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ABSTRACT ARTICLE HISTORY
One of the main political objectives of Western Balkan (WB) Received 30 September 2019
countries/territories is accession into the European Union (EU). Accepted 14 April 2020

From the perspective of the agricultural sector, this implies that KEYWORDS

the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) represents the bench- Agricultural policy; Western
mark for setting their future agricultural policy. This paper ana- Balkans; EU accession; CAP
lyzes the structure of the currently implemented agricultural

policies in the WBs, and their level of harmonization with the

CAP. The uncertain nature of the final date of EU accession, and

changing nature of the CAP, may imply that the agricultural

policy choice in the WBs is an outcome of the EU’s accession

requirements and domestic political pressures. We developed

a conceptual framework to define the key harmonization princi-

ples of agricultural policiesand the Agricultural Policy Measures

(APM) classification scheme to gain a detailed understanding of

the existing agricultural support in the WBs. While the WBs is

committed to adhere to the CAP in future, the agricultural

policies actually implemented depart from this declared future

planning, and rather reflect domestic political economy inter-

ests. The pressures of the EU accession negotiations, and the EU

pre-accession support, are the key elements of the EU accession

process which push the WBs to adapt their agricultural policies

to the CAP.

Introduction

Accession of Western Balkan (WB)' countries/territories to the European Union (EU)
has gained increasing political attention in recent years, although different coun-
tries/territories are at various stages of integration. Most advanced in the accession
process are Montenegro and Serbia, for which the accession negotiations are
already underway (from 2012 for Montenegro and 2014 for Serbia). These two
countries are therefore at the stage where they must adapt their legislation and
administrative capacity, to enable the closure of negotiations. Next in the EU
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accession process are North Macedonia, and Albania. In May 2019, the European
Commission recommended the launch of the EU accession talks with these two
countries. However, in October 2019, the EU Council postponed the opening of the
accession negotiations, potentially to a date before the EU-Western Balkans sum-
mit in Zagreb in May 2020. Potential candidates? Bosnia and Herzegovina, and
Kosovo** are much further behind, having not yet started the process, nor were
they recommended for opening negotiations. Yet, despite the opposition from
certain EU Member States (MS) to further EU expansion, and certain hurdles
present within candidate countries themselves, accession remains an important
political objective for both the EU and all of the WBs (EC 2014; 2019a; 2019b).

On the day of accession, an acceding country must be able to implement the
Common Agricultural Policy (CAP). Institutional reforms are therefore needed to
align candidate countries with the legal administrative set-up, and the support
system of the EU, to facilitate integration of the agricultural sector into the EU
single market and political decision-making process. Upon accession, candidate
countries need to be able to implement the CAP policy cycle, which consists of
planning, disbursement of support payments, monitoring, evaluation, and con-
tribution to the formulation of the CAP support system. This includes preparing
both the beneficiaries of CAP measures and the public administration for operat-
ing within the institutional and economic framework of EU agricultural policy.

The version of the CAP which the WBs (or other acceding countries) must
adhere to is subject to reforms. The last CAP reform was in 2013, while the CAP
for the post-2020 programming period is currently being negotiated between
EU institutions. This is a challenge for the WBs, as they are hitting a moving
target when adjusting their agricultural policy to the CAP.

However, agricultural policy in WB countries/territories (as with elsewhere) is
also affected by political pressures from different domestic interest groups (e.g.
farmers, taxpayers, consumers, and environmental groups). The relative power
of different interest groups pushes agricultural policy development in the
direction which represents the interests of the strongest group, and might not
necessarily be in line with the CAP (e.g. de Gorter and Tsur 1991; Swinnen 1994;
Swinnen, Banerjee, and de Gorter 2001; Erjavec and Lovec 2017).

Overall, agricultural policy choices in WB countries/territories result from two
pressures: the EU’s accession requirements and domestic drivers (pressure
applied by various interest groups) under the constraints of institutional policy-
making capacities. This context puts WB countries/territories in a position
whereby they are required to move toward a policy framework which is in line
with the CAP, whilst at the same time formulating instruments which reflect
domestic interests and constraints, given that the date of EU accession is
uncertain, and the CAP is subject to future reform.

The objective of this paper is to provide a comparative cross-country analysis
of the structure and level of agricultural support (AS),* and to analyze the
current harmonization between WB countries/territories’ agricultural policies
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and the CAP, and the political economy factors driving this process. Quantitative
analysis of agricultural policy was performed using the unique Agricultural
Policy Measures (APM) classification scheme, developed in Volk (2010) and
Rednak, Volk, and Erjavec (2013).

One of the main contributions of this paper is the analysis of agricultural policies
in the WBs, and their adaptation to the EU’s CAP requirements. Previous analyses of
the WB's agricultural policies have shown significant differences between the EU
and WB policies (Volk 2010; Volk, Erjavec, and Mortensen 2014; Volk et al. 2016; Volk,
Erjavec, and Ciaian 2017). However, they have been unable to demonstrate the real
potential for individual national policies to replicate the CAP. We have therefore
developed a conceptual benchmarking model, allowing for comparison of the WB's
agricultural policies with the framework of EU agricultural policy, which acceding
countries are expected to follow, and which represents a target for policy changes.
Furthermore, this paper provides a comparative analysis of agricultural policies in
WB countries/territories and the EU, in terms of the size and structure of the AS. This
is based on the APM classification scheme, which provides a consistent policy
database for the WBs. The APM scheme is a uniform classification tool which
enables quantification and comparison of the scope and structure of the AS. It
systematizes and classifies budgetary transfers to agriculture, allowing for compar-
isons across years and countries, as well as with the CAP.

Previous literature on EU integration has focused predominantly on the enlarge-
ments which took place in 2004, 2007, and 2013. The EU accession of the WBs is less
explored in the literature. This is particularly the case from the perspective of the
WBs' policy choices in terms of the structure of AS and how it compares with the
EU’s CAP. Previous literature on EU accession has extensively analyzed the eco-
nomic impacts on the agricultural sector of acceding countries adopting CAP
support (e.g. Hartell and Swinnen 2000a; Tangerman and Banse 2000; Kozar,
Kavcic, and Erjavec 2005; Ciaian and Swinnen 2006; Erjavec, Donnellan, and
Kavcic 2006; Kiss 2011; Csaki and JAmbor 2013), as well as the trade implications
of EU accession (e.g. Bojnec and Fert6 2008; Ferté and So6s 2009), the impact of EU
enlargement on the CAP support system (e.g. Tangerman and Josling 1994;
Daugbjerg and Swinbank 2004), and the institutional and political economy context
of accession into the EU (e.g. Tangermann 1997; Grabbe 2002; Csaki et al. 2003;
Jacoby 2004; Gorton, Hubbard, and Hubbard 2009).

