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How to revitalize the cattle and dairy sectors under the WTO commitments has emerged as a major policy
challenge for the Russian government. This article raises the question whether livestock recovery in East
Germany provides any insights that could be of value to current policy makers in Russia. Similar to
Russia, livestock numbers plummeted in the first years after the end of central planning. Unlike in Russia,
milk output per cow increased spectacularly and almost doubled in a period of 20 years. It is argued that
reforms of the institutional environment of agriculture were at least as important for this outcome as the
generous availability of funding. Incentives set by financial aid were sometimes unintended, inconsistent,
and led to misallocations that were costly to correct later on. More recent capital subsidies were inefficient
in reaching any of the manifold goals initially aimed at. While the Russian government may face little
difficulty in dressing up its investment subsidies to look like green box compatible, the structural elements
of the EU’s Common Agricultural Policy are regarded as a poor guide for policy reform.
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Introduction

Against the background of worldwide food price increases, the global economic crisis
and recurrent droughts in some of the main agricultural regions, food security has become
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a key political goal of the Russian government. Defined as a far-reaching self-sufficiency
in food, it was codified in the 2010 “Doctrine on Food Security” and became the major
objective of the current multi-year State Program for the Development of Agriculture
until 2020. The doctrine sets specific goals for self-sufficiency ranging from 80%
to 95% for grains, sugar, vegetable oil, meat, dairy and fish products. Given the collapse
of the domestic livestock herd in the 1990s, these goals are particularly ambitious
to reach in the area of meat and dairy production. Moreover, by acceding to the World
Trade Organization (WTO) in 2012, the Russian Federation committed to liberalizing
its trade regime and accepted a set of ceilings to its domestic farm support. How
to modernize the cattle and dairy sectors under the conditions of WTO commitments
has thus emerged as a major policy challenge for the Russian government. According
to the current State Program, it is mainly to be achieved by concessional credits to the
livestock sector, which was singled out as the largest recipient of interest subsidies in the
2013-2020 period [OECD 2013].

In the following, I raise the question whether livestock recovery in East Germany,
i.e. the territory of the former German Democratic Republic (GDR), provides any insights
that could be of value for the current policy makers in Russia. Similar to Russia, livestock
numbers plummeted in the first years after the end of central planning. However, unlike
in Russia, the introduction of a full-fledged market system occurred almost overnight and
affected all parts of the economy. In agriculture, the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) of
the (then) European Economic Community was introduced instantaneously with German
unification in 1990, and the results of the Uruguay Round of the General Agreement
on Tariffs and Trade (GATT), the predecessor of the WTO, became effective in 1994.
I therefore first ask whether the performance of cattle and dairy production in East Germany
after 1990 displays any features that make it an attractive example for Russia. In a second
step, [ analyze to what extent policy action can be held accountable for these developments,
and whether there are lessons to be learned for current policy making in Russia.

The post-socialist development of cattle and dairy production
in East Germany and Russia

At the end of 1990, just after the formal German unification, almost five million heads
of cattle stood in what used to be 5,110 socialist state farms (Volkseigene Giiter, VEG)
and agricultural collectives (Landwirtschaftliche Produktionsgenossenschaften, LPG).
Within two years, this number collapsed to almost half (Figure I).

The reasons behind this drastic decline in the early transition years were summarized
by observers as follows [Forstner, Isermeyer 2000; Koester, Brooks 1997]:

* Due to the breakdown of central planning across the region, traditional trade
channels were disrupted. In particular, export markets for beef and dairy products in the
member countries of the Council for Mutual Economic Assistance were suddenly lost, as
the former GDR exited this organization on the day of accession to the Federal Republic
of Germany (FRG).

* Unification and access to Western consumer markets brought a sudden change in
consumption patterns. East German consumers demanded products from the West. East
German retail chains were taken over by investors from West Germany and willingly
stocked the long-desired goods, thus driving out those of domestic origin.
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Figure 1. Cattle numbers in East Germany & Russia (1990=100)
Source: Author’s calculations based on data by Eurostat and the Unified Interdepartmental Statistical
Information System of the Russian Government.

» Taken together, these demand and supply factors led to a dramatic drop in agricultural
producer prices, in particular for live cattle and raw milk. It took several years for price levels
to approach again those paid to producers in West Germany, so that the profitability of cattle
and dairy production was severely depressed. The price drop was much less pronounced in
crop production, which led farms to shift their production portfolio to the latter.

» Existing food processing facilities in East Germany were often in poor shape,
which resulted in final products of inferior quality and little competitiveness.

» Collective farms exposed to hardening budget constraints and faltering sales channels
were forced to make emergency sales of livestock, which put further pressure on cattle prices.

In relative terms, the decline in East German cattle numbers was remarkably similar
to the drop in Russia (Figure I). While cattle herds were dismantled more slowly in
Russia, the relative decline was more pronounced than in Germany. In Russia, between
1990 and 2010, there was no single year with a growth in cattle numbers, so that Russia’s
cattle herd today has only about one third the size it had in 1990.

The mechanisms leading to the collapse of cattle herds in Russia’s early transition
period were similar to those in East Germany [Bjornlund et al. 2002]. Due to significant
drops in real incomes, consumers turned to food staples that were cheaper than meat
and dairy. Furthermore, domestic produce was replaced by poultry imports from the US
and pork and beef imports from Europe [Liefert W., Liefert O. 2012]. Worsening terms
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of trade for livestock producers and disrupting upstream and downstream networks in
the process of farm restructuring destroyed the economic foundations of the existing
production structures [Swinnen, Rozelle 2006]. One reason for the slower decline in
total cattle numbers compared to Germany may have been that rural households served
as a buffer and took over many animals released from the collective farms.

Whereas the relative drop in cattle numbers followed almost identical patterns in
East Germany and Russia, productivity figures moved in very different directions. Taking
total milk output as an example, Figure 2 shows that the East German line bottoms
out already in 1992. Russia’s watershed in milk production was 2005, and production
levels have remained low since. While milk output in East Germany never reached the
1990 level again, it stabilized at some 90% of the pre-transition value.
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Figure 2. Milk production in East Germany & Russia (1990=100)
Source: Author’s calculations based on data by Eurostat, Zentrale Markt- und Preisberichtstelle fiir
Erzeugnisse der Land-, Forst- und Ernédhrungswirtschaft (ZMP), and the Unified Interdepartmental
Statistical Information System of the Russian Government.

Figure 3 gives the technical reason why total milk output in Germany increased
despite falling cattle numbers: from the very beginning of the transition period, milk output
per cow increased outstandingly; it almost doubled in a period of 20 years. In contrast,
it took Russian farmers more than ten years to reach the pre-transition level again. From
the perspective of Russian dairy production, the 1991-2001 period was a lost decade.



Modernizing Russia’s Cattle and Dairy Sectors under WTO Conditions:
Insights from East Germany 129

10000

9000

8000

7000

6000

5000 1

4000

3000

2000 1

1000

0T T T 71
O N SV H»
NSO
RSN

T T T T
X H o N
(Slagite PR SR QRIS

==@=—=East Germany ——@—= Russian Federation

Figure 3. Milk yields per cow in East Germany & Russia (kg/head)
Source.: Author’s calculations based on data by Eurostat, Zentrale Markt- und Preisberichtstelle fiir
Erzeugnisse der Land-, Forst- und Erndhrungswirtschaft (ZMP), and the Unified Interdepartmental
Statistical Information System of the Russian Government.

Before we turn to the economic conditions that may explain the enormous growth
in milk yields in East Germany, it is important to point out one main reason why total
milk output has so far never moved beyond the level it had attained by 1998 (Figure 2).
This quite visible ceiling is due to the maximum delivery quota for milk imposed upon
East German producers with the accession to the CAP. It was fixed at 80% of total milk
deliveries on the territory of the GDR in 1989 [ Piehler, Stettin 2004]. Production supplied
beyond this quota could not be sold at cost-covering prices. From an economic point of
view, given rising productivities per cow, the quota made it unattractive to increase herd
size. Individual cow herds could only be stocked up if the quota from retiring producers
was acquired.

