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MECHANISM OF STATE SUPPORT
DIFFERENTIATE DISPOSITION FOR RUSSIAN
AGRICULTURAL COMMODITY PRODUCERS

Abstract. The article deals with theoretical and methodological issues concerning budgetary support for agriculture in Russia and
in regions. They are estimated main problems and prospects of development of the state support for agriculture of one of the major
agricultural regions of the country in the WTO conditions. It is formulated a working hypothesis about the crop products depen-
dence on natural and economic conditions. They are given their difference in microzones of a given region.

The authors offered method of calculating, while using which coefficients of the differentiated disposition of state support for micro-
zones of the region vary from 0.85 to 1.16. Applying indexes due to the climatic conditions, amount of subsidies for 1 ha of crop
area according to microzones will vary from $9.6 in Western Pravoberezhye to $13.2 in South-East Levoberezhye. On a regional
average this index will amount to 11.0 $/ha of crop area It is grounded a necessity of changing the distribution mechanism of state
support between regions and economic entities of agribusiness in order to increase its effectiveness and alignment of natural and
economic conditions of management. It is offered the mechanism of the differentiate distribution of state support funds between
agricultural producers involved in the crop production, taking into account the natural and climatic, and organizational and eco-
nomic conditions of economic management.
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MEXAHU3M OUODPEPEHLIMPOBAHHOIO PACMPEOEJIEHMA rOCYAAPCTBEHHOU NOAAEPXKU

POCCUUCKUX CEJIbCKOXO3AUCTBEHHbLIX TOBAPOINMPOU3BOAUTENEN

AHHOTaumA. B cTaTtbe paccMOTpeHbl TEOPETUYECKME U METOLOSIOMMYECKUE BOMPOCHI OIOAXETHOW NOALEP>KKN CENbCKOro XO-
3ancTea Poccun n ee pernoHos. OcyLuecTBneHa OLeHKa OCHOBHbIX MPO61eM U MEPCNEKTUB roCy4apCTBEHHON NOAOEPXKKU Ceflb-
cKoro xo3ancTea CapaToBckor 0651acT — OAHOMO M3 KPYMHbIX arpapHbIX PErMOHOB cTpaHbl — B ycrosuax BTO. CgopmmpoBa-
Ha pabo4aA rmnoTtesa O 3aBMCUMOCTW MPOM3BOACTBA MPOAYKLUUM PacTEHMEBOACTBA OT MPUPOLAHO-3KOHOMUYECKMX YCNOBUNA,
nokasaHbl X pasnuM4mA No MMKPO30oHaM OTAENbHO B3ATOro permoHa. MNpeanoxeHa metToanka pacyeTa, Npy UCNonb30BaHUN KO-
TOpoK KoadhhnumeHTbl AndchepeHUMpPOBaHHOrO pacnpeaeneHns rocy4apCcTBEHHON NOALEP>KKMN NO MUKPO30HaM 06nacTu nsme-
HAoTcA oT 0,85 po 1,16. MNpu npyMeHeHUn KO3ULMEHTOB C YH4ETOM KMMATUYECKMX YCNOBUIA pasmep cybeuauin Ha 1 ra no-
CEBHOW Mnrowaay B pa3pese MUKPO30H ByaeT UaMeHATbeA no obnacty ot $9,6 — B 3anagHoun npaBobepekHon ao $13,2 — B
lOro-BocTo4Hoin neBobepexxHoi. B cpeaHeM no obnactu aToT nokasatenb coctaBut $11,0/ra. Kpome Toro, o6ocHoBaHa Heob-
XOOMMOCTb M3MEHEHUA MexaHu3Ma pacnpefeneHnsa rocyfapCTBEHHON MOAAEPXKUA MeXAy PervioHamyv U XO3ANCTBYIOLMMU
cybbekTamm AlK B LiensAx nosbilleHnsa 3PMEKTUBHOCTU €e UCNOMb30BaHNA U BbIpaBHNBAHUA NPUPOAHO-3KOHOMUYECKUX YCI0-
BUI X03AWCTBOBaHUA. [1peanoXkeH mexaHuam auddepeHUMpoBaHHOro pacnpeaeneHna CpeacTB rocy4apCTBEHHON NOAAEPXKKN
MeX Ay CenbCKOXO3ANCTBEHHBIMU TOBAPONPON3BOAUTENAMM, 3aHUMAIOLLMMUCA NPOU3BOACTBOM MPOAYKLUMN pacTEHMEBOACTBA,
C Y4ETOM NPUPOSHO-KIMMATUHECKMX N OPraHn3aUMOHHO-3KOHOMUYECKMX YCMOBUIA XO3ANCTBOBAHNA.

