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Introduction

By its Common Agricultural Policy, the European Union places agriculture at the core of the European
policies, as it has enjoyed by far the largest funding from 2007 through 2013. The reason is intuitive
and is related to food security. Nevertheless, the structure of the national agricultural policies of the
member states differ and so do the structures of the agricultural sector, the workforce structure and
the ability to improve productivity in the agricultural sector in general.

The enlargement of EU in 2004 and 2007 substantially changed the agricultural map of the Union.
Agriculture represents 2% of GDP in the old member states, 3% in the new ones and over 10% in
Romania and Bulgaria. In the new member states, the workforce in agriculture is three times larger
(12%) than in the old member states (4%) and much larger in Romania and Bulgaria.'

Considering these circumstances, the European agricultural policy has undergone successive reforms.
The workforce in agriculture becomes the target of these reforms, as there is an obvious need for
farmers to adapt to the dynamics of global market, to the technological advancement and, in the
recent years, to the global economic crisis.

This report analyzes the agricultural sector in five European countries, focusing on farmers' access to
professional training. The goal is to identify the dynamics of the agricultural sector in Bulgaria,
France, Germany, Italy and Romania from the perspective of mutual influences between the extent
to which farmers benefit from professional training and the performance of the agricultural sector as
a whole.

Furthermore, this report is the outcome of the project "Farmers’ access to education and training
activities" financed by the European Commission through the DG for Employment, Social Affairs and
Inclusion. The project will be implemented over a period of 11 months, from October 01, 2012, to
August 31, 2013, by Agrostar Federation, as promoter, in partnership with the European Federation
of Food, Agriculture and Tourism Trade Unions EFFAT, Industriegewerkschaft Bauen-Agrar-Umwelt
(IG BAU) from Germany, Associazione Lavoratori Produttori Agroalimentari (ALPA) from Italy, the
Federation of Independent Agriculture Trade Unions (FNSZ/FITUA) from Bulgaria and CFE CGC Agro
(France).

The general objective of this project is to improve the ability of the agricultural trade unions to adapt
the social dialog to the developments in the employment area by promoting the benefit and
importance of investments in human resources in the agricultural sector.

Method and definition of concepts

This paper investigates the extent to which the access of the persons engaged in agriculture to
educational and training programs results in an increase in productivity in agriculture. We start from
a natural assumption: the more farmers know about agriculture (i.e. specific technological and
scientific knowledge relevant for the type of farming they practice, but also management, human
resources or business knowledge), the higher the probability that they produce more and better,

' Council Decision of 20 February 2006 on Community strategic guidelines for rural development (programming
period 2007 to 2013), (2006/144/CE), available at http://eur-
lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=CELEX:32006D0144:RO:HTML last accessed on 10.03.2013
last accessed on 10.03.2013
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consequently obtaining higher prices. On the other hand, the role of governments and of the
European Union in supporting the agricultural sector and farmers is also relevant. Last, but not least,
the characteristics of the agricultural sector play a major role in defining the productivity of the
sector. This chapter overviews the research design and concept used, the operationalization of
concepts, the analysis methods and the data collection methods.

Research design

The central concept of the research design is the productivity of agricultural sector. The other four
identified variables - farmers' access to training, national and European agricultural policies and the
characteristics of the agricultural sector - also play a major role in determining the productivity of the
agricultural sector. The relations between the five concepts are not necessarily causal, but rather
represent correlations or impact of the four variables on the productivity of agriculture. At the same
time, the four variables are independent from each other: the national and European policies have a
strong impact on the access to training and have had an impact on the characteristics of the
agricultural sector in each country. The figure below shows the research diagram. We have the
productivity of agriculture as dependent variable and the access of farmers to professional training as
primary independent variable. There are two context variables related to the implementation of
public policies in agriculture on European and national level. The fourth variable, related to
agricultural structures and tradition, is the organization of agriculture on national level, i.e. the
characteristics of the sector.

Figure 1. Research design - concepts

context context

As shown in Figure 1, the study analyzes the agricultural sector based on four complex variables:
CAP, national agricultural policies, characteristics of the national agricultural sector and farmers'
access to training.



Definition and operationalization of concepts

Productivity of the agricultural sector
The productivity of the agricultural sector is, at least intuitively, a matter of production volume, a
guantitative concept, if we consider only one type of product. In a global approach, productivity is a
notion that means more than just a quantitative measurement. If we consider the "investments" in
agriculture - workforce used, various technical tools used to improve productivity, soil productivity,
etc. - the productivity of the agricultural sector becomes a complex calculation that aggregates
multiple types of measurements. The productivity of the agricultural sector is actually defined by the
ratio of the initial investment in agriculture and the final outcome. A common approach is to
measure productivity in terms of money, as the value of the entire agricultural output minus the
value of intermediate investments in the sector’. There are many ways of calculating productivity in
agriculture. Productivity in agriculture is a dependent variable. The quantitative indicators used to
measure this variable include:
= The share of agriculture in GDP - measuring the net contribution of
agriculture to the GDP of a country. It is measured by the "value added by
agriculture as a percentage of GDP" and represents the net output of the
agricultural sector after aggregating all outputs and subtracting the inputs
(invested value)
= Production value at base price - an indicator calculated as absolute value,
showing the actual value of the agricultural production. For the data
available from Eurostat, the value of the agricultural output is calculated in
million Euros.

European and national public policies

With regard to these policies, the study will focus, on one hand, on the general strategies used by EU
and the member states analyzed here to improve the productivity of the agricultural sector. On the
other hand, considering that EU's policy is not variable, but is a constant in relation to the national
policies, we will look at the extent to which the national policies reinforce certain European lines of
action concerning productivity. The analysis of CAP also examines the evolution of Europe's
agricultural production objectives over time.

Although treated as context variables, it is important to mention that the agricultural policies can
cause major differences in point of agricultural productivity, as well as in point of farmers' access to
specific professional training.

In identifying the lines of action that generate differences in farmers' access to education, we shall
consider the public policy documents (either national or European) that answer to the following
guestions: What are the governments' main instruments of intervention in the agricultural sector?
Are there any specific measures directed at the education of farmers and of the persons engaged in
agriculture? Are there any employment policies in place aimed at supporting the adaptation of
employees to the changes of labor market in agriculture? Is the available professional training
correlated to the changes/know-how needs of the agricultural labor market?

2 Zepeda, Lydia, editor - Agricultural Investment and Productivity in Developing Countries, FAO Economic and
Social Development Paper, 2001, available at http://www.fao.org/docrep/003/x9447¢e/x9447e00.htm, last
accessed 7.03.2013, p. 4
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Characteristics of the national agricultural sector

This variable is defined in terms of structures. With regard to agricultural productivity, we shall
analyze the extent to which the specific differences between agricultural structures result in different
national approaches to agriculture. Whether a country has an agriculture based on large farms, with
high outputs and using technology is directly related to the types of government interventions in the
sector. On the other hand, a country whose agricultural sector has a structure of small farms will
require other types of investments.
In point of indicators, when we discuss the characteristics of the national agricultural sector, we
consider the types of agricultural entities existing in a country, the type of management of such
entities, the average size of the entities, the types of products of the agricultural entities, the
national output value, the size of the farmland used, the number of employees in the agricultural
sector, the workforce structure, the labor relations in agriculture, the extent of clandestine work and
the wage structure in the agricultural sector. The following quantitative indicators will be analyzed:
= Share of agricultural land as percentage of the total area of the country.
= Number and structure of farms
= Share of the agricultural land used
= Share of employees in agriculture (% of the total number of employees in the
country)
= Share of female employees in agriculture (% of the total number of female
employees in the country)
= Share of male employees in agriculture (% of the total number of male
employees in the country)

Farmers' access to professional training

The access of farmers to professional training programs is defined from two perspectives: the
existence of private organization/association forms (trade unions, employers' organizations, farmers'
organizations) that have the potential and, desirably, the ability to focus the educational interests of
farmers and agricultural employees; and the educational instruments subsidized in a way or another
by the government and/or the European Union.

The study will examine the associational structures in point of representation (members,
organization, categories that are rather unrepresented in these structures, percentage of trade-union
members in agriculture, collective negotiation models, etc.) and of available educational services (do
the trade unions and employers' organization play any role in defining the educational offer or in
accessing funds for training?).

Another aspect considered in analyzing farmers' access to training is the funding of educational costs.
Thus, we shall identify the funding opportunities for the training of the persons working in
agriculture on a European, national or local level. Then, we shall identify the entities that can access
these funding opportunities and see the extent to which the government finances such professional
training activities.

Finally, we shall examine the providers of professional training to identify, on one hand, their interest
in delivering up-to-date knowledge and skills and, on the other hand, the methods used to draw the
target group (Who receives professional training? How is selection made? Is the training free? Are
the training providers public, or private entities?).

For an in-depth analysis the access of the persons engaged in agriculture to training, we shall further
review aspects concerning the curricula, too (Who defines the curricula? On what grounds? etc.), as
well as aspects concerning the actual access to training: access differences depending on types of
employers, levels of initial education or membership in a trade union.



The following quantitative indicators will be used:
= Persons enrolled in agricultural tertiary education (% of total students)
= Graduates of agricultural studies (% of total university graduates)
=  Farmers with basic or extensive agricultural education (% of total farmers)

Analysis method

This is a comparative study and the units of analysis are five countries: Bulgaria, France, Germany,
Italy and Romania. We shall consider, where appropriate, global data for the 27 EU member states,
taking these mean values as reference.

The qualitative analysis - the analysis of public policies - focuses on the agricultural policy, but pays
special attention to the educational policy (life-long learning included) and employment policies. The
analysis method consists in the content analysis of strategic documents and in identifying those
strategic directions that are likely to affect the variables considered here, i.e. productivity in
agriculture and farmers' access to professional training.

The quantitative analysis also includes the content analysis of the data sheets filled in by the project
partners in the surveyed countries.

The quantitative analysis will be based on the internationally-used traditional indicators, as described
above in the section on the definition and operationalization of variables.

Descriptive analysis will be used in the qualitative analysis of public policies and of the national
aspects requiring content explanation. Where statistical indicators are necessary, frequency analysis
and contingency tables will be used as data aggregation methods.

Data collection

The relevant data for each country was collected through the project partners. The collected data will
be analyzed qualitatively and descriptively. The statistical data is taken from official statistics for each
country offered by Eurostat or the World Bank. The data source will be specified for each chart.

Common Agricultural Policy and farmer's access to training

The Common Agricultural Policy (PAC) is one of the oldest European policies, as the first efforts to
identify common directions in the development of agriculture were initiated as early as in the 1950-s
as a consequence of the post-WWII economic situation. The six founding members of the European
Coal and Steel Community and, later, of the European Economic Community (Belgium, France,
Germany, Italy, Luxembourg and the Netherlands) had a major interest in improving the productivity
of the agricultural sector, which played a significant role in the economy?. The initial objectives of the
policy dealt with two aspects: the food security of Europe and the security of farmers' income.
Obviously, these premises let to protectionist national policies in most European countries®.

% Zobbe, Henrik - The Economic and Historical Foundation of the Common Agricultural Policy in Europe, Unit of
Economics Working Papers 2001/12, Fourth European Historical Economics Society Conference,

September 2001. Merton College, Oxford, U.K., available at
http://ageconsearch.umn.edu/bitstream/24212/1/ew010012.pdf, last accessed on 2.03.2013

*Hofreither, Markus F. - The “Treaties of Rome” and the development of the Common Agricultural Policy,
Diskussionspapier, DP-23-2007, Institut fiir nachhaltige Wirtschaftsentwicklung, July 2007, available at:
http://www.boku.ac.at/wpr/wpr dp/DP-23-2007.pdf , last accessed on 2.03.2013
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Considering these historical constraints, CAP is one of the most controversial European policies and
has undergone many changes in point of both objectives and implementation tools. This Chapter
describes CAP from 1962 to date, emphasizing the human resources development objectives from
1007 to 2013.

CAP - evolution from 1962 to 2007

The initial objectives of the Common Agricultural Policy were to improve productivity in agriculture,
to ensure a fair living standard to farmers, to stabilize markets and to assure availability of supplies
within the Union at affordable prices for consumers. PAC was established in 1957, as part of the
Treaty of Rome, and the first European-level decisions were adopted in 1962. These decisions
referred to the organization of six common agricultural markets (grains, pork, eggs, poultry meat,
fruit and vegetables and wine); introduction of competition rules; the establishment of protectionist
measures for the intra-community trade and the creation of the European Agricultural Guidance and
Guarantee Fund - the first funding instrument of the Common Agricultural Policy.

In the 1970-s, the objectives of CAP focused on initiating policies able to speed up the structural
adjustment of farms. Farmers' need for professional training was included in the Commission's
agenda at that time, too. The document "Reform of agriculture: practical proposals for the Commission"®
from 1970 proposed the following subjects for Council directives:

=  Modernization of farms

= |ncentives to farmers to withdraw from farming and encouraging the
redeployment of land to improve agricultural structures

= Farming qualifications/training and the provision of social and economic
information for farmers and farm workers

= Reduction of farmed areas

=  Regulation of farmers' association

However, part of these proposals were denied and only three of them remained in the 1972 agenda:
modernization of farms, the professional training of farmers and incentives to stimulate the
withdrawal of ageing population from farming®.

Nevertheless, that period saw an increase in the structural surplus’ for certain categories of
agricultural products and a widening of the income gaps within the agricultural sector, but especially
between agriculture and other sectors. As a result, in the 1980-s CAP focused on mitigating the
impact of these issues and on reducing expenditure in the agricultural sector. The general terms of
CAP are rediscussed in 1985 and the new directions are documented in a "Green Paper —

n8

Perspectives for the Common Agricultural Policy"®. After consultations on the Green Paper, the

Commission identified by the end of 1985 several priorities for CAP:

= To gradually reduce production in the sectors which are in surplus

> "Reform of agriculture: practical proposals for the Commission”, April 1970, available at

http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/cap-history/crisis-years-1970s/proposals-1970 en.pdf, last accessed 07.03.2013;
6 "A new common agricultural policy? Social and structural reform in agriculture", July 1972, available at
http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/cap-history/crisis-years-1970s/social-and-structural-reform-1972 en.pdf, last
accessed 09.03.2013;

/ "Agriculture and the problem of surpluses”, March 1980, available at http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/cap-
history/crisis-years-1980s/surpluses_en.pdf, last accessed 09.03.2013;

8 "Perspectives for the common agricultural policy"(Green paper),July 1985, available at
http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/cap-history/crisis-years-1980s/com85-333 en.pdf, last accessed 10.03.2013;
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= To increase the diversity and improve the quality of production (by reference
to the internal and external markets and the desires of consumers)

= To deal more effectively and systematically with the income problems of
small family farms

= To support agriculture in areas where it is essential for land use planning,
maintenance of the social balance and protection of the environment and
the landscape

= To make farmers more aware of environmental issues

= To contribute to the development in the Community of industries that
process agricultural produce, and thus involve agriculture in the profound
technological changes which are taking place’.

"0 the reform

The 1990-s are relevant for major changes in CAP. Known as the "MacSharry Reform
of the European agricultural policy involved a shift of vision with regard to the assistance granted to
farmers, from a price-oriented support to support for higher income. Thus, a new plan for the
development of CAP was devised in 1991''. The document submitted by the Commission to the
Council, which described this reform,™? argued that CAP needed to be revised in order to adapt it to
the current situation in which the food deficit had been overcome and the interventions in
agriculture, as implemented to that date, had generated a very small increase in the individual
purchasing power of farmers and agricultural workers. The new proposals were intended to a
participatory rural development able to maintain a sufficient number of farmers in rural areas, so
that to preserve the traditional environment and activities. In this approach, farmers have two major
roles: to produce and to protect the environment. The idea of non-farming activities and of rural
development outside the primary production sector appears. The control of production in order to
balance the markets and the organization of markets to reduce surplus and to improve the
sustainability of agriculture become key objectives of CAP. The competitiveness and efficiency of the
European agricultural sector have to be integrated with the current policies and the initial principles
(a common market, community preferences and financial solidarity) must be implemented.

Thus, new directions of PAC are identified after this document: improving competitiveness,
stabilizing the agricultural markets, diversifying production, environment protection and the EU
budget for agriculture, which becomes an instrument of financial solidarity among the member
states.

Although no specific reference is made during this period to the training of human resources in
agriculture, the proposed objectives hint at policies of this kind (in particular, those concerning the
improvement of competitiveness and environment protection).

Agenda 2000

The years 2000 came with a need for new policies and a financial framework able to prepare the EU
for eastward enlargement. Thus, Agenda 2000 was adopted as an action program that reformed both
the CAP and the regional policy and that had three major objectives: updating the European
agricultural model, reducing the economic differences between the regions of Europe and dealing
with all priorities, even at the expense of a lower budget increase.

9 "A future for Community agriculture - Commission guidelines following the consultations in connection with the
Green Paper", December 1985, available at http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/cap-history/crisis-years-
1980s/index_en.htm , last accessed 12.03.2013
10 Raymond "Ray" MacSharry was European Commissioner for Agriculture and Rural Development from 1989 to
1993.
1 The Development and Future of the CAP. Reflections Paper of the Commission”, February 1991, available at
Tgtp://ec.europa.eu/aqriculture/cap-history/1992-reform/com91-100 en.pdf last accessed 14.03.2013

Ibid. 11
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Rural development became a pillar of the agricultural policy, which encouraged local initiatives and
contributed to the diversification of small agricultural businesses.

The priorities for CAP in Agenda 2000 included™:

= Improving competitiveness and market orientation

=  Stabilizing agricultural income

= |ntegrating the environment issues with the agricultural policy
= Developing and improving the dynamics of rural areas

= Simplification and decentralization

With Agenda 2000, the access of farmers to professional training programs becomes part of the rural
development pillar and the key measures in this respect included the introduction of subsidies for
young farmers and farmer groups.

The CAP reform of 2003 involves major changes, both operational and in point of farmers'
responsibilities. Thus, direct aid is granted to farmers based on a single payment scheme and the
farmers receiving such aid have a clear legal obligation to have a sustainable farm management
system. This condition directly connects the payments to farmers to their care for the environment
and to other local or European requirements.

The reform of 2003 divided CAP into two pillars, one focusing on agricultural production and
agriculture as an economic sector and the other concerning the rural development.

The second pillar is relevant for the access of farmers to professional training as part of the reform of
CAP in 2003. The impact of the reform of 2003 on rural development can be seen in the
programming of the structural funds for agriculture in the programming period 2007-2013.

CAP 2007 - 2013

The enlargement of the European Union in 2004 and 2007 led to the diversification of rural areas and
farms and to an increase in the number of farmers. As a result, the allocation of funds for the period
2007-2013 needed to be reconfigured. To respond to this challenge, a single fund (the European
Agricultural Fund for Rural Development) was created exclusively for the second pillar of CAP.
In addition to this funding framework, strategic guidelines were defined for the European rural
development, based on four axes:
= Axis 1: improving the competitiveness of agriculture and forestry;
= Axis 2: improving the environment and the countryside;
= Axis 3: improving the quality of life in rural areas and encouraging
diversification of economic activity;
= Axis 4 - LEADER: helping local communities to generate employment
opportunities and diversify activities;

The programming criteria impose certain conditions on the member states, e.g. integrated approach
or complementarity of financial instruments.