If the milk yield per cow is taken as a benchmark indicator for the state of livestock
production in a country, Figure 3 suggests that Russia is now where East Germany was in
1991. It may thus be instructive to study some further conditions that allowed the strong
rise in livestock performance observed in East Germany after 1991, with a particular eye
on the policy framework.
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Policy action related to cattle and dairy recovery in East Germany

Establishing an institutional framework for livestock production

On October 3, 1990, the legal and institutional system of the FRG was imposed on the
acceding East German Ldnder. For agriculture, this included the immediate abolishment
of state orders in production, the introduction of an independent management and
bankruptcy legislation in agriculture, and the adoption of the Agricultural Adjustment
Law (Landwirtschafisanpassungsgesetz), which governed the privatization and
restructuring of collective farms (see [Beckmann, Hagedorn 1997; Klages 2001] for
details). Furthermore, a comparatively generous social security system according to
West German standards was installed, and a full currency union with the FRG was put
in place overnight.

According to restructuring legislation, the socialist collective farms (LPGs) ceased
to exist as of December 31, 1991. They could be either liquidated or transformed into
another legal form. In addition, a termination of membership in LPGs was made possible,
as well as the re-establishment of individual farms out of the LPG resources. Finally,
LPGs were forced to distribute their capital among the members according to certain
statutory requirements, in order to repay the initial capital contributions and compensate
for the foregone land rent of collective members [Forstner, Isermeyer 2000, p. 67]. The
privatization legislation did neither endorse nor discriminate against any particular type
of farm and allowed the maintenance of large-scale agricultural enterprises as successors
of the former collectives. As a result, a mix of legal forms consisting of single enterprises,
partnerships, co-operatives, and limited companies emerged, which kept the overall
structure of agriculture quite large-scaled.

Compared to other transition economies, the decline in employment of farm
workers was most dramatic in East Germany. The release of farm labor was eased by
a bundle of government programs aimed at cushioning these job losses [Hagedorn,
Mehl 2000, pp. 137-139]. This bundle included early retirement schemes, as well as
additional vocational training, re-training and job creation measures. Furthermore,
unemployment benefits and pensions immediately after unification were about as
high as wages earned prior to unification [Koester, Brooks 1997, p. 17]. There was
hence a strong incentive to leave the sector by applying for social security benefits.
However, this was only possible due to the privileged situation of many former
farm employees who benefited from the immediate introduction of the West German
social safety net.

Changes in the business environment were not limited to the imposition of the
West German economic and legal system. A number of specifically agriculture- and
livestock-related institutions were established as well. Within a few years, a new
agricultural administration was set up that could professionally handle the subsidy
streams triggered by the adoption of the CAP in East Germany. New professional
staff were trained and administration received significant logistical and professional
support via “twinning” arrangements with West German counterparts [Wolz 2011].
A completely new Agency for Reprivatization of Industry in the GDR (7reuhandanstalt)
was created, which handled the privatization of assets, including agricultural land. The
(West) German Farmers’ Union (Deutscher Bauernverband) managed to transform
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itself into a union representing the different types of farming organizations existing
in East and West Germany. This was a remarkable difference to lobby groups in other
industrial sectors, which have typically been dominated by representatives from West
Germany.

Private up- and downstream industries supportive to agriculture entered East
Germany quickly after unification. These included service cooperatives and private
agricultural trading companies, which supplied all kinds of agricultural inputs and
marketing services. They were often established as branch operations of existing
West German businesses. A diversified agricultural banking sector was set up in a
similar fashion. Local savings and cooperative banks became its backbone, which
were typically modeled after their West German affiliates. Banks with specialized
agricultural lending operations at the state or regional level were complementing
them.

The modernization of the regional meat and dairy processing infrastructure turned
out to be a challenge. Attempts at establishing a new structure of slaughterhouses
from scratch with the help of significant public support were only partially successful.
Early plans had failed to take into account the unexpected drop in livestock numbers.
Moreover, many state and sub-state administrations demanded slaughterhouses and dairy
complexes to be established in local proximity to their constituencies. As a result, too
many processing units were erected and the structures set up hastily in the early 1990s
were operating much below capacity [Wolffram et al. 1996]. This triggered significant
restructuring costs later on.

The regional dairy monitoring associations (Landeskontrollverbdnde) turned out
to be of key importance for the improvement of milk yield. These associations date
back to the early 20th century, but they were in need of restructuring and reconstitution
after German unification. Their primary task is to monitor the milk performance of
individual cows, by taking and analyzing milk probes on a regular basis (typically
monthly). Moreover, the associations are engaged in animal registration and fodder
probing. Their data serves as a basis for quality control at the dairy processing level as
well as for breeding decisions, and it thus provides essential management information
for the farmer. Again by taking the West German structures as a model, a network of
regional dairy monitoring associations was established on the East German territory
until the end of 1991 [Piehler, Stettin 2004]. Their regular services are partly funded
by government grants, but they are organizationally independent and legitimized by
a general assembly consisting mostly of farmers. In 1992, 86% of all cows in East
Germany were regularly monitored by the associations. Ten years later, this number
stood at 95%. In a similar vein, state breeding associations (7ierzuchtverbdnde) were
set up.

Beef and dairy market support

More direct incentives for increasing livestock productivity were set by the level of
producer prices. One way of measuring the degree to which prices are influenced by
market policies is by calculating Nominal Rates of Assistance (NRA) on a product basis.
The NRA gives the percentage by which the domestic price for the product exceeds the
price at the country’s border [Anderson et al. 2009].
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Over the last 20 years, both beef and dairy markets in the European Union (EU)
were highly protected from fluctuations in world market prices. Beef and milk prices
were controlled by public intervention purchases. This is clearly reflected in the NRAs
displayed in Figure 4 and Figure 5. The figures also make clear the sharp contrast
in market price support between Germany as a EU member country and the Russian
Federation. NRAs in Russia were negative until the mid-1990s, so that farmers were
effectively taxed, and remained much below the level in Germany for most of the later
years. Only very recently — after the liberalization of milk and beef markets and the
replacement of intervention measures by direct payments in the EU — did the relative
positions of Germany and Russia change.
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Figure 4. Nominal rate of assistance for beef
Source: [Anderson, Nelgen 2013].
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Figure 5. Nominal rate of assistance for milk
Source: [Anderson, Nelgen 2013].
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Policies promoting capital intensification

The price support measures in Figure 4 and Figure 5 do not make transparent the
importance of policies promoting the intensification of capital input in livestock
production. This policy area has figured prominently in both the early transition period
of East German agriculture and in current policy debates on livestock recovery in
Russia. In East Germany, farms immediately benefited from huge capital subsidies as
well as capital and technology transfers as the result of EU and national aid programs.
A specific assistance program for East German agriculture was funded from federal
and EU budgets, which primarily consisted of liquidity support and interest subsidies.
The program had a total volume of about 9 billion euro spent between 1990 and 1995
[Koester, Brooks 1997, p. 15].

However, other than the privatization legislation as such, the credit schemes tended
to favor newly established individual farms, especially partnerships, because the credit
volume was capped by farm and workforce unit [Forstner, Isermeyer 2000, p. 68;
Koester, Brooks 1997, p. 17]. As most livestock was concentrated in the large successors
of the former collectives, a majority of funds flowed to crop farms. Furthermore, because
the reform of the CAP in the early 1990s implied a shift towards hectare-related direct
payments, large crop farms in the hands of natural persons were the winners of transition
in East German agriculture. Moreover, crop farmers were chief beneficiaries of fuel
subsidies, which have been regularly granted to the agricultural sector in Germany.
Farms specializing in livestock, on the other hand, typically realized much lower profits
per workforce unit. During the first ten years of transition, a non-negligible number of
specialized livestock operations were in a critical financial situation [Forstner, Isermeyer
2000].

Many successor organizations of the former collective farms were forced to take
over the debts that the socialist enterprises had accumulated. Many of these old debts
were due to mandatory expenses on social and cultural services or infrastructure under
central planning. While the debts had been extended by the former State Bank for
Agriculture and Food Economy of the GDR, claims were transferred to the German
co-operative banking system in the course of unification. In 1991, a major share of
these debts was assumed by the Reprivatization Agency, so that none of the farms went
into bankruptcy due to existing debts [Forstner, Isermeyer 2000, p. 69]. However, the
remaining old debts were the subject of controversies and lawsuits. Between 1992
and 1994, balance sheets were relieved from old debts by shifting them into separate
accounts. Following an agreement with the crediting banks, old debts had to be served
only in years with positive profits. Moreover, a maximum of 20% of profits was to be
used for debt redemption. Following a judgment by the Federal Constitutional Court
in 1997, the economic burden from old debts was reassessed and the rate of debt
redemption was ultimately increased to 55% of profits in 2004. In addition, farms were
given the option to fully redeem their old debts by a single payment to be negotiated
with the creditors. Most farms did so until 2008, effectively repaying 11% of the old
debts accumulated at the time of redemption.

