2003 | 2005 | 2006 |[2007 |2008 |2009 |2011 12015

Imports | 1.49 2.52 3.00 3.50 3.20 3.35 3.68 3.99 4.43

Exports | 2.85 |359 [470 [500 |[500 [520 [7.00 [7.60 |8.09
Source: EUROSTAT, data retrieved: 15.03.2016

The balance of these 12 years of membership in the EU are clearly positive for
agriculture and the rural economy of Hungary. Nowadays, there are governmental and non-
governmental organizations, which are supporting and connected to agricultural movement.
The Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development has overall responsibility for the “Farm
Advisory System” that provides government consultancy services, and is an obligation for all
European Union member states under the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) that gives 80
% of the required financial support. The Ministry is also responsible for the specialized
consultancy services, which usually provide by the civil society including private individual
consultants and advisors. Regional Advisory Centers (RACs) and Rural Development
Advisory Service are examples of Institute of Training and Consulting (Anonymous, 2007).

HCA is an umbrella organization of COPA and the national public body of the
Budapest chamber and 9 regional chambers. The chamber can represent more than 11.000
voluntary members and provide its services to all worldwide producers. HCA mainly has been
working to give a new impact to the Hungarian agriculture and food economy and it supplies
interests of representation for all rural area players, such as producers, processors, traders and
those who are working in the rural field of development. The main duties of Hungarian
Chamber of Agriculture are related to development, subsidies representation of general
interests of the agricultural sector. It operates mainly The Farm Information Service with the
network of 202 advisors throughout Hungary. The aim consists to ensure domestic and
international opportunitics of the lower sectors for support i the development of the
Hungarian agriculture to be more effective (Chan-Halbrendt and Fantle-Lepczyk, 2013).

2.2. Poland Case

Poland’s membership in the EU has completely changed the economic situation of
functioning in the Polish agriculture and rural areas. The most important sources of these
changes, of course, apart from the European Single Market and macro-economic
conditionality, include Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) and structural funds.

Currently, CAP has caused an increase in support for agriculture, while structural funds
have target of modernization of food economy and development of rural area. After Poland’s
accession to the EU, significant changes took place that were connected with the CAP
instruments covering Poland resulted in doubling the actual income of farmers, which
improved their economic situation and increased the opportunities to finance the current
expenditure and to implement modernisation investments (Wigier, 2014).
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Poland (data in EUR)

Table 2: The amount of CAP funds transferret__l_ _t_q_ oland (data In =
" Year | Direct payments | RDP | Other CAP transfer

2004 |0 286,640,000 0

2005 702,674,035 | 062,100,658 10,638,946

2006 811,580,923 1,149,555,478 11,100,858

2007 953,100,872 1,550,886,535 5,264,141

2008 1.037,600,783 | 1,846,530,42’? 12,400,573

2009 1,446, 164,527 | ,{}43,825,682 14,860,428

2010 1,82?,?19,773 1,571,940,488 12,586,168

2011 2.395,415,615 1,706,015,707 11,632,309

2012 2,702,781,649 2,(}24,76?,952 11,376,612

2013 3,065,995.810 96,850,253 24,234,865

Source: EUROSTAT, data retrieved: 15.03.2016

Currently, The Ministry of Agriculture and Development has overall responsibility for
providing public extension and advisory services to the farmers. This responsibility is carried
out through the following organizational structure covering the national, provincial, and
county and municipality levels: Board of Advisory Service, Agricultural Advisory Center,
Brwinow, and Provincial (Voievod) Advisory Service Centers. The Council of Agricultural
Chambers (Krajowa Rada Izb Rolniczych, KRIR) is operating under COPA organization and
represents regional agricultural chambers in Poland. Agricultural chambers are usually self-
governing membership structures, which are created by the farmers all over the country. The
Council is a managing structure and a voice of farmers associated within the chambers. Like
other partner organizations, KRIR also perceives agriculture as a key and strategic sector of
European economy (Chan-Halbrendt and F antle-Lepczyk, 2013).

2.3 Slovakia Case

After the breakup of Czechoslovakia in 1993, the Czech Republic and Slovakia formed
a customs union. There were no barriers to agricultural trade between the two countries. EU
accession led to significant changes in Slovak agricultural trade. The results indicate that
31.4% of the increase in agricultural imports from the EU15+CEECs between 2000 and 2005
was due to the discriminatory trade liberalization between Slovakia and the EU15+CEECs.
The rest of the increase in respective agricultural imports was due to other reasons such as
globalization, transformation of the economy, harmonization of regulatory policies,
climination of non-tariff barriers and others (Drabik, Pokrivcak, Ciaian 20017).