Theoretical framework and methodology
The CAP as a benchmark for agricultural policy in the WBs

Accession into the EU is conditional on meeting criteria defined by existing MS
and it is the task of applicant countries to adapt to these criteria (Gorton,
Hubbard, and Hubbard 2009). As the long-term political objective of the WBs
is to join the EU, in principle, the CAP represents the benchmark for their
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agricultural policies to meet upon their accession. However, they are aiming at
a moving target when adjusting their agricultural support to the CAP. The EU’s
acceding countries are required to fulfil the accession conditions reflecting the
policy framework at the time of the accession. Due to the lengthy accession
process, the CAP usually undergoes changes, which can potentially be
significant.” The last CAP reform took place in 2013, and there is currently an
ongoing legislative procedure for adoption of the CAP post-2020. Each reform is
associated with significant changes, for example, the previous CAP reform
introduced new environmental requirements (so-called “greening measures”)
as conditionality, under which farmers are to receive direct payments. The
European Commission proposal for the CAP post-2020 aims at significantly
changing the implementation model of the CAP, by shifting a large portion of
the responsibility for the programming and execution of the policy to the MS
(EC 2018).

As such, the accession process does not demand that candidate countries
harmonize their agricultural policies fully with the CAP requirements before
accession takes place; they need only demonstrate the capacity to implement
the relevant legislation on the first day of their accession. In principle, MS must
be convinced that the candidate countries are ready to join, meaning that they
have the ability to take on the obligations of membership (Grabbe 2002). During
the pre-accession period, candidate countries must gradually develop adminis-
trative structures which are comparable to the CAP. On the day of accession,
they must also modify their agricultural policy measures to enable a shift to
a CAP-type support. The necessary CAP administrative structures include admin-
istrative, financial, control, and information structures, such as setting up paying
agencies, integrated administration, control systems (IACS), and land parcel
identification systems (LPIS). Furthermore, it includes putting in place the
administrative capacity to monitor, evaluate, and formulate support measures
(EC 2019c¢). Setting up these implementation structures usually requires sub-
stantial additional costs in terms of finances, human resources, and institutional
changes (Volk et al. 2019).

As in the case of previous EU enlargements in 2004, 2007, and 2013, acces-
sion into the EU does not imply a mutual adaptation of agricultural policies and
administrative structures between the WBs and the EU (Gorton, Hubbard, and
Hubbard 2009; Volk, Erjavec, and Mortensen 2014). Rather, the WBs must adapt
to the CAP as a condition for their EU accession. As a result, the CAP does not
necessarily match the optimal policy choice for WB countries/territories. The
CAP has an important historical pattern in objectives and measures selection
and reflects the preferred choice of existing MS. Hence, it is expected that the
WBs will have an incentive to deviate from the CAP during the pre-accession
period as much as possible, to reflect their domestic and political economy
pressures. This is reinforced by the fact that the date of accession is uncertain,
and depends on the political will of the EU to accept WB countries/territories.
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Readiness for EU membership not only depends on the fulfillment of specific
requirements but also on when the current MS are politically prepared for
enlargement (Grabbe 2002; Gorton, Hubbard, and Hubbard 2009; Ker-Lindsay
et al. 2017). As such, it could be both costly, and economically and politically
unsustainable, to consistently run full CAP-like policies in the WBs during an
inevitably long pre-accession period.

Here, we develop a conceptual pre-accession and accession model (frame-
work) to assess the harmonization of the WB'’s agricultural policies with EU
requirements, in terms of how well the WB policies adapt and conform to the
CAP. The framework is compatible with the APM methodology (see below),
which allows for quantitative assessment of agricultural policy in WB countries/
territories and for comparison with the EU.

In order for their agricultural policies to become harmonized with the CAP,
acceding countries must accept the main principles which underline the prio-
rities of the EU’s agricultural policy. These CAP principles define the framework
for the harmonization of national policies with the CAP which all acceding
countries must adopt upon their accession into the EU (including the WB
countries/territories). The conceptual model relies on six key principles which
are required to be adopted as part of the policy harmonization process with the
CAP (Table 1A in Appendix A).

Strategic policy framework (P1)

Given that the reform proposal for the CAP post-2020 places strategic
planning and programming of it under the responsibility of the MS, there
is an increased need to have in place adequate institutional setting and
administrative capacity to ensure a country’s successful implementation of
the CAP after accession. Essentially, this new CAP approach requires MS to
have in place a system which is able to run an almost complete policy
cycle, from the formulation of policy priorities at a national level, up to
implementation, monitoring, and evaluation of policy measures. MS must
have in place reliable administrative capacities, analytical support, mon-
itoring systems, and the use of adequate indicators to enable priority-
setting, and to run evidence-based policy planning of the policy interven-
tion logic at a national level. The implementation of the Instrument for
Pre-Accession Assistance for Rural Development (IPARD) support before
accession can contribute to developing capacities in this direction in
the WBs.

Size and allocation of financial resources (P2)

An implicit pre-requisite for entering the EU is the acceptance of support
provisions for the farming sector and rural areas, as well as the capacity to
implement projects which support the development of the agricultural sector
and rural areas. This goes beyond direct support to primary agricultural
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producers (e.g. direct payments) and also includes support to be granted as part
of the rural development programme. Firstly, MS contribute to the EU budget,
part of which is used to finance the CAP. Secondly, the support for rural
development is co-financed from the national budget, which requires additional
budgetary resources to be made available at a national level. Thirdly, a large
share of the support for rural development is project-based, meaning that the
private sector and public authorities (depending on the type of support) need to
co-finance and to have the capacity to develop viable projects which target rural
development. This is necessary to ensure an efficient and adequate level of
absorption of funds after accession into the EU.

Direct producer support (P3)

Adapting direct producer support is the most politically sensitive area of agri-
cultural policy, as it involves transferring a significant amount of support to the
farming sector, and might have substantial implications on distributional
income across sectors, farm types, and regions. In the final pre-accession
stage, candidate countries must modify their producer support system to
meet the EU’s requirements. A (gradual) shift to CAP-style support before
accession might facilitate CAP implementation after accession, as it ensures
the set-up of the complex system for the implementation and distribution of
CAP direct support (e.g. IACS, LPIS), and might allow the agricultural sector to
more easily adjust to the post-accession support system.