Progress in the overall reform process implied that livestock farms entered the
second half of the 1990s in structures that were still much bigger than the typical West
European farm, but with considerably downsized labor stock and herd sizes. Moreover,
due to special government programs and immediate CAP implementation, farms had
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more rapid and easy access to capital than in any other transition country. On the other
hand, rising capital stocks, labor-saving technologies, the terms-of-trade shock due to
unification, and a generous social safety net implying increasing reservation wages
explain why labor cuts in agriculture were higher than anywhere else in the region.
Most of these factors equally applied to other sectors of the East German economy
[Sinn 2002].

By the mid-1990s, labor productivity had reached the West German level [Petrick,
Zier 2012]. Anumber of special support programs expired, notably the specific assistance
program for East German agriculture in 1995. National structural policies in agriculture
were now mostly uniform in East and West. CAP transfers became the major political
determinant of decision making in agriculture.

Changes in the agricultural policy mix

The changes in the CAP portfolio are clearly visible in the producer support estimate
(PSE) calculated by the OECD, which sums up the monetary value of support at the
farm gate for the EU as a whole. This approach takes into account different types of
policy measures, not only those related to market prices. For the EU, it distinguishes four
different types of policies. Support may be based on:

1. current commodity output, such as price support captured by the NRAs above;

2. current input use, such as fertilizer or capital subsidies;

3. area planted or animals kept, so that current production is required; or

4. entitlements that relate to past production decisions, so that payments are
independent of current production.

Broadly speaking, the first two of these support measures represent the most
drastic alterations of market prices and will thus have the most pronounced effect
on current production decision, compared to a situation without policy intervention.
The third measure still provides incentives to keep resources in production, whereas
the fourth is largely “decoupled” from current production decisions. The relative
proportion of these four types of policies in total agricultural support to farmers
in the EU, expressed as a percentage of the total value of production, is shown in
Figure 6.

As the figure shows, during the first 15 years of EU membership, farmers in East
Germany were exposed to a policy mix that was dominated by output oriented measures,
and thus measures that had highly stimulating effects on production. Only with the
gradual replacement of market price policies by various types of direct payments did the
policy mix change. A key reason for these changes was the ongoing international trade
negotiations, in particular the disciplines imposed by the Uruguay Round of the GATT
[Josling 2009].

As a result of CAP reform, East German Ldnder have been spending about
two thirds of their CAP budget on direct payments recently. Single farms receiving
more than 300 thousand euro of direct payments annually have been no exception.
This is the threshold above which farms are subject to subsidy cuts after the “health
check” reforms of November 2008. Whether it implies a fair treatment of large farms
in East Germany continues to be a contentious issue in the post-2013 CAP reform
implementation.
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Figure 6. Producer support estimate for the EU (%-PSE)
Source: [OECD 2013].

Capital subsidies and WTO disciplines in agriculture

As the previous section shows, East German farmers have benefited tremendously
from public support to capital use in various forms. Today, investment aid is primarily
granted within a joint federal-state program called the “Joint Task for the Improvement
of Agricultural Structures and Coastal Protection” (Gemeinschaftsaufgabe Verbesserung
der Agrarstruktur und des Kiistenschutzes, GAK). This program draws on EU, federal
and state budgets [Rudolph 2005]. Across all East German Ldnder, investment aid
includes credit subsidies for the modernization or extension of livestock operations.
Moreover, German farmers are entitled to discounted diesel purchases, subsidized by
the federal budget.

As similar measures feature prominently in current support programs of the Russian
government, | have assembled some evidence on their economic impacts and discuss
their compatibility with WTO regulations in the following.

Impacts of capital subsidies in East German agriculture

Rigorous analysis of subsidy impacts in East German agriculture is scarce. Some
descriptive evidence comes from an ex-post evaluation of the agricultural investment
support program stipulated by the European Commission for the period 2000-2006
[Bergschmidt et al. 2008]. It focuses on the most northern of the East German states,
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Mecklenburg-West Pomerania. The state supported agricultural investments worth
170 million euro in total, partly by direct grants and partly by interest subsidies.

Figure 7 shows that almost half of the total investment sum concerned buildings for
livestock production, of which cattle barns represented the single most important item.
The majority of investments in livestock buildings led to a growth of livestock herds.
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Figure 7. Subsidized agricultural investments in Mecklenburg-West Pomerania
2000-2006 (% of total investment volume)
Source: Author’s calculation based on [Bergschmidt et al. 2008].

According to the study, many farmers regard a lack of finance as the main obstacle to
investment. However, asked about their investment behavior in a hypothetical case without
subsidies, 18% of the respondents would have carried out the same investment project and
35% would have implemented it later or in several steps. Only 9% of farmers would have
cancelled the project without access to subsidies. The authors of the study conclude that
most of the possible positive effects on farm productivity would have occurred anyway, also
without investment support. In its current form, the program was regarded as insufficiently
focused, inefficient and inadequately coordinated with other policies.

Based on data from three other East German states, Petrick and Zier investigated to
what extent capital subsidies maintained or created jobs in agriculture. Using panel data
methods that allowed the isolation of net policy effects, the authors found that capital
subsidies did have a positive effect on agricultural employment. However, employment
creation via capital subsidies was very expensive: about 50 thousand euro of subsidies
were required annually to create one additional job in the short run [Petrick, Zier 2012].

This patchy evidence suggests that capital subsidy programs in the East German
farm sector suffered from a lack of focus and have not typically made efficient use
of taxpayers’ money to improve the resource base of agriculture. A recurrent problem
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of'suchprogramsis thattheir specific objectives are quite vague. While program documents
typically contain long lists of seemingly unrealistic policy effects, including improved
competitiveness of agriculture but also environmental stewardship, animal health issues
or job promotion in rural areas, it often seems doubtful that politicians are aiming at truly
economic goals. They may rather have in mind to serve their political constituencies.
If the objective is to make productive use of capital in an economic sense, it is not clear
why an administrative bureaucracy should be in a favorable position to allocate these
funds efficiently, compared to a private bank facing competitive pressure and a hard
budget constraint.

Compatibility of capital subsidies with WTO disciplines

Since the Uruguay Round conclusion in 1994, the main thrust of WTO commitments
in agriculture has been to establish “a fair and market-oriented agricultural trading
system”, as noted in the preamble to the Agreement on Agriculture. More specifically,
the objective was “to provide for substantial progressive reductions in agricultural
support and protection sustained over an agreed period of time, resulting in correcting
and preventing restrictions and distortions in world agricultural markets”. A key policy
area to achieve this goal is the domestic support that member countries provide to their
agricultural producers. According to a common understanding of the Agreement on
Agriculture, it divides domestic support measures into four distinct categories which
carry different expenditure commitments. While the categories broadly reflect the trade
distorting potential of the so-classified policy measures, they also served as a structuring
device in the political process that led to the Uruguay Round conclusion. They should
not be confused with the OECD categories presented above, whose primary goal
is economic analysis. A shorthand description of the four WTO categories, or “boxes”,
is the following (see [Brink 2011] for further details):

The “green box™ includes measures that have no or only minimal trade-distorting
effects or effects on production (Annex 2 of the Agreement). Measures qualifying for
the green box are exempt from any reduction commitments. A prominent example is
direct payments to producers that meet specific criteria disconnecting (“‘decoupling”) the
payments from production, prices and factor use.

1. The “blue box” was mostly created for political reasons and includes direct
payments that were introduced in the framework of production limiting programs
(Article 6.5). While they may be linked to the current production of certain crops or
livestock, payment levels are limited to fixed areas or number of heads and based on past
yields, such as in the EU’s “MacSharry reforms” of the early 1990s. These measures are
also exempt from commitments.