The Council Decision of February 2006 on Community strategic guidelines for rural development
(programming period 2007 to 2013) stipulates that "The future rural development policy focuses on
three key areas: the agrifood economy, the environment and the broader rural economy and
population. The new generation of rural development strategies and programs will be built around
four axes, namely: axis 1, on improving the competitiveness of the agricultural and forestry sector;
axis 2, on improving the environment and the countryside; axis 3, on the quality of life in rural areas

13 "Agenda 2000. For a stronger and wider Union”, July 1997, available at http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/cap-

history/agenda-2000/com97-2000_en.pdf, last accessed 12.03.2013
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and diversification
of the rural economy; and axis 4, on Leader.

Under axis 1, a range of measures will target human and physical capital in the agriculture, food
and forestry sectors (promoting knowledge transfer and innovation) and quality production. Axis 2
provides measures to protect and enhance natural resources, as well as preserving high nature value
farming and forestry systems and cultural landscapes in Europe’s rural areas. Axis 3 helps to develop
local infrastructure and human capital in rural areas to improve the conditions for growth and job
creation in all sectors and the diversification of economic activities. Axis 4, based on the Leader
experience, introduces possibilities for innovative governance through locally based, bottom-up
approaches to rural development."**

The document states that the programming period 2007 to 2013 "provides a unique opportunity to
refocus support from the new EAFRD on growth, jobs and sustainability. In this respect, it is fully in
line with the Declaration on the Guiding Principles for Sustainable Development (2) and the renewed
Lisbon Action Program which seeks to target resources at making Europe a more attractive place in
which to invest and work, promoting knowledge and innovation for growth and creating more and

better jobs.""

In point of farmers' access to professional training, axes 1 and 3 clearly state the need for
investments in human resources in the rural areas. Axis 4 could also integrate the training of human
resources with innovative local approaches. Thus, the importance of farmers' access to professional
training becomes obvious, as it is an intersectoral component with a long-term impact on the level of
achievement of the development objectives in agriculture. The same document refers to the high
importance of investment in the key resource of human capital, which will allow rural areas and the
agrifood sector to look to the future with confidence. The labor market in rural areas is a priority for
Europe.
This document mentions a number of specific key actions related to the investments in the human
capital and to the access of persons in rural areas to professional training, but only as
recommendations for the national planning.
For Axis 1, most of the recommended key actions include elements of professional training:
= Restructuring and modernization of the agriculture sector, which continue to play an
important role in the development of many rural areas, particularly in the new Member
States. Successful agricultural adjustment can be the key to improving the competitiveness
and environmental sustainability of the agricultural sector and boosting jobs and growth in
related areas of the economy. This includes promoting the anticipation of change within the
agricultural sector in the context of restructuring and modernization and developing a
proactive approach to training and retraining farmers, particularly as regards transferable
skills;
= Encouraging the take-up and diffusion of information and communications technologies
(ICT). The agrifood sector as a whole has been identified as lagging behind in the take-up of
ICT technologies. This is particularly the case for smaller businesses. Adoption of e-business
applications is still at a low level outside of large multinationals and their larger suppliers.
Rural development funds should complement future Commission initiatives such as i2010 in
the fields of e-business (particularly in relation to small and medium-sized enterprises), e-
skills and e-learning;

14 Council Decision of 20 February 2006 on Community strategic guidelines for rural development (programming
period 2007 to 2013), (2006/144/CE), available at http://eur-
lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=CELEX:32006D0144:RO:HTML last accessed 10.03.2013

15 |bid. 14
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Fostering dynamic entrepreneurship. The recent reforms have created a market-oriented
environment for European farming. This brings new opportunities for farm businesses. But
the realization of this economic potential will depend on the development of strategic and
organizational skills. Encouraging the entry of young farmers into the profession can play an
important role in this respect;

Developing new outlets for agricultural and forestry products. New outlets can offer higher
value added, in particular for quality products. Support for investment and training in the
field of non-food production under rural development can complement measures taken
under the first pillar by creating innovative new outlets for production or helping the
development of renewable energy materials, biofuels and processing capacity;

The key actions for Axis 3 that incorporate and rely on the access to professional training include:

Raising economic activity and employment rates in the wider rural economy. Diversification
is necessary for growth, employment and sustainable development in rural areas, and
thereby contributes to a better territorial balance in both economic and social terms.
Tourism, crafts and the provision of rural amenities are growth sectors in many regions and
offer opportunities both for on-farm diversification outside agriculture and the development
of micro-businesses in the broader rural economy;

Encouraging the entry of women into the labor market. In many rural areas inadequate
childcare provision creates specific barriers. Local initiatives to develop childcare facilities can
facilitate access to the labor market. This can include the development of childcare
infrastructure, potentially in combination with initiatives to encourage the creation of small
businesses related to rural activities and local services;

Developing micro-business and crafts, which can build on traditional skills or introduce new
competencies, particularly when combined with purchase of equipment, training and
coaching, thus helping to promote entrepreneurship and develop the economic fabric;
Training young people in skills needed for the diversification of the local economy, which
can tap into demand for tourism, recreation, environmental services, traditional rural
practices and quality products;

The LEADER axis should contribute to the priorities of the other axes, but also play an important role

in the horizontal priority of improving governance and mobilizing the endogenous development

potential of rural areas. The local development strategies are play an essential role in this respect, to

the extent that they truly respond to the local needs. Such key actions with an impact on the training

of farmers could include:

Building local partnership capacity, animation and promoting skills acquisition, which can
help mobilize local potential;

Promoting private-public partnership. In particular, Leader will continue to play an
important role in encouraging innovative approaches to rural development and bringing the
private and public sectors together;

Promoting cooperation and innovation. Local initiatives such as Leader and support for
diversification can play an essential role in connecting people to new ideas and approaches,
encouraging innovation and entrepreneurship, and can promote inclusiveness and the
provision of local services. On-line communities can help in the dissemination of knowledge,
the exchange of good practices and innovation in rural products and services;

The European programming documents emphasize the importance of professional training in many

instances. Obviously, the economic growth objectives cannot be achieved without human resources

able to permanently adapt to the changes and evolutions in the global markets. The programming
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document on EAFRD recommends integrated approaches to professional training, which conform to
another European strategy, i.e. the employment strategy:

"As regards the development of human capital, support under rural development would target
farmers and the economic actors involved in the diversification of the rural economy. The
population of rural areas could receive support as part of an integrated, bottom-up approach. Actions
in these fields should be implemented in full compliance with the objectives of the European
Employment Strategy, as set out in the Integrated Guidelines for Growth and Jobs, and coherent with
the actions taken under the national reform programs in the framework of the Lisbon process. The
Education and Training 2010 work program seeks to achieve the education and the training side of
the Lisbon goals. Lifelong learning is at the heart of this program and applies to all levels and types
of education and training, including the agricultural, forestry and agrifood sectors."*°

The conclusion of this section is that the European policies and CAP in particular, in the period 2007
to 2013, have shown a general interest in and emphasized the importance of the professional
training of farmers. The following chapter will analyze the extent to which the European
recommendations have been incorporated in the national policies.

CAP post-2013

New CAP reforms are planned for the programming period 2014 to 2020. As the purpose of this
policy is to respond to the global changes by measures intended to improve the development of the
agricultural sector, while taking into account the agricultural diversity in the 27 EU Member States,
the debates over the new proposals for CAP started as early as in 2010. A new reform is necessary to
counteract the recent challenges: the global economic crisis, the environmental challenges and the
territorial challenges (a great diversity of farms and the dynamics of rural areas).
The reform objectives are built around three topics:
= Viable food production - with an emphasis on limiting the variability of
farmers' income, improving competitiveness and compensations for areas
affected by natural constraints.
= Sustainable management of the natural resources - focusing on securing the
supply of public goods, environmentally-friendly growth by innovation and
by limitation of and adaptation to climate changes.
= Balanced territorial development - stressing the dynamisms of rural areas
and employment, diversification and social and structural diversity in rural
areas.

A document of the European Commission that examines the potential impact of CAP from 2013
to 2020 in the field of rural development proposes the following priorities:

= Knowledge transfer

=  Competitiveness and viability of farms

=  Food chain organization and risk management

= Preservation and strengthening of the ecosystems that depend on
agriculture and forestry

= Economy based on low carbon emissions and the efficient use of resources

= Potential for job creation and growth in rural areas.

Therefore, at least two of the rural development priorities for 2014 to 2020 refer to improving the
access of farmers and, in a wider sense, of rural population to professional training programs. The

16 |bid. 14
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transfer of knowledge and information and the use of the human potential in rural areas can only be
achieved by consistent training programs and policies.

Another important strategic document that also defines the professional training priorities is Europe
2020 - A European strategy for smart, sustainable and inclusive growth®. The strategy involves
actions to help Europe to emerge stronger from the economic and financial crisis and to turn the
European Union into a smart, sustainable and inclusive economy, with high levels of employment,
productivity and social cohesion. Europe 2020 proposes three priorities:

= smart growth: developing an economy based on knowledge and innovation;

= sustainable growth: promoting a more resource efficient, greener and more
competitive economy;

= inclusive growth: fostering a high-employment economy

delivering social and territorial cohesion.

These priorities set the framework for the development of human resources in all sectors.
Particularly in the agricultural sector, the social inclusion goals can be achieved by training
programs, especially for vulnerable groups.

European legal framework concerning farmers' access to professional training

There are several European regulations that specifically apply to the professional training of farmers
and agricultural workers. Council Regulation (EC) No 1698/2005 of 20 September 2005 on support for
rural development by the European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development (EAFRD) is relevant in
this respect’®. This regulation contains specific provisions regarding the importance of training for
the objectives of CAP, as well as for the general development objectives of the European Union.

Article 15 of the Regulation stipulates that: "As regards training, information and diffusion of
knowledge, the evolution and specialization of agriculture and forestry require an appropriate level
of technical and economic training, including expertise in new information technologies, as well as
adequate awareness in the fields of product quality, results of research and sustainable management
of natural resources, including cross-compliance requirements and the application of production
practices compatible with the maintenance and enhancement of the landscape and the protection of
the environment. It is therefore necessary to broaden the scope of training, information and
diffusion of knowledge activities to all adult persons dealing with agricultural, food and forestry
matters. These activities cover issues under both the agricultural and forestry competitiveness and
the land management and environment objectives."

Article 46 speaks of "a need to accompany changes in rural areas by helping them to diversify
farming activities towards nonagricultural activities and develop non-agricultural sectors, promote
employment, improve basic services, including local access to Information and Communication
Technologies (ICTs) and carry out investments making rural areas more attractive in order to reverse
trends towards economic and social decline and depopulation of the countryside. An effort to

enhance the human potential in this respect is also necessary."".

17 "Europe 2020 - A European strategy for smart, sustainable and inclusive growth", available at

http://ec.europa.eu/archives/growthandjobs 2009/pdf/complet _en.pdf, last accessed 22.03.2013

18 Regulation (CE) 1698/2005 of the Council of September 20, 2005, available at

?gtp://eurlex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=DD:O3:66:32005R1698:RO:PDF, last accessed 18.03.2013
Ibid.
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The same document defines measures to support rural development by improving the
competitiveness of agriculture and forestry, including measures aimed at promoting knowledge and
improving human potential through vocational training and information actions, including diffusion
of scientific knowledge and innovative practices, for persons engaged in the agricultural, food and
forestry sectors.

There are many European regulations and policies® indicating that professional training in general
and specifically the professional training of farmers should be regarded as European and national
priorities, considering the economic growth and development objectives of the European Union. As a
result, the evolution of industry and technology should be supported by adequate professional
training and conversion measures. Moreover, the professional inclusion in the labor market is not
possible without an initial training and life-long learning framework.

The role of the European trade unions is to structurally improve the proposals of the European Union
concerning, among other things the professional training of employees. EFFAT (the European
Federation of Trade Unions in the Food, Agriculture and Tourism) develops various actions meant to
influence the European policies in the agricultural sector so that to promote adequate professional
training for farmers. In this respect, the actions of EFFAT focused on the reallocation of funds to
include employment investments in farms, innovation and professional training (2012), the
establishment of a European Sector Skills Council in agriculture to have a positive impact on job
creation and improving competitiveness in the agricultural sector (2012)*, the creation of an
Agripass curriculum vitae template and of a register of jobs in agriculture (2007).

National policies and practices concerning the training in agriculture

The national agricultural policies, although influenced by the European policies, practices and
implementation instruments, have different objectives. This chapter will analyze each of the
agricultural policies of the five surveyed countries, focusing on the period 2007 to 2011. Thus, we
shall review the main measures included in the national agricultural policies, with an emphasis on
training measures for farmers and proactive employment measures. Then, we shall identify the basic
characteristics of the labor market in the agricultural sector in each country and examine the
structure of the trade unions in agriculture.

National measures for agriculture

According to the new acquis on the European Union Cohesion Policy, each Member State develops a
National Strategic Reference Frameworks (NSRF) as a reference document for programming the
Structural and Cohesion Funds. Thus, the national agricultural policies are related, on one hand, to
the European policy in the sector and, on the other hand, to the national objectives in agriculture.

In Bulgaria, the national policy is aimed at developing a competitive agriculture and improving the
viability of rural areas, implementing a sustainable management of natural resources and applying
high quality standards for the agricultural produce. The strategy documents include the
implementation of CAP in the Program for the development of rural areas for 2007 to 2013. The
government's program for 2009 to 2013 fosters the development of agriculture as a major
component of the economic development. There are also specific policies for fishing and the
development of organic farms.

20 y/ocational education and training policy (which promotes life-long learning), instruments like EURES (the
European job mobility and training portal), Europe 2000 Strategy

21 Source: http://www.effat.euffiles/f44103c87136f665beadb156168721c4 1348236113.pdf
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In Germania, the national agricultural policy is defined by framework documents. e.g. "Improvement
of Agricultural Structures and Coastal Protection 2012-2015" and a national strategic plan for rural
development as CAP implementation plan.

In Romania, the NSRF defines the allocation priorities of the Structural and Cohesion Funds for the
reference period. The NSFR connects the national development priorities established by the National
Development Plan, 2007-2013, to the European priorities - the Community Strategic Guidelines (CSG)
on Cohesion, 2007-2013, and EU's Integrated Guidelines for Growth and Jobs, 2005-2008. This
strategic document for the medium-term planning of the Structural and Cohesion Funds is based on
the National Development Plan, 2007-2013, approved by the Government of Romania in December
2005. The National Strategic Plan provides the basis for implementation of the National Program for
Rural Development, 2007-2013.

In Italy, the common strategy is defined by a National Strategic Plan and locally organized depending
on the regional characteristics of the sector, while in France a law from 2006 defines the agricultural
policy.

The next section overviews the main measures established by the national policies referred to above
and analyzes the extent to which the professional training of farmers is regarded as a national
priority.

Main measures defined by the national policies

The measures defined by the national policies suggest the approach of national governments to the
professional training in agriculture. Although the professional training is not an objective per se, in
most cases, it is an essential instrument for achieving the objectives.

In Bulgaria, the national agricultural policy largely follows the European policies in this sector:

= Providing national and European funding to support the revitalization of the Bulgarian
agriculture and managing the European funds in an efficient and transparent manner, based
on an adequate project evaluation and monitoring system.

= Using the state aid as an instrument to address the existing problems and prioritizing the
agricultural policy actions.

= Using the market mechanisms to create competitive and sustainable agricultural entities.

= Sustainable markets for the agricultural produce.

=  Creating support conditions for small and medium-sized producers.

= Sustainable development of fishery and water resources.

= Improving the management ability of the sector.

= Improving the efficiency of the advice/consulting system in agriculture and using the
scientific research by improving the relationship between research and consulting in
agriculture and agribusiness.

= Regulating and protecting the traditional agricultural production and products of Bulgaria.

= Optimizing the irrigation infrastructure for an efficient use of water resources.

= Rural development policies focusing on the revitalization of tradition in rural areas, taking
into account the local potential and encouraging local initiatives.

= |mproving the quality of life, developing the infrastructure and basic services for the
companies and population in rural areas.

= Encouraging farmers to use the support opportunities for green farming and compensation
payments under Natura 2000 program.

The measures proposed in Bulgaria do not specifically refer to the professional training of farmers,
although some measures can be seen as encompassing this activity (e.g. counseling, revitalization of
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traditions, local initiatives, use of scientific research in agriculture, improving the management ability
of the sector, etc.).

The agricultural policy of Germany includes four measures but, like in Bulgaria's case, the
professional training of farmers is rather intrinsic. Thus, we can assume that the improvement of
production also includes the improvement of the ability of human resources to manage a more
productive process, while the measure concerning the improvement of the market structure requires
the professional training of the farmers involved.

1. Measures to improve production and working conditions in agriculture and forestry:

= Rationalization of agricultural and forestry companies

= Land management adapted to market and location

= Balancing the location disadvantages

= Other measures relevant for agriculture and forestry, mainly targeted at small family
businesses

2. Measures to reorganize rural land by improving the agricultural structures and securing a
strong and sustainable ecosystem

3. Water management and structural cultural measures
Measures to improve the market structure in agriculture, forestry and fishery by promoting
the grouping of producers and by providing incentives to producers in order to boost sales.

In France, the agricultural policy has the following objectives:

=  Promoting entrepreneurship to generate benefits for the labor market and improving the
quality of life for the persons engaged in agriculture.

=  Promoting social benefits and proper working conditions.

= Consolidating the income and activities in the sector

= Adequate response to the needs of citizens and consumers

=  Simplifying and modernizing agriculture
In general, improving the quality of life of the persons engaged in agriculture involves a training
process in order to obtain a sustainable measure. Furthermore, the entrepreneurship and the
modernization of agriculture also require action targeting the human resources, including the
transfer of specific management knowledge, as well as technological knowledge.

In Romania, the National Strategic Plan is built around three key elements:

1. Facilitating the conversion and modernization of the dual structure of agriculture and forestry, as
well as of the related processing industries, in order to make them more competitive and to
contribute to the economic growth and convergence of income in rural areas (where possible), while
securing proper living conditions and environment protection in these areas.

2. Preserving and improving the environment quality in the rural areas of Romania by fostering a
sustainable management of farmland and forests.

3. Managing and facilitating the transition of workforce from agriculture to other sectors able to offer
proper social and economic living conditions.

The emphasis of the third measure on transition from agriculture to other economic sectors suggests
the idea of professional conversion. Like in the other countries, the Romanian agricultural policy
focusing on the transformation and modernization of the agricultural sector can include professional
training as a means to improve the efficiency of the agricultural workforce.

In Italy, the agricultural policy is aimed at expanding the quality food production system, focusing on
traditional products and sustainability. Like in the other cases, the professional training is an implicit
dimension of the agricultural policy.
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The analysis of the main aspects of the national policies in the five countries leads to the conclusion
that they largely follow the European policy and the major objectives set by CAP. The professional
training is not an objective in itself, but can be an implicit instrument for accomplishing the proposed
goals.

Specific measures concerning farmers' access to professional training

Although the objectives of the national policies do not lay an emphasis on the professional training of
farmers as an essential element of implementation of the agricultural policy, there are many
measures that see the professional training as an explicit means used in developing and
implementing the policies. This section describes these measures.

In Bulgaria, the Rural Development Program, 2007 - 2013, includes a measure dedicated to
professional training and to information and dissemination of scientific knowledge to farmers. This
measure is targeted at the farmers registered according to the national regulations, to the managers
and employees registered as farmers in registered agricultural entities, individual owners of forests,
managers or employees of agricultural entities that own forests and persons receiving assistance for
farming and environment protection under other measures.

