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Abstract

The paper is devoted to the problems of the changes in economic behavior of agricultural producers in Russia during the economic reforms in the 1990s. The problem is considered irrespectively of the legal form, size, and economic status of the farms. It is shown that the agricultural sector has become more responsive on the market signals in comparison with it in the framework of the centrally planned economy.
Introduction
At the end of the centrally planned economy in Russia in the mid-1980s, the Soviet type of large-scale farming demonstrated the growing inefficiency and had burdened the national budget in a great extent, while food shortages were extent from year to year. The numerous and forced attempts to restructure agrarian sector in the frame of the socialist economy had failed, and the radical changes had become unavoidable. 

The basic features of the concept of farm restructuring in Russia were yet elaborating in the framework of the USSR and were determined by the particularities of Russia. One of the main particularities was that the majority of rural population did not want to quit the large-scale farms for individual farming, what a number of national and sub-national pools showed. Another particularity was linked with the long time passed after collectivization, and restitution was not possible. Already in the USSR the first individual farmers were set up, the land tenure was started to be changed and initial ideas of land and asset sharing in kolkhozes and sovkhozes were raised.

However, the radical stage of agrarian reforms was pushed forward by the collapse of the USSR in late 1991. The reform was targeted at creation of the market oriented production units by facilitating of withdrawing of the rural workers from the large farms and transformation of the former kolkhozes and sovkhozes. The land and non-land assets shares free distribution among employees and pensioners of the large-scale farms was the basic principle of Russian farm restructuring concept. These shares are conditional and transferable, and can be allocated in the physical form in case of quitting from the large-scale farms.

During seven years of implementation of agrarian reform in Russia, the farms restructuring process, nevertheless, has not pursued the initial objectives: the existing agricultural producers in their majority are not market-oriented units. The modest results of the reforms are to be explained by economic, legal, mental, and political constrains. Recession does not create the economic incentives for the production units and, therefore, does not induce their real transformation. In such circumstance the bulk part of farms, irrespectively of their legal form (collective or individual) tend to follow the survival patterns of activity. 

Russia has no deep traditions of the legal democracy and of the strict execution of legislation. Many adopted pieces of legislation are not actually implemented everywhere or in a number of the regions. The contradictions and not comprehensiveness of the reform legislation aggravate the problem.

Agrarian reform in Russia is carried out in the lack of political consensus regarding this reform in the society, and that severe hampers the restructuring of the sector.

Agrarian reforms are also stipulated by the mental prejudices accumulated during Soviet period, which retard emerging of entrepreneurial activity in countryside. On the other hand, the agrarian reforms face with the quality of rural population, which in the great extent is not capable to adjust to the new circumstances.

However, during the period of the reforms despite numerous constrains the farming structure in Russia had been changed notably.

Firstly, the absolutely new sector has emerged: the sector of individual farmers. The farm restructuring either led to the tremendous increase and strengthening of the household production both in rural and urban areas. The large-scale enterprises, however, remain the major agricultural producers in Russia, but by now they are the new production units operating in the completely new economic environment. As in all other transitional economies farmland market in Russia is weakly developed: less than 0.5% of farmlands participates in land transactions annually. However, the adopted concept of farm restructuring and land privatization caused the para-market of land shares.

These changes caused the notable shifts in the structure of GAO, land use and labor in agriculture. Thus, the share of households in GAO has got almost 50%, after 70 years of state land monopoly the share of state-owned farmlands was decreased to one third, while the rest lands belong to the individuals or to the collectives of the individuals. The employment of the large-scale farms during the reforms has shrunk by 45%, at the same time the number of people involved in household agricultural production was doubled, emerged new type of agricultural employment - self-employed individual farmers and their hired workers.

Beside the structural changes, the reforms led also to emerging of the new behavior patterns in agrarian sector. The lack of the endogenous economic incentives for the farms was one of major problems of the Soviet agriculture for decades. State inputs distribution and party discipline were the principle leverage to increase farm output. Economic liberalization from the very first moment caused the increase in the responsibility of agriculture for demand signals. Despite of underdevelopment and lack of transparency of the markets the farms on average began to react adequately on price incentives.

With the lifting of the system of mandatory deliveries to the state reserves the new food chains began to emerge. The farms got freedom to chose buyers of their produce and therefore, maximize their profits (minimize the loses). The most advance farms assimilated the experience of work with the private traders, on the whole sale markets, fairs. They turn from the concentration on production task to marketing task what is the tremendous positive shift after the decades of centrally planned economy.

The agricultural credit system development has begun to school rural management to the financial discipline, though the just started process was interrupted by economic crisis of 1998. 

The task of this paper is to show the changes in the economic behavior of agricultural producers irrespectively to their legal form, size, and status.

1. Production behavior

Six decades of the development of the Soviet agricultural system has demonstrated, on one hand, the stability of its internal structure, relevance to the solving tasks, but on the other hand, it has displayed systemic problems insoluble without radical change of the total social system.