2. If a member state has the status of a developing country, it can exempt
certain investment and input subsidies from its commitments by placing them in the
“development box” (Article 6.2).

3. All remaining measures are potentially subject to reduction commitments.
They fall in a residual category often called the “amber box”. Their value is calculated
as the Aggregate Measurement of Support (AMS) on a per product basis and for the
aggregate of non-product-specific (NPS) measures. The AMS is calculated by summing
up the public budget outlays for the measures related to that particular product or the
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NPS aggregate. However, for each product in the amber box and for the NPS aggregate
separately, there is a so-called “de minimis” threshold of 5% of the value of production.
Only if a product- or non-product-specific AMS exceeds the de minimis threshold does it
contribute to the measured support of a country. On an annual basis, this ultimate support
measure called the “Current Total AMS (CTAMS)” is then subject to the support ceilings
committed by the member country.

The Russian Federation entered the WTO with a developed country status and its
support measures broadly fall into two categories: (a) border protection via import tariffs
and non-tariff measures, particularly for livestock products, and (b) domestic support
measures linked to production and input use [Kiselev, Romashkin 2012; Sedik et al.
2013]. In the base years relevant for the accession negotiations (2006—2008), most of the
product-specific AMS fell below the de minimis threshold, so that the bulk of Current
Total AMS was due to non-product-specific measures [Brink et al. 2013]. Among these,
as also reflected in the current State Program for the Development of Agriculture,
input subsidies and credit concessions figure prominently [OECD 2013]. If WTO
commitments are going to restrict Russian agricultural policymaking in the future, these
measures will largely be responsible for it. Anticipating such possible restrictions, the
Russian government has already projected to increase future policy spending primarily
via measures that fall into the green box [Sedik et al. 2013]. This raises the highly
policy-relevant question under which conditions capital subsidies can be made green
box compatible.

It may come as a surprise that most of the capital subsidies granted to agricultural
producers in Germany actually are considered as green box measures. As in all other EU
member states, they claim exemption from AMS under paragraph 11, Annex 2 of the
Agreement on Agriculture [Anton 2009]. According to these provisions, “eligibility for
such payments shall be determined by reference to clearly defined criteria in government
programs designed to assist the financial or physical restructuring of a producer’s
operations in response to objectively demonstrated structural disadvantages.” Moreover,
“the amount of such payments in any given year shall not be related to, or based on, the
type or volume of production (including livestock units) undertaken by the producer
in any year after the base period” and “the payments shall not mandate or in any way
designate the agricultural products to be produced by the recipients”.

While several studies question the effectiveness of agricultural investment
subsidies in the (East) German farming sector (see above), it seems indisputable that
such subsidies actually do promote (or “mandate”) future production in some ways.
If we recall that almost half of the investment aid in Mecklenburg-West Pomerania went
into the construction of livestock barns (Figure 7) and that most of these were growth
investments, a direct link to future production increases appears obvious. For agricultural
policymakers, this insight implies a dilemma: they either have to admit that investment
aid is completely ineffective and purely redistributive, in which case it may legitimately
be classified as green box. But if there are any productive effects to be expected from
these programs, they can hardly be considered as non-distortionary.

Which are the prospects for transforming the Russian capital subsidies into green box
payments? In 2013, the government introduced an area payment that replaced previous
fuel, fertilizer and pesticide subsidies as well as loans for sowing and harvesting purposes.
The regulations declare this payment to be “decoupled” (nesvyazannyi), but at the same
time stipulate that it is used to increase the intensity of production. The level of payment
depends inversely on the soil quality and it is paid under the condition that the eligible area
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receives fertilizer and pesticide applications. No doubt such provisions are not in the spirit
of the green box regulation on decoupled direct payments, which requires that the payment
shall not be based on the employed factors of production and shall not require production
as such (Annex 2, para. 6 (d) and (e)). There are also plans to make the credit concessions
more green box compatible, although the details are as yet unknown.

It seems that neither the EU’s nor Russia’s current policies of capital subsidization
in agriculture would pass an economic litmus test of non-distortion. The reasons why
the EU measures are considered green box, whereas Russia’s are not, are likely of a
political nature. Several WTO members have challenged the green box eligibility of the
CAP investment aids in the past. But as the EU has a lot of leeway to increase its Current
Total AMS before reaching the bound commitments, other members have little incentive
to probe the case exhaustively. On the other hand, the Russian government may have
had an incentive to inflate its non-product-specific AMS in the accession negotiations in
order to reach a high level of Current Total AMS to begin with. In fact, the non-product-
specific AMS in the base years was only slightly above 5% of the value of production,
and it would have seemed easy to push it just below this threshold [Brink et al. 2013].

Conclusions

The previous description of policy reform in East Germany may convey the message
that rapid access to capital and plentiful government subsidies were the key to successful
transformation of livestock operations. Indeed, East German farmers have benefited
from both. No scientific study has rigorously scrutinized the relative importance of
different success factors yet. But even insiders of the farming community, and thus
immediate beneficiaries of subsidies, are eager to stress that reforms of the institutional
environment were at least as important as the generous availability of funding. As an
outcome of these reforms, East German farmers are now served by a professional
government administration, a network of both cooperative-based and privately managed
up- and downstream companies, a diversified rural banking industry, and a widely
inclusive political interest representation. With regard to livestock farming, the role of
member-oriented, democratically legitimized service associations focusing on the areas
of knowledge extension, quality control and breeding progress can hardly be overstated.
These factors ensured that qualified management was kept on the farms, genetic resources
could be fully exploited, fodder generation and allocation optimized, and technological
innovations realized throughout the meat and dairy chains. It is undeniable that the West
German institutional framework served as a prototype for these reforms, and that they
were greatly eased by financial and logistical support from the “other” part of Germany.

While the structural development of agriculture in East Germany was highly
determined by financial incentives set by policy makers, these incentives were sometimes
unintended and inconsistent. In addition, they led to misallocations that were very costly
or impossible to correct later on. Although various credit programs were made available
for both crop and livestock farms, investments in crop farms turned out to be much more
attractive due to the simultaneous introduction of hectare-related direct payments during
CAP reform. Funding limits due to legal form and the number of workers implied a
disadvantage for livestock farms as well. Huge capital subsidies accelerated the shedding
of workers, which was politically undesired in the first place. Centralized planning
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of regional slaughterhouses grossly failed in predicting expected cattle numbers. In sum,
it proved very difficult for political administrators to cope with the enormous complexity
arising from the interaction of a dynamic market environment and a multi-layered, partly
inconsistent policy framework.

With regard to more recent capital subsidy programs in East German agriculture,
the existing evidence suggests that they have been notoriously inefficient in reaching
any of the manifold goals they hoped to achieve. These goals not only include the
competitiveness of agriculture, but also animal health issues or job promotion in rural
areas. For decades, the CAP has promoted productivity increases on cattle and dairy
farms via investment aids, while imposing a milk quota on output at the same time.
This policy mix seems evidently contradictory. Moreover, productivity enhancing
investment aids are at odds with the spirit of the WTO agreements aiming at a minimal
role of government in setting production incentives.