KnioyeBble crnoBa: rocygapcTBeHHas nognepxka, cyécnanv, amddepeHumpoBaHHoe pacnpeeneHne, permoH, MMKPo30Ha,
CeNbCKOXO3ANCTBEHHbIE TOBAPONPON3BOAUTENN.
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MEXAHI3M OU®EPEHUIMOBAHOIO PO3noauty OEP>XABHOI MIATPUMKH

POCIMCbKUX CIJIbCbKOIMOCNOAAPCbKUX TOBAPOBUPOBHUKIB

AHoOTaLiA. Y cTaTTi pO3rNAHYTO TEOPETUYHI 1 METOAONONIYHI NUTaHHA 6I0IXKETHOI MiATPMMKM CiflbCbKOro rocnoAapcTaa
Pocii Ta i perioHiB. 3aincHEHO OUIHKY OCHOBHWX NPO6eM i NepCneKTUB AepP>XaBHOI MiATPUMKM CiflbCbKOro rocrogapcraa
CapaTtoBCbKoi 06n1acTi — 04HOrO i3 HaMbINbLUNX arpapHMX perioHiB kKpaiHn — B ymosax COT. CchopmoBaHo pobouy rinoTe-
3y NPO 3aneXHICTb BUPOBHMLITBA NPOAYKLIi POCIMHHULTBA Bif NPUPOAHO-EKOHOMIYHMX YMOB, NMOKa3aHo iX BiAMIHHOCTI No
MIKpPO30Hax OKPEeMOoro perioHy. 3anponoHOBaHO METOAMKY PO3paxyHKy, 3a BUKOPUCTAHHA AKOI KoediuieHTn ande-
PEHLioBaHOro po3noainy Aep>KaBHOi MiATPUMKM MO MIKpO30Hax obnacTi 3amiHoTbeA Big 0,85 fo 1,16. Mpu 3acTocyBaHHI
KoediLieHTIB 3 ypaxyBaHHAM KMiMaTUYHMX YMOB po3Mip cybcmaiv Ha 1 ra nociBHin Nnowi B po3pisi MiKpO30H 3MiHOBaTu-
meTbeA no obnacTi Big $9,6 — y 3axigHiii npaBobepexxHin fo $13,2 — y MiBaeHHO-CxifHii niBo6epexxHili. Y cepeaHbOMY Mo
obnacTi uen nokasHuk cknage $11,0/ra. Kpim Toro, o6rpyHToBaHO HeObXiAHICTb 3MiHWM MexaHi3My po3noainy AepykaBHoi
NiATPUMKM MidXK perioHamu i rocnogaptorounmm cy6’ektamm AMNK 3 MeToo nNiaBuLLEeHHA e(PeKTUBHOCTI il BUKOPUCTaHHA 1
BVPIBHIOBAHHA MPUPOAHO-EKOHOMIYHMX YMOB FOCMOAAPIoBaHHA. 3anpornoHOBAHO MeXaHi3M AudepeHLIinoBaHOro po3-
noainy 3acobiB Aep>kaBHOI MiATPUMKM MiX CiflbCbKOrocnoAapCbkumyM TOBapOBMPOOHUKaMM, IO 3anMmaroTbCA BUPOO-
HULTBOM NMPOAYKLUIi POCIMHHMLTBA, 3 ypaxyBaHHAM NPUPOLAHO-KNIMATUYHUX Ta OpraHi3auiiHo-eKOHOMIYHMX YMOB rocnoga-
ptoBaHHA.