The lack of the endogenous economic incentives for the farms was one of such problems. Profit did not play its role in the State owned agriculture because gross output and its structure, input and output prices, marketing channels, wages, etc. were controlled by the State. Prices as the major market signals did not effect production (Table  1).

Table  1. The impact of the purchase prices on economic behavior of agricultural producers in the pre-reform period (reform of purchase prices of 1991*).


Index of purchase prices, 

1991 as % of 1988
Index of sowing area, 1991 as % of 1986-90 

average
Index of animal population, 1991 as % of 1988
Index of output, 1991 as % of 1986-90 

average

Grain
150
94
-
85

Sunflower seeds
104
105
-
93

Flax fibber
182
68
-
81

Sugar beet
113
95
-
73

Milk
118
-
97**
93

Cattle
146
-
94



Hogs
160
-
91

94 (meat)

Sheep and goats
138
-
93



Poultry
168
-
98



Wool
151
-
-
91

Eggs
100
-
-
98

Correlation coefficient between correspondent indicator and price index
-
-0.91379
-0.3732
-0.12259

*- input prices remained unchanged, therefore, the out prices raise, cet.par., should have created the incentives for the producers; ** -cows number.

Naturally, the party discipline for the managers was the major leverage of farms stimulating. Farms tended to increase output but only of «socially valuable» , that is to say party controlled, products. Also the major estimate of the farm activity was not the output itself but the carrying out of the target figures, and managers strove to get lower target figures more than produce more. Those led to the overestimating of gross agricultural product and false reporting. 

In the 1980s, there were a lot of attempts to reduce the volume of state purchases, to induce some quasi-market system. However, all these partial changes of the system did not and in principle could not solve the incentive problem in the framework of the State agriculture.

In 1986, in the attempts to increase incentives for Soviet agriculture the government had allowed to sell on the «open market» up to 1/3 of the total output of the farms. As a result, in 1988 only a few per cent of output was really sold not to the state procurement agencies. The highest percentage was achieved for fruits - 6%. The survey of the best managers of that time showed that they did not consider the big revenues as the aim of their enterprises and more over, considered the marketing as not necessary activity for the farm management. On the other side, in the Soviet economy there was only one legal institution, which could be considered as the open market - town markets (kolkhoz markets in the township). The capacity of these markets did not allow to accept the output of the large-scale producers, therefore the large farms could not find the markets for real bargaining. 

In 1991, there was last centralized raise in purchase prices for agricultural products. As the input prices and interest rate was not changed at that time, the inflating of output prices should have led, par se, to the growth in production
. However, prices did not play role of the incentives for the kolkhozes and sovkhozes. And these producers, in spite of strict state control over production, kept on reducing areas of crops and population of animals which were not interesting from the point of view of real incentives of the centrally planned economy. Table  1 indicates what was the impact of the last price raise on the expansion of the production of the basic agricultural products. Correlation between changes in prices and in production indices was negative.

The very first steps of the reforms in 1992 have changed the economic behavior of the farms towards profit maximization. The farms started to choose the products providing the highest profit. Thus, already in 1992, there was the growth in output of some cereals which were in permanent deficit in the Soviet period in spite of several attempts to make their production attractive by raise in purchase prices (e.g. buckwheat: since 1992 Russia is fully self sufficient in this crop). 

Sunflower seeds are the major item of Russian agricultural export and only good with positive trade balance among total agri-food tradeables. Due to that sunflower seeds are the most profitable agricultural products. The area under this crop was growing almost all years of the reforms despite of overcroping of soils in the regions concerned. 

Flax fibber producers demonstrated another example of producers’ responsiveness on market signals. Flax fibber from the first moment of the liberalization faced with the lack of market for their produce because  cheap and better quality textile imports had flooded into Russia. The output of flax had fallen from 124 mln tons on average in 1986-1990 to 54 mln tons in 1994. The government announced broad program of support flax production, including state procurements, and already next year (1995) the flax fibber output jumped up to 69 mln tons. Later the announced program was failed and the area and yield under this crop was declined again. However, in comparison with the Soviet economy that was unusual reaction of the producers.

Being fully aware that profit/costs ratios
 do not completely represent the economic incentives for agricultural producers as well as that the measuring of these ratios are not relevant in transitional conditions, the author, nonetheless, try to reflect in a simplified view the reactions of agricultural producers on changes in these ratios. As the output and yields are very dependent on the weather conditions and do not reflect intentions of the producers we take the crop areas and animal numbers to learn the reactions of the producers on changes in the profit/costs ratios. The figures are taken for all sectors of farming. Results are presented in Table  2.