In Germany, the social partners have a substantial right to participate in the development (by the
Professional Training Regulations), regulation (by the Professional Training Committees) and
implementation (examination) of the professional training, mainly based on the legal framework
provided by the Professional Training Law. The social partners are consulted as part of the process of
revising the laws and regulations relevant for the sector. Additionally, they are involved in various
ways in the development and regulation of the training models, e.g. by participation in the
consultative committees of vocational schools.

In France, there is a national collective agreement for professional training in agriculture, which
provides the access of farmers to professional training. The National Agreement of 2/06/2004 on
professional training in agriculture includes the following provisions:

= Access to professional training for workers and individual right to education adapted to the
agricultural sector.

= |n order to improve the access of young people to training and education, a period is
provided during which they have specific employment contracts for on-the-job training.

= The participation of social partners in the development of professional training and
education is secured on national level in all sectors of agriculture.

= Assuring the development and stimulation of workers by skill assessment tests.

In Romania, the three key aspects of the national policy deal only to a limited extent with the
professional training. However, due to the European funds allocated for professional training,
professional training opportunities are available to farmers.

= The approach to the first key element primarily considered the manner of responding to and
mitigating the structural disadvantages affecting agriculture and forestry with a view to
modernization, strengthening and restructuring so that to achieve a high level of
competitiveness and sustainability in point of environment protection. This will provide a
sound mechanism for preserving rural life, widening the range of viable farming and other
jobs, thus contributing to the achievement of the income convergence objective, while
maintaining the social fabric. Another aim is to support the grouping of farmers in order to
avoid the excessive concentration of the capital and high fixed costs, while enabling the use
of scale economies and the efficient use of scarce capital resources and of the funds granted
by the European Union.

= |n approaching the third key aspect, the NSP seeks to improve the balance between the
economic development of rural areas and the sustainable use of natural resources by
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maintaining and improving the attractiveness of rural areas as essential elements for the
diversification of farms and for identifying alternative economic activities. To this end, the
program includes measures like supporting the continuation of agricultural activities in
disadvantaged areas, thus approaching the problem of land abandonment; furthermore,
farmers will be supported to implement/continue to use farming methods that are not
harmful to the environment or to change the destination of land from farming to forestry.
Special attention will be paid to help the farmers and forest owners to reduce the specific
disadvantages and to comply with the obligations resulting from the implementation of the
network of protected areas under Natura 2000.

= The third key aspect refers to the fact that the NSP focuses on the needs of two categories of
population in rural areas: the population above the retirement age and the active population
working part-time or unemployed. In this respect, the strategic guidelines are aimed at
facilitating the transfer of land between generations and the diversification of non-farming
rural economy.

Another type of relevant measures can be found in Axis 3 of the National Program for Rural
Development: quality of life in rural areas and diversification of rural economy. The first priority
(strategic objective) in the implementation of Axis 3 consists in maintaining and developing the
economic activities considering the existing context in Romania and is targeted at the creation of
new jobs. The development and diversification of the economic activities in rural areas and the
growth of employment by the development of companies and creation of new jobs is a key factor in
preserving the rural population and securing its welfare. One of the essential challenges confronting
rural economy is the impact of the restructuring process and the implied need for diversification and
growth of the non-farming sector in rural economy. The diversification of farms and other companies
by shifting to the non-farming sector is not just a reasonable response to the ever-changing demands
of the market, but will contribute to absorbing the workforce surplus in agriculture. In order to be
accomplished, this objective needs to be correlated with the support granted through the
professional training and education activities under the Sectoral Operational Program "Human
Resources Development". It is necessary to promote non-farming activities, which can result in
increasing the rural income, creating new jobs and reducing the gap between rural and urban areas,
fostering and supporting the diversification of rural activities, by acquiring entrepreneurial abilities
and new skills and by widening the range of services available to rural population.

The specific measure included in the Italian national policy concerning education is Measure 111 -
professional training and information campaigns, organized in many regions of Italy. This measure
contributes to the achievement of the specific objective of expanding the professionalization of
farmers and of all the persons engaged in farming and forestry, by providing a proper level of
technological and economic knowledge, combining information, training and consulting in a single
knowledge system.

The measure includes two distinct actions:

1) Training and information for forestry and farming: contributions granted by province level
announcements for participation in information events and/or training activities selected from the
Green Catalog.

The beneficiaries of this action include: Farm owners, contractors, employees, young people la
employed in their first job, either individually or as members of various associations.

2) Actions to support the knowledge system: data funds by regional contests, to improve, integrate
and supplement the offer of information and training for the employees in forestry and agriculture.
The beneficiaries of these actions include vocational education institutions and training providers.
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The national policies of the three countries differ, but each individual national policy includes, in a
form or another, objectives and funding programs related to the professional training of farmers. The
national policies incorporate more or less the European ideas on agriculture. There is a major gap
between the policies of the new Member States and those of the old ones. Thus, Romania and
Bulgaria include almost all the provisions of CAP in their national policies, while Italy, France and
Germany are more concerned with adapting the national policy to the national context and demands.

Proactive national employment policies and their impact on the labor market in the agricultural
sector

The agricultural policy alone cannot address all the challenges confronting the rural population. Thus,
the employment policy is equally relevant for farmers and for their position in the labor market. This
section overviews the main employment policies and the way they affect the labor market in the
agricultural sector.

In Bulgaria, the National Action Plan for Employment is aimed at raising the employment rate and
inclusion in the labor market of vulnerable groups as a priority for the areas greatly affected by the
economic crisis. The proactive employment policies implemented in the labor market partly impact
the acceleration of economic recovery, to the extent that they are able to directly affect the
workforce supply (both quantitatively and qualitatively) and a rapid and quality transition in the labor
market.

At the same time, the provision of professional training and the subsidizing of employment for
vulnerable groups also mean social welfare and social inclusion, providing income and welfare to
beneficiaries and taxes and social welfare contributions to the government. Unfortunately,
according to the Bulgarian project partners, the programs implemented by the employment agencies
rather offer poorly paid and low quality jobs. As much as 45% to 53% of the jobs offered during the
last five years by these agencies were for unskilled workers. This practice results in a partial short-
term improvement of the current situation of the labor market, but generates strategic planning risks
and challenges. The creation of quality new jobs is associated with investments in the economy,
agriculture included, but such investments are limited. The operational program "Human Resources
Development” does not focus on a specific policy to strengthen the labor market, based on
mobilizing the necessary skills for a sustainable and competitive development of the economy, but a
policy of this kind is much needed, more than anywhere else, in the agricultural sector Many
employees in agriculture are excluded from the proactive measures implemented through this
human resources development program or from the programs of the employment agencies.

In Germania, there is a learning support trade union, the Association for Promoting Farming and
Forestry, Workers' Association (VLF), which contribute to the life-long learning and, consequently to
employment.

PROVEA is a program implemented in France by the social partners. The program has survey and
research objectives aimed at promoting jobs and employment in agriculture. The program is financed
by a contribution of 0.2% of the labor costs. The contribution is paid to the organizations
implementing the program by employers (75%) and employees (25%).

The creation of new jobs in Romania, in the non-agricultural sector, both in and outside farms, will
contribute to the improvement of the structure of farms and rural economy, as well as to creating
new jobs. The actions that generate new jobs are correlated with the training and skill improvement
programs, as a key condition for the development of the human capital and for adaptation to the
specific requirements of the new economic activities. The employment policies mainly focus on non-

18



farming activities. Moreover, like in Bulgaria, farmers risk to be left outside the programs of
employment agencies, as they are considered to be engaged in agriculture.

Italy has several proactive employment policies, which are part of the employment stabilization
objective. There are professional training programs, as well as programs aimed at the inclusion in the
labor market of some specific categories, e.g. women, young people, chronically unemployed, non-
EU citizens, etc. Another method to improve employment consists in combined employment
contracts, which balance professional experience and training periods. Each Italian region has a
specific system of employment public services. If we look at the employment rates in Italy, we notice
that the unemployment rate is high, especially among young people, and that there are many
differences between regions. Underemployment is also present, as the demand often exceeds the
supply, resulting in the expansion of economic insecurity. The unemployment costs in Italy ate lower
than in other sectors of social expenditure.

The employment policies in Romania and Bulgaria do not cover the agricultural sector completely,
making various professional training opportunities inaccessible to farmers. The policies in France and
Germany seem to put more power into the hands of trade unions, which can take proactive action in
connection with the employment in the agricultural sector. Italy has regional employment policies
and various instruments for improving employment (combined contracts, special programs for
vulnerable groups, etc.).

Trade unions in agriculture

There are two major trade unions in Bulgaria having a representative status at national level: the
Confederation of Independent Trade Unions in Bulgaria (CITUB) and the Confederation of Labor
Podkrepa. CITUB has 28 member organizations. In the agricultural sector, the trade unions are
represented by the Federation of Independent Trade Unions in Agriculture, through FNSZ and NFZGS.

The Federation of Independent Trade Unions in Agriculture (FNSZ) represents and promotes the
interests of 5,500 employees in agriculture, including farmers and employees in veterinary services,
irrigation, agricultural sciences, grains and seeds production, storm and damage protection and
cattle breeding and selection. It has 5,500 members (9.6% workers in agriculture) from 118 trade
unions organized into guilds and local associations. All the organizational activities of the federation
are aimed at defending and protecting the trade union interests and rights of the workers in this
sector and to counteract the negative processes related to the restructuring of the sector using the
available legal means, including collective negotiation and social dialog.

PODKREPA has 90,000 members. The agricultural federation has around 1,000 members. Non-trade
union members include employees of small and medium-sized farms and agricultural facilities,
seasonal workers and family farm workers.

In Germany, the number of unionized workers is slightly declining and the level of unionization in
agriculture is around 10%. In horticulture, the companies are smaller, which results in a level of
unionization below 10%, while in forestry it exceeds 50%. Over 80 workers' councils (mostly
members of IG BAU), especially in large companies, represent the trade union locally, thus directly
representing around 20% of the employees in agriculture.

In France, there are three major trade unions that represent the agricultural sector: CFDT, CGT, CFE
CGC (representing technicians and managers).

In Romania, the trade unions relevant for agriculture include Agrostar Federation (Federatia
Nationala a Sindicatelor din Agricultura, Alimentatie, Tutun, Domenii si Servicii Conexe ,,AGROSTAR")
and
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CERES (Centrala Nationala a Sindicatelor Lucratorilor din Agricultura, Industrie Alimentara, Turism si
Activitati Conexe "CERES"). They operate as trade union federations or trade unions and are
represented at national and local level.

The trade union members include: employees of agricultural companies, research institutes and
facilities, food and tobacco companies, farmers, as well as independent professionals, from all
sectors of agriculture (land cultivation, poultry breeding, viticulture, horticulture, trade unions of
producers and farmers). Unionized persons represent 20% of the total number of employees and
individual workers in agriculture.

The main trade unions in Italy include FAI — CISL Federazione Agricola Alimentare Ambientale
Industriale; FLAI-CGIL (Federazione Lavoratori dell’Agrolndustria; INAS-CISL Instituto Nazionale
Assistenza Sociale CISL; UGC-CISL (Unione Generale Coltivatori); UILA-UIL (Regionale Unione Italiana
Lavoratori Agroalimentare). These organizations include all workers in the food industry. Therefore,
the agricultural sector is present only in part. The agricultural workers represent 40% of the workers.
Seasonal and temporary workers are the least represented categories.

Employers

There are four national confederations of employers in Bulgaria, recognized as representative based
on the criteria defined by the Labor Code (until the last census of 2012):

= Bulgarian Industrial Chamber

= Industrial Capital Association

= Bulgarian Chamber of Commerce and Industry

= Confederation of Employers and Industrialists of Bulgaria

In Germany, the employers in agriculture are grouped in the Federation of Employers in Agriculture
and Forestry, which represents agricultural and forestry companies.

In France, the largest organization of employers is the National Federation of Agricultural Holders'
Unions - FNSEA. The federation includes both employers' and professional organizations. All the
members of FNSEA are employers in the agricultural sector.

In Romania, the representative employers' organizations are the National Federation of Romanian
Agricultural Producers, the League of Agricultural Producers' Associations in Romania (LAPAR), the
Federation of Agricultural Employers in Romania (FPAR), ProAgro Confederation, the National
Federation of Employers in Agriculture and Food Industry (FNPAIA) and the Confederation of
Employers in Industry, Agriculture, Construction and Services in Romania (CONPIROM). The
members include employers' associations of agricultural producers.

In Italy, the most important employers' organizations are COLDIRETTI, CIA, CONFAGRICOLTURA. They
represent various types of agricultural employers, small, as well as larger farms.

The role of trade unions and employers' organizations in providing professional training services
for the employees in the agricultural sector

In Bulgaria, the professional training is regulated by the Labor Code and is included in the collective
employment agreement. The regulatory changes concerning the professional training introduced
approaches that refer to the mutual obligations of employees and employers in solving this major
issue. The specific details of these obligations are defined by the law. These changes immediately
resulted in a modernization of the collective employment agreement. The employer is responsible
for the professional development of the employees. At the same time, the trade unions offer short
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training courses for their active members on topics ranging from changes in the labor regulations to
European regulations, communication and negotiation, as well as other subjects of interest for trade
union members. This informal training form plays an important role in the career advancement of
workers and promote successful social dialogs.

In Germany, there is a political demand for the allocation of funds for professional training. The trade
unions and employers' associations participate in defining the training content and the employers
may implement professional training programs in their companies.

In France, the social partners are represented in the boards of directors of OPCA (Joint Commission
for Collective Training). OPCA is officially authorized by the government.

In Romania, the employers' organizations and trade unions promote professional training activities,
considering the demands related to the improvement of competitiveness, diversification of
agricultural production and activities,

restructuring and modernization of the agricultural sector, encouragement of market-oriented
business and the need for a wide range of business and management skills.

In Italy, the trade unions and employers agreed on establishing a joint management system for the
professional training of workers in the agricultural sector and the professional training is
implemented by the social partners.

The analysis of the five cases leads to the conclusion that the trade unions and employers'
organizations play an important role in the professional training, either by participating in the
development of curricula or by implementing professional training programs. Therefore, these
entities can directly influence the policies on professional training in agriculture, at least nationally. In
Romania and Bulgaria, where the trade unions and employers' organizations can only implement
professional training services, the curricula are rather determined by the funding programs accessed
for providing training to farmers.

Characteristics of the agricultural sectors - a comparative analysis

This chapter reviews the main indicators of the agricultural sector, which describe, on one hand, the
structure of the sector in physical terms (farmland area, farm size, number of farms, types of farms,
etc.) and, on the other hand, the workforce structure (percentage of persons engaged in agriculture)
and the differences between the small-scale agriculture (subsistence and semi-subsistence farming)
and large-scale agriculture.

Share of agricultural land as percentage of the total area of the country

This indicator describes the agriculture growth potential of a country. The agricultural land is defined
as part of the total area, including: arable land, permanent cropland and pasture land. Arable land is
defined by the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO) as the land under
temporary agricultural crops, temporary meadows for mowing or pasture and land under market and
kitchen gardens. Permanent cropland is the land cultivated with long-term crops which do not have
to be replanted for several years. This category includes land under trees and shrubs producing
flowers, fruit trees, walnut trees and vineyards, except those for forest trees. Permanent pasture
land is the land used permanently (five years or more) to grow herbaceous forage crops, either
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cultivated or growing wild®2. We mention that the indicator also measures the unused agricultural
land, as it does not quantify the actual use of the agricultural land, but the agricultural potential.

The chart below shows the changes in the share of agricultural land as percentage of the total area of
the country in 2004 to 2009.

Chart 1. hare of agricultural land as percentage of the total area of the country (2004-2009)*
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As we can see in the chart above, the five countries analyzed here do not differ substantially in point
of agricultural potential. All the analyzed countries experienced a decrease in the share of
agricultural land by up to 3% from 2004 to 2009. Romania has the largest agricultural land area,
followed by France, Germany, Italy and Bulgaria. The greatest differences are between Romania and
Bulgaria - over 10%. In point of agricultural potential, it is worth mentioning that, in general, the
countries with a larger total area tend to have a higher agricultural potential, too. However, Romania
has a smaller area than the three countries in Western Europe. A possible explanation is the
rural/urban ratio: Romania has the highest percentage of rural population of the five countries (45%,
compared to 33% in Italy, 30% in Bulgaria, 24% in France and 12% in Germany)®. Thus, the large
agricultural area of Romania can be also seen as an indicator of lower urbanization, i.e. of less built-
on area.

Number and structure of farms

Agricultural holding is an economic unit of agricultural production under single management, which
conducts agricultural activities by using agricultural land and/or by livestock breeding or activities for
maintaining agricultural land in proper farming and environment conditions, either as core business
or as a secondary activity.

There are two types of agricultural holdings: unincorporated (individual farms, subsistence farms,
individual or family enterprises) and incorporated (agricultural companies, trading companies,
autonomous corporations controlled by the government, cooperatives, etc.)

22 \World Bank’s definition of the indicator taken from World Development Indicators (WDI), available at
http://data.worldbank.org/indicator

23 Data from World Development Indicators (WDI), available at http://data.worldbank.org/indicator, last accessed
12.03.2013

24 Data from 2003, taken from http://www.nationmaster.com/graph/peo_per_liv_in_rur_are-people-percentage-
living-rural-areas last accessed 17.03.2013.
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Unincorporated agricultural holding is an economically-independent economic unit comprising one
or more persons, generally members of the same family, who work together, under common current
management, to generate agricultural production, irrespective of size or purpose.

Incorporated agricultural holding is any technically and economically independent unit that operates
under a single current management, irrespective of ownership, size or production destination, which,
during the reference period, had agriculture as core business or conducted agricultural secondary
activities in addition to its non-agricultural core business.

In France, there are almost 500,000 farms or similar agricultural entities. In point of physical
structure, around 25% of them have less than 6 hectares, while other 25% have over 82 hectares.
The number of farms has decreased by 26% over the last ten years, but the number of large farms
remained constant. In point of production type, 150,000 of the French farms are cattle farms, while
310,000 cultivate crops. A relevant fact is that 6% of the farms (the 6% largest farms of more than
200 hectares) physically cover 25% of the agricultural land.

Like France, Italy has experienced a decrease in the number of farms in the recent years and the
average farm area expanded. Small family farms prevail, but the emergence of new, more flexible
types of agricultural entities caused an increase in the number of employees in agriculture. The
professionalization of agriculture has already begun, as suggests the fact that smaller farms (below
30 hectares) disappear, while the large farms increase in number. In 96% of cases, the farms are
small family businesses, but there is an increasing diversity of farm owners. The number of
agricultural companies increased compared to 2000, although they own 3.6% of the total farms and

use 17.7% of the agricultural land in Italy.

In Germany, there are almost 300,000 farms of an average area around 55 hectares, and 371,000 in
Bulgaria, which have an average area of 10 hectares.

There are around 3.8 million agricultural holdings in Romania. According to the European
Agricultural Census of 2010, this is 32% of the total number of agricultural holdings in the European
Union®.

The following table shows the number of agricultural holdings in the five countries, in relation to the
agricultural land used and the average size of holdings.

