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Abstract 

 

This paper describes the development of the Macedonian agricultural policy in the period 2010-
2015. It is based on the available strategic documents and the data on budgetary transfers to 
agriculture and rural development. These data are classified with the APM tool to enable 
uniformity over time, but also comparability with the CAP. There is no publicly available 
evidence on impact evaluation of those documents. The latest national strategy for agriculture 
and rural development identifies the needs for improvement and further adjustments that 
shows the presence of awareness for the need for changes. The next step is a clear political will 
and commitment to achieve these objectives.  
 

1. Introduction and approach 

Policy making is a complex issue, especially when it focuses on a complex sector, such as the 
agro-food sector. The large number of sub-sectors, different objectives and behaviour of the 
many stakeholders emphasize the multiple role of the agricultural policy in the sector – to 
regulate, but also to support the behaviour of the actors; as well as to meet the needs of the 
producers and the general public. The multiple dimensions to be covered require multiple 
approaches. Therefore, there is no single policy solution, but often require making choices and 
trade-offs (Cochran et al. 2009). Policy analysis is used as a tool for choosing the option among 
alternatives, but also to measure the impact of the policy. 

Agriculture is becoming more important for the policy decision-makers since the EU integration 
is on the agenda. It is an important sector for the Macedonian economy, participating with 
11.1% in gross value added and 18.5% in the employment of active population in 2014 
(Agricultural Statistics Database– Macedonia 2016). 

In the process of market liberalization and harmonization with the Common Agricultural Policy 
(CAP) of the European Union (EU), the agricultural policy in Macedonia is under continuous 
reform. Hence, the scope, form and type of the budgetary transfers to agriculture have been 
under constant change in the country. This instability hinders the process of comprehensive 
policy analysis.  

To overcome this issue, the paper uses the Agricultural Policy Measures template (APM) 
(Rednak and Volk 2010) as a methodological tool for classification of the budgetary transfers in 
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the agriculture. APM combines the pillar concept of the CAP and the OECD classification. The 
CAP concept allows evaluation of the level of policy harmonization with the CAP, whereas the 
OECD classification allows estimation of the OECD indicators for measuring the level of market 
distortion from the budgetary support. The main principle of aggregating the measures is the 
homogeneity of groups and subgroups; aggregating the measures based on information about 
“the EU program group, objectives, effects on the market, beneficiary and the method of 
implementation” (Rednak and Volk 2010, p. 223).  

The aim of this paper is to describe and evaluate the development of the Macedonian 
agricultural policy. Data used for building the APM database are obtained from the Agency for 
financial support of the agriculture and the rural development, and the final financial statement 
of the budget of the Republic of Macedonia. Since the more systematic and structural changes 
for adjusting national agricultural policy towards CAP are established with the law adopted in 
2010, the Macedonian APM database covers the period from 2010 to 2015. Data are provided 
per year of realization of the payment of the programs; national currency is converted in EUR to 
enable easier comparability with EU and other countries.  

Following the introduction, the paper gives brief description of the main strategic and 
programming documents defining agricultural policy. The third sub-title covers the 
development of the agricultural policy based on executed budgetary transfers to agriculture. A 
special focus is given on the direct payments, as a main instrument of the Macedonian policy, 
described in part four. We finish with the general conclusions and policy recommendation. 

2. Strategies and programming documents of agricultural policy 

The main legal framework of the agricultural policy in the country is defined within the Law on 
Agriculture and Rural Development (MAFWE 2010), supplemented with a dozen of other laws 
to regulate specific issues (Dimitrievski et al. 2014). The Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry and 
Water Economy (MAFWE) is the competent authority for planning, monitoring and evaluation 
of the agricultural policy measures and instruments, while the Agency for financial support in 
agriculture and rural development (AFSARD) is responsible for the implementation and control 
of the agricultural policy measures. 