Referring to the EU as a model, the Russian government may face little difficulty in
dressing up its capital subsidies and make them look like green box compatible. Judged
against the principles of a market economy, the structural elements of the Common
Agricultural Policy are a poor guide for policy reform. The main lesson to take away
from agricultural transition in East Germany is that it requires more than just money
to end up with a productive and globally competitive livestock sector.
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KitroueBble cltoBa: CENBbCKOXO3ANCTBEHHAS MOJINTHKA, WHBECTUIIMOHHAS MTOMOIIb,
Bocrounas ['epmanust, Poccniickas ®enepanus, »xuBoTHOBOACTBO, BTO

Ha ¢oHe pacTymmx MUPOBBIX IIEH Ha TPOJIOBOJILCTBUE U TIIO0AIEHOTO DKOHOMHYECKO-
ro KpH3Kca IpoA0BOIbCTBEHHAsI O€301aCHOCTh CTAHOBUTCS KIIFOUEBOM SKOHOMUYECKON
1 TIOJINTUYECKOM 3aaueil poccuiickoro mpasurenbeTsa. [IpunsaTas B 2010 . «/lokrpuna
IIPOIOBOJILCTBEHHOHN 0€3011aCHOCTHY ONpeeIniIa IPUOPUTETHI, KOTOPBIE JICTJIH B OCHO-
By ['ocynapcTBeHHOM porpaMMbl pa3BUTHS celbekoro xo3saicTna 10 2020 r. Jlokrpuna
MpeanosaraeT camooOecnedeHHOCTh cTpanbl Ha 80-95% 1o 3epHy, caxapy, pacTUTEINb-
HOMY Macily, ppl0e, MSICY U MOJIOKY. Y UHTBIBasl KaTacTpO(PHUUECKOe MaJCHHE CKOTOBOA-
ctBa B 1990-¢ rT., HaMeueHHBIE TIOKA3aTEeNN TI0 MSACY M MOJIOKY SIBJISIFOTCSI BECbMa aM-
OounmosneiMu. bonee Toro, BcrynuB Bo Bcemupnyro ToproByio opranusanuio (BTO)
B 2012 r., Poccuiickas Denepanust B3su1a Ha ce0st 00s13aTeIBLCTBA TNOSPATU30BaTh TOP-
TOBJIIO M OTPAHUYUTD MTOJJIEPHKKY CENIbCKOTO X03s1iicTBa. MonepHU3auus MsICHOTO 1 MO-
JIOYHOTO KMBOTHOBOJICTBa B ycnoBusix BTO cocTtaBnger oCHOBHYIO 3ajiauy, KOTOPYIO
MPEACTOUT PELIUTh POCCUHCKOMY IIPaBUTEIbCTBY.

B crarbe aHanmu3upyercs ONbIT pa3BUTHUS KMBOTHOBOJACTBA B BocrouHoil I'epma-
Huu, ObiBIel /I[P, koTophrit MoskeT OBITH TIONe3eH it Poccum. [logo6no Poccum xu-
BOTHOBOJICTBO BocTouHoii 'epMannu pe3ko cOKpaTuiioch B IepBbIE TO/IbI TOCTIE JEMOH-
Taka TUTAHOBOW 3KOHOMHKH. OTHAKO TIOBOJIBHO OBICTPO OTPACHTH BHINILIA HA TPACKTOPHIO
pocra. Mmeer cmbic o6cyauTh onblT Bocrounoit [epmanum Kak mpHBJIEKaTEIbHBIH
npumep st Poceun.
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ITocT-connanmcTHyeckoe pa3BuTHE MSICHOTO H MOJIOYHOI0 NPOHU3BOACTBA
B BocTounoii I'epmanun u Poccun

3a mepuog ¢ 1990 . mo 1992 r. moromoBee KPC B Boctounoit ['epmMannn cokpaTHiioch
MOYTH HANoJIOBUHY. [IpHunHEI, JIexkaliue B OCHOBE TaKOTro JpaMaTHYECKOro COKparle-
HUSI B TIEPBBIC TOBI PHIHOYHBIX peOpM, ObIIH CIIEAYIOIINE:

* B cury cioma neHTpaqTu30BaHHOTO TTAHUPOBaHUS OBLTH pa3pyIIeHBI TPaJIUIIU-
OHHBIE KaHaNbl cObITa. Oc000 TOCTpaan SKCIOPT TOBSAUHBI M MOJIOYHBIX TPOAYKTOB
B cTpaHbl-wieHbl CoBeTa 1o SKoHOMHYecKor B3anMoniomonu (COB), u3 xotoporo /[P
BBIIILIA B CBA3M C NpucoenrHenneM k OPT.

» JlocTym K 3amaHOMY PBIHKY M3MEHWI OTpeOuTensckne moaenu. [lorpedure-
1 u3 Bocrounoli ['epManuy npeabsBIsiig CIpoc Ha MPOLYKIUIO 3arajia, Ipex/ie Majo-
JIOCTYIIHYIO U IIO3TOMY JKEJaHHYI0. BocTouHOrepMaHcKue po3HUYHbBIE CETH OKA3aJIUCh
M0J] KOHTPOJIEM MHBECTOPOB U3 3anagHoi [ epmMaHuy, He OPUEHTHPOBAHHBIX HA pealu-
3a1[MI0 MECTHOM MPOTYKIINH.

* [IpuOBLIBHOCTH MSCHOTO ¥ MOJIOYHOTO JKUBOTHOBOJZICTBA CYIIIECTBEHHO CHH3UIIACH
BBUJIy TIaJICHUS 1I€H Ha arpapHyro MPOAYKIIMIO, 0COOEHHO ChIPOE MOJIOKO, UTO MPOJOJIKa-
JIOCh HECKOJIBKO JIET, [IOKA YPOBEHB 1ICH HE CPABHSUICS C 3amaJHorepMaHckuM. LleHsl B pac-
TEHHEBOJICTBE CHU3MIINCH CYIIECTBEHHO MEHBIIIE, YTO ITPUBEJIO K CABUTY B 3TY CTOPOHY.

* [Ipow3BomcTBEHHBIE MOIMHOCTH B Bocrounoi Iepmanmm ObUTM B IIIa4YeB-
HOM COCTOSTHHH, YTO OTPaKaJOCh Ha KaueCTBE M KOHKYPEHTOCIIOCOOHOCTH KOHEYHOU
MPOAYKLMH.

CHmxeHne MoroJoBbi KPYIMHOTO poraroro ckora B Bocrounoii ['epmanun oueHb
HaromMuHaeT curyanuio B Poccun. IlpaBaa, cokparienne moronosss B Poccun 651510 60-
Jiee MEIUICHHBIM, HO 3aTO OTHOCHUTENILHO Ooliee ryOokuM, yem B ['epmanun. B Poccun
¢ 1990 mo 2010 . He OBUIO HHM OJHOIO roja, Korma Obl HaOIIoIalICs poct noronobst KPC.
B wutore B cerogusmneit Poccun noronosse KPC cocTaBnisieT 0koio TpeTH OT CUTYalluu
1990 r.

Komnarnc »xuBoTHOBOACTBAa B Poccuu nMeeT Te ke MPUYUHBL, 4TO U B BocTouHOM
I'epmarnu. Ha ¢doHe 3HAYUTETHHOTO CHIDKEHHS peajbHBIX JIOXOI0B MOTpeOUTENN TIe-
PEOpPHEHTHPOBANIKCH Ha OoJiee AeuieBble MPOAYKTH MUTAHUS, YeM MSCHBIE U MOJIOY-
Hele. Kpome Toro, BHyTpeHHEEe MPOHU3BOJCTBO OBLIO TIOAABIEHO WUMIIOPTOM KYPSTHHBI
n3 CIIIA, a Takke cBUHUHBI U TroBsJIuHbI U3 EBpomnbl. bonee MeniaeHHoOe cokpalleHue
noroioBbst B Poccru no cpaBHeHuto ¢ ['epmanueil 0ObSICHAETCS TEM, YTO CEIILCKUE J10-
MOXO031CTBa HT'PAITU POib Oydepa prIHOYHBIX TPEOOPa3OBAHUIMA.

U xoTs1 cokparieHue morojoBbsi ckota B Bocrounoii ['epmannu u B Poccun Obi10
MOYTH UJIEHTUYHBIM, IPOAYKTUBHOCTh UMEJa pa3Hble Tpaekropuu. Hanpumep, npous-
BOJICTBO MOJIOKa B BocTtounoit I'epmanuu gocturio HuxHEH otMeTku B 1992 1., mocie
YeTo HavaJiCs 3HAYUTENBHBIN POCT, cTabuin3upoBaBimiics Ha ypoBHe 90% oT mope-
¢dopmennoro nepuoaa. B Poccum HWKHSS TOYKAa MPOW3BOJCTBA MOJIOKA HMPUXOAUTCS
Ha 2005 T. ¥ CYIIECTBEHHOTO pOCTa HE HAOIIOmaeTcs.