Table  2. The impact of the profit/costs changes on economic behavior of agricultural producers in Russia


1993
1994
1995
1996
1997

Year-to-year indices

Cereals areas
0.98
0.92
0.97
0.98
1.00

Sunflower seeds areas
1.01
1.07
1.32
0.94
0.93

Cattle numbers
0.94
0.89
0.91
0.89
0.90

Cow numbers
0.98
0.93
0.95
0.91
0.92

Hogs numbers
0.91
0.87
0.91
0.85
0.91

Profit/costs, % 

cereals
190
59
55
42
24

sunflower seeds
N/A
145
134
30
18

meat
64
-16
-20
-47
-55

milk
8
-26
-1
-34
-33

hogs
52
2
-4
-31
-31

Coefficients of correlation between indices and profit/costs

cereals
x
x
x
x
0.048

sunflower seeds
x
x
x
x
0.781

meat
x
x
x
x
0.950

milk
x
x
x
x
0.438

hogs
x
x
x
x
0.795

Source: calculations with the data of Goskomstat and MAF.

Compare Table  1 and Table  2 one can notice that correlation between changes in production and market signals turns to be positive and significant for the majority of products during reforms period. 

Insignificant meaning of coefficient for cereals might be due to the aggregation of all kinds of cereals
. During considered period there were opposite trends for areas of feed cereals and food cereals what aggregate figures do not reflect. However, the changes in profit/costs ratio for grain affect the spatial structure of cereal production in Russia. Thus, the variation of profit/costs ratios for cereals by Russian regions in 1996 correlates with the variation of changes in cereals areas by these regions in 1997 (k=0.686). In other words, the higher profitability of grain in the region caused the increase in grain area next year. That also indicates the positive price responsiveness of the producers. 

So, the reforms in Russian agriculture made the producers more oriented on market signals.

2. Marketing behavior

The system of the State purchases was one of the central components of the State agriculture. Price liberalization and farm restructuring had made the previous system impossible: no party discipline, no State inputs distribution, and therefore, no leverage to impose the mandatory deliveries on the farms. Due to the social inertia in the regions the managers, from one side, and regional authorities, from the other side, were still maintaining some state purchases, but already since 1993 the practice of deliveries to the State had started to disappear.

The network of the former state procurement agencies had been de-monopolized and privatized since 1993. Later, in 1996, following the experience of some CEECs, Russian government set up the procurement agency - Federal Food Corporation, which very soon demonstrated its useless intermediate nature and in 1998 was transformed into another unit though with the same tasks.

However, the procurement system is radically changed: the State had stopped to be a monopoly on the agri-food markets, the new private intermediates have been emerging, and market has been forming. Steadily the state presence on the agri-food market was diminishing, the share of state purchases had been reduced (Table 3). This trend was different for different products: most notable this reduction was on grain market while the share of state purchases of livestock products remains rather high (though this is the effect of wrong statistical approach
).

Table  3. The share of state purchases in total sales of selected agricultural products, %


1992
1993
1994
1995
1996*
1997*
1998*

Grain
64
63
33
28
26
25
8

Sugar beet     
98
98
67
21
8
9
N/A

Sunflower seeds
76
42
8
19
8
8
5

Potatoes
50
45
34
35
31
28
24

Cattle(live weight)                                         
78
77
65
55
47
37
33

Pigs (live weight)
80
79
73
57
66
51
50

Poultry (live weight)
85
92
89
87
83
77
73

Milk and dairy products
96
96
93
90
84
81
80

*- deliveries to the purchasing organizations, which are not necessarily the deliveries to the State (since 1996 the Goskomstat does not register purchases to the state reserves).

Source: Data of Goskomstat.

The sate purchases were not only reduced but they also had changed their nature. The government does not actually buy certain volume of agri-food products but distributes the soft budget loans to the private procurement agencies for deliveries of products for the state purposes (for instance, for army supplies). That is why this field is one of the most corrupted in Russian economy today. In 1997, for the first time this loan distribution was tried to be done on the public tenders. Also it means that the planned by the state purchases targets are not obligatory for farms.

With the state abandoning agri-food market the new market institutions had start to emerge. 

The commodity exchanges were the first experience in this respect which development was picked in 1991-1992. The cereals and white sugar were the major traded commodities at that time. It was definitely spot markets and occupied a very small segment of total market. However, in some agricultural regions exchanges determined the prices in a certain extent. Since the fall of 1992, the commodity exchanges were deteriorated because of state price interference and regional trade barriers.

The MAF had made several efforts to create the network of wholesale markets in Russia, but they started to emerge apart of these efforts, spontaneously and in the sites which were not planned officially. The wholesale markets are the market institutions for agriculture with the small-scale farms. Large farms tend to have direct contracts with buyers. Russia’s agriculture, as it was shown above, retains large farms as a major producer. Therefore, wholesale markets very likely will not play significant role in its marketing chains. At the same time, vegetables, fruits and potatoes are mainly produced in the households (70-90% of gross output of the correspondent go product), and in this field wholesale markets can be useful. It is not surprising that exactly in these particular sectors the wholesale markets emerge now a day.

The practice of seasonal agri-food fairs is restored. In the period of high inflation the fair type of contracting could not exist, but the financial stabilization made this institution useful again. Sometimes these fairs by mistake are called as the wholesale markets.