The Ministry of Agriculture of the Slovak Republic managed the Central Controlling
and Testing Institute in Agriculture (UKSUP), which is a national budget organization. :

The basic task of the Institute is to execute professional state supervision and testing
under the conditions of the agricultural sector, as well as professional state inspection
of quality of inputs into agriculture. The activities of the Central Controlling and Testing
Institute in Agriculture within the framework of plant production and animal production are
thematically aimed at soil, varieties of agricultural crops, seeds and planting, plant nutrition
plant protection. The Central Controlling and Testing Institute in Agriculture!cooperates w'tl;
COPA/(;OGECA, with the Slovak national authorities (the Parliament, the Government 1 d
the Ministry of Agriculture of the SR, the State Veterinary and Food’Administr i ,f artll
SR, Slovak Agriculture and Food Chamber. Slovak Agricultural and Food Ch U
member organization of COPA, which Be Goiison. atmber iy l50 g

Te fgh - , which represents the common interests of its members in the

p of the state socio-economic policy creation, support and protection of member’s
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ment in Slovakia (AnOuyssy

enterprise activities, the food industry progress and improve

2015).

2.4. Romania Case

came a member of the European Union (EU) on first of J&_lnuary 12;)9007
following a difficult and painful transition process to a markctleconomy. Prior :0 : é
agriculture was considered the poor relation of the economy, with the communis reg(;rg
focusing on industrialization, transition to a market economy has enhanced the role played by

the agricultural sector. kIRl
The subsidies provided after EU accession include:

e Total support from the national budget; the ma

national direct payments;
o BU area payments provi
o EU payments provided for ag
areas and agro-environmental measures
e Subsidies for investments for co-financed from both EU an

s under investments on farms and agro-processing units.

Romania be

in component is the complementary

ded under the Single Area Payment Scheme (SAPS);
ricultural land in the mountainous areas, less-favored

National Rural Development Program (NRDP)
d national funds measures

o Support for SAPARD (before and after accession) and the NRDP 2007-2013 (after

the EU accession) (Hubbard et al., 2014).
Indeed, after having to implement SAPARD type measures and adoption of the CAP,

the Romanian government has started to allocate more funds for rural development. However,
their contribution to the national budget varies considerably from year to ycar, for example
from 6 per cent in 2008, 30 per cent in 2011 and 18 % in 2012. Overall, total national support
for agriculture accounted for EUR 8.1 billion between 2002 and 2012, of which almost two
thirds (65 per cent) went directly to farmers in the form of income (direct payments) and
commodity support (Anonymous, 201 1).

The table above gives an overview of the total numbers of projects targeted in the
SAPARD Program, approved by the SAPARD agency and finally implemented and paid out.
The Ministry of Agriculture in Romania has several responsibilities for policy level decision
makmg for public agricultural enlargement, advisory and consulting services, such
iggmz}at.ro?s as Fpuntthenters for Agricultural Consulting and Local Centérs for

gricultural consulting which are also co idere i |
et rin’ S nsidered as Agricultural Chambers under COPA
Table 3: Number of approved and implemented/reimbursed projects per measure

T — e

[ Measures _ Targeted | Approved | Reimbursed
|1 | Agro-investment 11.000 1.935 1.916
11| Processing Investment 1.900 459 4-50
II1 | Vet. and Plant health 20 20 19

IV | Agro-environment 600 1 0

\Y Diversification

¥ e :?.]50 }.058 1.018
-, V11 | Producer groups 700 3 E)

VII | Village renewal : 3

IX | Land improvement - - :

X [Land register - - s

X1 | Vocational training 305 5 -5

XI1 | Rural infrastructure 724 847 843
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3. NON-EU COUNTRIES: RUSSIA AND TURKEY

3.1. Russia

The legal framework of the relationship between the European Union (EU) and the
Russian Federation (Russia) is the EU-Russia Partnership and Co-operation Agreement
(PCA) signed in 1994 (Hatipoglu, 1997). The PCA contains special provisions regarding the
economic relations between the EU and Russia, with one of its main objectives being the
promotion of trade and investment as well as the development of harmonious economic
relations between the two parties. Dominated by non-agricultural commodities, Russia has
become the EU's third largest trading partner. In turn, the BU is Russia’s major trading partner
regarding both exports and imports. Russia supplies the EU with large amounts of oil and gas,
while the EU exports to Russia are more diversified, covering in addition to machinery,
manufactured goods also food, and live animals (Corselli-Nordblad, 2012).