[Toyemy mpou3sBoacTBO MoJioka B Boctounoii ['epmanuu Beipociio Ha (hoHE COKpa-
IIeHNs OToJ0BbA? Bee nmenno B pocTe MpOAyKTUBHOCTH: C CAMOTO Hadajla TPAH3UTHOTO
NEpHUOoJIa Ha/I0M Ha OIHY KOPOBY HEYKJIIOHHO POCIIM U MOYTH yABOMIHCH 3a 20 net. Tak,
B 1991 r. cpeanme HamoM Ha OHY KOpOBY B BocTounoit ['epMaHuy COCTABIISIIN OKOJIO
4,5 thIC. MTUTPOB, a B 2012 1. — okono 9 Thic. Haobopot, Poccun nmonano6miiocs 60-
Jiee IeCSTH JIET, YTOOBI BEPHYTHCS K TOPEPOPMEHHOMY YPOBHIO: HAJIOM Ha OJJHY KOPOBY
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B 1990 1, cocraBusiomue MeHee 3 ThIC. JIUTPOB, YAAIOCh BOCCTAHOBUTH TOJIBKO
B 2002 r. lanpHeHmuni pocT MPOAYKTUBHOCTHU TpuBen K 4,5 Toic. tuTpoB B 2012 . Jlpy-
UM CJIOBaMH, C TOUKHU 3PEHUS HAJI0EB Ha OJIHY KOPOBY coBpeMeHHasi Poccust Haxonures
Ha ypoBHe Boctounoii I'epmanuu 1991 r. JIns monmounoro »kuBoTHOBOACTBa Poccuu me-
puoa 1991-2001 rr. cTtan NoTepssHHBIM JI€CATUIIETHEM.

[Ipexne uem 00CyKIaTh IKOHOMUYECKHE YCIOBUS, KOTOPBIE OOBSICHSIIOT POCT MO-
JIOUHOTO ITPOU3BOJIcTBA B BocTouHOM ['epManny, BaXKHO OTMETUTD KIIFOUEBYIO IPUUHHY,
M0 KOTOPOH MPOM3BOACTBO MOJIOKA CTaOMIM3MpOBaoch Ha ypoBHe 1998 r. OToT mo-
TOJIOK OBLT 33a/laH KBOTOM, KOTOPYIO MONYYHIN TIpon3BoauTenn Bocrounoit I'epmanunu
n3 pacuetra 80% ot npousBoacTBa Mosioka Ha Teppuropuu I/IP B 1989 r. Ilpoussenen-
HOE€ CBEPX KBOTHI MOJIOKO HE MOKET OBITh MIPOJIAHO MO IIeHaM, TOKPHIBAIOIINM 3aTpPaThl,
1 Ha (hOHE pOCTa HAJIOEB C OAHON KOPOBHI KBOTA Jiealia HEellelIecO00pa3HbIM yBeye-
HUE MOrojI0Bbs. UeM 00yCIIOBIICHO pa3BUTHE JKUBOTHOBOICTBA B BocTouHoi ['epmanuu?

IMonuTHKa M0 Pa3BUTHIO )KUBOTHOBOACTBA B BocTounoii 'epmanuu

B cBs3u ¢ npucoenuaenrnem [JIP k ®PI” Haganuch OypHbIE Mpeodpa3oBaHus B CEITECKOM
xo3stiictBe Bocrounoii I'epmanun. B cumy BeTynuwin 3akoH o OaHKpOTCTBE, Havajach
MIPUBATU3AIUSA U PECTPYKTYypHU3aLlUs KOJJIEKTHUBHBIX X03sHCcTB ObBIIeH ['JIP. [Ipexnue
COLIMATUCTUYECKNE KOJJICKTUBHBIC XO3SIMCTBA NOJKHBI ObUIM JIMKBUAMPOBATHCS HWIIN
TpaHC(HOPMHUPOBATHCS B MHBIC (hopMbl K KoHILy 1991 1. [Tpu 3TOM Ha BOCTOUHBIC 3eMJIU
PacIpOCTPaHUIIUCh CTAaHAAPTHI COLUANBHBIX rapaHThil 3anagHon [epmanun.

Ha ¢one npyrux TpaH3WTHBIX YKOHOMHK COKpPAalIeHHE 3aHATOCTH CEIbCKOXO3Si-
CTBEHHBIX pabOTHHKOB B Bocrounoit ['epmanun Ovl10 Hambosee apaMatnaHbiM. [ocy-
JapCTBO MBITAIIOCH CMATYUTH TOT yaap, mpeanaras 0e3paboTHBIM PaHHUH BBIXOZ Ha
TIEHCHIO, KYPCHI TEPEeTOATOTOBKH, MEPHI 10 CO3JJaHWI0 HOBBIX pabounx mecT. bomee
TOTO0, MOCOOMs 1o O6e3paboTHulle U MEHCHH OKa3alich MPUMEPHO Ha YPOBHE 3apa0O0THOM
matel xxureneid I[P no npucoeaunenus k @PT, yTo MOTUBUPOBAIIO JIIOAEH YXOJIUTh U3
arpapHoii chepbl 1 )KUTh HA COLMAIbHbBIC TOCOOUSI.

Haunbonee BaxxHYIO poJIb CHITPAJO YCTAHOBIEHUE YPOBHS IIEH Ui IPOU3BOIUTE-
neit. B mocneaane 20 et peIHKY TOBSIMHBI M MOJIOYHBIX MTPOAYKTOB B EBpocorose Obutn
B 3HAYUTENBHOW CTENCHH 3aIUILEHBI OT KoleOaHnH MUPOBBIX IIeH. CTOMMOCTD TOBSITH-
HBI ¥ MOJIOKA PEryJarpoBaIach rocy1apCcTBEHHBIMUA HHTEPBEHIMAMH (3aKyIKAMH).

Cyocuaun u Hopmbl BTO B 00s1acTH ceIbCKOro X03s1iiCcTBa

B nacrosimiee Bpemst arpapuu BocTtouHoit ['epManuu momydaror pasHOOOpa3HYO MOJI-
JIepKKY OT BIacTu. boubliast 4acTh CpeicTB BIJENSAETCS B paMKax (eaepaibHOl mpor-
paMMBI pPa3BUTHS CEITHCKOTO XO3SHCTBA, KOTOpas (UHAHCHUPYETCS 3a CYET €BPOIIEHCKO-
ro, (henepaabHOro U PeruoHAIBHOTO OIOJKETOB M BKIIOYACT KPEIUTHBIC CyOCUINU Ha
MOJICPHHU3AIINIO M PaCITUPEeHNe JKUBOTHOBOICTBA. KpoMe Toro, HeMenKue arpapuu nMe-
IOT JMCKOHTHBIC 3aKyINKH JU3EIHHOrO TOIUIMBA 3a cueT (enepanbHOro Oromkera. [lo-
TO0OHBIE MEPBI TPAKTUKYIOTCS B B Poccuu. OOCyInM, HACKOIBKO 3TH MEPHI COTTIACYIOTCS
¢ nonutukoi BTO.
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K mpumepy, B MekienOypr-Ilepenneit [Tomepannu (CeBepHbIe 3eMid BoctouHOU
I'epmannn) mpuMepHO MOJIOBUHA CPEACTB, BBIACIAEMBIX HA MOIJIEPIKKY CEITBCKOTO XO-
3siictBa EBpoxommccueit 3a mepuog 2000-2006 T, Hampapisiiack B (hopMe TPaHTOB U
cyOcuanii Ha CTPOUTENILCTBO JKUBOTHOBOJUECKUX KOMIIIIEKCOB.

O 1eeco00pa3HOCTH ITHX CyOcHauit BeayTes crophl. CoTylacHO MCCIICTOBAHUSM,
MHOTHE KUBOTHOBO/BI CUUTAIOT HEXBATKy (PMHAHCOB INIAaBHBIM NPEISITCTBUEM ISl MH-
Bectunwii. OTHAKO Ha BOMPOC, KaK OBl OHU MOBENN ceOsl TIPH OTCYTCTBHU CyOCHIHiA,
b 9% 3a8BUIIM, YTO OTKa3aduCh ObI OT poekTa. UTo kacaeTcst BIUSIHUS CyOCUINpO-
BaHUS 3aTpaT Ha CO3/IaHUE HOBBIX PA0OYNX MECT B CEIbCKOM XO3SIHCTBE, TO MCCIIEA0BA-
HUSI TTOKA3bIBAIOT, YTO TaKOH Croco® CTUMYNIHPOBaHMS arpapHOil 3aHATOCTH SIBIISICTCS
OYeHb JoporocrosmuM. HabupaeT pocT KpUTHKA MpOrpamMM CyOCHIUPOBAaHUS 3aTpar
KaK HeJ0CTaTOYHO ()OKYCHPOBAHHBIX U IJIOXO COINIACYEMBIX C IPYTUMH MEPaMH arpap-
HOU nonuTHkKH. Kpome Toro, eciu Takoe cyOCHIMpOBaHUE HAIIETICHO HA POCT 9KOHOMH-
YEeCKHX [10Ka3aTelieil, To HeSICHO, TOYeMY X PacIOpsHKEHUEM 3aHUMaeTCs OI0pOKpaTHs,
a He yacTHble OaHKU. OTBET JISKUT B MOJIMTHYECKOH TITOCKOCTH, & HE B 9KOHOMUYECKOM.