Measures to improve competitiveness (P4)

The CAP provides a broad array of measures which target the improvement of
competitiveness within the agricultural sector. These measures include provid-
ing investment support to primary agricultural producers, food processers,
producer organizations, or food quality schemes. The pre-accession period is
crucial for establishing the administrative capacity for the disbursement of
support targeting competitiveness within the agricultural sector. Addressing
competitiveness requires different approaches to granting direct producer
support. Primarily, it requires setting up systems which can identify relevant
support areas for improving competitiveness, creating systems of project selec-
tion, and developing the private sector’s capacity to design viable projects. The
CAP promotes research, innovation, and the transfer of knowledge and tech-
nology within the agricultural sector, and the role played by these aspects of
competitiveness is strengthened in the 2018 Commission proposal for the CAP
post-2020 (Matthews 2013; EC 2018; Pokriv¢ak, Ciaian, and Drabik 2019). A well-
executed IPARD system might contribute to the establishment of administrative
capacities in the WBs.



52 (&) E ERJAVECETAL.

Policy for sustainability and public goods provision by the farming sector (P5)
Acceding countries are expected to adopt the CAP’s sustainability model, by
ensuring that their agricultural policies support promoting environmental pro-
tection, nature conservation, animal welfare, public health related to food, food
safety, other societal public goods, and the social development of the farming
sector. This sustainability model was strengthened particularly by the 2013 CAP
reform, and was further enhanced in the 2018 European Commission proposal
for the CAP post-2020. The 2018 Commission proposal also envisages an
important role for new technologies in addressing the trade-offs between
agricultural productivity growth (P4) on the one hand, and social sustainability
and environmental protection, on the other (Matthews 2013; EC 2018;
Pokriv¢ak, Ciaian, and Drabik 2019). This is a key priority for the EU, as it is an
economic justification for the provision of the size and type of support to the
agricultural sector, and aims to address market failures related to the under-
delivery of environmental and agricultural public goods. Some of the key
measures in this area include: agro-environment and climate measures
(AECM), support for organic farming, support for areas with natural constraints
(ANC) and high natural value (HNV) farmland, animal welfare measures, and
environmental conditionality linked to direct producer support. The pre-
accession period is crucial for establishing the administrative capacity to identify
areas which contribute to the improvement of the environment and the provi-
sion of support which targets the environment.

Policy for quality of life and employment in rural areas (P6)

Beyond the farming sector, the CAP also focuses on providing support to
improve quality of life and employment in rural areas. This includes developing
rural infrastructures, social services, village renewal, diversified activities (e.g.
agro-tourism), and local development strategies. The necessity of this policy is
supported by the fact that many rural areas in the EU suffer from structural
problems such as lack of employment, skills shortages, “youth drain”, and
under-investment in infrastructure and social services. An important aspect of
the EU rural development support is the bottom-up approach when focusing on
rural development, in which local players identify the local needs for develop-
ment (e.g. the Liaison entre actions de développement de I'économie rurale (“Links
between actions for the development of the rural economy”) (LEADER) Initiative
(EC 2019d)). In order to implement the CAP in the post-accession period,
acceding countries must develop administrative capacities which can identify
and implement projects in these areas.

The conceptual model presented in this section represents a benchmarking
tool for acceding countries, indicating the key areas which need to be addressed
for an effective post-accession adoption of the CAP. Although such
a benchmarking model is not explicitly prescribed by the EU, it can be discerned
from its official assessments of candidates’ policy approaches. Moreover, such
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a model can be useful for the policy-makers in acceding countries to guide the
accession process.

The Agricultural Policy Measures (APM) database

Quantitative analysis of agricultural policy developments in the WBs is performed
using the APM classification scheme (Volk 2010; Volk et al. 2019; Rednak, Volk, and
Erjavec 2013). This scheme is a classification of agricultural budgetary support,
developed to enable comparison between the scope and structure of AS in WB
countries/territories and the EU. It uses a common (uniform) classification and
systemization template, which is primarily based on measures used in the EU, in
combination with the OECD approach (OECD 2016).

The APM classification was built on a hierarchical principle which allows for
analysis at different levels of aggregation. At the first level, the total AS is grouped
into three main pillars: (1) market and direct producer support measures (first
pillar), (2) structural and rural development measures (second pillar), and (3)
general measures related to agriculture (third pillar). Each of these three broad
types of support is then split further into specific sub-measures (Volk et al. 2019).

The APM data originate from various sources, mainly national statistical
offices, state administration bodies (agricultural ministries and funding agen-
cies), and agricultural policy documents (programming documents and legisla-
tion) (Volk 2010; Volk et al. 2019; Rednak, Volk, and Erjavec 2013). The APM data
used in this paper covers the period of 2010-17, with a more detailed focus on
the most recent years. It should be noted that the data for Montenegro up to
2016 are the planned disbursements of support as data on the funds actually
disbursed were not available. Only the 2017 data refer to payments which were
actually executed. In addition, the data for Serbia for 2016—-17 are incomplete for
some general measures related to agriculture (i.e. support for veterinary and
phytosanitary control throughout 2016-17). These missing data were estimated
and added to the original database, to ensure comparability of the support level
in Serbia with the previous years, and with other WB countries/territories®.

For the EU, the main source of data was the OECD PSE/CSE database (OECD
2018; OECD database 2018). To ensure comparability with the data for the WB
countries/territories, the OECD PSE/CSE’s data on budgetary transfers for each
measure were systematized according to the APM classification scheme at the
same level of aggregation as for the WBs. Given that some rural development
measures under the EU rural development programmes 2014-20 are not classi-
fied as support for agriculture, - and are therefore not included in the OECD
PSE/CSE database (e.g. basic services and village renewal; investments in for-
estry; support for the LEADER initiative) (Volk 2010) - the funds of these
measures were added’ to the EU data which was consistent with the APM
classification scheme (Volk et al. 2019).
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Results
Medium/long-term strategy of agricultural policies in the WBs

Following the analysis of Volk et al. (2019), all WB countries/territories have
broadly established medium- and long-term strategies for their future agricul-
tural and rural development policies. In these strategies, all WB countries/
territories align their agricultural policy and administrative infrastructure with
the EU’s requirements. Establishing such medium- and long-term strategies is
part of the planning and programming of agricultural policies, and thus fulfills
the P1 principle.