The National Agriculture and Rural Development Strategy (NARDS) is defined for a period of 
seven years; last one covering the period 2014-2020. The objectives defined in the NARDS 
2014-2020 refer to restructuring and modernization of the agro-food sector, market 
regulations, conditions in rural areas, knowledge and the human capital in agriculture, food 
safety system, and natural resources (MAFWE 2014). NARDS 2014-2020 also identifies some 
aspects for further improvement and adjustment of the Macedonian policy towards the CAP. 
They refer to the increasing the rural development support, gradual ‘decoupling’ of the direct 
payments, increasing the agro-environmental measures, supporting young farmers, establishing 
cooperatives and vertical integration, introducing market boards and minimum quality 
standards, mitigating the impact of climate change, and improving waste management and 
energy efficiency.  

The strategies are linked through the three-annual program covering the period 2013–2017 
(MAFWE 2013), which projects a budget of 150 million EUR for 2016 and 2017. The annual 
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budgetary transfers to agriculture are defined in the annual programs, separately for 
agriculture (mostly direct payments) and rural development (including modernization and 
restructuring of agriculture). The funding of the policy is mainly from the national budget, but 
also from donations (few capital investments), and the EU budget (for the Instrument for Pre-
Accession Assistance for Rural Development – IPARD).  

Direct payments are being dominant instrument. Their application is conditioned with CAP-like 
cross-compliance requirements. Rural development policy is more adapted to CAP and has four 
priority areas corresponding to the four axes of the CAP 2007-2013. The further adjustment of 
the policy with the CAP will continue up to their full compliance and full EU membership 
(MAFWE 2014). Nevertheless, the slow progress of EU integration, as well as the continuous 
change of CAP, contribute to the lack of clear time-frame and hence make many objectives to 
seem to be less prioritized. 

There is no evidence on the monitoring of the policy implementation, goals achievement or an 
impact assessment. However, when building the APM database, we noticed that certain 
programs are being realized in few successive years, and when going through the annual 
programs there are many amendments to almost each of them1. As main factors for the 
deviations of executed transfers from the planned budgetary support we identify: (i) the long 
procedures, thus the payments occur in the next calendar year or, as in the case of the rural 
development program, in few successive years, depending on the scale of the investment or the 
type of measure; (ii) the number of protocols and approval criteria set by the administering 
agency, and the frequent amendments and adjustments on the regulation made by the 
Ministry; (iii) the farmers’ experience, education, and skills to manage the administrative 
labyrinth to collect and prepare all necessary documentation. 

3. Agricultural policy development in the country 

In 2010-2015, the total budgetary transfers to agriculture amounted to about EUR 90 million 
per year on average (Figure 1). Although the Program 2013-2017 (MAFWE 2013) foresees 150 
million EUR for the period 2015-2017, the budgetary transfers in 2014 reached the plateau of 
129 million EUR, whereas the transfers in 2015 were only 73 million EUR. Since the annual 
transfers are the sum of the realization of payments for few successive years, the low level in 
2015, shall be due to higher level of realization in the previous year.  

There is not much change in the structure of support over years; direct producer support 
measures are being dominant, whereas rural development measures and general support to 
agriculture take only smaller share of the agricultural budget (28% and 12% of the total budget 
to agriculture in 2015, respectively).  

                                                 
1For example, in 2015 there were 10 amendments; some of them being minor changes in terms of deadline or 
some wording, whereas some were introducing new measures or allocation criteria. 
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Figure 1. Budgetary support to agriculture and rural areas (EUR million), 2010-2015 

 

Source: APM Database - Macedonia, 2016. 

Among the direct producer support measures, direct payments take the largest share (86% in 
2015; Figure 2).  

 
Figure 2. Direct producers support measures (EUR million), 2010-2015 

 

Source: APM Database - Macedonia, 2016. 

They are being distributed per unit of agricultural product (tobacco and milk as main 
beneficiaries in 2015), per area of agricultural land (grapes and oilseeds as main beneficiaries in 
2015) or per head of livestock, conditioned with CAP-like cross-compliance measures. Input 
subsidies are almost negligible (less than 1 million EUR per year), whereas market measures 
have not been applied at all.  
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Rural development is mainly focused on the increase of the competitiveness (Figure 3), 
predominantly as on-farm investments or agro-food restructuring support (less represented in 
2015). The support of rural economy (basic infrastructure, services and village renewal) is 
increased since 2013, whereas the agro-environmental and less favoured area support 
measures are being less represented in the structure.  