Hamomamm, 4to co BpeMeH Ypyraaickoro payana B 1994 . rasHoit miensio BTO
B 00JIaCTH CEIBCKOTO XO3AHCTBAa OBIJIO YCTAHOBJICHHE «PBIHOYHO-OPUEHTUPOBAHHON
arpapHoOi TOProBoi CUCTEMBDY. BbUI B3AT KypC Ha COKPAILEHHE CEJIbCKOX03SIICTBEHHON
MOAJCPKKH U CHIDKCHHS POTEKIMOHM3Ma Ha IIPOAOBOIBCTBEHHBIX phIHKaX. OCHOBHON
MUIIEHBIO KPUTHKHU CTaja BHYTPEHHSS TMOAJEPKKA CEIbX03TOBAPOIPOU3BOIUTENEH.
CornacHo COmIaIICHUIO 10 CEJIBCKOMY XO3SHCTBY, BHYTPEHHHE MEpbl HOAICPKKH Je-
JATCs Ha 4 KaTeropuu, Tak Ha3bIBaeMble «KOP3UHBDY:

1. «3eneHas» KOp3UHA BKJIIOYAECT MEPBI MOIAEPIKKU, KOTOPBIE HE OKA3bIBAIOT HC-
Kakaroiero 3gdekra Ha TOProOBIIO U HE UMEIOT HEMOCPEICTBEHHOTO BIUSHUS HA TPO-
n3B0ACTBO. COOTBETCTBEHHO, 3TU MEPbI HE UMEIOT 00s13aTEIILCTB 110 COKpaleHuo. [Ipu-
MEpPOM CITy’KaT 3aTpaThl Ha CTPOUTEIBCTBO JOPOT B CENBCKOM MECTHOCTH, HA MTOJITOTOBKY
CIEIMATUCTOB-arpapueB, Ha 60ps0y ¢ BPEAUTEAMH H TIP.

2. «l'omy6as» kop3uHa Haubosee CBI3aHa ¢ MOIUTUYCCKUMH LENSIMHU U BKIIOYaeT
MPSIMBIE BBIMJIATHI 1O 1IEJIEBBIM MporpaMMaM. DTH Mepbl HallpaBlIeHbl HA OrpaHUYEHUE
MPOM3BOACTBA U TAKXKE HE MOICKAT COKPALICHUIO.

3. Eciin unenom BTO sBnsercs pa3BuBaromiascs cTpaHa, TO OHa BIIpaBe MOoIydaTh
ornpeneneHHble npedepeHInN 1 CyOCH NN, COCTABIISIOIINE «KOP3HHY Pa3BUTHD).

4. Bce octanbHble MEpBI OAIEPKKH OTEHIIMABHO MOJIekaT coKkpaleHuto. OHu
HOIIA/IA0T B <OKEITYIO» (WIH «SHTapHYIO») KOP3UHY. DTO MEpbl IOALEPKKH, KOTOpPbIE
OKa3bIBAIOT MCKAXAIOILEe BIMAHNE HA TOPTOBIIO, HAIPUMEpP, KOMIIEHCAIU 3aTpaT Ha
I'CM, cyGcunnpoBaHue KpeauTOB.

Poccust crynuna B BTO B craryce pa3BuTO# cTpaHbl, COOTBETCTBEHHO, BO3MOXK-
HOCTH TIOJJIEP’KKH CEIBCKOTO XO3AHCTBA PE3KO COKPATHIIMCH TIO JABYM HAIPaBICHUIM:
a) MPOTEKLMOHU3M MEpaMu Tapu(PHOro U HeTapu(HOIrO PEeryInpoBaHusl, YTO OCOOCH-
HO KOCHYJIOCH IIPOJTYKIIMH KHBOTHOBOJICTBA, 0) BHYTPEHHUE MEPHI MOJIICPKKH, ITPUBSI-
3aHHBIE K 3aTparaM U BBIIIYCKY arpapHoil nponykuuu. OrpaHuueHMs, HaK/IaJbIBacMble
BTO, BBIHYXIAIOT POCCHIICKOE TPABUTEIBCTBO MepeOpMaTHPOBaTh MOMOILL CBOMM
arpapusiM B Mephbl, KOOUPYEMbIE KaK MEPbI «3€JICHOI» KOP3HHBI.

3TO MOXKET MTOKa3aThCsl yAUBUTEIBHBIM, HO OOJIBIIMHCTBO CyOCH UM, KOTOpPBIE O~
Jy4aroT CeIbXO3MPOU3BOAUTENH B [ epMaHIM, CUUTAIOTCS MEPAMH «3EJI€HOI KOP3UHBI.
Ecnu nmomo1s oprann3oBaHa Tak, 4TO OHA HAPSIMYIO HE BEAET K POCTY BBIITYCKa, TO €€
JIETKO MPEACTaBUTh KaK Mepy «3eJeHOi» Kop3uHbl. Ho 000pOoTHOI CTOPOHOI TaKoro mo-
psiznka siBisieTcs Hed(h(HEeKTUBHOCTD PAacHpeeeHuUs CyOCH TH.
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KaxoBsr st Poccun iyt nepedopMaTupoBaHus MPaKTHKYEMBIX CYOCHIUI B BbI-
I1aTel 10 «3eneHoi» kop3uHe? B 2013 1. mpaBUTENbCTBO BBEJIO IUIATEXKH IO IUIOIIA-
JIM, KOTOpBIE 3aMEHUJIN TIPEKHUE CYOCHINM Ha TOpIoYe-CMa304HbIe MaTepHalbl U yAO-
OpeHUs. DTH BBIIIATH OOBSBISIOTCS «HECBSI3aHHBIMIY, OJTHAKO OTIOCPEIOBAHHO BEIYT
K pocTy npou3BoJcTBa. OUeBHUHO, YTO 3TH MEPBI HE COOTBETCTBYIOT AYXY «3€JIEHON»
KOP3WHBI.

[Ipencrasnsercs, uro HU ctpanbl EC, Hu Poccust He MOTYT pelIMTENbHO OTKa-
3aTbCs OT CJIOKMBIICH MOJMUTHUKU CyOCHIMPOBAaHUS CEIbCKOro xo3siiicTBa. [IpuumHel,
10 KOTOPBIM CXOKHE MEPBI TOMOIIIM arpaprsM CUUTAIOTCS MEPAMHU «3eJIEHOH» KOP3HHBI
B ctpadax EC u He cunTarorcs TakoBbIMU B Poccuu, HOCSAT MOJIUTUYECKUM XapakTep.

[loasenem utoru. BeICTpBIil JOCTYN K MHBECTULUSIM U FOCYIAPCTBEHHBIM CyOCH-
JWSIM SIBUJINCH KITIOUEBBIMU (PaKTOpaMM YCHEITHON aganTaliy )KUBOTHOBOJACTBA Boc-
TOUHOH ['epManmm K peIHKY. PehopmMa HHCTUTYIIHOHAIBHOU CPEIbI MPHUBEJIA K TOMY, UTO
¢dbepmepsl Bocrounoii ['epmanun 00CITy)KUBaIOTCS KBAU(UITUPOBAHHBIMU YHHOBHUKA-
MU, BCTPOCHBI B CETh KOOTIEpAIMH, UMEIOT JOCTYI K Pa3IMYHbIM CEILCKUM OaHKaM,
BKJTFOYEHBI B CHCTEMY TPEACTABUTEIHCTBA MHTEPECOB B opraHax BiacTH. OUeBHIHO,
YTO MHCTUTYIIMOHAJILHAS MOJENb 3anaaHoi ['epMannu ObuTa MPOTOTUIIOM 3TOH pedop-
Mbl, a Boctounas I'epmanusi momyuuna (UHAHCOBYIO M JIOTHCTHYECKYIO IMOIIEPIKKY
oT «Jpyroit» ['epmanumu.