Knio4voBi cnoBa: gepxxaBHa niaTpumka, cybeuaii, AndepeHLiioBaHnin po3noain, perioH, MIKpo3oHa, CiflbCbKOorocro-
[apCbKi TOBapOBUPOOHNKN.

Introduction. The problem of improving the delivery mech-
anism and the distribution of state support for Russian agricul-
tural producers in the contemporary economy is key issue, as
the level of agricultural development largely determines the
food security of the state.

Brief Literature Review. Bespahotny G. V., Baryshni-
kov N. G., Klyukach V. A., Mercy V. V., Poshkus B. I., Sandhu
I. S., Sukhanova I. F, Khayrullin A. N., Hitskov I. F. et al. have
studied problems of improving the state support of agriculture
and its efficiency enhancing [1].

The next stage of this problem discussion came in connec-
tion with the entry of Russia into the World Trade Organization
(WTO), where the state is forced not only to adjust items of
expenditure and an amount of budget funds, but also to devel-
op measures to improve the efficiency of their use. When all
points of view concerning an amount of budget are the same,
and all state about lack of it and about the need to increase
subsidies, then the problem of the efficiency is not clearly
marked [2].

In the circumstances, the scientific and practical interest is
the study of foreign, especially American experience in state
support for agriculture, as well as its variety of the forms and
methodological approaches [6]. There is a need for integration
of the Russian agrarian policy in a global context.

The purpose of our research is to identify specific short-
comings appealing at the disposition of budget funds allocated
for the development of crop industry and to develop recom-
mendations for its improvements.

To realize this goal the author offered to summarize the
existing experience of the Ministry of Agriculture of the Saratov
region in the disposition of budget for development of the sec-
tors of crop production, to identify the major problems occurred
at the expenditures, and to develop additional proposals to
ensure their spending more effectively.

The basis of methodology is differentiate approach to the
disposition of state support for the sector of crop production
between agricultural commodity producers in view of their dif-
ferences in natural-climatic conditions and the economic effi-

The situation is exacerbated by the fact that this economy
sector exerts a negative influence on a range of factors. The
most important of which are as follows: raw material orientation
of agriculture, high dependence of agricultural production on
natural-climatic conditions, low investment attractiveness of the
industry, the disparity of prices for the products of industry and
agriculture, the low level of development of the agro food mar-
ket infrastructure, lack of state support for agricultural com-
modity producers compared to the developed market
economies. It is should be noted that the amount of state sup-
port will be decreasing according to the WTO conditions.

Many scholars, such as L. Brink, D. Orden, G. Datz,
I. S. Shatilov, A. Ph. Chudnovsky, point to the fact that the con-
ditions and rules of the WTO in every participating country are
applied in different ways, depending on the level of agricultur-
al development [3; 4].

Despite more negative than positive expert forecasts about
the prospects of Russian agriculture after accession to the WTO
there is a number of opportunities aimed at not only to protect
the domestic market, but also to support for domestic agricul-
tural producers [5].

Obviously, in order to smooth the possible negative effects
for domestic agriculture with the entry into the WTO and to
make the most use of competitive advantages it is necessary to
examine not only the international experience of agricultural
support, but also the methodological framework of WTO in agri-
culture.
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ciency of economic activities.

While the research the authors used the following methods:
comparison method, elimination method, abstract and logical
method, clustering method, economic and statistic methods.

Results. In recent years, the Russian government was able
to increase the budgetary financing of the sector and to devel-
op measures to create a multi-channel system of state support
for agriculture.