Table 4: Evolution of the EU trade with Russia, 2000-2007 (EUR billion) | _
\ s 2000 | 2001 2002 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 2008 2009 2011
| Exports | 22.7 | 31.6 | 344 a3 46.0 | 56.7 | 72.3 ' 89.1 [__104.8 1 65.6 | 108.4 |

Imports | 63.8 | 659 | 64.5 | 70.7 | 84.0 | 112.6 | 140.9 | 145.0 | 178.1 | 117.7 | 199.4

Balance | 410 |-343 [-30.1 [-335 |-379 [-559 [-686 |-559 |-733 |-52.1 |-9L.0 |

Source: EUROSTAT, data retrieved: 15.03.2016

Since 2008, the EU and Russia are negotiating a new agreement, which will update and
replace the existing PCA and provide a comprehensive framework for bilateral relations.
After the collapse of the Soviet Union, Russia became a single country in 1991, and embarked
on transition from the centralized economy to a market economy (Salputra et al., 2013). In the
1990s, an Information Consulting Service (ICS) was created within the Ministry of
Agriculture with the mandate to provide farmers with the information on improved
technologies, innovative projects, agri-business and marketing. ICS Centers were established
at various administrative levels, staffed by experienced agricultural specialists from research
and other organizations.

A number of domestic and international projects that aimed at agricultural reforms and
capacity building supported the ICS. One common output of these projects was a m
“The Organization of Information Consulting Service in the Agricultural
(Anonymous, 2016).

Currently, the foreign organization that is importantly influence the Russian agriculture
is FAO (Food and Agricultural Organization of European Union). FAO-Russian cooperation
comprises support to a wide area of development initiatives in the region and around the
world as well as FAO assistance within the Russian Federation. What was already a strong
partnership took a further step forward in 2015 with the opening of an FAO Liaison Office in
Moscow. The importance attached by The Russian Federation to cooperation on food safety
and international food standards programs is reflected in the concrete support provided to
FAO food-related initiati\fes. Over the last five years, the country has contributed more than
US$200 million to a variety of interventions, including school-feeding programs in North

Africa, Asia and other areas. The Russian Federation also contributed to preparatory and
follow-up activities of the 2014 Second International Conference on Nutrition (ICN2).
Together with the World Bank, it organized a side event on the Transition from Safety Net
Programs to Comprehensive Social Protection. The project, which is currently in the
planning, will develop country capacities to establish an enabling environment for the food

anual,
Sector”
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security of the most vulnerable populations. It will use triangular exchange and capacity

development as the main tools for achieving this objective. Target countries are Armenia,

Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan as well as Ethiopia and the U!lited RF:puinc of Tanzania. ’The }%l.o!)al
nature of the program will be complemented by close interaction among the cquntrles, sharing
an exchanee of information and lessons learned and ensuring linkages w!th gl'obal food
security go:/emance mechanisms such as the Committee on Worl(l l’tlclfj churlty'( CFS).

The Russian Federation is a member of FAO’s Committee on Fisheries (COFI) as well
as the European Inland Fisheries and Aquaculture Advisory (,'umr'nissitin (EIFAAC). As a
Black Sea country, it was also a player in the “BlackSeaFish™ project, fmanccc_l by Turkey,
which lightened scientific cooperation and fisheries management among the six Blfick Sea
countries. A second phase is now being developed to strengthen scientific, tcchmca]l gnd
institutional collaboration in support of responsible fisheries in the Black Sea. In addition,
FAO and the Russian Federation are closely cooperating within the framework of the
Agricultural Market Information System (AMIS) (Anonymous, 2015).

3.2. Turkey

The Republic of Turkey Ministry of Food, Agriculture and Livestock is the official
government agency in charge of the food and beverage and agriculture industries. The main
mission of Ministry is to increase and improve standards of living in rural area, ensure the
right way if using natural resources and to supply safe-food and high quality products to the
world market. Due to achieve these goals there have been prepared some projects and plans
with the EU funding. One of them 1s Rural Development Plan (2010-2013) has been prepared
in order to develop the working and living conditions of rural population and to enable
sustainable development. The measures and the activities needed to be implement in rural
areas and the resources required were determined in coordination with 24 related institutions
and organizations. Rural Development Plan (2010-2013) has been entered into force by High
Planning Council decision dated 05 August 2010. The budget of the Plan has been identified
as 27 Billion TL for which the areas of interventions and the responsible Ministries have been
determined (Anonymous, 2007).

The Ministry of Food Agriculture and Livestock has been appointed as the Coordinator
Ministry responsible for monitoring and evaluation of the Plan. Under the pre-accession
support of European Union in the period of 2007-2016, totally 868 million euros has been
allocated to Turkey to support rural development (Anonymous, 2015).