Completely new player on agricultural market has emerged - a private intermediate. It can be both a huge and diversified company and a person operating at his own expense and risk. On the grain and oil seeds markets the rather large traders have been set up; the biggest financial companies of Russia have the branches dealing with the purchases of these products
 (Inkombank, Alfa-capital, MENATEP, etc.), the major oil companies trade cereal either. Fully new private traders has appeared on this market, e.g. grain trading company OGO. 

Livestock market is presented by smaller intermediates. In dairy sector the firms trading casein and milk powder are more or less spread. Middlemen on the market of liquid milk are almost not developed though in 1998 there are the signs of their emerging in major agricultural areas. On the meat market small private middlemen are rather spread, especially in collection of meat from households. The largest meat plants in the country faced with the lack of deliveries of raw materials had started to develop own procurement networks.

New economic realty caused the development of vertical integration on agri-food chain. Processing plants, especially in meat and dairy, sugar, vegetable processing industries, has begun to contract agricultural producers on the long term base, invest to the farms, provide them seasonal monetary and commodity loans, etc. 

The biggest processors tend to buy the small regional processing plants in order to use them as the initial raw material collectors or initial processors.

Price liberalization caused a fall in share of agriculture in final retail food prices (in the Soviet economy this share was set too high). In order to avoid a coupled with that drop in incomes, the farms started to develop on-farm facilities for processing of their produce, to establish so called «small processing». Efficiency of these enterprises turned to be not very high (except bakeries). However, certain part of agricultural output is processed on farms and that determines the particular food chain for meet, milk, sunflower seeds.

Besides progressive trends in creation of food chains there are negative trend, which are mostly connected with the various schemes of barter deals. This barter is targeted at (1) solving the problem of lack of working capital on farms and (2) tax avoiding. Agricultural producers use barter for getting inputs, for payment for energy, gasoline and lubricants, fertilizers and recent development - even paying taxes (what is illegal for sure). Also various types of payment in kind to the farm personal (in the form of wages, dividends, land rent) had become very spread in the reform years. Barter had become even more spread after introduction of the governmental credit program in the form of commodity loans. Thus, up to 70% of salable grain was transferred through barter deals in 1996-97.

This «barterization» of agri-food economy makes markets non-transparent for players, distorts prices and price information. And as on the agricultural markets the «lemon market» situation is mostly in favor of buyers the farms suffer financially very much.

Food industry used to be a bottleneck of the Soviet agri-food sector for decades, and numerous attempts to re-orient state investments from agriculture itself to downstream sector failed one time after another. Besides, in accordance with paradigm of centrally planned economy the network of processing plants could not have parallel units: only one dairy plant in each rayon, only one slaughter house for a group of rayons. Coupled with the radial type of road infrastructure it had created the potential local monopolies.

The food industry was envisaged for the first line privatization by the initial Program of Privatization. In order to avoid local monopoly, the special scheme of privatization of the primary processors was introduced: the farms got right to buy control interest of the enterprises at nominal prices. In addition, regional authorities for a long used to control prices and margins of the processors, presidential decree envisaged regulation of the managers’ wages on these enterprises. As a result of all these measures the processing industry, which could be an engine of the entire agri-food chain in the country turned to be in worse state than even agriculture. Today this policy is not strictly implemented and the food processing has started to evolve towards more adequate to market economy. 

Thus, food industry in a great extent is privatized but its development was limited by state policy (Table  4).

Table  4. Share of privatized enterprises in processing industry*, as at 01.01.1997, %

Industries
Share of privatized enterprises  in their total number
Share of privatized enterprises with the stocks  preserved in the state property 
Share of privatized enterprises with farms’ controlling interest 

Total processing industry
92
18
14

of which:




  meat 
92
16
9

  dairy
92
18
16

Elevators, mills
90
35
14

Flax plants
83
32
11

* - data of the MAF’s survey in 72 territories of the Russian Federation.

Source: Data of the MAF.

So, the mentioned above process in the downstream sector have changed significantly the food chain: it has become more diversified, the new players have appeared, though the barter deals occupied too big share in it (Table  5). Table 5 displays the average data for three regions of European part of Russia. Among them there was Pskov with very poor development in food chain and greatly deteriorate agriculture, Orel with the rather articulated state intervention into the agri-food markets at that time, and Rostov with rather liberal regional policy and developed market. Thus, Rostov producers are much more oriented to the commercial marketing channels: there are more advanced intermediate structure, producers more frequently utilize commodity exchanges and wholesale markets, and more flexible in choice of the channels. Also it is necessary to emphasize that each farm delivered not only to one processor and not only in the same rayon. For the Soviet economy it was outstanding.
Table  5. Channels of marketing of agricultural products, as % of gross output (in physical terms), 1994-1995*