Table 1. Number of farms and area used”®

Country Number of farms | Percentage in total | Agricultural area | Percentage in total | Average
in 2010 - | EU27, number of | used, 1000 | EU27, agricultural | area/farm, in
thousands farms, 2010 hectares area used hectares

Bulgaria | 3711 3.1% 3,621.0 21% 9.8

France 514.8 43 % 27,090.0 15.9% 52.6

Germany | 299.1 25% 16,704.0 9.8% 55.8

Italy 1,630.0 13.5% 12,885.3 7.6% 7.9

Romania 3,856.3 32.0% 13,298.2 7.8% 34

EU 27 12,053.8 100% 170,027.3 100% 14.1

» EU-Agricultural census 2010 - The number of agricultural holdings in the EU27 fell by 20% between 2003 and 2010. While

the

agricultural area

decreased by only

2% -

October

2011,

available at

http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/cache/ITY PUBLIC/5-11102011-AP/EN/5-11102011-AP-EN.PDF last accessed 23.02.2013

% Data from EU-Agricultural census 2010 October 2011, available at http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/cache/ITY PUBLIC/5-
11102011-AP/EN/5-11102011-AP-EN.PDF last accessed 23.02.2013
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The table above shows that the countries with the greatest number of farms are also the countries
with the smallest per-farm area (Romania, with 3.4 hectares, and Italy, with 7.9). Bulgaria remains
below the European mean, while Germany and France are obviously countries with rather large and
professional farms. If we consider the European mean of 14 hectares, we can assume that Bulgaria,
Italy and Romania have a small-scale agriculture compared to Germany and France. We also note
that France and Germany have the highest agricultural land use, although Romania has a larger
usable agricultural area (see Chart 1).

The data presented above already define certain categories that describe the professionalization of
agriculture and the extent to which small-scale agriculture (subsistence and semi-subsistence
farming) prevail in the agricultural sector. Obviously, of the five countries, only Germany and France
can be considered as countries with a developed agriculture. Romania has one third of the farms in
Europe and uses about 8% of the total European agricultural area used. Comparatively, France has
4.3% of the European farms and uses 16% of the total agricultural land in Europe.

Employees in the agricultural sector

As we have already pointed out, of the five countries analyzed, two can be classified as having a
developed agriculture, while in the other three (Bulgaria, Italy and Romania) the development of
agriculture is limited in point of size of the agricultural holdings. Obviously, the size of farms also
gives an idea of their technological level. For an in-depth analysis of the development differences in
the agricultural sector between the three countries, this chapter will focus on the workforce in
agriculture. The first assumption is that a great number of farms means a great number of
employees. The second assumption is that a great number of employees in the agricultural sector
means a higher need for access to professional training.

This section analyzes two types of indicators: percentage of employees in the agricultural sector and
gender differences in the employment in agriculture. While the former indicator describes a situation
that can be correlated with the need for professional training, the latter also points at the gender
category with the greatest training needs.

A methodological element that should be emphasized is the use of the concept of employees in
agriculture. Although the World Bank defines employees as persons working for a public or private
employer and receiving remuneration in money or in kind in consideration of their work, the data are
based on the available national statistics. According to the data sheets used in this project, all the five
countries report the existence of clandestine work, especially among the disadvantaged categories
(persons with low income or immigrants). In Italy, for instance, clandestine work in agriculture
amounted to 37% of the total persons working in the agricultural sector in 2011. In Romania, the
National Institute of Statistics uses the concept of person engaged in subsistence agriculture for all
owners of agricultural land, regardless whether they are employed or not.

Chart 2. Share of employees in agriculture (% of the total number of employees in the country)®’

27 Data from World Development Indicators (WDI), available at
http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SL.AGR.EMPL.ZS, last accessed 12.03.2013
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The lowest percentages of employees in the agricultural sector are in Germany and France, the only
countries with a developed agriculture (1.6% and 2.9%, respectively). This is explained by the higher
use of technology and machinery in agriculture, which reduces the employment needs, in spite of the
large size of farms. On the other hand, the need for specific professional training (in the use of the
technological infrastructure in agriculture) is likely very high in these countries, compared to the
countries with prevailing small-scale agricultures. Italy has a small number of employees in this
sector, in spite of the relatively great number of farms and of the mean per-farm area. Half of the
Italian farmers are employed while the other half work in their own farms. In Bulgaria, the number is
relatively great compared to the other three countries. Here, more than 90% of the persons
employed in agriculture are family farm workers. Romania is a particular case. Although the
percentage increase trend is most obvious in this case, it is important to mention that, like in
Bulgaria, over 90% of the persons engaged in agriculture are actually persons who own and cultivate
a plot of land, without being actually employed and without being evident that their work generates
income.

The following chart shows the percentage of women working in agriculture of the total number of
women active in the labor market. While, in general, the tendencies identified with regard to the
employees in agriculture remain unchanged, we note in Romania a slight increase in the percentage
of women working in agriculture.
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Chart 3. Share of female employees in agriculture (% of the total number of female employees in the
country)®®
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The next chart, concerning the percentage of men working in agriculture, shows the same tendencies
as in the case of women. We note that in four cases out of five the percentage of men working in
agriculture in lower than that of women. Romania is again a particular case.

Chart 4. Share of male employees in agriculture (% of the total number of male employees in the
country)®

Share of male employees in agriculture (% of the total number
of male employees in the country)

60,00
50,00
4000 B Romania
H ltaly
30,00
= Germany
20,00 M France
M Bulgaria
10,00
0,00
2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
28 |pid.
29 bid. 16

26



The data regarding the workforce in agriculture are relevant indicators for the access of agricultural
workers to professional training. Thus, the more persons are engaged in agriculture in a country, the
higher should be the need for access to professional training in the sector. Theoretically, a significant
part of these employees should be trained, just like in any other field. In an unstable economic
context and considering the technological developments and industrial evolution, the professional
training of farmers should be a priority.

Analyzing these data from the perspective of the two types of agriculture previously identified, i.e.
large-scale agriculture (in France and Germany) and subsistence and semi-subsistence agriculture (in
Italy, Bulgaria and Romania), the approaches to the professional training of farmers should take into
account the types of knowledge and skills that farmers need. Thus, in France and Germany technical
training would be more likely required. The countries with a small-scale agriculture should consider
the types of agricultural holdings, the great number of farmers who perform several functions at the
same time (manager, worker, entrepreneur, etc.) and the training needs so that they be able to
perform better once trained.

Productivity of the agricultural sector and farmer's access to training

This section analyzes the relationship between productivity in the agricultural sector in terms of
percentage of GDP and indicators relevant for the access of farmers to professional training. The
share of GDP generated by agriculture in the European Union is less than 3%; however, the
agricultural sector is a source of income for about 20% of EU's population, i.e. people living mostly in
rural areas and for whom the agricultural sector is of maximum relevance™.

Productivity of the agricultural sector

Productivity in the agricultural sector can be measured by various indicators. As we have already
mentioned in the description of the method, we shall use two traditional indicators. The first one -
the percentage of agriculture in GDP - shows the importance of agriculture in a country and the
contribution of the sector to the total domestic product of the country. It is a percentage that
indicates how much of the country's economy is represented by agriculture. The second indicator
rather measures performance. The value of production shows, in absolute (financial) terms, what is
the value of agricultural production in a country. We use these two indicators for methodological
reasons, considering that both of them are relevant for analyzing the productivity of the agricultural
sector. While for the former comparisons show how much more relevant is the agricultural sector for
a country compared to the others, the latter indicates the way countries perform, allowing for the
absolute results (in million Euros) to be compared.

The share of agriculture in GDP is the agriculture value added as a percentage of GDP (considering
the base price) and represents the net output of the agricultural sector after aggregating all outputs
and subtracting the inputs (invested value). The chart below shows the percentage of GDP
represented by agriculture in the period from 2007 to 2012, according to Eurostat data. We mention
that no 2012 data is available for France.

30 Access to European Union — online version available at http://www.europedia.moussis.eu/books/Book 2/ last
accessed 20.03.2013.
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Chart 4. Agricultural value added as percentage of GDP, 2007 - 2012*
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The agriculture percentage of GDP in the five countries analyzed here indicate a clear tendency. The
countries with a high agricultural potential and developed agricultures have a low agriculture
percentage of GDP. The same tendency is also visible in the European mean, which is almost identical
to the figures in France and Germany. Italy has the same tendency in point of agriculture value added,
although the characteristics of its agricultural sector bring it closer to Romania and Bulgaria in terms

of types of agricultural holdings and average farm size (see Table 1). The values for Bulgaria and
Romania are around 7%.

The chart above clearly shows that agriculture is an important sector in the economy of Romania and
Bulgaria, with a percentage of GDP much higher than in the other countries and than the European
mean. The economical importance of agriculture is more limited in Italy, France and Germany.

The following indicator examined actually shows the significance of the agriculture percentage of
GDP, i.e. how much is Romania's and Bulgaria's approximately 7% compared to France's 2%. The
chart below displays the values for each country, in million Euros, in the period from 2007 to 2012.

3! Eurostat data, available at http://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do last accessed 18.03.2013
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Chart 5. Production value at base prices, 2007-2012%
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The countries with sound agriculture have a higher value of agricultural production. France has the
highest production value, followed by Germany. Italy is again at the middle, while Romania and
Bulgaria have low production values. A decrease of this value in all countries is visible in 2009.

The chart shows that, although agriculture does not generate a significant percentage of GDP in
Germany and France, the agricultural profit in absolute figures in these countries is higher than in the
countries where agriculture is a net contributor to GDP. In fact, the agricultural revenues of Romania
and Bulgaria are low. If we examine these results in relation to the percentage of employees in
agriculture, we can conclude that the countries with low production (in economic terms), but for
which the sector is significant as a revenue source, also have the greater number of employees in
agriculture.

This section reinforces the conclusions of the previous section concerning the characteristics of the
agricultural sector. At this point, we have two groups of countries: Germany and France (with a
developed agricultural sector, large farms, less employees and a relatively high production value,
which represents, however, a low percentage of GDP) and Romania and Bulgaria (with small farms,
many employees and a low production value representing a higher percentage of GDP). Italy cannot
be clearly included in either of these categories, but it is rather close to France and Germany (small
farms, few employees, average production value representing a low percentage of GDP).

Farmers' access to professional training

As already emphasized in the previous chapters, the access of farmers to professional training is a
key factor in the implementation of the European and national policies. In order to accomplish the
development objectives set by the European and national programming documents, a workforce
adapted to the current economic context, skilled and productive is required. The improvement of

32 Eurostat data, available at http://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do?dataset=aact_eaa01&lang=en,
last accessed 23.03.2013
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farmers' management, technical or technological skills requires proper initial training, as well as life-
long learning provided by intensive training programs.

One of the major challenges confronting the persons engaged in agriculture is the aging process and
the limited number of young people willing to manage a farm, to start small businesses in agriculture
or to simply work in this sector. Under the circumstances, a developed agricultural sector will be
hard to build, especially for countries like Romania and Bulgaria, which, as we have pointed out,
experience deficiencies regarding the value of economic production and have many persons engaged
in agriculture and small-sized farms.

This section presents the indicators concerning the access of farmers to professional training. The
indicators used show, on one hand, the percentage of people benefiting from agricultural higher
education. The indicator is symmetrical to the one concerning the agriculture percentage of GDP,
showing the importance of the agricultural sector from an educational perspective. The second
indicator used is the percentage of farmers with basic or extensive education in agriculture. It shows
the degree of professionalization of work in agriculture.

The chart below describes the share of persons enrolled in agricultural tertiary education (% of total
students) and graduates of agricultural studies (% of total university graduates).

Chart. 6. Share of graduates of agricultural studies in the total number of persons enrolled in or
graduates of tertiary education, 2010%.
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All the analyzed countries follow the European tendencies, with percentages of students or
graduates of agricultural universities oscillating around the same mean values of 1.6% and 1.8%,
respectively. The indicator does not suggest significant differences among the five countries, which
means that the agricultural higher education does not generate major differences in point of
performance of the agricultural sector.

The next indicator describes the percentage of farmers/agriculture workers with basic or higher
education in agriculture. According to a Report of the European Commission's Directorate-General
for Agriculture and Rural Development, the last year for which such data are available is 2005.
Methodologically, the indicator only refers to farm managers, irrespective of the farm type or size.

33 Eurostat data, available at
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/tgm/bookmark.do?tab=table&plugin=1&language=en&pcode=tps00062# last
accessed 17.02.2013

30


http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/tgm/bookmark.do?tab=table&plugin=1&language=en&pcode=tps00062

Agricultural education has three dimensions: only practical experience (actual work in a farm), basic
education (any course completed in a college or other specialized institution; apprenticeship in
agriculture is considered as basic education) or extensive education (any course taken after the
completion of compulsory education and equivalent to a two-year educational cycle, completed in a
college, university or other higher education institution).

Chart 7. Percentage of farmers trained in agriculture (basic or extensive education), 2005
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Germany and France are countries with a level of farmer education much above the European mean.
While in general only 20% of the managers of farms and agricultural holdings in the European Union
have at least basic education in agriculture, in Germany and France most of the persons managing an
agricultural holding have this type of training. Italy is below the European mean, while in Bulgaria and
Romania agriculture seems to be a field in which learning is based almost exclusively on practical
experience. The data are based on the clusters identified in the previous sections of the study.
Germany and France, with a professionalized and high-performance agricultural sector, have farms
that are managed, in most cases, by persons with at least basic agricultural education. Romania,
Bulgaria and, in this case, Italy, too, with fragmented agricultural sectors, have subsistence and semi-
subsistence farms managed by farmers who, in around 90% of cases, did not receive any form of
professional training.

Obviously, it is difficult to identify a direct causal connection between the performance of the
agricultural sector and the extent to which farmers received specialized professional training. It is
equally obvious, however, that there is a positive correlation between the two variables. For the
indicators "percentage of farmers with basic or extensive education" and "value of agricultural
production at base price", the correlation coefficient is 0.82. This coefficient actually indicates that
the performance of the agricultural sector is higher in countries where more farmers received
professional training. The chart below illustrates the variation of the two indicators in the five
countries analyzed here. In order to simplify and keep the proportions of the chart, the initial
agricultural production value has been divided by 100 (the correlation coefficient remains unchanged,
as variation does not change). As the figures for farmers' education are from 2005, we used for the
agricultural production value only the data from 2007.

34 »Rural Development in European Union. Statistical and Economic Information. Report 2011”, p. 106, available

at http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/statistics/rural-development/2011/full-text_en.pdf last accessed 20.03.2013

31


http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/statistics/rural-development/2011/full-text_en.pdf

Chart 8. The correlation between the "percentage of farmers with basic or extensive education" and
the "value of agricultural production at base price".
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Existence of funding programs for agricultural training

This section reviews the funding programs that the social partners and agricultural companies can
access for the training of farmers. The analysis is qualitative and is based on information provided by
the partners in the five countries included in this project.

The formal agricultural education system in Bulgaria was established 120 years ago. However, there
is a clear lack of analysis with regard to the connection between the sector's labor market and the
need for new skills required for the new jobs. Moreover, the educational programs should be
updated, considering the new techniques and technologies used in agriculture. According to the
project partners, no employer will be willing to invest in the education and training of the human
resources under the current conditions, in the absence of available training programs.

The analysis performed by the trade unions in Bulgaria identify as a possible solution the
development of sector funds for professional training and of sector schemes for financing life-long
learning and training courses. Such mechanisms, i.e. funds and schemes, could contribute to
accomplishing the objectives of the European initiative “New Skills for New Jobs*” and also facilitate
the absorption of the funds for vocational education and professional training, considering the
current economic situation. These mechanisms could help to promote on-the-job training, which
would be a good solution for seasonal workers, unskilled workers, for employees receiving the
minimum wage or for those under the threat of unemployment. This process requires the
involvement of certain social partners and of the government and, above all, the political will for
implementing long-term solutions in this sector.

Although Bulgaria has a Rural development Program that includes financing for the professional
training of farmers, the funds are limited and do not always respond to the actual training needs of
farmers.

The Bulgarian government does not finance professional training programs in agriculture and the
only source of financing is the EU funds. As regards the Rural development Program (M111), the
main entities eligible to apply for financing as providers of professional training include: educational

35 New Skills For New Jobs: http://ec.europa.eu/social/main.jsp?catld=568
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institutions authorized in accordance with the applicable laws; high schools providing training in:
agriculture, plant protection, veterinary medicine, agricultural equipment and technology, forestry,
environment protection and preservation; nonprofit legal entities; and scientific research institutes.

The final beneficiaries include:

= Farmers registered in accordance with the national regulations,
i.e. Ordinance No. 3/1999

= Directors or persons employed based on an employment contract
by legal entities registered as farmers in accordance with
Ordinance No. 3/1999 on creating and maintaining a register of
farmers

= Natural persons who are owners/co-owners or leaseholders of
forests and/or land associated to forests 1999

= Directors or persons employed based on an employment contract
by legal entities that are owners/co-owners or leaseholders of
forests and/or land associated to forests

= Persons benefiting from social welfare in accordance with
Ordinance No. 11/2009, subject to the terms and conditions of
the procedure for application of Measure 214 - "Payments for
agriculture and environment protection" under the Rural
Development Program, 2007-2013.

Professional training providers

In this section, we shall see how the trade unions in agriculture involve farmers in training programs,
whether they analyze the training needs and whether they train only their members or have an
inclusive approach. Then, we shall identify the nature of professional training providers (public or
private) and the training costs in the agricultural training market.

In Bulgaria, the trade unions are included in consultative or working groups on employment and
vocational training. However, they have neither the ability nor the legal obligation to assess the
training needs of the trade union members. Nevertheless, the trade unions have a rather inclusive
approach and admit non-trade union members to their training courses.

The professional training providers are mostly public institutions, as private providers only hold 20%
of the professional training market in the agricultural sector. The training costs are paid either by
trainees or by training funds if the training is part of an externally-financed program.

In accordance with the legal framework for formal education and with the VET regulations, the
professional training is divided into various qualification levels - 1 to 5 in the European Qualifications
Framework.

In France, OPCA (Joint Commission for Collective Training), a regional council and the Employment
Agency offer professional training opportunities to the unemployed. They can attend free training
courses.

Various types of professional training opportunities are available:

= CIF: the employee can enroll in a long-term educational program
(up to one year; the course is free for the employee and the
employee receives part of his/her salary over the training period)

33



= DIF: the right of each employee to take up to 20 fully-paid hours
of training a year (up to 120 hours after 6 years).
=  Professionalization contract: the employee can work part-time
during a professional training program.
As regards the funding of training programs, both trade unions and employers are entitled to apply
for financing. Each individual case is then evaluated and a decision is made depending on the
acceptance/rejection of the individual project. Most professional training projects are accepted. The
government does not finance training programs, but it can impose on the agricultural sector to
finance training programs for employees through OPCA for specific reasons (e.g. training in the
adequate use of pesticides).

The mission of trade union representatives is to inform the trade union members and the employees
with regard to professional training opportunities. The trade unions have created a special body
called "Job Observer". Its role is to identify the specific needs of each job in agriculture and the skills
and availability of workers.

The training programs are free for employees. Each employee is paid by the employer or the costs
are covered by OPCA. The trade unions organize training courses for economic and social reasons,
but mainly for the benefit of their representatives/members. The training providers are either public
or private. The employer is free to choose to cooperate with a public or private provider.

The structure of the professional training market is established by CPNE (Joint National Commission
for Employment). CPNE defines guidelines for the training programs considering the specific needs of
each job. OPCA subsequently publishes a detailed description of the requested training programs.
The professional training providers respond to the calls and submit price offers.

Italy has an institutional system for providing professional training through the regional institutions,
which often uses EU funds, and a professional training system organized and managed by the social
partners . The main training financing mechanism in the agricultural sector in Italy is RSP, through
which the regions introduced a specific measure, 111 - "Vocational Training and Information
Campaigns", aimed at training the employees in the private sector. The general objective is to foster
the dissemination of scientific and technical knowledge in order to improve competitiveness and
efficiency. The training courses debate topics like: sustainable management of the natural and
agricultural resources to protect and efficiently use the land or the dissemination of innovative
production processes and the improvement of product quality.