The rural development funds have been used in line with the Rural Development
Program (IPARD Program) in which the sectors and measures to be supported have been
identified. The sectors targeted by the Program are; milk, meat, fruit and vegetables and
fishery sectors. The Program has been designed for implementation totally in 42 provinces out
of 81 provinces of Turkey. The Central Union of Agricultural Credit Cooperatives is one of
the member organizations of COPA. An organization meets all sorts of agricultural input
needs and credit requirements of its approximately 1.1 million members. With 5.9 billion TL
worth of assets, it is comprised of 16 regional unions, 1652 primary cooperatives, 188
services operation office and 6000 employees. The ACC constantly provides "on the job
training" for its staff and members in order to equip them with the latest technological
knowledge, modern application techniques and up to date information in cooperation with
different universities and organizations concerned. It renders on site consultancy services for
the producers by means of providing training tools with the help of its agricultural engineers
and veterinaries (Anonymous, 2007). The program is of a seven-year duration, 2007-2013
but its financial envelope has been specified for three years only. ’ ’
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Table 4: The allocations for Turkey for this three-year period escllaiadci
;I'(::?o'mpi:m':ﬁt 2 ' 2007 | 2008 |2009 |TOTAL
"Irans 2522 [2502 | 2332 |753.6

6.6 8.8 9.4 24.8
167.5 | 173.8 |182.7 | 524

_Tri-lnsition Assistance and Institution Buildings
Cross-border Co-operation Aids

Regional Development 10 .
Hugman Resourcltts Development 502 1529 |55.6 |[158
Rural Development 20.7 53 85.5 159.2 J
Total 497.2 | 538.7 | 566.4 | 1602.3 i
Source: MIFF, data retrieved: 15.03.2016 ;’;
F=C
Turkey is a significant agricultural exporter. Turkey’s main trade partners are the EU-27 ’)
countries. Turkey has a high trade surplus with the EU-27 (1.5 billion euros in 2009) mainly i
due to exports of edible fruits & nuts, preparations of fruit and vegetables as well as tobacco e
and tobacco products. Turkey has also important trade relations and a trade surplus with
countries in the Mediterranean basin. P
Table 5: EU-Turkey export and import for three-year period f_’j
| Agricultural products 2007 | 2008 2009 [ Avg 2007/2009 |
EU-27 Imports (mio EUR) 2.670 2.682 2.500 | 2.617 g
EU-27 Exports (moi EUR) JE023 580 219 1.015 1.086 E
| Trade Balance for EU (mio EUR) | -1.647 -1.463 - 1.485 -1.531

Source: Burostat, data retrieved: 15.03.2016

4. COMPARISON AND RESULTS
Agriculture always plays an essential role in the economy of every country. Not only, :
because it tends to provide food for the entire population of a country but agriculture helps to E
connect and interacts with all the related industries of that country. In recent years, many
observers have suggested that agricultural and rural development strategies would benefit
from increased collaboration between government research and extension organizations and
non-governmental development organizations, hereafter called GOs and NGOs. Agricultural
development is a complex process of interaction between national and international
organizations. Therefore, any government organizations and NGOs are very important.
Nowadays, in comparison with EU, Russia and Turkey, European Union countries have
‘flchicvcd more advance in creating agricultural organizations and being main implementers of
international worldwide projects. The EU has a much more developed, wealthy and strong
agricultural sector, EU reform processes have been much more gradual during many years.
The reviews of development in agriculture of the new EU member countries lead to a
conclusion that the accession had a positive impact upon the sector. It resulted in a
strengthening of production, higher current prices, higher export and import quantities, and
especially higher farmers’ incomes. There are significant differences among the countrie; and
therefore there is a variety besides the overall positive picture. Variety such as:
* Initial conditions
e Pre-accession policies
* Post-accession policies and the way of implementing CAP
e Macro policy and institutional environment.

: bI; is difﬁ(_:ult to cvallllate individual country performances in details but all the EU
ember countries have gained significant support in developing their agricultural sectﬁr
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through joining to the EU. For the last 50 years, the EU Common Agricultural Policy has
been the most important common policy of the union. For decades, the EU’s CAP which
aimed encouraging better productivity in the food chain, ensuring fair standard of living to the
agricultural community, market stabilization and ensuring the availability of food supplies to
EU consumers at reasonable price was based on the price and product supports and high
custom tariffs in external borders. It had received a large part of the EU’s budget and was
functioning as a main implementer of any agricultural organizations and projects. It is a prime
example, that any state will not succeed alone, there has to be support at the international
level, they need to work with producer organizations, they need to cooperate in order fo
compete successfully, and hence they need leadership and analytical capacities at the level of
their organizations. No country can now succeed alone in developing agriculture because
there are too many international dimensions that have to be understood and supported. Thus,
international support and coordination are essential and, for this, capacities have to be
developed also at the level of international organizations.

It is also important that the state have a very significant role to play: you cannot have a
successful agriculture-for-development program without an active and supportive state. The
investment climate will be managed by the state but, for this, the state has to have a good
understanding of what the private sector needs in order to be successful in investing in
agriculture and agro-industry. If there is a need, governance for agriculture should be
redefined and the role of ministries of agriculture should be rethought, otherwise the
developing will not succeed.
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