Channels
wheat
barley
potatoes
milk  
Cattle

Processors
39
5
0
75
63

Procurement agencies, consumer co-ops
5
24
8
6
3

Retailing network
0
1
0
1
3

Town markets, retailing from trucks
0
0
0
8
2

Intermediates
3
13
12
0
2

Direct deliveries
4
3
6
0
2

Fairs, wholesale markets, exchanges
0
8
0
0
0

Barter
16
5
2
0
4

Payments in kind to personal
4
2
1
1
1

Sales to households
9
9
31
2
15

Sales to other farms
3
8
0
0
1

On-farm disposal
14
22
40
6
3

Other
1
0
0
1
2

* - the results of survey of 89 large scale farms in Orel, Pskov, and Rostov oblasts carried out by IET and University of Kiel (led by Prof. J. von Braun and Prof. Eu. Serova)

The analogous survey in the same three regions but in a smaller number of agents and for smaller number of products was undertaken in 1997-1998. The results show that the share of grain sales to the intermediates has increased significantly and got around 1/3 of total sales. On the other side, large-scale farms increased deliveries of cattle and milk to the conventional processing plants in comparison with 1995. Individual producers sold up to ¾ of their beef to the intermediates and around 60% of milk – to the final individual consumers. These changes were mostly caused by the aspirations of producers to get cash for their products and in such way to avoid coming of the revenues to the bank accounts. Due to the accumulated debts in agriculture the bank accounts for the majority of the farms are blocked. In accordance with financial regulations all revenues, in-flowing to such accounts, must be transferred to the creditors (budget and energy suppliers) to cover debts, and these transfers are to be done without acceptance of the account holders.

In 1996-1998, the share of barter and cash deals has increased even more significantly. The mentioned above survey showed that in 1997 only 9% deals with wheat passed through the bank accounts, for milk – 18%, cattle – 14%. The preliminary results of survey in the same three regions in 1997-1998 showed that the cash and barter deals got up to 100% for the cash crops. This trend can be appreciated in two ways. From one side, the cash and barter deals signal about market failure, but from the other side, that also demonstrate the adjustment ability of the farms to survive in the circumstance of the imperfect markets of inputs, output and capital.

One of the most spread barter deal is represented by the trade credit: the input supplier or sometimes traders or processors provide inputs (fertilizers, fuel, etc.) to a farm in advance, before sowing campaign and get crop after harvest. Terms of trade in such deals usually include implicit interest. The other type of barter consists of payments with output for electricity and for other payables. On the contrary with the first type there are now preliminary agreements for deals and the terms are elaborated spontaneously. The third type of barter - the so called vzaimozachet: the simplest way of such deal when a farm is ought to some lender (bank or other creditor) certain sum, the regional authorities accept the output of the farm for this debt and pay to the lender (not necessarily in monetary form, but with tax release, e.g.). The payments in kind for wages, dividends, land rent etc. are also certain types of barter. All these cases are used by both large-scale farms and family farms, and barter substitutes the lack of working capital on farms. Tax avoiding is only secondary aim of farms in such barter.

So, the agricultural producers have become more flexible in marketing of their output, and the new market infrastructure has emerged though it is yet not very developed. 

Credit behavior
The Soviet kolkhozes and sovkhozes used to operate in the soft budget constrains, the loans were allotted to the farms at extremely low per cent and were periodically written off. That caused the specific managerial behavior in agriculture when the leaders of the farms tended to get greater loans looking forward to near writing-off. Financial discipline of farms was quite low.

On the other side, the major Soviet agrobank (Agroprombank) carried out the cashier functions and, therefore, its staff was not capable to operate in the market environment.

First period of the reforms the soft centralized credit was only source of seasonal finance for the farms. This credit was allocated by the privatized but not radically restructured Agroprombank at privileged interest. Soft terms of such credit had led to the secondary market of the loans (the farms inclined to re-sold the centralized loans at the market interest). Later the severe budget crisis led to the centralized commodity credit system, which existed in 1995-1996. 

In the fall of 1994, the first time after the start of the reform the accumulated debts of the farms were written off (actually they were restructured but since that time no payments occurred in accordance with the scheme of restructuring, therefore, this restructuring can be treated as writing-off). The writing off was quite weighty (more than 20 bln RUR) and not linked with any conditions of farms restructuring. Therefore, this led to worsening of the financial discipline of farms which just started to be aware of real budget constrains.

In the fall of 1996, the running to bankruptcy Agroprombank was sold on the tender to the commercial (newly established in the reform period) SBS-bank, and the SBS-Agro was set up in the result of this action. At the same time the special Fund on Soft Credit to Agroindustrial sector was set up. Two banks - SBS-Agro and Alfa-bank - were authorized to distribute the Fund to the agro-industrial borrowers
. In spite of many distortions and state structures interference, it was the beginning of the real banking in the sector.