At the same time, there are various methods and tech-
niques of disposition of state budget funds directly to agricul-
tural commodity producers. These techniques can generally
provide targeted funding of certain government programs, allo-
cate financial resources in different regions and selected areas
according to their needs.

It improved the macroeconomic situation, stabilized and
increased agricultural production. However, the practice of bud-
get disposition aimed at promotion the development of agricul-
tural production has its own shortcomings [7].

Regional agrarian complexes can entry into international
food markets in different ways. They also have unequal condi-
tions of production and sale of competitive farm products, food
products and food [8]. That is why, due to the limited financial
capabilities of the state, this level of support is not sufficient in
many areas. This problem is especially relevant for the Saratov
region, which is one of the largest agricultural regions in Russia
and Povolzhye. Saratov region has a significant potential for
food production. In 2011 share of agriculture in gross regional
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product was of 12.6% (in the Russian Federation it was about
5.0%).

Developed nation allocates 65-70% of GDP for village sup-
port. This product is produced in the agricultural sector. As for
Russia, it allocates not more than 12%. An amount of financial
support for agriculture per 1 ha of agricultural land in the coun-
tries of European Community in recent years amounted to
$300, in Japan — $473, in the USA - $324, in Canada - $188,
and in Russia - only $10 [9].

In 2008-2011 total sum of state support for agriculture in the
Saratov region amounted to $475.6 million, including $247.0
million from the regional budget. A positive aspect is the fact
that call for federal funds to the region has increased 1.4 times
compared to 2009 and by 21% compared to 2010 when the
share of the regional budget in the financing of agro-industrial
complex decreased to 44%.

In 2011, this sector received $12.9 million, including $74.1
million from the federal budget (18% more than in 2010). In 2011
the share of funding for agriculture in the region was 6.1% of
the consolidated budget of the region.

However, amount allocated to agricultural commodity pro-
ducers of the Saratov region is much lower not only than the
level of developed market economies but than the level in lead-
ing Russian agrarian regions and Privolzhsky Federal Districts.

Comparative analysis with neighbouring regions in PFD
shows that the total sum of state support for agriculture was
one of the lowest and amounted to $22.7 in the Saratov region
in 2011 (per 1 ha of arable land). For example, in 2011 the sum
amounted to $95.0 and $57.8 in the Republic of Mordovia and
in the Republic of Bashkortostan (Figure).

Fig. : Total sum of support for agricultural producers
from regional budget in 2011 (per 1 ha of arable land)
Source: [1]

Thanks to the system of state support measures they are
created favourable conditions for investors attracting in the sec-
tor. In 2008-2011, $741.2 million were invested in the fixed
assets of enterprises and organizations (more than $463.2 mil-
lion of them were invested in agriculture).

However, the financial performance results in the Saratov
region still do not allow competing with commodity producers
from other WTO member countries. Despite the fact that the
number of profitable agricultural enterpris-
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that affect the productivity and the efficiency of production,
especially crop production.

Years ago classic of economic theory have found that a
variety of natural-economic conditions of economic activity
determines different efficiency of live labor and embodied
labor that influences on yield. Unequal conditions of agricul-
tural activities contribute to disparities in economic and finan-
cial indicators of business entities, differentiate income and
rent [10].

Because of it arrangement of the main types of agricultural
products is carrying out taking into consideration the factors that
are different in the Saratov region. In this regard we can distin-
guish seven microzones (Table 1).

The main task of agricultural commodity producers subsi-
dizing is compensation of share of the production costs to stim-
ulate growth of the total of output and reduce its production
cost. During last years state support allocated to crop produc-
tion has been distributing among agricultural commodity pro-
portionally crop area, the volume of seed and fertilizer purchas-
es, etc. But id didn't take into account soil and climatic and
economic conditions. The result of this situation has become a
contradictory situation: the worse the conditions for the produc-
tion of agricultural goods, the less the amount of cost compen-
sation per unit of the product.