 
Figure 3. Structural and rural development measures (EUR million), 2010-2015 

 

Source: APM Database - Macedonia, 2016. 

Rural development is additionally supported by IPARD funds. In 2015, the EU IPARD funds 
represented around 10% of the total budgetary transfers for structural and rural development 
measures. First payments for IPARD measures have been made in 2011 due to the late start 
with the implementation of the program (first call for applications in December 2009), and the 
long time for processing and evaluating documents (average time estimated at 18 months).  

The budget related with the general support to agriculture include only the data from the 
budget of MAFWE, National extension agency, National Hydro meteorological Service, Food 
and Veterinary Agency, and Paying Agency (Figure 4). The database could be further improved 
with the data on activities and projects financed by other national institutions or foreign 
donors. Given the available data, the biggest share goes to food safety, whereas the extension 
and the expert services take only about 15% each on average.  
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Figure 4. General support to agriculture (EUR million), 2010-2015 

 

Source: APM Database - Macedonia, 2016. 

4. Agricultural direct payments 

Direct payments are the main instrument of the Macedonian agricultural policy (Table 1). Some 
of these measures are present during the whole period of analysis, without many changes. 
Other measures change annually whereas some occurs only incidentally.  

Area payments are granted for all field crops excluding tobacco. Certain field crops receive 
additional payment to the basic area payment, such as cereals produced from certified seeds, 
sunflower, rice and forage crops. The payments for vegetables vary depending on the variety 
and type of production (in some years even depending on the legal status of the producer). 
Fruits and wine sectors are supported per area of cultivated orchards and vineyards. Fruit and 
vegetable sectors receive additional payments per sold quantities to the processing industry. 
Area payments are allocated also for production of seeds, and snail production.  

Headage payments are granted for rearing cattle, sheep and goats (all categories), saws, 
wintered beehives, calves produced by artificial insemination, female offspring (cattle, sheep 
and goat), but also for slaughtered animals (cattle, pigs, broilers and laying hens). 

The output payments are fewer in number, but are significant in the budget transfers. Besides 
the payments allocated for processing fruit and vegetables, output payments are allocated for 
tobacco and milk (cow, sheep and goat), per day-old broiler or female chicks, and seed and 
seedlings production.  
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Table 1: Overview of direct payments implemented in 2015  
 Payments per output Payments per area/animal/hive 

Field crops   Field crops excl. tobacco (130 €/ha) 
 Addition for cereals from certified seeds (65 €/ha) 
 Addition for rice and sunflower (49 €/ha) 
 Addition for forage crops (16 €/ha) 
Basic cereal seeds (0.130-0.325 €/kg) Certified seeds (243- 974 €/ha) 

Tobacco Small leaf tobacco (0.974 €/kg)  

Vegetables  Addition for vegetables for processing 
(0.024-0.106 €/kg) 

Vegetables in the open field (97-487€/ha) 
Vegetables under controlled conditions (1,461 €/ha) 

Fruits  Addition for fruits for processing (0.032 
€/kg) 

Orchards (243-536 EUR/ha), strawberries under controlled 
conditions (1,461 €/ha)  

Vine  Vineyards (649 €/ha) 

Seedlings Fruit, vine, vegetable and flower 
seedlings (0.081-1.136 €/p) 

 

Milk  Cow, sheep and goat milk (0.057 €/l)  

Cattle   Cattle rearing – all categories (45.4 €/head) 

 Addition for calves from artificial insemination (19.5 €/head) 

 Addition for female cattle aged 12-24 months (24.3 €/head) 

 Slaughtered cattle – all categories (24.3 €/head) 

 
Addition for slaughtered young cattle from meat production 
herds (48.7 €/head) 

Pigs    Breeding saws (16.2 €/head)  
Slaughtered pigs (16.2 €/head)   

Sheep and  
goats 

 Sheep and goats rearing – all categories (16.2 €/head)  
Addition for young female lambs and kids kept for breeding 
(11.4 €/head)  