The survey of lending practice of the SBS-Agro in 5 typical agricultural regions of Russia proved that the payment back of the loans does not depend on the legal form of farms. Because of deep indebtedness of the farms banks were to allocate the loans not to the farms directly but to the up- and downstream sectors as well as to the regional administrations. But the experience of two years demonstrated that the worst borrowers are administrations and input suppliers. The best payers are the processors and traders. But what is notable that the agricultural producers start to pay back (Table  6 and Figure 1). Definitely, it was determined by the fact that the banks tend to lend to the farms with relatively high credibility, but it was also new situation in Russia’s agricultural credit system.

Also Table  6 indicated that the banks tend to increase loans to the types of borrowers which have paid back in the previous season. Thus, in 1998, the administrations and suppliers in the sampled regions got much smaller value of loans than previous year, while farms (both - large-scale and individual) and processors - much bigger.

Figure 1. Distribution of loans from the Fund of Soft Credit to Agro-Industrial Sector by types of borrowers. SBS-Agro, 5 regions*




* - Belgorod, Kursk, Lipetcsk, Omsk, Tambov 

Source: Data of the SBS-Agro

Table  6. Dependence of not paid back debts and rate of growth in loans by types of borrowers. SBS-Agro, 5 regions*


1997
1998
Loans of 


loans.

1000RUR
not paid debts as % of loans
loans.

1000RUR
not paid debts as % of loans
1998 as % of loans 1997

large-scale farms
158 759.3
9
102 718.5
0.5
688.9

individual farms
6 411.0
6
16 508.4
0.2
4 644.3

processors
126 416.2
4
113 993.3
0.2
2 403.4

procurement agencies
81 334.7
1
25 712.4
1.1
6 014.4

input suppliers
46 550.0
89
4 317.1
0.2
10.5

Other (mostly regional administrations and food corporations)
251 290.4
49
11 085.0
0.9
10.4

Total
670 761.6
28
274 334.7
0.4
162.9

* - Belgorod, Kursk, Lipetcsk, Omsk, Tambov 

Source: Data of the SBS-Agro

So, the credit in agriculture has started to become a market tool targeted at the most efficient farms, while the not efficient farms are to rely upon subsidies of the local administrations and maintain survival behavior. The recent crisis in Russia greatly deteriorates this emerging agricultural credit system and since now the centralized credit is very likely to be again the major source of agricultural finance.

Conclusions

The emerging of the market-oriented producers was the major objective of the reforms in Russia’s agriculture. Such producers have to conduct their production is accordance with the price signals, derived from the demand-supply interaction on the more or less freely operating markets. The Soviet kolkhozes and sovkhozes had demonstrated their fully inability to respond to the market signals and therefore – to operate in the market environment. The reforms in agriculture, undertaken in the early 1990s, are very inconsistent and not completed. Markets in agri-food sector – commodity, labor, land, and capital ones - are rather underdeveloped and non-transparent. Macroeconomic situation stipulate real farm transformation.

However, the general economic reforms together with privatization and farm restructuring in agriculture have generated certain progress in economic behavior of agents in agriculture. The sector has become responsive for the price signals. Farms are now more independent in choice of marketing channels, and these channels have become more diversified, more relevant to the market system. In the sound financial settings the farms demonstrate the financial discipline, outstanding for the Soviet type producers.

Although the efficiency of Russia’s agriculture remain extremely low, the restructuring of the agriculture and related infrastructure lags behind the most advanced transitional economies, macroeconomic instability does not allow growing in the agri-food sector, the certain progress towards the setting up of the market oriented agricultural producers were already done. And in the sound economic environment the major part of agricultural producers (the part which determine the performance of the sector) can rather easily revive and operate on the truly market base.
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� The effect of the back sloping supply curve could not occur in the Soviet economy as it is phenomenon of the small-scale family farming, monopoly also did not occur.


� profit = price of marketed product- related to this product production costs. Profit/costs ratios are the major characteristic in the USSR and Russian Federation of profitability of product.


� The desegregate profit/costs ratios for different kinds of cereals are not available.


� All deliveries to the former state processing enterprises are considered statistically s the deliveries to the state reserves while these processor get now purchases target figures, now obligatory orders for marketing of their output. Such system was introduced in 1992 in order to diminish the state subsidies to livestock products, which are paid only to the deliveries to the state reserves. In accordance with that system the delivery of milk to the dairy plant in a neighbouring region is not considered as state purchase while delivery to a local plant is.


� The recent financial and economic crisis will correct that status-quo, but still not clear in which direction.