For the purpose of objectivity, we propose a mechanism of
differentiate disposition of the state support among agricultural
commodity producers due to the natural-climatic and organiza-
tional-economic conditions of economic management, which is
carried out in several stages.

In the first stage, the differentiate indexes were determined
taking into account climatic conditions. In our opinion, calculat-
ed normative production prime cost of production should be the
main criterion for their calculation. It is determining for each
microzone, taking into account actually possible or biological
productivity of the main agricultural crops with the same tech-
nology for their cultivation.

As Saratov region specializes in the production of grain and
it is grown in all microzones, it is proposed to calculate actually
possible yield of spring crops, using the procedure of academi-
cian Schatilov [11] according to the formula (1):

1

where APY -yield, dt/ha; K, — water-use ratio, mm/dt; K, -
the ratio of marketable output (grain) to total biomass.

The data presented in the table 1 indicate that calculated
actually possible yield of summer grain crops changes from
11.0 dt/ha in South-east Levoberezhye microzone to 17.9 dt/ha
in West Pravoberezhye microzone.

The cost of production of 1 quintal of grain can be calculat-
ed on the basis of standard routings for microzones of the
Saratov region. It calculates on the basis of actually possible
yield taking into consideration soil and climate, organizational
and economic conditions of economic management. Thus the
technology for the calculation of the cost of summer grain crops
production on all microzones is common and takes into consid-
eration changes in seeding quantity and volume of work on har-
vesting and primary processing of grain.

es of the public sector is much higher
than losing ones, the level of is still low
and prevents the expanded reproduction.

Essentially, public support should
encourage agro-production and be an
instrument of market regulation. Never-
theless, there are a lot of questions con-
cerning forms of state support providing.
In addition, agricultural commodity pro-
ducers are dissatisfied with mechanism of
design of state support among regions,
geographical zones, districts, etc.

It is justified by the difference in na-

Tab. 1: The calculation of really possible yield of spring crops

on microzones of Saratov region

tural-climatic and economic conditions Source: [1]
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Calculation the cost of 1 quintal of grain was held by the
equation 2:

@)

where Cg,— cost of 1 quintal of grain in the i-th microzone, $;
Z; - productive costs for on 1 hectare of grain crops in the i-th
microzone calculated on the basis of process ship, $; APY -
actually possible yield of grain crops from 1 ha in the i-th micro-
zone, cwt.

In order to dispose state support for crop production accor-
ding to the region’s microzones, differentiate indexes can be
determined as follows:

©)

where K, - zonal coefficient on the natural-climatic condi-
tions of production, depending on the location of the entity; C, -
estimated production cost of 1 quintal of grain, calculated on the
basis of the actually possible crop yield in the i-th microzone;
C,,, — estimated production cost of 1 quintal of grain, calculated
on ?he basis of the actually possible crop yield at the average of
the region.

The data in the Table 2 suggest that the use of the proposed
method of calculating coefficients of the differentiated disposi-
tion of state support for microzones of the region vary from 0.85
to 1.16. It allows agricultural commodity producers having si-
milar starting economic conditions in the production of crop
products.

In the second stage it is necessary to calculate the differen-
tiate indexes that take into account the efficiency of expenditures
allocated to the agricultural commodity producers by the state.
As a criterion for differentiation is proposed to use an indicator of
intensity of crop area by microzones it is offered to be a criteri-
on for disposition. This criterion can be calculated as follows:

(4)

where |_ — the index of the intensity of crop area use in the
municipal dglstrict; Y; - the average yield of grain and legumi-
nous crops in the i-th district for the preceding 5 years; Yg/‘ —the
average yield of grain and leguminous crops in the j-th micro-
zone for the preceding 5 years.

The average vyield of grain and leguminous crops is deter-
mined on the basis of official statistics for the preceding 5 years
by districts and by microzones of the Saratov region.