Bwmecte ¢ Tem, ipo0IeMbl €CTh U CBSI3aHBI OHH ITPEUMYIIECTBEHHO ¢ Hea(peKTrB-
HOCTbBIO MEP TOCYIapCTBEHHOM MOAJIEPAKKH CEIBCKOTo X03s1cTBa. [IonbITKa COBMECTUTH
MHOYECTBO IIeJIel (OT pocTa KOHKYPEHTOCTIOCOOHOCTH 10 TIO/ICPKAHUS 3/I0POBBS JKHU-
BOTHBIX U CO3JIaHUS pabOYHMX MECT Ha celie) BeleT K He(hOKYCHPOBAHHON U TIPOTUBOPE-
YHMBOI arpapHoil monutrke. Hanmpumep, cyOCHIUsMH MOOMIPSIIOTCS HHBECTHIIMU B ¥KH-
BOTHOBOJICTBO, TOT/Ia KaK pa3pelieHHas KBOTa Ha ITPOU3BOJICTBO MOJIOKA HE N3MEHSIETCSI.
Bbonee Toro, npakrukyemas B I'epmaHuu cucteMa MOAIEPKKU arpapueB IPOTUBOPEUUT
nyxy BTO, HaneneHHON Ha MUHUMU3AIMIO POJIM rOCyJapcTBa B CO3AAHUN CTUMYJIOB K
pou3BoACTBY. OHAKO ATy MOAEPIKKY YIAaeTCsl KOAUPOBATh KaK MEPHI «3€JICHOIN) KOp-
3UHBI B CHJIy nosiuTuyeckoro Beca I'epmanuu B EC.

[IerTasics nocnenosars npuMepy EC, Poccust MOXKET CTOIKHYTBCS ¢ TPYIHOCTAMU
0 «TIePEKPAITUBAHHIO» CIIOKUBIIEHCS CHCTEMBI TIOMOIIM arpapysiM B MEPBI «3€JICHO»
kop3uHbL. Ho make ecnu 910 ymacTes u OymyT HaiiIeHbl Ty TH TOBEIEHUS JISHET JI0 arpa-
pueB, onbIT BocTouHoi ['epMaHny OKa3bIBAET, YTO IEHBIM — BaXKHasl, HO HE OIPEeNs-
OlIast YacTh yCIeXa, HyKHbl HHCTHTYIIMOHAIBHBIC TIPEOOpa30BaHUsL.

Jlureparypa

Anderson K., Kurzweil M., Martin W., Sandri D., Valenzuela E. (2009) Methodology for Measur-
ing Distortions to Agricultural Incentives // Distortions to agricultural incentives: a global
perspective 1955 —2007. Ed. Anderson K., Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, pp. 565-594.

Anderson K., Nelgen S. (2013) Updated National and Global Estimates of Distortions to Agricul-
tural Incentives, 1955 to 2011 // www.worldbank.org/agdistortions

Anton J. (2009) An Analysis of EU, US and Japanese Green Box Spending //Agricultural Sub-
sidies in the WTO Green Box. Ensuring Coherence with Sustainable Development Goals.
Eds. Melendez-Ortiz R., Bellmann Ch., Hepburn J., Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, pp. 137-238.



Mooepruzauus MACHO20 U MOJIOUHO20 HCUCOMHOBOOCIEA
6 Poccuu ¢ ycnosusax BTO: ¢32110 uz Bocmounoii I'epmanuu 147

Beckmann V., Hagedorn K. (1997) Decollectivisation and Privatisation Policies and Resulting
Structural Changes of Agriculture in Eastern Germany // Agricultural Privatisation, Land
Reform and Farm Restructuring in Central and Eastern Europe. Eds. Swinnen J.F.M., Buck-
well A., Mathijs E., Aldershot: Ashgate.

Bergschmidt A., Forstner B., Dirksmeyer W., Ebers H., Fitschen-Lischewski A., Margarian A.,
Heuer J. (2008) Ex-Post-Bewertung des Agrarinvestitionsforderungsprogramms (AFP) fiir
den Forderzeitraum 2000 bis 2006. Mecklenburg-Vorpommern. Braunschweig: Johann
Heinrich von Thiinen-Institut (vTT), Bundesforschungsinstitut fiir Léndliche Rdume, Wald
und Fischerei.

Bjornlund B., Cochrane N., Haley M., Hoskin R., Liefert O., Paarlberg P. (2002) Livestock Sec-
tors in the Economies of Eastern Europe and the Former Soviet Union: Transition from Plan
to Market and the Road Ahead. Washington, D.C.: USDA-ERS.

Brink L. (2011) The WTO Disciplines on Domestic Support. WTO Disciplines on Agricultural
Support. Seeking a Fair Basis for Trade. Eds. Orden D., Blanford D., Josling T. Cambridge:
Cambridge Univ. Press, pp. 23-58.

Brink L., Orden D., Datz G. (2013) BRIC Agricultural Policies Through a WTO Lens // Journal
of Agricultural Economics, no 64, pp. 197-216.

Forstner B., Isermeyer F. (2000) Transformation of Agriculture in East Germany // Agriculture in
Germany. Ed. Tangermann S. Frankfurt (Main): DLG Verlag, pp. 61-90.

Hagedorn K., Mehl P. (2000) Social Policies for German Agriculture // Agriculture in Germany.
Ed. Tangermann S. Frankfurt (Main): DLG Verlag, pp. 135-166.

Josling T. (2009) Western Europe // Distortions to Agricultural Incentives: a Global Perspective
1955—-2007. Ed. Anderson K. Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, pp. 115-176.

Kiselev S., Romashkin R. (2012) Possible Effects of Russia’s WTO Accession on Agricultural
Trade and Production. Geneva: International Centre for Trade and Sustainable Develop-
ment (ICTSD) (Issue Paper, 40).

Klages B. (2001) Die Privatisierung der ehemals volkseigenen landwirtschaftlichen Flachen in
den neuen Bundesldandern. Aachen: Shaker.

Koester U.E., Brooks K.M. (1997) Agriculture and German Reunification. Washington D.C.:
World Bank (World Bank discussion paper, 355).

Liefert W.M., Liefert O. (2012) Russian Agriculture during Transition: Performance, Global Im-
pact, and Outlook // Applied Economic Perspectives and Policy, no 34, pp. 37-75.

OECD (2013). Agricultural Policy Monitoring and Evaluation 2013. OECD Countries and
Emerging Economies. Paris: OECD Publishing.

Petrick M., Zier P. (2012) Common Agricultural Policy Effects on Dynamic Labour Use in Agri-
culture // Food Policy, no 37, pp. 671-678.

Piehler A., Stettin P. (2004) Die Milchwirtschaft der neuen Bundeslédnder. Probleme gelost —
Chancen genutzt. Chemnitz: Erzeugergemeinschaft Milch “Milchquelle® w.V.

Rudolph M. (2005) Agrarstrukturpolitik im vereinten Deutschland. Eine Analyse der
Gemeinschaftsaufgabe “Verbesserung der Agrarstruktur und des Kiistenschutzes* im Lichte
der neuen politischen Okonomie. Aachen: Shaker (Institutional change in agriculture and
natural resources, 20).

Sedik D., Lerman Z., Uzun V. (2013) Agricultural Policy in Russia and WTO accession // Post-
Soviet Affairs, no 29, pp. 500-527.

Sinn H.-W. (2002) Germany’s Economic Unification: An Assessment after Ten Years / Review
of International Economics, no 10, pp. 113—128.

Swinnen J. F.M., Rozelle S. (2006) From Marx and Mao to the Market. The Economics and Poli-
tics of Agricultural Transition. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Wolffram R., Bongaerts R., Simonis J. (1996) Uberlegungen zur Korrektur von Fehlentwicklungen
in der Schlachthofstruktur der neuen Bundeslidnder // Agrarwirtschaft, no 45, pp. 435-442.

Wolz A. (2011) Institutional Change of the Agricultural Administration and Rural Associations in East
Germany before and after Unification. Halle (Saale): IAMO (IAMO Discussion Paper, 136).