 

Poultry  Day-old chicks (0.032-0.065 €/p)  Slaughtered laying hens and broilers (0.4-0.5 €/head)  

Other  
livestock 

 Bee hives (9.7 €/wintered hive) 

 Addition for breeder queen bee selection (16.2 €/hive) 

 Ostrich farming  (27.6 €/head) 
  Snail farming (1,461 €/ha) 

Source: own calculation, data from MAFWE 2015 
 

Direct payments are being allocated also for organic production and for area under constrained 
conditions. These payments are present during the whole period of analysis, and are added as a 
percentage increase to the direct payments (area or headage) for the appropriate commodity. 
The organic production was supported with additional 30% to the support programmed for 
non-organic production. In 2015, this support has increased and varies from 30% for field crops, 
50% for livestock, 70% for orchards and vineyards to 100% for vegetable production. The 
support for the area with natural constrains is granted as addition of 15% to the support 
programmed in general.  

In 2015, input payments were granted only for insurance (60% of the insurance premium).  

Within the program for financial support of agriculture also the support for the purchase of 
breeding animals was regulated, although this support can be seen as on-farm restructuring 
support, with its aim to improve the breeding structure in the livestock sector and thus increase 
the currently low yields. This support has been granted in the first three years of the observed 
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period as an input subsidy either as 50% of the value or as a support varying from 70 to 650 
EUR/head depending of the livestock species and the breed.  

5. Conclusions and policy recommendations  

With the EU integration process and the process of harmonization of the agricultural policy with 
the CAP, the agriculture is more often on the political agenda. Many documents are adopted: 
laws, strategies, programs. Macedonian agricultural policy adopted the two-pillar approach of 
CAP - direct producer support and rural development measures.  

The budgetary transfers to agriculture are stable in its structure with direct producer support 
being dominant, taking the largest share of the budget (over 70% on 2010-2015 average). They 
are still being distributed in a coupled form: per unit of agricultural product, area of agricultural 
land and head of livestock. Rural development is mainly focused on the increase of the 
competitiveness, as on-farm investments or agro-food restructuring support, whereas the 
support of rural infrastructure, services and village renewal got more attention only in 2014. 
Only small share of the budget (about 10% on average) from the annual programs for 
agriculture are allocated as a general support to agriculture.  

We identified some factors that cause deviations from the planned budgetary support, such as 
long procedures, number of protocols and criteria, frequent amendments on the regulation, 
farmers’ experience, education, and skills. Public policy literature identifies other factors that 
influence its implementation, such as manageability of the problems to be solved or mitigated, 
clarity of the laws, skills of the policy administration and available financial resources, 
socioeconomic conditions, attitudes and resources of the affected groups by the public support 
policies, and media attention (Cochran et al. 2009). Each of those issues deserves a special 
attention in the evaluation process of the implementation of the Macedonian agricultural 
policy.  

The manageability of some problems is limited due to the conflicting interests of different 
stakeholders, thus the power of influence determines the direction of the policy. Each program 
is supported with few documents and a dozen of amendments per year that complicates the 
work of administration. This issue is an imperative because “the more complex the 
implementation process, the more likely that the intent of the policy will become distorted or 
lost” (ibid, p. 10). The skills and resources of the administration is a never-ending story; they 
need a continuous maintenance. Socioeconomic conditions cannot be easily addressed; they 
need time, commitment and focused governmental actions. Recent research confirms the 
importance of the farmers’ attitude and the need of access to finances on the success of the 
rural development policy (Kotevska and Martinovska Stojceska 2015). The public support and 
media attention need to be cherished, so they are aware of the benefits they get from the 
investments in agriculture: supply of quality food by affordable price, protecting the 
environment, preserving the villages etc.  

The NARDS 2014-2020 identifies some needs for improvement that shows a presence of 
awareness for the need for changes. However, what is missing is systematic evaluation of the 
policy direct (intended) and indirect (unintended) impact, and an ex-ante evaluation when 
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introducing new measures. The required action is a clear political will and commitment to 
achieve stated objectives. 
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