Each region decides with regard to the eligible entities for this type of financing. There are regional
programs that use government funds for the training of human resources in agriculture. Depending
on the local characteristics and on workers' needs, the trade unions propose free local training
programs for all the interested workers. Both public and private training providers are available.

In Romania, multiple financing sources are available for the professional training of workers in
agriculture, the most important of them being the European Social Fund (ESF). Both national and
European financing sources are available. The trade unions and employers' organizations support the
training in professions like plant cultivation, green agriculture worker, beekeeping, etc.

The main entities entitled to apply for financing for the training of agricultural workers include
nongovernmental organizations and educational institutions. The government has an important
contribution to supporting this type of programs, state aid being an example in this respect. Trade
unions frequently use questionnaires to identify strengths and weaknesses, the training needs and
the ways in which they can be satisfied. Most of the professional training programs are free, but
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there are also courses for which the trainees are required to pay a fee. The trade unions equally
train members and non-members. The professional training providers in Romania are both private
and public.

In Germany, there are many financing opportunities for professional training programs available
both locally and at land level. If requested by the social partners and the professional training
providers, the government may finance the training of employees in the agricultural sector.

The trade unions agree by social dialog on the content of the initial training, life-long learning and
master courses. Most courses are free, but a fee may be charged in certain cases. The training
providers are either public, half-public or private.

Curricula and access to training

In Bulgaria, in addition to the specific subjects related to the fields included in the training program,
current topics and subjects are considered, e.g.: CAP, labor regulations, working conditions, specific
agricultural language, PC operation skills. The program and curricula are established by the provider
depending on the needs of the prospective trainees and on the specific subjects considered.

As regards the access to professional training, the project partners in Bulgaria say that the
opportunities to access a professional training program are not equal, as the employees of larger
farms benefit from more opportunities. In addition to that, the participation to professional training
courses is conditional upon a certain level of education, which already excludes the small,
subsistence or semi-subsistence farmers.

In France, the subjects included in the training programs largely depend on the type of activity, but
the main current topics are the environment, safety, technical know-how, automation and quality.
The curriculum must be specific and sustain the ability to offer a quality training program. Sometimes
the trainees are required to define the curriculum themselves based on certain references to
organize their activities.

As regards the equal access to training, there are regulations concerning the access to training for
repeated applications from the same employee: there must be a period of at least two years
between two successive training programs attended. After the last reform of the educational system,
it became more difficult to obtain financing for professional training courses.

The financing provided by OPCA is equal for both smaller and larger institutions and sometimes there
are internal training programs fully funded by the employer. From this point of view, it is easier to
attend training courses in large companies.

In Italy, the main subjects in the training curricula include new agronomic techniques for
environment sustainability and occupational safety. . In general, the curriculum contains theoretical
knowledge, as well as practical activities.

The subjects are usually chosen by trainers based on the information obtained by trade unions and
considering the needs communicated by farmers.

In Romania, the professional training programs for farmers consist in induction, specialization,
qualification and re-qualification training. The curriculum is established in most cases by the trainer
who delivers the course. The trade unions interpret the questionnaires filled in by employees,
identify the needs of employees and propose subjects for the training courses. The role of the future
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trainees is very important, as the courses and specific subjects are selected taking into account their
needs and requirements.

The professional training for a specific job based on long-term curricula is a frequent practice in
Germany. There are fewer technical training programs. The certified training courses are decided by
social partners and schools.

Analyzing the information for each country, we note again differences between Germany, France,
and ltaly, on one hand, and Romania and Bulgaria, on the other hand. In point of professional
training financing opportunities, France, Germany and Italy are less dependent on European funds,
resulting in a slightly wider access of farmers to professional training. As regards the curricula, the
social partners in all countries are able to influence to some extent the professional training topics.

Conclusion

Education and the access to professional training are considered as long-term investments in the
human resources and their returns consist in economic growth driven by a productive workforce. In
the recent years, in the context of the global economic crisis, the role of professional training has
become central to the agendas of governments in Europe. The economic changes also require an
adjustment of employment measures and in order to perform at high levels the workforce in each
economic sector needs specific skills to respond to these changes.

The agricultural sector, a key component of the European economy, is permanently changing in point
of technology and intervention policies. The need for professional training is obvious, especially after
the agricultural map of Europe was redrawn following the EU enlargement in 2004 and 2007.

This report examined the European and national policies in point of farmers' access to professional
training and factually analyzed aspects like the characteristics of the agricultural sector, productivity
in the agricultural sector and the access of farmers to professional training.

In terms of policies, the professional training of farmers is not an objective or a direction in itself,
either for the European Union or for the national governments. There are many instances in which
the professional training becomes an instrument or a strategy for the implementation of actions
meant to lead to the achievement of the set objectives. This is enough to conclude that the
objectives of the European policies and strategies for agriculture inherently require skilled workers
able to adapt to the technological or economic changes. The European regulations specifically
emphasize the importance of professional training in agriculture.

The national policies incorporate more or less the European ideas on agriculture. There is a gap
between the policies of the new Member States and those of the old ones. Thus, Romania and
Bulgaria include almost all the provisions of CAP in their national policies, while Italy, France and
Germany are more concerned with adapting the national policy to the national context and demands.

The employment policies in Romania and Bulgaria do not cover the agricultural sector completely,
making various professional training opportunities inaccessible to farmers. The policies in France and
Germany seem to put more power into the hands of trade unions, which can take proactive action in
connection with the employment in the agricultural sector. Italy has regional employment policies
and various instruments for improving employment (combined contracts, special programs for
vulnerable groups, etc.).
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The trade unions and employers' organizations play an important role in the professional training,
either by participating in the development of curricula or by implementing professional training
programs. These entities can directly influence the policies on professional training in agriculture, at
least nationally. In Romania and Bulgaria, where the trade unions and employers' organizations can
only implement professional training services, the curricula are rather determined by the funding
programs accessed for providing training to farmers.

In point of professional training financing opportunities, France, Germany and lItaly are less
dependent on European funds.

The quantitative analysis describes clear facts. The five countries analyzed can be split in two
categories. The first category, which includes Germany and France, is characterized by larger and
rather professionalized farms, a low agriculture percentage of GDP, but high agricultural production
value, and a small percentage of employees in the agricultural sector. It can be defined as the
category of countries with developed agricultures. In spite of having rather small farms, with areas
below the European average, Italy matches this category according to all the other indicators.
Comparatively, Romania and Bulgaria have underdeveloped agricultures. They have small farms, a
great number of employees in the agricultural sector, a higher agriculture percentage of GDP, but a
low production value in absolute terms.

Correlating these data with the percentage of farmers who received (at least basic) professional
training, we note that the results are consistent with the previously defined categories. While in
general only 20% of the managers of farms and agricultural holdings in the European Union have at
least basic education in agriculture, in Germany and France most of the persons managing an
agricultural holding have this type of training. Italy is below the European mean, while in Bulgaria and
Romania agriculture seems to be a field in which learning is based almost exclusively on practical
experience. The data are based on the clusters identified in the previous sections of the study.
Germany and France, with a professionalized and high-performance agricultural sector, have farms
that are managed, in most cases, by persons with at least basic agricultural education. Romania,
Bulgaria and, in this case, Italy, too, with fragmented agricultural sectors, have subsistence and semi-
subsistence farms managed by farmers who, in around 90% of cases, did not receive any form of
professional training.

It is difficult to identify a direct causal connection between the performance of the agricultural sector
and the extent to which farmers received specialized professional training. It is equally obvious,
however, that there is a positive correlation between the two variables. For the indicators
"percentage of farmers with basic or extensive education in agriculture" and "value of agricultural
production at base price", the correlation coefficient is 0.82. This coefficient actually indicates that
the performance of the agricultural sector is higher in countries where more farmers received
professional training.

This correlation points at clear recommendations for Romania, Bulgaria and Italy. Considering that
the development of the agricultural sector is an objective of major interest, the investment in the
human resources in agriculture is a key factor that will lead to the achievement of the objective.

The access of farmers to professional training emerges as an essential national need, at least for
Romania and Bulgaria. Obviously, the other country cannot avoid implementing actions in this
respect either, especially considering the competitiveness objectives set by the European Union.
Although the European and national policies include, in all cases, at least minimal measures
concerning the access of farmers to professional training, their implementation will make a
difference between the countries with developed and high-performance agricultural sectors and
those with underdeveloped agricultures.
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Annexes

Annex 1 — National data collection sheet

Country:

Structure and characteristics of the agricultural sector

Briefly describe the agricultural sector in your country in 2007 to 2011. Provide statistical data where appropriate.

Describe the farms’ and
agricultural holdings’ structure
— how many types of
agricultural entities are there
(small farms, big companies,
family farms, producers’
associations etc.). How does

each of them work - the
management structure,
average number of

employees/workers ?

Agricultural entities structure
(in terms of land
fragmentation) — what is the
average size of each of the
types identified before.

Agricultural entities’ structure
(in terms of what they
produce/agricultural sectors) —
what is the main product for
each of the types identified
before.
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The value of annual
production/sector — national
level indicator

Utilized agricultural area - the
total arable land,

permanent grassland, land
used for permanent crops and
kitchen gardens. The UAA
excludes unutilised agricultural
land, woodland and land
occupied by buildings,
farmyards, tracks, ponds, etc.

(percent from total land and
number of hectares)

Number of employees in
agriculture (compared to the
total employment rate)

Describe the agricultural labour
force: how many man, how
many women, how many
migrants etc.

Describe the categories of
agricultural workers:
employees, self employed,
family workers etc. If there are
statistics at national level on
these categories, please
provide the numbers for 2007-
2011.

Describe the unregistered work
phenomena (or even black
agricultural labour market, if
the case)

Agricultural wages structure:
basic wage, productivity-based
wage, other added payments
to the wage (bonuses, quotas
etc.), the percent of the social
contributions from the salary

Work relations in agriculture:
permanent
employees/temporary
employees/seasonal
workers/other types of
contracts.
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Share of agriculture in the GDP
(%)

Share of agriculture in the total
gross fixed capital formation
(%)

What is the strategic document
defining the national
agricultural policy, within 2007
and 20117

What are the main measures
on agriculture, defined in the
policy?

What are the specific measures
related to the access of
agricultural workers to training
and education programmes?

What are the main active
employment policies that could
help agricultural workers adapt
easily to agricultural labour
market changes? How do these
active measures work?

Is there any predictability of
labour market changes in terms
of skills? Is there coordination
between what kind of trainings
are delivered and what kind of
skills are needed on the labour
market? How does the
government monitor changes
in agricultural labour market
and how does it assess future
needs?

What are the most

representative agricultural
workers” unions in  your
country? Who are the
members? How are they
organized?

What is the percent of
unionized agricultural workers
out of the total agricultural

workers? What categories are
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rather not belonging to unions?

What are the most
representative agricultural
employers in your
country/unions of employers in
agriculture? Who are the
members? How are they
organized?

Describe the collective
bargaining process and how
does it meet the needs of
agricultural  workers. What
effects does it have?

Describe the role of unions and
employers’ unions in delivering
training and education for
agricultural workers.

Funding of professional training for farmers

Are there any opportunities for
financing training agricultural
workers? Are they local,
regional, national or European?
Please describe the main
opportunities and the type of
trainings they support.

What are the main entities able
to apply for funding for training
for agricultural workers
(agricultural holdings, unions,
NGOs etc.)?

Does the state finance specific
training programmes for
agricultural workers?

Professional training providers

How do unions outreach and
involve agricultural workers in
training activities? Does any
worker have the chance of
being trained? How do unions
assess the training needs in
agriculture?

Are the trainings mostly free or
do the trainees have to pay for
them?

Do unions train people outside
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the unions?

Are there rather public or
private training providers? How
is the training for agricultural
workers sector divided?

What are the main topics of
available training programmes
for agricultural workers?

How are the curricula
established? What is the role of
unions in defining training
topics? What is the role of the
future trainees in defining the
curricula?

To what extent do agricultural
workers have access to
training?

Is there a difference in
accessing training for
employees of big holdings as
compared to  small/semi-
subsistence/ family farms?

Is union membership a
condition for better access to
training?

Is a particular level of
education a condition for
better access to training?

Please provide a best practice
example from your country
regarding training for
agricultural workers.

Who initiated the training?
How was it financed? What
topics did the curriculum
covered? Who was trained?
How were they selected? What
was the short term result?
What changes did occur after
the training? How do you see
the long term results of the
training? *Please feel free to
describe any other stakeholder
involved and the effects over
them or any other facts not
covered in these questions.




Summaries of the comparative study in country partner’ languages

Romanian

Accesul la formare profesionala pentru persoanele ocupate in agricultura

- Rezumat studiu comparativ -

Introducere

Prin Politica Agricola Comuna, Uniunea Europeana plaseaza agricultura in randul celor mai importante
politici europene, fiind de departe sectorul cel mai bine finantat la nivel european, in perioada 2007 — 2013.
Extinderea UE din 2004 si 2007 a modificat substantial harta agricold a Uniunii. Agricultura reprezinta 2 %
din PIB n vechile state membre, 3 % in noile state membre si peste 10 % in Romania si Bulgaria. Tn noile
state membre procentul fortei de munca din sectorul agricol este de trei ori mai mare (12 %) decat in
vechile state membre (4 %), in vreme ce in Bulgaria si Romania procentul fortei de munca in sectorul agricol
atinge cote mult mai mari.>®

Raportul de fata analizeaza sectorul agricol in cinci tari europene, cu accent pe accesul agricultorilor la
formare profesionald. Scopul demersului este de a identifica dinamica sectorului agricol in Bulgaria, Franta,
Germania, Italia si Romania din perspectiva influentelor reciproce intre masura in care agricultorii
beneficiaza de formare profesionala si performanta sectorului agricol in general.

Metodologie si definirea conceptelor

Investigam aici masura in care accesul persoanelor ocupate Tn agricultura la programe de formare si
training duce la o crestere a productivitatii in agricultura. Ipoteza de la care plecam este una naturala: cu
cat fermierii detin mai multe cunostinte de agricultura (cunostinte tehnologice si stiintifice specifice tipului
de agricultura pe care il desfasoara, dar si cunostinte de management, resurse umane sau business), cu atat
este mai probabil ca fermele lor sa produca mai mult, produsele sa aiba o calitate mai buna si pretul lor sa
fie, asadar, mai mare. Pe de alta parte, este relevant rolul statului si al Uniunii Europene in sustinerea
sectorului agricol si, implicit, Tn sustinerea fermierilor. Nu in ultimul rand, caracteristicile sectorului agricol
au de asemenea o importanta majora in definirea productivitatii sectorului.

Operationalizarea conceptelor - indicatori
Productivitatea sectorului agricol
= Ponderea agriculturii n PIB - valoare care masoara contributia neta a agriculturii la PIB-ul unei tari. Se

IM

masoara prin indicatorul "valoarea addugata a agriculturii ca procent din PIB” si reprezinta rezultatul net al
sectorului agricol, dupa ce se adauga toate rezultatele si se scad “input-urile” (valoarea investita).

= Valoarea productiei la preturile de baza — este un indicator calculat in valori absolute si arata cat
valoreaza efectiv productia agricold. Pentru datele disponibile la Eurostat, valoarea productiei se calculeaza

in milioane de Euro.

Caracteristicile sectorului agricol national
= Ponderea terenurilor agricole ca procent din totalul suprafetei tarii.
= Numarul si structura fermelor agricole

% Decizia Consiliului din 20 februarie 2006 privind orientarile strategice ale Comunitatii pentru dezvoltare rurala
(perioada de programare 2007-2013), (2006/144/CE), disponibila la http://eur-
lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=CELEX:32006D0144:RO:HTML ultima data accesat la 10.03.2013
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= Ponderea terenului agricol utilizat

= Ponderea angajatilor in agricultura (% din numarul total de angajati la nivel national)

= Ponderea angajatilor femei in agricultura (% din numarul total de angajate femei la nivel national)

= Ponderea angajatilor barbati Tn agriculturd (% din numarul total de angajati barbati la nivel national)
Accesul fermierilor la formare profesionala

= Persoane care studiaza arii cu profil agricol la nivel tertiar (% din totalul studentilor)

= Absolventi de studii cu profil agricol (% din totalul absolventilor de universitate)

= Fermieri/agricultori cu educatie de baza sau extensiva in agricultura (% din totalul fermierilor)

Metode de analiza

Studiul de fatd este unul comparativ, cantitativ, unitatile de analiza fiind cinci tari: Bulgaria, Franta,
Germania, Italia si Romania. Ne vom raporta, acolo unde este cazul, la datele globale la nivelul celor 27 de
state membre UE, utilizand aceste medii ca puncte de referinta.

Partea de analiza calitativa — analiza de politici publice — pune accentul pe politica agricold, insa cu o atentie
sporita pentru politica educationala (inclusiv life long learning) si politicile de ocupare. Metoda de analiza
este analiza de continut a documentelor strategice si identificarea acelor directii strategice care pot afecta
variabilele analizate aici — productivitatea in agricultura si accesul fermierilor la formare profesionala.

Politica Agricola Comuna si accesul agricultorilor la formare

Politica Agricola Comuna (PAC) este una dintre cele mai vechi politici de nivel la european, primele eforturi
de identificare a unor directii comune in dezvoltarea agriculturii aparand in anii '50, ca rezultat al situatiei
economice de dupa cel de-al doilea razboi mondial.

PAC 2007 - 2013

Extinderea Uniunii din 2004 si 2007 a contribuit la cresterea diversitatii zonelor rurale, a exploatatiilor
agricole si a numarului de fermieri. Astfel, a fost necesara reconfigurarea alocarilor financiare pentru
perioada 2007-2013. Drept raspuns acestor provocari, a fost creat un fond unic destinat celui de al doilea
pilon al PAC, FEADER (Fondul European Agricol pentru Dezvoltare Rurala).

Pe langa acest cadru financiar, au fost stabilite orientari strategice pentru dezvoltare rurala la nivel
european, pe patru axe:

= Ana 2: ameliorarea mediului inconjurator si a peisajului;

= Axa 3: ameliorarea calitatii vietii Tn zonele rurale si incurajarea diversificarii economiei rurale;

= Axa 4 - LEADER: constituirea de capacitati locale pentru ocuparea fortei de munca si diversificare;
Criteriile de programare impun statelor membre conditii precum abordare integrata a prioritatilor sau
complementaritate intre instrumentele financiare.

Politicile si practicile nationale privind formarea in agricultura

n Bulgaria, politica nationald urméireste dezvoltarea agriculturii competitive si viabilitatea zonelor rurale,
un management sustenabil al resurselor naturale si aplicarea unor standarde de calitate Tnalte privind
produsele agricole. Documentele strategice vizeaza inclusiv implementarea PAC, prin Programul de
dezvoltare a regiunilor rurale pentru 2007-2013.

in  Germania, politica nationald privind agricultura este definitd de documente cadru
precum “Tmbunétatirea structurilor agricole si protectiei costale 2012-2015” si un plan nationale strategic
care vizeaza dezvoltarea rural3, ca plan de implementare a PAC.
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Tn Romania, prin CSNR se stabilesc priorititile de interventie ale Fondurilor Structurale si de Coeziune in
perioada de referintd. CSNR face legatura intre prioritatile nationale de dezvoltare, stabilite in Planul
National de Dezvoltare 2007-2013, si prioritdtile la nivel european. Baza pentru elaborarea acestui
document strategic de planificare pe termen mediu a Fondurilor Structurale si de Coeziune a constituit-o
Planul National de Dezvoltare 2007-2013, care reprezintd baza pentru implementarea Programului National
de Dezvoltare Rurala pentru perioada 2007-2013.

in Italia, strategia comuné este definitd de un Plan National Strategic si ulterior structuratd la nivel local in
raportat la caracteristicile regionale ale sectorului, iar in Franta, o lege din 2006 defineste politica agricold,
care are ca §i prioritati antreprenoriatul, conditii de munca mai bune, consolidarea veniturilor din
agriculturd si modernizaea agriculturii.