In line with the conceptual model above, many WB countries/territories’
strategic documents for medium- and long-term agricultural policy share simi-
larities. All of them adhere to (1) enhancing farm viability and the competitive-
ness of the agro-food sector (principle P4), (2) sustainable management of
natural resources and mitigation of the effects of climate change (principle
P5), and (3) improving quality of life and balanced territorial and economic
development of rural areas (principle P6). In some countries, key priorities also
include farmer income stabilization (Bosnia and Herzegovina, Kosovo*, and
Serbia), support for coordination in the food chain (North Macedonia and
Kosovo*), promotion of food quality and safety standards (North Macedonia),
and investment in human capital, transfer of knowledge, and innovation
(Albania, North Macedonia, and Kosovo*).

All of the programming documents recognize the importance of rural
development policy, and shape it according to principles and strategic direc-
tions which are compatible with the EU rural development policy. All WB
countries/territories’ medium- and long-term strategic frameworks set the
priority to strengthen rural development support, and to provide higher
budgetary allocations for the implementation of such measures (principle
P2) (Volk et al. 2019).

Furthermore, the strategic and programming documents outline the need to
harmonize institutional and regulatory frameworks with EU standards (principle
P1). However, for most WB countries/territories, aligning AP measures with the
CAP - particularly direct support (principle P3) - is less clearly addressed, or is
scheduled for the end of the programming period, or for the time of EU
accession. The most specific planning was undertaken in Montenegro, which
adopted a special action plan for the adjustment of AP measures as a condition
for the beginning of accession negotiations. Montenegro’s programming frame-
work envisages a gradual introduction of a single area payment for arable crops,
permanent crops, and grasslands, along with the reduction of coupled pay-
ments in the livestock sector (as well as for tobacco). Other WB countries/
territories also envisage a reduction in the number of direct payment schemes
as a first step toward the decoupling of direct payments (Volk et al. 2019).
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In most WB countries/territories the main strategic document is supplemen-
ted by a multi-annual implementation programme. In parallel, IPARD pro-
grammes were also prepared as a key document for EU pre-accession support
for agriculture, mostly aimed at institution-building, and improving the agricul-
tural sector’s performance (principle P1).

Although the policy objectives and priorities set out in the medium- and
long-term strategic documents largely match those of the CAP the actual
implementation of the agricultural policy does not always follow this approach.
In other words, these objectives are stated preferences of WB countries/terri-
tories which are broadly in line with the CAP but which tend to depart from the
revealed preferences expressed in terms of the agricultural policies which are
actually implemented. The actually implemented policy measures are mainly
based on annual programmes and budgeting which are not necessarily derived
from the medium- and long-term strategic planning. Instead, they are largely
influenced by the domestic and political economy pressures which prevail in
a given year.

The development of agricultural support in the WBs

The APM framework (Volk et al. 2019) shows that the total AS increased in the
WBs throughout 2010-17 (Figure 1). The most pronounced increase of the real
value of total support is recorded in Kosovo*, where it increased by 337%
between 2010-17. This is followed by Montenegro (57%), North Macedonia
(50%), Albania (48%), Serbia (11%), and Bosnia and Herzegovina (3%). This
support also fluctuated significantly between years. The main driver of this
support change is likely economic growth, which determines the availability
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Figure 1. Total AS in the WBs (million EUR in 2010 prices), 2010-2017.

Source: APM database (2018) (data for Serbia for 2016 and 2017 are provisional) except for inflation which is from
Eurostat.
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Figure 2. The relationship between the annual change of the total AS and the GDP growth in
the WBs, 2010-2017.

Source: Calculated based on policy data from APM database (2018) (data for Serbia for 2016 and 2017 are
provisional) and inflation from Eurostat.

Notes: The GDP growth rate (%) and the yearly change in the total agricultural support (%) shown in the figure
were calculated for the period 2011-2013 and 2014-2017 for all WB countries/territories.

of domestic budgetary resources (including for AP). Figure 2 shows a strong
positive correlation between the annual change of total AS and GDP growth in
the WBs. On the other hand, IPARD played a minor role in impacting total AS in
the WBs shown in Figure 1, because its main implementation (disbursement of
IPARD support to beneficiaries) began after the period covered in Figure 1.
IPARD had only some indirect influence through impacting the adoption of
IPARD-like measures in some WB countries/territories prior to its implementa-
tion (e.g. Montenegro).

The highest relative importance of total support was in North Macedonia,
which ranged from 8.6-10.7% of the total agricultural output throughout
2013-17, while the lowest was observed in Albania (between 0.7-1.6%). In
other WB countries/territories, total support varied over the same period, ran-
ging from 3.9-4.4% in Bosnia and Herzegovina, 3.8-5.2% in Montenegro,
4.4-5.9% in Serbia, and from 3.7-7.8% in Kosovo* (Volk et al. 2019).

The increase of the total AS was mainly driven by the market and direct
producer support (first pillar), which shows an increasing trend in real values
over the period 2010-17. The strongest increase in the market and in direct
support was recorded in Kosovo*, with a 654% increase between 2010-17, and
Albania (411% in the same time period), where it grew from a relatively low
initial level. In other WB countries/territories, the increase over the period
2010-17 was between 35% and 44%. One exception is Serbia, where it initially
increased, but then dropped significantly from 2015, ultimately reaching a 9%
decrease in 2017 from 2010. This was mostly as a result of changes introduced
to the direct support schemes (Figure 3).
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Figure 3. Development of the market direct producer support in the WBs (index 2010 = 100 in
2010 prices), 2010-2017.

Source: Calculated based on policy data from the APM database (2018) and inflation from Eurostat.
Notes: RHS: right hand side

Structural and rural development support (second pillar) is generally low and
fluctuating from year to year in the WB, but its real value showed a positive
trend in the period 2010-17. In Kosovo* and Montenegro, structural and rural
development support grew the most (220% and 165% respectively) in 2010
compared to 2017. A considerable increase was also observed in Serbia (95%)
and North Macedonia (72%). In Albania, it grew by 16% over the same period.
However, in Bosnia and Herzegovina, there was a strong downward trend, as the
support for structural and rural development decreased by 90% in 2017, from
2010 (Figure 4).