To distribute the entire amount provided state support
among agricultural producers, real crop area in the previous
year should be transferred into a conditional crop area accor-
ding to the following equation:

(5)

where S ; - conditional crop area of the i-th district; S, - crop
area in the previous year in the j-th district, ha; lg — the index of

the intensity of crop area use in i-th municipal district; K — zonal
coefficient on the natural-climatic conditions of production.

Agricultural producers are engaged in the production of not
only grain crops, but of crops, and the level of their production
cost is high. That is why at transfer into a conditional crop area
following correction factors should be used: sugar beet — 1.8;
potatoes — 3.3; vegetables of open ground — 5.4.

The last stage of the differentiate disposition of state sup-
port is the determination of rate of subsidies for 1 ha of refe-
rence crop area that is single for the region. For this purpose it
is proposed to use the following equation:

(6)

where C - rate of subsidies for 1 ha of reference crop areg,
$; L — the limit of funds allocated for the provision of state sup-
port for the crop production sector, $; ¥'5., — total reference crop
area in the region during the previous year, conditional hectare.

Limits of budgetary funds for agricultural commodity pro-
ducers for every municipal district can be calculated by the fol-
lowing formula:

7)

where L, - limits of budgetary funds for crop production sec-
tor in the i-th municipal district, $; *.5. - total reference crop
area in the region during the previous year, conditional hectare;
C,— amount of subsidies for 1 ha of reference crop area, $.

The way of proposed mechanism activity can be seen from
the data in the Table 3, where we offered a draft distribution of
funds of unbounded state support in the amount provided by
the federal and regional budgets in Saratov region for 2013.

Thus, using indexes due to the climatic conditions, amount
of subsidies for 1 ha of crop area according to microzones will
vary from $9.6 in Western Pravoberezhye to $13.2 in South-
East Levoberezhye. On a regional average this index will
amount to 11.0 $/ha of crop area.

Using the ratio of intensity of use of arable land will allow
differentiating an amount of subsidies in the microzone. For
example, subsidies for 1 ha of crop area in municipal districts of
South-East microzone will vary from $11.3 to $19.4. It will pro-
vide a more efficient use of state support, as the yield of crops
by $1 will be relatively equal by districts and business entities.

Conclusions. Thus, in terms of Russia’s accession to the
WTO there is the need to adjust the measures of state support
for the development of agricultural production. At the present
stage it is necessary to develop a new system of state support
for the agricultural sector in accordance with international
requirements. It is also necessary to change methodological
approaches to the problem of support for the agricultural sector.

Existing forms and methods of state support don’t contribute
formation of equal organizational and economic conditions of
economic management that is why it is necessary to improve
them. In general, we believe that the approaches to determine
the amount of state support for agricultural commodity produ-
cers should be evidence-based and aligned with the gaals and

objectives outlined in both state

microzones in Saratov region

Tab. 2: Calculation of factors to take into account climatic conditions
in the differential mechanism of disposition of state support for

and regional programs of agri-
cultural development.

The developed method of
differentiate disposition of state
support for agricultural commo-
dity in dependence with natural-
climatic and organizational-eco-
nomic conditions of economic
management takes into ac-
count not only the climatic fea-
tures of the entity location, but
the intensity of its arable land
use. Its use guarantees rela-
tively equal starting conditions
for the crop production and
improvement of the effective-

Source: [1]
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Tab. 3: Draft distribution of subsidies to agricultural producers for unbound support
for agricultural commodity producers in crop production sector

10. Baryshnikov, N. G., & Samygin,
D. Yu. (2010). Influence of natural and
economic conditions on effectiveness
of agricultural subsidizing. Nikonov
Scientific Conference, 15, 220-221
(in Russ.).

11. Shatiloy, I. S., & Chudnovsky, A. Ph.
(1980). Agrophysical, agrometeoro-
logical and agrotechnical basis of
yield programming: Principles of cont-
rol system in agriculture. Leningrad:
Gidrometeoizdat (in Russ.).

Received 01.10.2013
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