Caracteristicile sectorului agricol — analiza comparativa

Ponderea terenurilor agricole ca procent din totalul suprafetei tarii

Acest indicator descrie potentialul de dezvoltare agricold al unei tari. Terenurile agricole sunt definite ca
parte a ariei totale in care intra: terenurile arabil, terenurile cu culturi permanente si pasunile. Graficul de
mai jos prezinta modificarile procentuale privind ponderea terenului agricol ca procent din suprafatat
totala a tarii in perioada 2004 — 2009.

Grafic 1. Ponderea terenurilor agricole ca procent din totalul suprafetei tarii (2004-2009)*’
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Observam din graficul de mai sus ca cele cinci tari analizate aici nu difera esential din punct de vedere al
potentialului agricol. Tn toate tarile analizate se observa o reducere a ponderii terenului agricol cu maxim
3% din 2004 pana in 2009. Romania are cea mai mare suprafata de teren agricol, urmata de Franta,
Germania, ltalia si Bulgaria. Diferentele maxime sunt intre Romania si Bulgaria, mai mari de 10 puncte
procentuale. La nivel de potential agricol, meritd punctat faptul ca tarile care au in general o suprafata
totala mai mare tind sa aiba si cel mai mare potential agricol. Pe de alta parte, Romania are o suprafata mai
micd decat cele trei tari din Europa de Vest. O explicatie poate fi distributia pe medii de locuire (rural —
urban), in sensul in care Romania are cel mai mare procent de populatie rurala, dintre cele cinci tari (45%

¥ Date preluate din World Development Indicators (WDI), accesibil la http://data.worldbank.org/indicator , ultima
data accesat la 12.03.2013
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fata de 33% Italia, 30% Bulgaria, 24% Franta, 12% Germania)®. Astfel, suprafata agricold mare a Romaniei
poate fi si un indicator al gradului mai scazut de urbanizare si deci, mai putine suprafete construite.

Numarul si structura exploatatiilor agricole

Exploatatia agricola este definita ca unitate tehnico-economica de sine statatoare, cu o gestiune unica si
care desfasoara activitati agricole prin utilizarea suprafetelor agricole si/ sau cresterea animalelor, sau
activitati de mentinere a suprafetelor agricole in bune conditii agricole si de mediu, fie ca activitate
principald, fie ca activitate secundara. Tabelul urmator prezinta numarul exploatatiilor agricole din cele
cinci tari analizate, raportate terenul agricol utilizat si la marimea medie a unei exploatatii.

Tabel 1. Numérul exploatatiilor agricole si aria utilizatd*

Tara Numar de |Procent din totalul EU Suprafata Procent din Suprafata
ferme in 2010, numar agricola utilizata, |Totalul EU27, supraf medie/exploatatie,
mii ferme, 2010 1000 de hectare agricola utilizata hectare

Bulgaria 371.1 31% 3621.0 21% 9.8

Franta 514.8 4.3 % 27 090.0 159% 52.6
Germania 299.1 25% 16 704.0 9.8 % 55.8

Italia 1630.0 13.5% 12 885.3 7.6% 7.9
Romania 3856.3 32.0% 13298.2 7.8% 34

EU 27 12 053.8 100% 170 027.3 100% 14.1

Tabelul de mai sus arata ca tarile cu cel mai mare numar de ferme sunt si {arile in care aceste ferme au cele
mai scazute suprafete (Romania cu 3.4 hectare si Italia cu 7.9). Bulgaria ramane sub media europeang, iar
Germania si Franta sunt, evident, tari cu exploatatii agricole mai degraba mari, profesionalizate. Daca ne
raportam la media europeanad de 14 hectare, putem asuma faptul ca Bulgaria, Italia si Romania au o
agricultura la scara mica, spre deosebire de Germania si Franta. Observam de asemenea ca Franta si
Germania utilizeaza cea mai mare suprafata agricola, desi Romania are o suprafata agricold mai mare de
exploatat, in termeni absoluti (vezi Graficul 1).

Datele prezentate mai sus permit deja formarea unor categorii care descriu profesionalizarea agriculturii si
masura Tn care agricultura la scara mica (de subzistenta si semi-subzistentd) domina sau nu peisajul agricol.
in mod evident, doar Germania si Franta dintre cele cinci tari pot fi considerate tri cu o agricultura
dezvoltat. in Romania se gisesc o treime din fermele Europei, utilizdnd o suprafatd de aproximativ 8% din
aria agricola utilizata la nivel european. Prin comparatie, in Franta sunt 4,3% dintre fermele din Europa pe o
suprafata de 16% din totalul european.

Angajatii din sectorul agricol

Asa cum am constatat anterior, dintre cele cinci tari analizate, doua se plaseaza in categoria celor cu
agricultura dezvoltata iar celelalte trei (Bulgaria, Italia, Romania) au o dezvoltare agricola redusa din punct
de vedere al marimii exploatatiilor agricole. Evident, marimea exploatatiilor agricole sugereaza si nivelul de
tehnologizare a acestora.

% Date din 2003, preluate de la http://www.nationmaster.com/graph/peo_per_liv_in_rur_are-people-percentage-
living-rural-areas ultima data accesat in 17.03.2013.

Date de la EU-Agricultural census 2010 Octombrie 2011, disponibil la
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/cache/ITY PUBLIC/5-11102011-AP/EN/5-11102011-AP-EN.PDF ultima data

accesat la 23.02.2013
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Grafic 2. Ponderea angajatilor in agriculturd (% din numérul total de angajati la nivel national)*
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Cel mai mic procent de angajati in sectorul agricol il au Germania si Franta, singurele tari cu o agricultura
dezvoltata (1,6%, respectiv 2,9%). Explicatia consta in tehnologizarea si mecanizarea muncii agricole, astfel
incat angajarea multor persoane nu mai este necesara,in ciuda marimii fermelor. Pe de alta parte, relativ la
nevoia de training, este probabil ca in aceste tari nevoia de formare profesionala specifica (in domeniul
utilizarii infrastructurii tehnologice 1n agriculturd) sa fie foarte mare, comparativ cu tarile in care agricultura
de mica scald este inca dominanta. Italia are putini angajati in sector, in ciuda numarului relativ mare de
exploatatii si a suprafetei medii a acestor exploatatii. Jumatate dintre fermierii italieni sunt angajati si
jumédtate sunt pe cont propriu, muncind la propria ferma. Tn Bulgaria, desi numarul e relativ mare
comparativ cu celelalte trei tari. Aici, peste 90% dintre persoanele angajate in agriculturd sunt lucratori
familiali. Romania este un caz special. Desi tendinta de descrestere procentuala se manifesta cel mai mult
in acest caz, trebuie mentionat faptul ca, la fel ca in Bulgaria, peste 90% dintre persoanele ocupate in
agriculturd sunt de fapt persoane care detin un teren agricol pe care 1l muncesc, fara sa fie efectiv angajati
si fara sa fie evident ca munca lor produce venituri.

Privind aceste date din perspectiva celor doua tipuri de agricultura identificate anterior, agricultura la scara
mare (cazurile Frantei si Germaniei) si agricultura de subzistenta si semi-subzistenta (Italia, Bulgaria si
Romania), abordarile privind formarea profesionala a agricultorilor trebuie sa tina cont de tipurile de
cunostinte si abilitati de care agricultorii au nevoie. Astfel, in cazurile Germaniei sau Frantei necesitatea de
formare este, cel mai probabil, in zona tehnici. in cazurile térilor cu agricultura la scald mic3 este nevoie s
se tind cont de tipul exploatatiilor, de numarul mare de agricultori care indeplinesc mai multe roluri
(manager, muncitor, antreprenor etc.) si de nevoile de formare astfel ca, odata formate, aceste persoane sa
performeze mai bine.

“Date preluate din World Development Indicators (WDI), accesibil la
http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SL.AGR.EMPL.ZS , ultima data accesat la 12.03.2013
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Productivitatea sectorului agricol si accesul agricultorilor la formare

Ponderea agriculturii Tn PIB este valoarea adaugata a agriculturii ca procent din PIB (raportat la pretul de
baza) reprezinta rezultatul net al sectorului agricol,dupa ce se adauga toate rezultatele si se scad “input-
urile” (valoarea investita). Graficul de mai jos arata situatia ponderii agriculturii in PIB in perioada 2007 —
2012, conform datelor Eurostat. Mentionam ca pentru 2012 lipsesc datele pentru Franta.

Grafic 4. Valoarea adaugata a agriculturii ca procent din PIB, 2007 - 2012*
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Ponderea agriculturii in PIB, pentru cele cinci tari analizate aici, arata o tendinta clara.Tarile cu potential
agricol mare si a caror agricultura este dezvoltata, au o pondere foarte mica a agriculturii in PIB. Aceeasi
tendinta se observa si la media europeana, care este aproape similara cu cazurile Frantei si Germaniei. Italia
respecta aceeasi tendintd rpivind valoarea addugata a agriculturii, desi din punct de vedere al
caracteristicilor sectorului agricol se afla mai aproape de Romania si Bulgaria, atat din perspectiva tipurilor
de exploatatii agricole cat si din punct de vedere al suprafetei medii a exploatatiilor (vezi Tabel.1). Valorile
pentru Bulgaria si Romania sunt in jurul a 7 procente.

Graficul de mai sus aratd clar ca agricultura este un sector important din punct de vedere economic in
Romania si Bulgaria, cu o pondere din PIB mult mai mare fata de celelalte tari si fatd de media europeana.
Importanta economica a agriculturii este scazuta in Italia, Franta si Germania.

Urmatorul indicator analizat arata de fapt cum se traduce ponderea pe care agricultura o are in PIB, cat
fnseamna aproximativ 7% in Romania sau Bulgaria fata de 2% in Franta. Graficul de mai jos arata valorile
pentru fiecare tara, in milioane de euro, pentru perioada 2007 — 2012.

4 Date Eurostat, disponibile la http://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do ultima data accesat la 18.03.2013
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Grafic 5. Valoarea productiei la preturile de bazs, 2007-2012*
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Tn cazul valorii productiei agricole, tarile cu o agriculturd puternicd au o valoare a productiei superioara.
Franta are cea mai mare valoare a productiei, urmata de Germania. Italia este din nou mediana grupului, iar
Romania si Bulgaria au valori mici ale productiei. Este vizibild scaderea acestei valori in toate tarile, in anul
20009.

Graficul de mai sus ne arata cd, desi ca importanta sectoriala agricultura nu are o pondere mare din PIB in
Germania si Franta, In termeni absoluti aceste tari au profituri din agricultura mai mari decat tarile pentru
care agricultura este un contributor net la PIB. Practic, Bulgaria si Romania au venituri scazute din
agricultura. Daca analizam aceste rezultate prin prisma procentelor de angajati in sectorul agricol, ajungem
la concluzia ca tarile cu o productie scazuta (in termeni economici), dar pentru care sectorul este important
ca sursa de venit, au si cei mai multi angajati in sector.

Sectiunea de fata intareste concluziile sectiunii anterioare, privind caracteristicile sectorului agricol. Avem
n clipa de fata doua grupe de tari: Germania si Franta (cu un sector agricol dezvoltat, cu exploatatii mari, cu
angajati mai putini si cu o valoarea relativ mare a productiei, dar aceasta valoarea reprezinta un procent
scazut din PIB) si Romania si Bulgaria (cu ferme mici, cu multi angajati, cu o valoare scazuta a productiei dar
care reprezinta un procent mai ridicat din PIB). Italia nu are o pozitie clara in aceste doua categorii, insa se
apropie mai degraba de Franta si Germania (ferme mici, angajati putini, valoare medie a productiei care
fnseamna putin din PIB).

Acces la formare profesionala pentru fermieri

Accesul la formare profesionald pentru fermieri este, asa cum s-a vazut in capitolele anterioare, un aspect
esential al implementarii politicilor europene si nationale. Pentru a atinge obiective de dezvoltare stabilite
prin documentele programatice europene sau nationale, este necesara o fortd de muncd adaptata
contextului economic actual, calificata si productiva. Pentru a spori abilitatile agricultorilor, fie ele de
management, tehnice sau tehnologice, este nevoie atat de formare initiala corespunzatoare, dar si de
educatie pe tot parcursul vietii, prin intermediul programelor intensive de formare profesionala.

“’Date Eurostat, disponibile la
http://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do?dataset=aact eaaO0l&lang=en, ultima
data accesat la 23.03.2013
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Graficul de mai jos descrie ponderea persoanelor care studiaza agricultura la nivel tertiar (% din totalul
studentilor) si absolventi de studii privind sectorul agricol (% din totalul absolventilor de universitate).

Grafic. 6. Ponderea persoanelor cu studii agricole din totalul persoanelor inscrise sau care au absolvit
educatia tertiara, 2010%.
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Toate tarile analizate se incadreaza in tendintele europene, valorile procentuale ale studetilor sau
absolventilor unor universitati cu profil agricol fiind in jurul aceleiasi medii, de 1.6% respectiv 1.8%.
Indicatorul nu sugereaza diferente majore intre cele cinci tari, ceea ce arata ca studiile universitare cu profil
agricol nu produc diferente substantiale in ceea ce priveste performanta sectorului agricol.

ftd

Urmatorul indicator descrie procentul de fermieri/agricultori care au o educatie de baza sau superioara in
agriculturd. Conform unui Raport al Directoratului General pentru Agriculturd si Dezvoltare Rurald al
Comisiei Europene, ultimul an pentru care aceste date sunt disponibile este 2005. La nivel metodologic,
indicatorul se refera doar la manageri de exploatatii agricole, indiferent de natura sau marimea lor.
Educatia in domeniul agricol are trei dimensiuni: doar experientad practica (munca efectiva in cadrul unei
exploatatii), educatie de baza (orice curs absolvit la un colegiu sau la alte institutii specializate; ucenicia in
agriculturd este considerata educatie de bazd) sau educatie extensiva (orice curs facut dupa absolvirea
educatiei obligatorii si care are valoarea unui ciclu educational de doi ani, absolvit la un colegiu, facultate

sau alte institutii de educatie superioara).

“3Date Eurostat, disponibile la
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/tgm/bookmark.do?tab=table&plugin=1&language=en&pcode=tps00062# ultima
data accesat la 17.02.2013
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Grafic 7. Ponderea agricultorilor formati in agricultura (educatie de baza sau extensiva), 2005*
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Germania si Franta sunt tarile cu un nivel de educatie a agricultorilor mult peste media europeana. Daca in
general Tn Uniunea Europeana doar 20% dintre managerii de ferme sau exploatatii agricole au cel putin
educatie de baza in agricultura, in Germania si Franta majoritatea persoanelor care gestioneaza o
exploatatie agricola au acest tip de training. Italia este sub media europeana, iar in Bulgaria si Romania
agricultura pare a fi un domeniu care se Tnvata aproape doar prin experienta. Datele respecta “clusterele”
identificare Tn sectiunile trecute ale studiului. Germania si Franta, cu un sector agricol profesionalizat si
performant, au ferme care sunt gestionate, majoritatea, de persoane care au cel putin educatie de baza in
domeniu. Romania, Bulgaria si in acest caz si Italia, cu un sector fragmentat, au ferme de subzistenta si
semi-subzistenta care sunt gestionate de agricultori care, in aproximativ 90% nu au beneficiat de formare
profesionala.

Este, evident, dificil de stabilit o cauzalitate directa intre performanta sectorului agricol si masura in care
agricultorii au beneficiat de formare profesionald in domeniu. Este Tnsa la fel de evident ca exista o
corelatie pozitiva intre cele doua variabile. Pentru indicatorii “ponderea agricultorilor cu formare de baza
sau extensiva” si “valoarea productiei agricole la pretul de baza”, coeficientul de corelatie este 0.82. Practic,
acest coeficient ne indica faptul ca sectorul agricol este performant in tarile in care mai multi fermieri au
beneficiat de formare profesionala. Graficul de mai jos ilustreaza variatia celor doi indicatori pentru cele
cinci tari analizate. Pentru simplitate grafica si pentru a pastra proportiile graficului, valoarea productiei
agricole initiale a fost impartita la 100 (coeficientul de corelatie nu se schimba, intrucat variatia nu se
schimba). Pentru ca datele privind educatia agricultorilor sunt din 2005, am ales pentru valoarea productiei
agricole doar datele din 2007.

“Rural Development in European Union. Statistical and Economic Information. Report 2011”7, p. 106, disponibil

la http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/statistics/rural-development/2011/full-text_en.pdf ultima data accesat la
20.03.2013
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Grafic 8. Corelatie intre "ponderea agricultorilor cu formare de baza sau extensiva” si “valoarea productiei
agricole la pretul de baza”.
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Educatia si accesul la formare profesionald sunt considerate investitii pe termen lung in resursa umana,
investitii care se reintorc in economie, sub forma de crestere economica datorata unei forte de munca
productive.

Raportul de fata a investigat politicile europene si nationale cu privire la accesul agricultorilor la formare
profesionald, analizdnd apoi factual dimensiuni precum caracteristicile sectorului agricol, productivitatea
sectorului agricol si accesul fermierilor la formare profesionala.

La nivel de politici, formarea profesionala a agricultorilor nu reprezinta un obiectiv sau o directie in sine,
nici la nivel European si nici la nivel national. Exista insa numeroase instante in care formarea profesionala
devine instrument sau strategie de implementare a actiunilor menite sa duca la atingerea obiectivelor
propuse. Este suficient incat sa concluziondm ca obiectivele politicilor si strategiilor europene privind
agricultura implica inerent muncitori calificati, care se pot adapta schimbarilor de ordin tehnologic sau
economic. Legislatia europeana pune accentul pe formare profesionala in domeniul agricol, in mod explicit.
Politicile nationale integreaza mai mult sau mai putin ideile europene privind agricultura. Exista o
discrepanta intre politicile noilor state membre si cele ale celor vechi. Astfel, Romania si Bulgaria includ Tn
politica nationalad aproape toate prevederile PAC, in timp ce Italia, Franta sau Germania adapteaza mult mai
mult politica nationala la contextul si nevoile nationale.

Politicile de ocupare din Romania si Bulgaria nu acoperd in totalitate sectorul agricol, facand diverse
oportunitati de formare profesionala inaccesibile pentru fermieri. Cele din Franta sau Germania par sa dea
sindicatelor mult mai multd putere de a fi active in domeniul ocuparii pe sectorul agricol. Italia are politici
de ocupare la nivel regional si diverse instrumente de crestere a ratei ocuparii (contracte mixte, programe
speciale pentru grupuri vulnerabile etc.)