Finally, other agriculture support (third pillar) (e.g. support for research,
development, advisory services, food safety, and quality control) shows quite
stable development throughout 2010-17 except for the first two years and last
three years of this period when divergent developments are observed across
WB countries/territories. For example, throughout 2015-17 there was an
upward trend in this support in Kosovo* and North Macedonia. In Serbia,
Albania, and Bosnia and Herzegovina, the support was rather stable, while
a downward change can be noticed in Montenegro (Figure 5).

In Albania, Kosovo*, North Macedonia, and Serbia, food safety and food
quality standards received the largest share of the total third pillar support (in
Kosovo* this was almost 100%). In Bosnia and Herzegovina, the share of support
for research, development, and advisory and expert services is relatively high,
but the total allocated amount remains low, given that the overall budget for
this policy pillar is low. In Albania, Montenegro, and North Macedonia, some
other general support measures were granted, such as technical support, insti-
tution building, and development of information systems. Some of this support
was co-financed from foreign sources (Volk et al. 2019).
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Source: Calculated based on policy data from the APM database (2018) and inflation from Eurostat.

__ 400
o ---- Albania
2 350
J —s&— Bosnia and
< 300 Herzegovina
o —=— Kosovo*
< 250
< —<— North
£ 200 Macedonia
—e— Montenegro
150
100 Serbia

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
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Source: Calculated based on policy data from the APM database (2018) and inflation from Eurostat (data for Serbia
for 2016 and 2017 are provisional).

Comparing agricultural support for the WBs and the EU

Figure 6 shows a comparison of the AS for the EU and the WBs. For the EU, two
figures are shown: CAP total and EU total. The CAP total includes CAP measures
financed from the EU budget and national budgets (i.e. predominantly rural
development programmes co-financed by MS). Alongside the CAP total sup-
port, the EU total support also includes national assistance which finances the
policy measures under the competence of the MS. In 2017, the total EU support
for agriculture amounted to almost 20% (16% total for the CAP) of the value of
agricultural output, and 446 EUR per hectare (340 EUR/ha for the CAP total). This
is twice as much as in North Macedonia, which has the highest relative level of
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support among WB countries/territories, at 10.7% of the agricultural output, and
189 EUR/ha. These levels are much lower in other WB countries/territories, at 8%
in Kosovo* (123 EUR/ha), 5% in Montenegro (94 EUR/ha) and Serbia (62 EUR/ha),
4% in Bosnia and Herzegovina (66 EUR/ha), and 1% in Albania (32 EUR/ha).

Based on the information available from the OECD (2017), North Macedonia
and Kosovo* have comparable levels of total support, represented as the share
of the value of agricultural output, when compared with the individual MS of
Belgium and Denmark only, where this share is between 8% and 9%. All other
MS have a share greater than 12%. There is a particularly strong difference for
less developed, new MS. In new MS, the share of the total CAP support for
agricultural output is more than 15%: it is around 19% in Slovenia, 21% in
Romania, 22% in Poland, and over 30% in Bulgaria and Slovakia (OECD 2017,
Figure 6).

WB countries/territories finance most of the AS from national funds®, while in
the EU, MS’ funding is mostly limited to domestic policy measures (national
assistance), and co-financing of rural development programmes. According to
the OECD (2017), the share of MS’ funding in total CAP support ranges from
about 5% in Denmark to over 50% in Finland.

It is particularly interesting to compare the share of new MS’ co-financing in the
total CAP funding and the proportion of total CAP funding to agricultural output
in new MS. In most of the new MS, the co-financing ratio of the CAP measures is
below 10%, while the proportion of CAP funding to the value of agricultural
output ranges from around 19% to over 35%. This implies that the new MS
allocate (co-financing) support from the national budget at around 2-4% of the
value of agricultural output, while the rest is coming from the EU budget (CAP).
Given that in WB countries/territories, the share of the AS in the agricultural
output is between 1-11% (Figure 6), which is comparable to the co-financing



60 (&) E.ERJAVECET AL.

share in new MS, it seems that the existing agricultural budgets in most WB
countries/territories could satisfy the co-financing requirements upon accession
into the EU.

Figure 7 compares the composition of the AS between the EU and WBs.
Overall, the AS in the EU and WBs is dominated by the first pillar (market and
direct producer support). The first pillar accounts for around 60% of the total
support in the EU. The share of the first pillar in the total support is similar in
Kosovo*, but considerably higher in Bosnia and Herzegovina (91%), Serbia
(81%), and North Macedonia (76%), while it is smaller in Montenegro (31%). In
Albania, the share of first pillar support is considerably lower than in the EU, at
16%, but it should be noted that the total support is very limited in this country.
Support for structural and rural development is the next most important area in
the EU, accounting for around 31% of total support. As with the first pillar
support, Kosovo* has a comparable share, while Albania and Montenegro
have a greater share, and Bosnia and Herzegovina, North Macedonia, and
Serbia each have a smaller share. The share of the other AS is greater in most
WB countries/territories than in the EU, except for in Bosnia and Herzegovina,
where it is lower.

Support measures for the market and direct producers are dominated by
direct payments (per hectare, animal, or output). This is the case in all WB
countries/territories (over 70% of total support in this pillar), and in the EU
(84%). The share is particularly high in North Macedonia (97%), Bosnia and
Herzegovina, and Kosovo* (94%). In Serbia, Montenegro, and interestingly also
in the EU, variable input subsidies represent a sizable share of the market and
direct producer support (29%, 16%, and 13%, respectively) (Figure 8). In the EU,
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variable input subsidies are granted mainly in the form of fuel subsidies (includ-
ing fuel tax rebates) and insurance subsidies, whereas in Serbia, this is in the
form of fertilizer subsidies, and in Montenegro, it is in livestock subsidies.

A more significant difference in the agricultural policies is in the type of
measures implemented in the EU and WBs. More specifically, the EU and WBs
differ significantly in terms of the type of direct support (payments) they
implement (Figure 9). The main type of direct support in the EU are decoupled
payments which are linked to land, but do not require production of a specific
crop, or production at all, and are conditional on environmental measures.
Decoupled payments represent almost 90% of the total direct support in the
EU. There are no such payments in the WBs. The main form of direct support in
the WBs is coupled payments granted as area payments for the cultivation of
specific crops or animals. These represent between 46% and 96% of the direct
support in WB countries/territories. In the EU, coupled payments represent only
around 12% of support. Furthermore, in most WB countries/territories, an
important form of support continues to be in the form of direct payments,
which are based on output, and paid as subsidy per production quantity. This
represents between 4% and 54% of direct payments to producers. However, in
the EU, this type of subsidy plays a very minor role.