� More in details about agricultural credit system evolution in Russia during reforms see Eu.Serova, R. Yanbykh.(1998); Economics of transitional period (1998).
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Примеры распределения средств специального фонда с начала кредитования (в деном. рублях)

1997.0

%

задолженность

1998.0

%

задолженность

осн.сумма

%

осн.сумма

%

Томск

Сельхозпредприятия

7880000.0

13.451689996585866

Фермеры

0.0

0.0

Предприятия перерабатывающие сельхозсырье

1.228E7

20.96278593376579

Заготовительные предприятия

0.0

0.0

Снабженческие предприятия

0.0

0.0

Другие предприятия(Адм.Томской области)

3.842E7

65.58552406964834

ИТОГО:

5.858E7

100.0

Новосибирск

Сельхозпредприятия

1.633E7

23.237072137448493

Фермеры 

2284713.0

3.2510741453990417

Предриятия  перерабатывающие  сельхозсырье 

5.1183797E7

72.83291997290384

Заготовительные предпрятия

0.0

0.0

Снабженческие предприятия 

357125.0

0.5081775497297178

Другие предприятия

120000.0

0.17075619451891114

ИТОГО:

7.0275635E7

100.0

0.0

59167.0

Кемерово

Сельхозпредприятия

1.795398E7

16.555624872949913

Фермеры 

880000.0

0.8114607395238229

Предриятия  перерабатывающие  сельхозсырье 

3.2140425E7

29.637151180806775

Заготовительные предпрятия

0.0

0.0

Снабженческие предприятия 

0.0

0.0

Другие предприятия (адм. кредит 97 г.)

5.7472E7

52.99576320671948

ИТОГО:

1.08446405E8

100.0

6.3351E7

2281485.0

Уссурийск

Сельхозпредприятия

350000.0

2.990052522408308

Фермеры 

855480.0

7.308371805342455

Предриятия  перерабатывающие  сельхозсырье 

7000000.0

59.80105044816616

Заготовительные предпрятия

0.0

0.0

Снабженческие предприятия 

0.0

0.0

Другие предприятия 

3500000.0

29.90052522408308

ИТОГО:

1.170548E7

100.0

0.0

0.0

Приамурье

Сельхозпредприятия

1.0E7

49.38637429933082

Фермеры 

5548500.0

27.4020297799837

Предриятия  перерабатывающие  сельхозсырье 

0.0

0.0

Заготовительные предпрятия

0.0

0.0

Снабженческие предприятия 

0.0

0.0

Другие предприятия 

4700000.0

23.211595920685482

ИТОГО:

2.02485E7

100.0

0.0

132359.0

Магадан

Сельхозпредприятия

0.0

0.0

Фермеры 

210000.0

12.280701754385964

Предриятия  перерабатывающие  сельхозсырье 

1500000.0

87.71929824561403

Заготовительные предпрятия

0.0

0.0

Снабженческие предприятия 

0.0

0.0

Другие предприятия 

0.0

0.0

ИТОГО:

1710000.0

100.0

0.0

0.0

Биробиджан

Сельхозпредприятия

4153500.0

88.68367673748266

Фермеры 

345000.0

7.366285897299028

Предриятия  перерабатывающие  сельхозсырье 

185000.0

3.9500373652183196

Заготовительные предпрятия

0.0

0.0

Снабженческие предприятия 

0.0

0.0

Другие предприятия 

0.0

0.0

ИТОГО:

4683500.0

100.0

0.0

16470.0

Хабаровск

Сельхозпредприятия

2000000.0

18.96633475580844

Фермеры 

65000.0

0.6164058795637744

Предриятия  перерабатывающие  сельхозсырье 

0.0

0.0

Заготовительные предпрятия

0.0

0.0

Снабженческие предприятия 

0.0

0.0

Другие предприятия (администрация)

8480000.0

80.4172593646278

ИТОГО:

1.0545E7

100.0

0.0

0.0

Брянск

Сельхозпредприятия

1.2044462E7

21.956723288557846

Фермеры 

241000.0

0.4393363782078802

Предриятия  перерабатывающие  сельхозсырье 

2.688E7

49.00150143662996

Заготовительные предпрятия

400000.0

0.72918900947366

Снабженческие предприятия 

290000.0

0.5286620318684035

Другие предприятия (администрация)

1.5E7

27.344587855262255

ИТОГО:

5.4855462E7

100.0

Воронеж

Сельхозпредприятия

1.397E7

28.110914359304573

Фермеры 

3471000.0

6.984465550547328

Предриятия  перерабатывающие  сельхозсырье 

1.935E7

38.936735350933674

Заготовительные предпрятия

7150000.0

14.387475853187379

Снабженческие предприятия 

1630000.0

3.27994204764971

Другие предприятия (администрация)

4125000.0

8.300466838377334

ИТОГО:

4.9696E7

100.0

Тамбов

Сельхозпредприятия

9717000.0

7.052830103223762

3.08395E7

63.369068259045115

Фермеры 

540472.0

0.39228745410615956

2689040.0

5.525444942729378

Предриятия  перерабатывающие  сельхозсырье 

1.005E7

7.2945294368013585

7255948.0

14.90953692816297

Заготовительные предпрятия

3330000.0

2.4169933357759725

4892000.0

10.05209169809007

Снабженческие предприятия 

2500000.0

1.8145595613933727

2580000.0

5.301389325648484

Другие предприятия (97 г. - корпорация)

1.11637008E8

81.02880010869937

410000.0

0.8424688463239839

ИТОГО:

1.3777448E8

100.0

7.9481762E7

1.4396897E7

4.8666488E7

100.0

0.0

64283.0

Курск

Сельхозпредприятия

4036284.0

6.073281230373442

7719000.0

22.673435035101086

Фермеры 

869422.0

1.3081944466429365

2986840.0

8.773406231408385

Предриятия  перерабатывающие  сельхозсырье 

1.2340657E7

18.56863405265255

2.0006317E7

58.76563399289266

Заготовительные предпрятия

2138971.0

3.2184485597676256

1150000.0

3.377957026864393

Снабженческие предприятия 

1.6E7

24.07474292839034

607089.0

1.7832352638974587

Другие предприятия 

3.1074358E7

46.75669878217311

1575000.0

4.626332449836016

ИТОГО:

6.6459692E7

100.0

4.22735E7

710764.0

3.4044246E7

100.0

0.0

5375.0

Белгород

Сельхозпредприятия

6578000.0

19.404702203604828

6350000.0

12.34159993780611

Фермеры 

122000.0

0.3598926222012449

602000.0

1.1700225452849258

Предриятия  перерабатывающие  сельхозсырье 

2.195E7

64.75117260096168

3.98E7

77.35365000388713

Заготовительные предпрятия

150000.0

0.44249092893595676

0.0

0.0

Снабженческие предприятия

520000.0

1.5339685536446501

200000.0

0.3887118090647594

Другие предприятия

4579000.0

13.507773090651643

4500000.0

8.746015703957086

ИТОГО:

3.3899E7

100.0

5.1452E7

100.0

Омск

Сельхозпредприятия

1.30153E8

45.02210546531894

4.835E7

44.17865170592643

Фермеры 

4168130.0

1.4418260697268586

8442000.0

7.713674823194021

Предриятия  перерабатывающие  сельхозсырье 

4.605E7

15.929467293707692

2.935E7

26.817857860784706

Заготовительные предпрятия

7.571575E7

26.191347736016247

1.9E7

17.36079384514172

Снабженческие предприятия (корпорации)

2.7E7

9.339752810642945

0.0

0.0

Другие предприятия

6000000.0

2.0755006245873213

4300000.0

3.929021764953126

ИТОГО:

2.8908688E8

100.0

4.6701396E7

468905.0

1.09442E8

100.0

0.0

936991.0

Липецк

Сельхозпредприятия

8275000.0

5.764881880600748

9460000.0

30.78424991864627

Фермеры 

711000.0

0.4953270111307712

1788557.0

5.820231044581842

Предриятия  перерабатывающие  сельхозсырье 

3.6025536E7

25.09763863750211

1.7580999E7

57.21119101854865

Заготовительные предпрятия

0.0

0.0

670444.0

2.181724698991214

Снабженческие предприятия 

530000.0

0.36923110534361286

930000.0

3.026358607224211

Другие предприятия (97г.- упр. продресурсов)

9.8E7

68.27292136542276

300000.0

0.9762447120078099

ИТОГО:

1.43541536E8

100.0

0.0

2484965.0

3.073E7

100.0

0.0

144202.0

5 regions

1997.0

1998.0

large-scale farms

1.58759284E8

23.668511560623237

1.4909983E7

156693.0

9.490264518955629

1.027185E8

37.44276144048169

0.0

471915.0

0.4594255173118766

688.9243267413517

individual farms

6411024.0

0.9557828168299941

355455.0

930.0

5.5589403502467

1.6508437E7

6.017625533338407

0.0

40407.0

0.24476575220294933

4644.3113755609

processors

1.26416193E8

18.846665530883083

4743000.0

444813.0

4.103756707813531

1.13993264E8

41.55261797800638

0.0

254297.0

0.22308072519092007

2403.4000421674045

procurement agencies

8.1334721E7

12.125727300890105

427513.0

2325.0

0.5284803276081811

2.5712444E7

9.37265348251527

0.0

277499.0

1.0792400753502855

6014.4238888641985

input suppliers

4.655E7

6.939872651145312

4.0959998E7

359957.0

88.7646723952739

4317089.0

1.5736574574621673

0.0

9027.0

0.20909923330281124

10.539768581043388

Other (mostly regional administrations and food corporations)

2.51290366E8

37.46344013962827

1.07060709E8

1.7096813E7

49.407991231944

1.1085E7

4.040684108196084

0.0

97706.0

0.881425349571493

10.353938530334224

Total

6.70761588E8

100.0

1.68456658E8

1.8061531E7

27.80692757856611

2.74334734E8

100.0

0.0

1150851.0

0.41950612057749853

162.8518203180785

large-scale farms

large-scale farms

individual farms

individual farms

processors

processors

procurement agencies

procurement agencies

input suppliers

input suppliers

Other (mostly regional administrations and food corporations)

Other (mostly regional administrations and food corporations)

23.668511560623237

37.44276144048169

0.9557828168299941

6.017625533338407

18.846665530883083

41.55261797800638

12.125727300890105

9.37265348251527

6.939872651145312

1.5736574574621673

37.46344013962827

4.040684108196084