Sindicatele si patronatele au un rol important in activitatile de formare profesionald, fie ca participa la
elaborarea curriculelor, fie cd implementeaza programe de formare profesionald. Aceste entitati pot
influenta directia politicilor privind formarea profesionala in agricultura, cel putin la nivel national. Romania
si Bulgaria, unde sindicatele si patronatele pot doar implementa programe de formare profesional3,
curriculele sunt dictate mai degraba de programele de finantare accesate in vederea organizarii cursurilor
pentru agricultori.
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La nivel de oportunitati de finantare a formarii profesionale, Franta, Germania si ltalia nu sunt atat de
dependente de fondurile europene pentru a implementa astfel de programe.

Analiza cantitativa descrie realitati clare. Cele cinci tari analizate pot fi impartite in doua categorii. Prima
categorie, unde intra Germania si Franta, este descrisda de ferme cu suprafete mari, mai degraba
profesionalizate, cu o pondere scdzuta a agriculturii in PIB, dar cu valori mari ale productiei agricole, cu o
pondere scazuta a anagajatilor in sectorul agricol. Putem denumi aceasta categorie cea a tarilor cu o
agricultura dezvoltata. Italia, desi are mai degraba ferme cu o suprafata redusa, sub media europeana,
corespunde acestei categorii in privinta tuturor celolalti indicatori. Bulgaria si Romania sunt, prin
comparatie, tari cu agricultura sub-dezvoltata. Aceastea au ferme de dimensiuni reduse, multi angajati in
sectorul agricol, o pondere mare a agriculturii in PIB dar o valoare redusa a productiei agricole in termeni
absoluti.

Aceaste categorii identificate mai sus indicd recomandari clare pentru Romania, Bulgaria si Italia. in
conditiile in care dezvoltarea sectorului agricol este un obiectiv de interes major, unul dintre factorii
esentiali care va conduce la realizarea acestui obiectiv este investitia in forta de munca din agricultura.

Accesul la formare profesionala a agricultorilor reiese ca nevoie de baza la nivel national, cel putin in
Romania si Bulgaria. Desigur, nici celelalte tari nu vor putea evita masuri in acest sens, mai ales in contextul
obiectivelor de competitivitate impuse de UE. Desi politicile europene si nationale prevad, in toate cazurile,
cel putin masuri minimaliste privind accesul agricultorilor la programe de formare profesionals,
implementarea acestor politici va face diferenta intre tarile cu sectoare agricole dezvoltate si performante
si cele cu o agricultura sub-dezvoltata.

Bulgarian

AOCT'I)I'I 40 O6yquI/Ie 34 JIkMIla, pa6OTeU_[I/I B CE€JICKOTO CTOIIaHCTBO
- O606H.[€HI/IC CPpaBHUTEJIHO U3CJIeiBAHE -

BbBegeHue

Ypes Obwata CenckoctonaHcKa MonntuKka, EBponerickata OBLWHOCT NOCTaBA CE/NCKOTO CTOMAHCTBO
cpen Ha-Ba)KHWUTE €BPOMENCKM MOAUTUKM, OuaerKkM Han-gobpe ¢GUHAHCUPaHUA CEKTOp Ha
eBponercko pasBHule 3a nepuoga 2007-2013 r.. PaswmpasaHeto Ha EC npes 2004 r. n 2007 r.
3HAYMTE/IHO NPOMEHM KapTaTa Ce/ICKOTO CTOMAHCTBO Ha Cbio3a. CesicKOTO CTONAHCTBO CbCTaBAABA 2%
ot BBIl B cTtapute AbpKaBU-YNeHKN N 3% B HOBUTE AbPXKABU-YNEHKM U Hag 10% B PymbHMA M
Bbarapua. B HOBUTEe AbpKaBU-YNEHKM AeNbT HA 3aeTOCTTa B CE/ICKOTO CTOMAHCTBO € TPpW MbTu Mo-
BMCOK (12%), B cpaBHeHME CbC CTapuUTe gbpiKaBU-YneHku (4%), nokaTo B bbarapusa u PymbHua, gensvt
Ha 3aeTOCTTa B CE/ICKOTO CTOMAHCTBO A0CTMra MHOTO MO-BUCOKM HUBA™.

HactoawmaT Aoknag cbAbpKa aHaAM3 Ha arpapHuA CEKTOp B MeT eBPOMeNCKM CTPaHW, C aKUEHT
BBPXY AOCTbMNA Ha 3eMeAeNCKUTe CToNaHn Ao npodecMoHanHo obyyerue. Llenta Ha Tasmn genHocT e
Aa ce naeHTMdmuUMpa AMHAMMKaTa Ha arpapHus cektop B boarapua, ®PpaHuma, Fepmanus, Utanus m
PyMbHMA NO OTHOLWEHWE HA B3aUMHUTE BAUAHUA MEXAY CTENeHTa, A0 KoATOo depmepute ca
b6eHedMumeHTN Ha npodecrMoHanHo obyyvyeHWe M pe3ynTaTUTE Ha CE/ICKOCTOMAHCKMA CEKTOP KaTo
uAno.

4> pelweHne Ha CbBeTa oT 20 deBpyapu 2006 r. cTpaTermyeckute Hacokn Ha O6LHOCTTa
3a pa3BuUTHE Ha Cenckute panoHn (nepmog Ha nporpamata 2007-2013 r.) (2006/144/E0),
Ha pa3noJioXXeHue Ha http://eur-
lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=CELEX:32006D0144:RO:HTML noceTeH nocnegHo Ha
10.03.2013
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MeTOAOJIOFI/IH H ﬂe(l)I/IHI/IpaHe Ha IOHATHUATA

TYK HUWE pascnengBame CteneHTa, 40 KOATO AOCTbNbT Ha /IMLUATa pa60Teu.|,M B CE/ZICKOTO CTOMAHCTBO A0
nporpamum 3a 06pasoBaHme n o6yqume BOOW A0 yBe/M4YaBaHE HA NPOMU3BOOAUTENHOCTTA B CEJICKOTO
CTONAHCTBO. I'IprOHaqanHaTa XMnote3a € ecCrteCTtBeHa: KOJIKOTO noBeye MNOo3HaHMA 3a CENICKOTO
CTONAHCTBO UMaT cbepmepMTe (Hay‘-IHVI N TEXHONNIOTUYHU NO3HaHKUA, CI'IELI,I/I(I)VI‘-IHVI 3a BMUAa Ha CENCKOTO
CTONAHCTBO KOETO pa3suBaT, HO U 3HAaHUA 3a ynpaBaeHne, YoOBELWKN pecypcun namn 6VI3HEC), TOZIKOBa
No-BEPOATHO € d)epMMTe Aa npoussexaat noseyde, nNpoayktute na mmat I'IO-,CI,O6pO Ka4yecTtBoO, a
ueHaTta MM, CbOTBETHO, Aa e no-BucoKa. OT Apyra CTpaHa, € BaXXHa POJATa Ha AbpXKaBaTa U
EBpOI'IEﬁCKI/IFi CbHO3 B NoAKpenaTa Ha CE/ICKOCTOMNAHCKMUA CEKTOP U NO TO3U HAYMUH 3a NognomaraHe Ha
¢epmepMTe. He Ha nocnegHo mAcTo, XapPaKTEPUCTUKNTE Ha CEJICKOCTOMAHCKUA CEKTOP Ca OT
pewaBaulo 3Ha4eHne npu onpeaenaHeTo Ha Npon3BoAUTE/NIHOCTTA B CEKTOPaA.

Onepau,MOHanusau,Mﬂ Ha NOHATUATA - UHAUKATOPU
Hpousso,qmem-locn'a Ha Ce/ICKOCTONAHCKUA CEKTOop

o HenbT Ha 3emegenneTto B BBI - CTOMHOCT KOATO M3MepBa HETHWUA MPUHOC Ha CENCKOTO
cTonaHcTBo Kbm BB Ha cTpaHaTa. M3mepBa ce ypes nokasatensa "gobaBeHa CTOMHOCT Ha CE/CKOTO
CTOMaHCTBO KaTo npoueHT oT BBM" n npeactaBnsBa HETHUAT PE3YATaT HA CE/ICKOCTOMNAHCKUA CEKTOP,
cnen fobassHe Ha BCUYKM Pe3yaTaT U ce U3BaaAaT "mpuHocute"” (MHBECTMpPaHaTa cyma).

o CToMHOCTTa Ha NpoAyKumAta no 6asucHU UEHM - NPeACTaBAABa MHAMKATOP, M3YMCIEH B
abCoNOTHM CTOMHOCTM M NOKa3Ba KOKO CTPyBa B AEMCTBUTENIHOCT CENCKOCTONAHCKaTa NpoayKuma.
3a Ha/IMYHUTE JaHHM OT EBPOCTaT, CTOMHOCTTa Ha NPOAYKUMATA Ce U3YMC/IABA B MUIMOHU €BPO.

XapaKTepucTukn Ha HauMOHaNHUA CEeNICKOCTONAHCKU CEKTOP

e [lan Ha 3eMeZe/iCKa 3eM#, KaTo NMPOLEHT OT obLLaTa naoLy, Ha CTpaHaTa.

e bBpoA M CTPYKTypaTa Ha 3eme/ie/ICKUTe CTONaHCTBa

e [lan Ha Non3BaHUTe 3eMefe/ICKU 3eMu

e [lan Ha 3aeTuTe ML B CE/ICKOTO CTONAHCTBO (% OT 06L,aTa 3aeToCT B CTpaHaTa)

e [1an Ha »KeHuTe, paboTelLm B CE/ICKOTO CTOMAHCTBO (% OT 06wua 6poit Ha 3aeTUTe KeHu B LuAnaTa
CTpaHa)

e [lan Ha mbXeTe, paboTewn B CEICKOTO CTONAHCTBO OT 0bLWwuMa 6poit Ha 3aeTUTe MbXKe B LAnaTa
CTpaHa)

[octbn Ha pepmepuTe Ao npodpecnoHanHo obyueHune

e Jlnua, KOMTO y4yaT 061aCTM CbC CENCKOCTOMNAHCKM NPoduA Ha BUCLLE HUBO (% OT BCUUYKK CTYAEHTH)

e 3aBbpluKINTE BUCLLE 06pa3oBaHMe B 061aCTTa Ha CE/ICKOTO CTOMAHCTBO (% OT BCUYKM BUCLLUCTH)

e 3emenencku cronaHu/pepmepu C OCHOBHO MKW 3agbnboyeHo ob6pasoBaHWe B 06aacTTa Ha
Ce/ICKOTO CTOMAHCTBO (% OT 3emee/ICKUTE CTOMNAHK)

MeTtoau 3a aHanus

ToBa npoy4yBaHe € CPaBHWUTENHO, KONMYECTBEHO, eauMHUUMTE 33 aHau3 buaenku net ObprKasu:
bbnrapua, ®paHuma, Fepmanua, Utanma n PymbHuA. Llle ce oTHacAme, Korato € yMeCTHO, KbM
obwuTe gaHHM OT 27-Te AbPrKaBM YneHKM Ha EC, n3nonssamku Tesm cpesHmn CTOMHOCTU KaTo 6as3a 3a
CpaBHeHMe.

Pasgena 3a KayecTBeH aHa/M3 - aHa/AM3 Ha O0OWeEecTBEHWUTE MOJIMTUKM — aKLUEHTa € BbpXY
Ce/ICKOCTOMaHCcKaTa MNOAUMTUKA, HO C ocobeHo BHUMaHWE BbPXy obpasoBaTesnHaTa MOJUTUKA
(BKNOUMTENHO YyUYeHE Npe3 Lenma XUBOT) U NOAUTUKUTE 3a 3aeTocT. MeToZa Ha aHanu3 e aHanus Ha
CbADbPKAHMETO HA CTPATENMUYECKU AOKYMEHTU U ONpeaensiHeTO Ha CTpaTermyeckuTe Hanpas/eHus,
KOUTO MoOraT ga MNOB/MAAT Ha NMPOMEH/NBUTE CTOMHOCTU aHa/M3MPaHWU TYK - CENCKOCTOMAHCKaTa
NpPoOn3BOAUTENHOCT M 40CTbMNA Ha depmepuTe A0 npodecrMoHanHOo obyyeHme.
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O6wma CesckocronaHcka [losiMTHKA ¥ OCTBI HA CEJICKUTE CTONMAHU 10 0OyYeHUe

O6uwaTta CenckoctonaHcka Monutuka (OCIM) e eaHa OT Hal-CTapuTe NOAUTUKU Ha €BPONENCKO HUBO,
KaTo NbpBUTE YCUAUA 33 NAEHTUOMLMPAHE Ha O6LLM HACOKM B Pa3BMTMETO Ha CE/ICKOTO CTONAHCTBO
ce noAsAsaT npe3 50-Te roanHU, B pe3ynTaT Ha MKOHOMWUYECKaTa CUTyauuma cnen BTOpaTa CBETOBHA
BOMHa.

ocCn 2007 - 2013

PaswupnasaHeTo Ha EC npe3 2004 r. n 2007 r. LONPUHACAT 3@ yYBe/AMYaBaHe Ha pa3HoOOb6pasmMeTo Ha
CeNICKUTe paiioHK, BpoAT Ha 3emeeNICKUTe CTONaHCTBa U 3emeeNickuTe npomnssoauTenn. Taka, cTasa
HeobxoaAnMOo pekoHOUIYpUpPAHETO Ha pasnpeaenaHeTo Ha GMHAHCOBUTE cpeacTsa 3a nepmnoaa 2007-
2013 r.. B otroBop Ha Te3u npeanssukaTencrea b6e cbagafeH eanHeH GoHA NpefHa3HayvYeH 3a BTopuA
cTb16 Ha OCIM, E3®PCP (EBponeiickn 3emenencku GpoHa 3a pasBUTMUE Ha CEICKUTE palioHu).

B gonbaHeHMe KbM Ta3n GUHAHCOBA pamKa bAxa YCTAHOBEHM CTPATErMYECKM HAaCOKM 33 Pa3BUTME HA
CeNICKMTe PalloHN Ha eBPONENCKO PaBHULLLE MO YETUPU OCK:

e Oc1: MopobpaBaHe Ha KOHKYPEHTOCNOCOHBHOCTTA HA CE/ICKOCTONAHCKUA U TOPCKUA CEKTOP;

e Oc 2: MopobpssaHe Ha OKoJIHaTa cpefa M Ha Nel3axa;

e Oc 3: MNopobpsBaHe KayeCTBOTO Ha XMBOT B CE/ICKUTE PAMOHM WM HacbpyaBaHe Ha
AmBepcnPUKaALUMATA HA MKOHOMMKATA B CE/ICKMTE PAaMOHU;

o Oc4-/TNAEP: N3rparkgaHe Ha MecTeH KanauuMTeT 3a 3aeToCT U AnBepcnudmKkaums;

KpuTepuunte 3a nporpammpaHe U3NCKBaT OT AbpPKaBUTE-YNEHKM YCI0OBUA KAaTO HaNnpumep UHTerpmpaH
noaxo4 KbM npuoputTeTuTe N B3aMMHO A0NMbJ/IBAHE MeXay d)VIHaHCOBI/ITe UHCTPYMEHTMU.

HaL[I/IOHaJIHI/I INOJIMTUKUW KW IMNPAKTHUKH 3a 06yqu1/1e B o6JlacTTa Ha CeJCKOTO
CTONMAHCTBO

B bBbarapuMs HauMoOHaNHaTa MOAMTUKA ULeNM Ja pasBUMe KOHKYPEHTOCNOCOHBHO W ycTonumMBO
3emMefle/Ie B CEJICKUTE PAaMOHU, YCTOMYMBOTO ynpaBaeHWe Ha NPUPOLHUTE PECYPCU U NpuaaraHe Ha
BMCOKW CTaHAAPTU 3@ KauyecTBO Ha CE/NCKOCTOMAHCKMTE NPoAyKTW. CTpaTerMyecknte OOKYMEHTU ca
HACOYEHW BKAHOYMUTENHO KbM NpuaaraHeTo Ha O6LLaTa cesiCKOCTONaHCKa NOIMTUKA, Ypes nporpamaTa
3a pasBUTME Ha cesickuTe palioHu 3a nepmoaa 2007-2013 r..

B FepmaHuA HauMOHaHaTa Ce/ICKOCTOMNaHCKa NONTUKA e AePUHMPaHa OT PaMKOBU AOKYMEHTHU KaTo
"MopobpaBaHe Ha 3eMefencKkuTe CTPYKTYpWU M 3awmTaTa Ha Kpanbperkmeto 2012-2015" n eguH
HaLMOHaNeH CTpaTerMyecky njaH 3a PasBUTME Ha CE/ICKUTE PaloHM, KaTo MJaH 33 M3NbJAHEHME Ha
ObuiaTa cenckocTonaHcKa NonMTHKa.

B PymbHuA upe3s HCPP ce onpeaenat npuoputetute 3a Hameca Ha CTpYyKTypHuTe ¢oHAoBE U
Koxe3noHHMA GoHA 3a cboTBeTHMA nepmog,. HCPP cBbp3Ba HaLMOHaNHWUTE NPUOPUTETM 3a Pa3BUTHE,
onpegeneHn B HauuoHanHus nnaH 3a passutne 2007-2013 r. n nNpMopuUTETUTE HA E€BPOMENCKO
pasHuLe. OCHOBa 3a Pa3BUTUETO Ha TO3U CTPaTErMYeCcKU AOKYMEHT 33 CPeAHOCPOYHO NAaHUpPaHe Ha
CTpyKTypHUTE M KoxeanmoHHu ¢oHaoBe e HaumoHanHua nnaH 3a passutne 2007-2013 r., KosTO
npeactasnasa 6asata 3a npunaraHe Ha HauuoHanHata lMporpamata 3a Passutue Ha Cenckute
PaiioHu 3a nepmnoga 2007-2013 r..

B Utanus O6LLl,aTa cTpaTterma e onpegeneHa ot HaymoHanHuA CTpaTeFM‘-IeCKM MNnaH » BnocneacTeue
CTPYKTYpHUpaHa Ha MEeCTHO HUBO B CbOTBETCTBUE C pernoHaHuTe ocobeHoCTM Ha CEKTOpa, a BbB
¢pa|-|u,uﬂ, eauH 3akoH ot 2006 T. onpeaena CENCKOCTONAHCKATa NOJIMTUKA, KOATO MMa 33 NPUOPUTETU
npegnpnemayvyecrsoTo, I'IO-LI,O6pVI yCnoBuA Ha pa60Ta, noBuvilaBaHe Ha AO0XO0AUTE OT 3emenenine n
MoaepHU3npaHe Ha Ce/ICKOTO CTOMAaHCTBO.