The implementation of support for direct producers in the WBs is split into
a relatively large number of measures, and in most countries/territories, is
subject to frequent changes over time. For example, since 2015, most WB
countries/territories have introduced some new direct support schemes,
increased or decreased the rates of some schemes, and/or changed the elig-
ibility criteria for some schemes. However, the overall structure of direct support
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remained almost entirely unchanged in recent years. One exception is Albania,
where there was a substantial increase in disaster and other compensatory
payments in 2017. In Albania, direct support is relatively small, and is character-
ized by a very limited number of direct support schemes. As such, any change
could have important impacts on the structure of direct support.

All WB countries/territories’ direct support schemes require the production of
agricultural commodities in order to be eligible for subsidies (i.e. they are
coupled to production) (Volk et al. 2019). With the exception of Montenegro,
direct support is not conditional on any CAP-like environmental requirements
(e.g. cross-compliance, or greening).

The WBs' direct support policies show significant differences across different
countries/territories in the types of coupled support, and in how the (produc-
tion) coupling is defined (e.g. in terms of the coupled payments’ linkage to
production level of a particular commodity, the cultivation of a particular com-
modity, or the cultivation of a group of commodities).

A further important difference between the EU and WBs is in the composition
of structural and rural development support (Figure 10). In all WB countries/
territories except for North Macedonia, this support is almost entirely targeted
at improving competitiveness within the agri-food sector, and is mostly allo-
cated as on-farm investment support. Around 37% of the support for rural
development is focused toward competitiveness in North Macedonia, and this
is more than 85% in Montenegro and Serbia, and more than 98% in Kosovo*,
and Bosnia and Herzegovina, while in Albania it accounts for 100% of this
support. In the EU, support for improving competitiveness represents less
than one third of the total structural and rural development support. With the
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exception of North Macedonia, the support for the rural economy and popula-
tion is relatively minor in the WBs. Its share is 53% in North Macedonia, and less
than 10% in the rest of the WBs. In the EU, it represents more than 15% of the
structural and rural development support.

Various support measures to improve competitiveness within agricultural
markets were applied in all WB countries/territories throughout 2013-2017.
Most funds were assigned to on-farm investments and restructuring support
(more than 70% of the total support for improving competitiveness within the
agri-food sector) in all WB countries/territories, except for North Macedonia. In
North Macedonia, support measures for competitiveness were largely focused
on agricultural infrastructure, under which, support was granted for invest-
ments in irrigation infrastructure, and water management. This type of support
also existed in most other WB countries/territories, but with minor funding.
Most WB countries/territories also allocated part of the competitiveness support
to food processing support, marketing, and promotion, during the course of at
least one year. However, with the exception of Kosovo* in some years, the
amounts involved were relatively low.

Particularly low (or almost non-existent) is the support for environmental and
other societal benefits in the WBs. The EU rural development programmes
include various measures, such as payments to farmers in areas with natural
and other constraints, agro-environmental and climate support, and organic
agriculture support. These measures account for more than half of the total
structural and rural development support (Figure 10). Of this, around half are
allocated for ANC payments and half for other measures within this group (agro-
environment, organic, and animal welfare payments) (Figure 11).
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The WBs have minimal provisions in place for providing environmental and
societal support. Agro-environmental schemes are not used on a large scale in
any WB country/territory. Albania, and Bosnia and Herzegovina, do not imple-
ment these measures, while in Kosovo*, the first such measure (supporting
organic farming practices) was introduced in 2016. Organic farming is regularly
supported in North Macedonia, Montenegro, and Serbia, but funds are small.
Payments to areas facing natural or other specific constraints (ANC) are granted
only in Bosnia and Herzegovina, and North Macedonia.

The WBs' agricultural support alignment with the CAP: Discussion

Regarding the policy for sustainability and public goods provision by the farm-
ing sector (P5), which is one of the key CAP priorities, the WBs have clearly
expressed their commitment in their medium- and long-term strategy docu-
ments, where they have outlined the economic, environmental, and social
objectives of their agricultural policy, and its alignment to the CAP. This is part
of the general commitment of the WBs to the EU’s membership aspirations.
However, in practice, this is less so the case. The actual implementation of
agricultural policies has revealed an almost exclusively sectorial focus and
production-oriented support, in the forms of coupled direct payments, and on-
farm investment support. Environmental orientation of support plays a marginal
role. Organic agriculture is granted some support in the WBs, and while this area
is gaining ground, it is still at a much smaller scale when compared with the EU.
Although a shift to supporting the environment and public goods is envisaged
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in the strategic documents for the medium- and long-term agricultural policy
outline in the WBs, this priority is secondary in their current national support
system, and is overshadowed by production and income-focused priorities.
Ignoring these objectives in the pre-accession period might reduce their capa-
city to implement the new CAP, and result in the lower absorption of funds in
the post-accession period. This refers in particular to agro-environment and
climate measures, support for organic farming, ANC payments, HNV support,
animal welfare measures, and environmental conditionality linked to direct
producer support. For this reason, it is necessary to put in place a system of
support (e.g. pilot projects) which can facilitate a smooth post-accession transi-
tion to the CAP in this area, for both public administration and farmers. In the
context of the WBs, ANC payments are particularly relevant, since they have
extensive areas where production conditions are extremely unfavorable due to
altitude, terrain, or other restrictions. These areas experience abandonment of
agricultural production, and depopulation, with potential adverse implications
for the ecosystems, the preservation of cultural and natural heritage, and agro-
tourism (Solomuna et al. 2018; van’t Wout, Sessa, and Pijunovic 2019). Upon
accession into the EU, these payments might therefore represent an important
share of the structural and rural development support in the WBs.

Throughout the last EU accessions (2004, 2007, and 2013), it was shown to be
particularly difficult to develop administrative capacities for implementing agri-
environmental schemes. The acceding countries in 2004 and 2007 largely failed
to put in place such an administrative system in the pre-accession period. This
likely explains the fact that they did not uptake agri-environmental schemes at
a significant scale in the post-accession period, with the exception of more
simple per-hectare based support for areas with natural constraints (i.e. LFA
payments) (Elliott 2005; Gorton, Hubbard, and Hubbard 2009).

Why is there this discrepancy between planning and implementation, in
terms of the relationship between the focus on sustainability and the environ-
ment on one hand, and the WBs’ production-oriented agricultural policies on
the other? Firstly, from the political economy viewpoint, agricultural policies’
focus on sustainability and the environment might be construed as an inferior
policy choice in less developed countries, such as the WBs (Krstevska 2018), as
voters might be adversely affected twice through higher taxes and higher food
prices. More support for sustainability and the environment implies a higher
taxation rate for the population, as this is required to finance the support to
farmers. Imposing sustainability and environmental requirements might imply
costs to farmers, and reduced agricultural production, which might increase
food prices for consumers, or impact food security (Kirchgdssner and Schneider
2003; Hubbard, Podruzsik, and Hubbard 2007; Erjavec and Lovec 2017). The
level of food prices and food security are important in the context of WB
countries/territories, where expenditure on food is relatively high (Volk et al.
2019). Instead, the production oriented AS - as currently implemented -
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requires taxation, but food prices and food security are expected to be affected
positively (i.e. it might lead to a decrease in prices, and increase in production of
food). Furthermore, it might partially address social sustainability (e.g. higher
incomes for farmers, and thus a lower exit from agriculture). Secondly, the
discrepancy between planning and implementation might be due to agricul-
tural ministries’ personnel capacity and structure in the political and adminis-
trative organization, which does not allow for more complex measures to be
implemented, such as those targeting the improvement of the environment and
public goods. However, enhancing administrative capacities requires a higher
budgetary expenditure.

For these reasons, governments adopt a politically pragmatic approach,
whereby they (over-) design strategic planning in line with CAP requirements,
or implement what is strictly required for accession into the EU, while in practice
they actually implement the types of policies which are optimal from the
domestic (national) political economy perspective. This policy choice may be
reinforced by the uncertain date of EU accession. For example, this approach to
policy making was visible in the case of Montenegro, which formulated (and is
implementing) an action plan for policy adaptation to the CAP requirements, as
a condition to start the formal EU accession negotiations. Previous EU acces-
sions showed that a similar approach for policy choices was followed by acced-
ing countries (e.g. Croatia) (Gorton, Hubbard, and Hubbard 2009).°

The narrow focus of the AS toward production is also reflected in the division
of labor in public administration, and the orientation of agricultural ministries in
the WBs, as well as in the general public’s discourse on agriculture. Key policy-
makers in ministries see agricultural productivity and food security as their
raison d'étre (i.e. they accommodate for the interests of the agricultural sector).
Other elements of sustainability are scantily represented or included (e.g. the
interests of environmental groups) within public discourse, and they largely do
not participate in the WBs’ agricultural policy formulation.

The pressure of EU accession negotiations is expected to lead to a more
serious adjustment of the policy framework in the WBs to the EU’s requirements.
This is also expected to lead to the establishment of a system which is able to
run an entirely evidence-based policy cycle, which involves, among others,
monitoring, evaluation, and impact assessments. There is no fully-fledged mon-
itoring, assessment, and evaluation system in place in the WBs to guide the
implementation of agricultural policy by ensuring transparency and reducing
rent seeking behavior with respect to the allocation of support.'®

Currently, four WB countries/territories are implementing IPARD. This
might significantly contribute to the development of the institutional setting
and administrative capacities in WB countries/territories, and might be the
primary factor contributing to the fulfillment of the EU accession
requirements.
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Regarding the size and allocation of financial resources (P2), it is not possible
to exactly define an optimum budget size and distribution between the pillars
of the AS to prepare a country for accession into the EU. The political economy
literature argues that there is a strong “development pattern” related to the
protection and taxation of agriculture across countries. This pattern suggests
that with economic development a country shifts from taxation toward the
protection of the agricultural sector. Furthermore, the “relative income pattern”
argument suggests that AS increases when farmers’ income falls relative to the
rest of the economy. This is because when the agricultural sector represents
a smaller share of the economy, governments tend to adopt policies which favor
farmers’ incomes. The gains from farmers’ political support outweighs the loss
from increased taxation of the rest of the population (e.g. de Gorter and Tsur
1991; Swinnen 1994; Swinnen, Banerjee, and de Gorter 2001; Hartell and
Swinnen 2000b). These two patterns imply that, from a political economy
perspective, the optimal level of AS is lower in the WBs than is the case in the
EU, because the WBs is less developed than the EU (Krstevska 2018). This is also
observed in reality, as WB countries/territories do have significantly lower sup-
port levels than countries in the EU (Figure 6).

After potential EU accession, WB countries/territories would need to contri-
bute to the EU budget which is used to finance the CAP. They will also need
additional budgetary resources for co-financing rural development pro-
grammes. As discussed above, the current level of support in the WBs is
sufficient to cover the co-financing of rural development programmes. This is
particularly the case of North Macedonia. The level of budgetary funds will need
to be significantly increased in some WB countries/territories where support is
low (e.g. Albania), which could put national budgets under strain.

With respect to the direct producer support (P3), as shown above, the WBs
mostly implement coupled payments. This is in contrast with the EU, in which
the dominant form of support is decoupled payments (including environmental
conditionality). This is because agricultural policy in the WBs mainly pursues
production goals, which are present to a much lesser extent in the CAP. In the
context of the convergence and accession of the WBs to the EU, this form of
support is unsustainable. The most challenging aspect is likely to be the elim-
ination or reduction of output-based subsidies in sensitive sectors, such as the
dairy sector (which has direct support in all WB countries/territories), and
poultry and pork sectors.

The expected transition to decoupled payments in the WBs could lead to
a significant redistribution of support among sectors and farmers, and might
impact market production. A gradual move from the coupled support to
decoupled payments might facilitate the agricultural sector to gradually adapt
prior to accession. However, given that the CAP also implies a greater level of
support than is currently the case in the WBs, the redistributive effect of the
change in structure of direct payments might be (partially) offset by the increase
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of direct payments after accession into the EU. Studies analyzing previous EU
accessions tend to show a positive income effect of the adoption of CAP (e.g.
Kozar, Kavcic, and Erjavec 2005; Csaki and Jambor 2013). For example, Kozar,
Kavcic, and Erjavec (2005) show that in Slovenia, where support was relatively
high in the pre-accession period, accession into the EU led to an improved farm
income and redistribution of support in favor of farms engaged in extensive
agricultural production.

In general, measures to improve competitiveness within the agricultural
sector (P4) are the most dominant instruments within the WBs’ support for
structural and rural development. To lessen the gap in productivity for the
agricultural sectors of the WBs and the EU, a flow of investments is required
to stimulate restructuring and improvement in competitiveness within the WBs’
farming sector. This is reinforced by the fact that small farms dominate the farm
structure in the WBs and most of them face constrained access to credit and
investments (Volk, Erjavec, and Ciaian 2017). This factor seems to explain why
most of the support for improving competitiveness in the WBs is mainly allo-
cated to on-farm investments. However, the EU’s accession requirements might
require these funds to be allocated to other areas as well, such as the improve-
ment of food quality standards, promotion of farmers’ cooperation, and animal
welfare. Thus, a potential EU accession might lead to an increase of this type of
support in the WBs.

Finally, some support for quality of life and employment (P6) — related to
social services, employment, social inclusion, generational renewal, economic
diversification, and the LEADER bottom-up approach for defining local needs —
have been introduced in the WBs, mainly driven by the EU’s integration process
(i.e. IPARD). The situation in this area is somewhat more advanced than is the
case for environmental and public goods support (P5). However, with the
exception of North Macedonia, the amount of resources allocated is relatively
low (Figure 10). This is expected to a certain extent, given that WB countries/
territories are economically less developed than the EU (Krstevska 2018), and
therefore face much greater developmental issues, and have fewer resources
available to finance them.

However, since WB countries/territories’ rural regions are facing structural
problems, the focus of agricultural policies to support rural areas is also relevant
in this region. Alongside the agri-environmental schemes, the most challenging
of CAP measures include establishing effective administrative capacities for
implementing support for quality of life and employment in rural areas
(Gorton, Hubbard, and Hubbard 2009). The pre-accession period might serve
to take steps to test the EU’s holistic approach to rural development in the WBs.
This might involve adopting the concept and running pilot support measures
and projects, including making use of relevant IPARD support. This might then
contribute to the post-accession development of necessary capacities for
administering the allocation of a support system which targets quality of life
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and employment in rural areas, and the potential applicants to benefit from this
support.

Conclusion

One of the main political objectives of WB countries/territories is accession into
the EU. WB countries/territories do not have the power to impose their prefer-
ences over the accession requirements. From the perspective of the agricultural
sector, this implies that the CAP represents the benchmark for setting their
future agricultural policy. However, the uncertain nature of the final date of
accession into the EU, and the changing nature of the CAP, implies that the
agricultural policy choice in the WBs is an outcome of two pressures, namely,
the EU'’s accession requirements, and domestic drivers (pressure from interest
groups). This paper attempted to analyze the structure of currently implemen-
ted agricultural policies in WB countries/territories to provide an assessment of
the extent of their harmonization with, or deviation from, the CAP.

We have developed a conceptual framework which defines the key princi-
ples underlining the EU’s agricultural policy priorities: (P1) strategic policy
framework, (P2) size and allocation of financial resources, (P3) direct producer
support, (P4) measures to improve competitiveness, (P5) policy for sustain-
ability and public goods provision by the farming sector, and (P6) policy for
quality of life and employment in rural areas. We apply this conceptual frame-
work to assess the harmonization of the WBs' agricultural policies with the
EU’s requirements, in terms of how well the WBs’ policies are adapted to, and
conform to, the CAP. To gain a detailed understanding of the exiting AS in the
WBs, we employ the APM classification scheme, which uses a uniform classi-
fication and systemization to focus on the budgetary support for agriculture
across WB countries/territories (Volk 2010; Volk et al. 2019; Rednak, Volk, and
Erjavec 2013).

Our analysis reveals several key conclusions. In general, the policy steps taken
by WB countries/territories suggest that, in the future, they are committed to
adhering to the sustainable policy model of the CAP, as declared in their
strategic planning of agricultural policy for the medium- and long-term.
However, the AS which is actually implemented departs from this declared
future planning. The uncertain date of EU accession, and the changing nature
of the CAP, leads to a situation where the WBs adopt an approach whereby they
design future agricultural policy in line with the CAP requirements (which do
not necessarily represent an optimal policy choice from a local perspective), and
which are strictly required for accession into the EU, while in practice they
actually implement the types of policies which are optimal from the domestic
(national) political economy perspective. The key aspects of the EU accession
process that push WB countries/territories to adapt their agricultural polices to
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the CAP are the accession negotiation pressures and the EU IPARD pre-
accession support.

Notes

10.

. This contribution uses the term “Western Balkans” to encompass countries/territories

of the region: Albania (AL), Bosnia and Herzegovina (BA), Kosovo*, North Macedonia
(MK), Montenegro (MN) and Serbia (RS).

. The term candidate is used in this text to include both of the official statuses of

“candidate” and “potential candidate”.

. This designation is without prejudice to positions on status, and is in line with UNSCR

1244/1999 and the ICJ Opinion on the Kosovo declaration of independence.

. Note that this paper refers to budgetary support only when discussing agricultural

support. It does not refer to other aspects of agricultural support (e.g. border
protection).

. North Macedonia applied for EU membership in 2004, Montenegro in 2008, Albania

and Serbia in 2009, and Bosnia and Herzegovina in 2016 (EP 2019).

. The data for 2015 were used to fill the data gap for the support for veterinary and

phytosanitary control for 2016 and 2017.

. For these measures, the corresponding EU funds were taken from the CAP financial

plan 2014-20 (total funds by measure divided by the number of years) (EC 2017), while
the national co-financing was estimated at the level of 30% of total funds (ratio
70%:30%).

. Donor funds, including IPARD pre-accession support, do not represent a significant

share of total agricultural funding, except in Albania (about 30% of total funding).
However, in some years donor funds (particularly from the World Bank) represent
a significant share of funding of some projects under structural and rural development
policy and general support, particularly in Kosovo*, Montenegro and North Macedonia.

. Note that this does not imply that WB countries/territories do not face sustainability and

environmental problems. There is growing evidence that the WBs suffer from a number
of sustainability and environmental issues such as intensification of production on
certain farm types, increased use of pesticides, adverse effect of climate change, land
degradation, or depopulation of rural areas (e.g. Solomuna et al. 2018; Van't Wout, Sessa,
and Pijunovic 2019). However, as explained above, the political economy factors and
weak administrative capacity make the allocation of a larger share of the AS to sustain-
ability and environmental protection a sub-optimal policy choice.

The limitation in this respect was evident in North Macedonia in the first round of
IPARD calls when because of poor planning and assessment of the needs it failed to get
approved support from the EU.
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