XapaKTepI/ICTI/IKI/I Ha CEJICKOTO CTOINIAaHCTBO - CPaBHHUTEJIEH aHaJIU3

[enbT Ha 3emeaeNCKUTe 3eMM KaTo NPOLEHT OT obLuaTa niow, Ha cTpaHaTa
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To3n nHAUKATOp onucBa NOTEHUMana 3a pasBUMTME HA CEeNCKOTO CTOMAHCTBO HA efHa CTpaHa.
3emefeNcKkMTe 3eMU ce onpeaensaT KaTo YyacT oT obuwaTa naouw, U obxBawat: obpaboTeaema 3ems,
3emMA C TpaliHM HacaXaeHua un nacuwa. NpadurKaTta No-40y NOKasBa NPOULEHTHM NMPOMEHN OTHOCHO
[enbT Ha 3emee/IcKaTa 3emMa KaTo NpoLLeHT oT obwaTta naouy, Ha cTpaHaTta npes 2004-2009.

lpaduka 1. [lenbT Ha 3emee/icKa 3eMs KaTo NPOLEHT oT obliaTa naoll, Ha cTpaHaTa (2004-2009 r.)46

61,43 61,66 61,04 58,92 58,92 58,78

PymbHUA

50,60 50,10 48,29 48,15 49,12 4778

UTtanua
§ lepmaHua
1 PpaHuma

Bvarapua

2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

Hue Bukgame oT rpadukaTta no-rope, Yye neTre U3CNeABaHW CTPAHW He Ce pasfiMyaBaT MHOro Mo
OTHOLLEHMEe Ha Ce/ICKOCTOMAHCKUA MOTeHuuan. BbB BCMUKM M3CNeABaHU CTPaHW e Haauue cnaj B
Aena Ha 3emefencka 3emsi B paMkuTe Ha 3% 2004-2009. PymbHMA MMa Hal-ronsima naowl, Ha
3emegenickute 3emu, cnegsaHu ot PpaHumda, Fepmanuna, Utaama m Bvarapua. MakcumanHm ca
pasnukute mexgy PymbHuAa M bbnarapma, noseve ot 10 NpoueHTHM NyHKTa. Mo OTHOWeHWe Ha
CEeJICKOCTONAHCKMA NoTeHuMan, TpAabea ga ce oTbeniexn, Ye CTpaHUTE KOUTO MMAT MO-BMCOKa obuia
naow, MMaT U Hal-roNIAM CeICKOCTONAHCKM noTeHuman. OT gpyra cTpaHa, PymbHMA MMa No-maska
naow, oT TPU OT cTpaHuMTe oT 3anagHa EBpona. EAHO oT ob6sAcHeHMATa MoXKe pa b6bae
pasnpegeneHneTo obuTaBaHU PamoHU (CeNcKM - rPaacKku), B CMUCHA, Ye PyMbHMA MMA Hali-BUCOK
MPOLEHT Ha HaceNeHWEeTO B CE/ICKUTE PaioHM, OT neTre cTpaHu (45% cnpsamo 33% Utanua, 30%
bvnarapua 24% ®paHuyma, 12% I’epmaHMﬂ)47. Mo To3M HauuH, ronamarta 3emegesiCKa Mo, Ha
PymbHMA mMoOXKe fda 6bae MHAMKATOP Ha MO-HWUCKA CTeneH Ha ypbaHM3auma U CbOTBETHO, MO-MasKo
3aCTPOEHU NAoLWM.

BposA M CTpYKTypaTa Ha 3eMef,e/ICKUTE CTONaHCTBa

CeNcKOCTOMAaHCKaTa eKcnioaTaumsa ce onpefens Kato He3aBUMCMMa MKOHOMMYECKA M TexXHMYecka
eAMHMNLA, C eAMHHO YNpaBieHNe N KOATO pa3BMBa CE/ICKOCTOMAHCKM AENHOCTM Ypes M3N0/I3BaHeTo
Ha 3emedesnicka 3emMa U/UAWU MUBOTHU, UAM AEAHOCTM 3a MoAAbpiKaHe Ha 3emefesickata 3emMA B
£06p0 3eMeaencko U eKONI0rMYHO CbCTOAHWUE, UM KaTo rNaBHa AeMHOCT UAWM KaTo BTOPUMYHA AEWHOCT.
Tabanuata no-gony nokassa 6poA Ha 3emefeNCKUTe CTONAHCTBA B MeTTe W3CAeABaHW CTPaHu,
CPaBHEHW C NO/I3BAHUTE 3eMELE/ICKM 3eMU U CPEAHUAT pa3mep Ha e4HO CTOMAaHCTBO.

Tabnuua 1. bpoit ctonaHcTBa U M3NOA3BaHUTE nnou1,1448

4® NanHu B3eTn oT World Development Indicators (WDI), AocTbneH Ha
http://data.worldbank.org/indicator, noceteH nocneaHo Ha 12.03.2013

47 laHHW oT 2003 r. oT http://www.nationmaster.com/graph/peo per liv_in rur are-
people-percentage-living-rural-areas, noceteH nocnegHo Ha 17.03.2013 r.

“8 NaHHu oT EU-Agricultural census 2010 OktomBpu 2011 gocTbneH Ha
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/cache/ITY PUBLIC/5-11102011-AP/EN/5-11102011-
AP-EN.PDF 3a nocnenHo noceteH Ha 23.02.2013 r.
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CtpaHa |bpoit pepmu npe MpoueHT oT 06w KA MonssaHa MpoueHT oT 061K CpepgHo
2010r. EU27, 6poit pepmu, cenckoctonaHcka | EU27, nonssaHa naou/eKknnoartaums
Xunaau 2010rr. naowy, 1000 xeKTapa CEeNCKOCTOMAHCK XeKTapu
naouy,.

Bvarapua71.1 8.1 % 8621.0 2.1 % D.8

®dpaHuma 514.8 1.3 % 7 090.0 15.9 % 52.6

FrepmanunaR99.1 2.5 % 16 704.0 D.8 % 55.8

Utanma [ 630.0 13.5% 12 885.3 7.6 % 7.9

PymbHua B 856.3 32.0 % 13 298.2 7.8 % 3.4

EU 27 12 053.8 100% 170 027.3 100% 14.1

TabaunuyaTta no-rope NoKasea, Ye CTPaHUTE C Hal-ronam 6poi Ha 3emMenesiCKM CTONAHCTBA CbLUO Ca
CTPaHM, B KOUTO T€3WN CTONAHCTBA MMAT Hal-mankute naowm (PymbHus ¢ 3,4 xektapa 1 Utanuma c 7,9).
Bbarapua ocraBa nog cpeaHarta ctoMHocT 3a EC, gokaTto NepmaHusa n ®paHumns ca o4eBUOHO CTPaHM,
C rO/IEMM CEJICKOCTOMAHCKMU eKcnaoaTaunm, npodecmoHannsmpaHun. AKo HMe ce oTHeCeM Ao cpeaHaTa
CTOMHOCT 3a EBpona oT 14 xeKTapa, MOXemM Aa Npeanonoxmm, ye bwvarapus, Utanna n PymbHUA
MMaT Ce/ICKO CTOMAHCTBO C HWUCbK Maliab, 3a pasnuka ot lepmaHua m PpaHumsa. Tpabsa Aaa
oT6enexum cblio, ye PpaHuma n FrepmaHusa U3N0A3BaT Hal-roieMuTe 3eMele/ICKM NIOLWK, BbMPEKU
ye PymbHMA MMa MNO-BMCOKA 3eMefesicka MJolw, C NOTeHUMan 3a ekcnaoaTauua B abCoNOTHU
CTOMHOCTM (BUX Tabanua 1).

[aHHWTe, npeacTaBeHU Mo-rope Beve M0O3BOAABAT 0OpPa3yBaHETO Ha KaTeropuu, KOUTO onwmceaTt
npodecnoHann3aLmATa Ha CEICKOTO CTOMAHCTBO M CTEMNEHTA, B KOATO APebHOTO CeNCKo CTOMAHCTBO
(3a npenuTaHWe 1 NOYNa3apHO) e AOMMHMPALLO B Mei3ayka uan He. ficHO e, ye camo MepmaHua u
®paHumMA oT neTTe CTpaHM MOraT Aa Ce cYMTaT 3a CTPaHW C pa3BuTO 3emegenve. B PymbHua ce
HamupaT egHa TpeTa oT depmute B EBpona, nonssaiikv naow, ot okono 8% OT M3Mo/s3BaHaTa
3emegesicka naouy, B EBpona. 3a cpaBHeHMe, BbB PpaHums ce Hamupat 4,3% ot depmuTe B EBpona
BBbPXY NOBBbPXHOCT OT 16% oT obwiata 3a EBpona.

3aeTuTe B CE/ICKOCTONAHCKUA CEKTOP

KakTo 6elue oTbenssaHo no-rope, oT NeTTe aHaAM3MpPaHU CTpaHW, ABE Ca NOCTaBEHW B KaTeropmaTta
Ha pa3BUTOTO 3emeenne a ocTaHanute Tpu (bbarapus, Utanus, PymbHMA) MMaT HaMaNeHo pa3BuTue
Ha Ce/NCKOTO CTOMAHCTBO MO OTHOLUEHWE Ha pa3mepa Ha CcTonaHcTBoTo. OueBMAHO €, Ye pasmepa Ha
CTOMAHCTBOTO MOKa3Ba W HMBOTO Ha TAXHATA TEXHONOTM3auums.

lpaduka 2. AN Ha CAYKUTENUTE B CENCKOTO CTONAHCTBO (% OT ob6lwma 6poli Ha cayKuTeaute 3a
uanaTa ctpaHa)®

4% NanHu B3eTn oT World Development Indicators (WDI), AOCTbMNHM Ha
http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SL.AGR.EMPL.ZS, nocnegHo noceTeHun Ha
12.03.2013
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[An Ha cnyXUTenuTe B Ce/ICKOTO CTONAHCTBO (% oT 06uwma 6poit Ha
CAYXUTeNuTe 3a LAnaTa CTpaHa)
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Hall-HMCbK NPOLLEHT Ha 3aeTuUTe B CE/NCKOCTOMAaHCKMA ceKkTop uMmame B lepmaHua u PpaHuums,
eAMHCTBEHaTa CTpaHa C pPa3BUTO CeNCKo cTonaHcTBo (1,6% u cboTBeTHO 2,9%). O6ACHeHMeTOo ce Kpue
BbB MHAYCTPUanM3auuaTa U mMexaHu3aumaTa Ha paboTaTa B CENCKOTO CTOMAHCTBO, KOETO BOAM A0
iuncaTta Ha HeobxoAMMOCT OT HaeMaHEeTO Ha NnoBeve Xopa, He3aBUCMMO OT pa3mepa Ha CToMaHCTBaTa.
OT pgpyra cTpaHa, No OTHOWEHME Ha Hy)KAaaTa OT obyyeHue, e BEpPOATHO, Ye B Te3n CTPaHu
HeobxoAMMOCTTa OT cneumanHo obydeHune (B obnacTTa Ha W3MON3BAHETO Ha TEXHOJ/IOMMYHa
WHOPACTPYKTypa B CE/NCKOTO CTOMAHCTBO) € MHOF0 BMCOKA B CpaBHEHME CbC CTPaHWUTE, KbAeTo
HUCKOMaLLL@bHOTO Ce/ICKO CTOMAaHCTBO € BCe Olle AOMMHAHTHO. MTanva Mma Manko CAyKUTeau B
CEKTOpa, BbMPEKN OTHOCUTENHO BUCOKMA BPOIA CTONAHCTBA M cpeaHaTa Mo, Ha 3emefesicKuTe
cTonaHcTtea. [lonoBMHATa OT WTaZMAHCKUTE depmepu ca CAyKMTeaW, a Apyrata nonoBMHa ca
camocTonTenHn, paboTeikn B cobcTBeHaTa cu depma. B Bbarapus, Bbnpekun ye 6pos € OTHOCUTENHO
BMCOK B CpaBHEHWE C OCTaHanuTe Tpu cTpaHu, Hag 90% OT 3aeTuTe B 3eMeneNMeTo ca CeMenHu
paboTHUUN. PyMbHMA e cneuunaneH caydai. Bbnpekun ye TeHAeHUMATa e NPOLEeHTLT A3 Hamannaea,
TpabBa Aa ce oTbenexkn dakTa, Ye M CblLo KakTo B bbarapusa, Hag 90% oT xopata, paboTelwm B
CEe/ICKOTO CTOMAHCTBO, Ca BCbLLHOCT XOpa, KOUTO NpUTEXKaBaT 3emMs, KoaTo obpaboTtsart, 6e3 ga ca B
OEeACTBUTENHOCT CAYXKUTENM U 6e3 Aa e o4eBUAHO, Ye paboTaTa UM NpPomn3BeXKda A0X0a,.

Mo Tesn JaHHM, OT rNefHa TOYKA Ha ABaTa TMMA CeNCKO CTOMaHCTBO, LUMPOKOMALLAbHOTO CescKo
cTonaHctBo (PpaHuma M FepmaHuA) M CENCKOTO CTOMAHCTBO 3a MpenuTaHWe M MoJynasapHoTo
(UTanua, Bbarapua u PymbHMA), noaxoga 3a npodecuoHasHO obyyeHMe Ha 3emefenckute
npovs3BoguTeNn Tpabea Aa B3eme Npeasui, BUAOBETE 3HAHUS U YMEHMUA, OT KOUTO 3eMefe/iCKuTe
CTOMaHW ce HY}KAanT. Mo TO3M HauuH, B CyYan Ha FepmaHua u PpaHuma ce HyxkgaTa oT obyyeHue e
BEPOATHO B TeXHMYecKaTa 061acT. B cTpaHuUTe, KbaeTo A4pebHOTO Cencko CTONAHCTBO € HeobXxoAnMOo
[Ja ce B3eme npensuj BMAa Ha CTOMAHCTBaTa, roemMuAT 6poit 3emenenckn NPonsBoANTENN, KOUTO
M3MbAHABAT MHOXECTBO POAU (MeHNAXKBP, PabOTHUK, Npeanpuemay u 4p.) U Hy:KauTe oT obydyeHue,
TaKa ye BegHbXK 0OyyYeHu, Tesn nua Aa ce npeacTasAT no-4obpe.
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[Ipor3BOAMTENHOCTTA HA CEJICKOCTOMAHCKUSA CEKTOP M AO0CTbla Ha 3eMeJleJICKUTe
CTONAHU JI0 OOydyeHUe

[enbT Ha cenckoTo ctonaHcTeo B BBl e go6aBeHaTa CTOMHOCT Ha CE/ICKOTO CTOMAHCTBO KaTo MPOLLEHT
oT BBM (B cpaBHeHuWe c 6a3oBaTa UeHa) NpeAcTaBaABa HETHUAT pPe3yATaT Ha Ce/ICKOCTOMAHCKUA
CeKTop cnen AobaBsHe Ha BCUMYKKU pe3ynTaT U ce npemaxHaT "Bxogose" (MHBecTMpaHaTa cyma).
paduKaTa No-A40Ny NOKasBa AeNbT Ha Ce/ICKOTO ctonaHcTeo B BBl npe3 2007 r. - 2012 r., cnopep,
AaHHW Ha EBpocTat. MimaiiTe npegBug, Ye 3a 2012 r. HAMa gaHHKU 33 PpaHumA.

FpaduKa 4. JobaBeHa CTOMHOCT KaTo npoueHT ot BB, 2007 r. - 2012 r*°.

2012 1,8
6,4 1,0 2,0 61
2011 1,7
5,4 0,9 1,8 2,0 .
' [ |
2010 1,6 49 08 PymbHMA
! o 1,8 |
- 19 6,4 Utanna
2009 1,6
4.8 08 15 49 . FepmaHus
- ’ 7 2 m
’ paHums
2008 1,7 79 |
i} ’ 10 1,8 2,0 Bbarapus
17 7,4
2007 , 5.6
— 0’9 1 9 2 1
6,5

Denvt Ha 3emepgenuneto B BBl 33 netre aHanM3MpaHW CTPaHM TYK MNOKA3BaT ACHA TeHAEHUMA.
CTpaHuUTe C BUCOK CE/ICKOCTOMAHCKM MOTEHLMAN U YNETO CENCKOTO CTONAHCTBO e pa3paboTeHo, umat
HUCBK AAN Ha arpapHuA cekTop B BBI. CbluaTa TeHAeHUMA ce Habaogasa M Npu cpefHaTa CTOMHOCT
3a EBpona, KoATo e noutn nogobHa cbe cnyyante Ha PpaHuma u Nepmanua. Utanua cneagat cblyata
TEHAEHUMA OTHOCHO A06aBeHaTa CTOMHOCT, BbMPEKM Ye OT refHa TOYKA Ha XapaKTepuCTUKMTE Ha
CE/ICKOCTONAHCKMA CEKTop e Nno-61130 A0 PymbHMA M Bbarapma, KakTo Mo OTHOLWEHWe Ha Tuna
CTONAHCTBA, TaKa M MO OTHOLWEHWE Ha cpefHaTa MJoW, Ha cTonaHcTeaTa (BX. Tabauua. 1).
CroiHocTuTe 3a Bbarapusa u PymbHUA ca OKO10 7 NPOLLEHTA.

lpadukata no-rope ACHO MOKa3Ba, Y€ CE/ICKOTO CTOMAHCTBO € BAXKEH CEKTOp OT MKOHOMMYECKa
rneaHa Touka B bbarapua u PymbHuA, ¢ mHOro no-ronam aan ot bBI1 B cpaBHeHue ¢ apyrute cTpaHu
W cpefHaTa unopa 3a Espona. MKOHOMMYECKOTO 3Ha4YeHMEe Ha CEe/ICKOTO CTOMAHCTBO € HWUCKO B
Utanua, ®paHuma u FrepmanHma.

CnepBalumAT aHanM3MpaH MoKasaTen MoKasBa B AENCTBMTE/NIHOCT KaK Ce MHTeprnpeTupa AenbT Ha
CeNCKOTO cTonaHcTBo B BBI, KoAKo 03HayaBa npubnausutenHo 7% B PymbHMA u Bbarapusa, B
cpaBHeHMe ¢ 2% BbB OpaHuma. NpadmkaTa No-[01y NOKA3BA CTOMHOCTU 3a BCAKA CTPaHa B MJ/IH. €BPO
3a nepmoaa 2007-2012r..

FpaduKa 5. CTOMHOCT Ha NPOAYKLMATA Mo 6asncHU LeHu, 2007-2012°"

0 NaHHM Ha EBpocTaT, AOCTbNHM Ha http://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do
nocnegHo noceteHn Ha 18.03.2013
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Valoarea productiei agricole la pretul de baza (milioane de euro)
-1.319,86 2.777,07
2012 7.901,00 14.890,50 4.804,10
-1.196,06
2011 8.161,00 11.827,40 5.099,90 4.655,20 PyMbHUA
- 842,82 2.558,91 Utanua
2010 6.441,00 11.786,20 3.608,42 Fepmanmn
-675,65 2.042,62 ®
2009 5.360,00 8.452,90  3.235,92 PaRLUNA
-1.025,42 bbarapua
2008 8.203,66 10.760,40 4.962,78 3.876,69
-446,37 1.628,33
2007 7.085,87 11.854,20 4.416,62
A 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
0 5000 10000 15000 20000 25000 30000 35000

Mpwn CTOMHOCTTa Ha CENCKOCTOMAHCKATa NPOAYKLUMA, CTPAHUTE CbC CUAHO CEICKOTO CTOMAHCTBO MMaT
No-BMCOKa CTOMHOCT Ha npoaykuuAata. ®PpaHumsa Mma Hal-BMCOKaTa CTOMHOCT Ha NPOAYKLUMATA,
cneggaHa ot epmaHuA. UTanma OTHOBO € Mo cpejaTa, AOKAaTO PymbHMA U Bbarapua mmaTt HUCKA
CTOMHOCT Ha Npon3BoACTBO. MiMa BUAMM cnag, Ha Ta3u CTOMHOCT BbB BCUYKM CTpaHu npes3 2009 r..

lpadmKaTa no-rope NOKasBa, Ye BbNPEKN 3HAYEHMETO HA CEKTOPA, CENCKOTO CTOMAHCTBO HAMA roNam
aan ot bBIM B FlepmaHua 1 ®paHumsaA, B abCONOTHO M3PaKEHNE Te3U CTPAHW MMaT NO-BUMCOKK Nevanbm
OT CEe/ICKOTO CTOMAHCTBO, OTKOJ/IKOTO CTPaHW, KbAEeTo 3emedenneTto e BaxeH ¢daktop B BBM. Mo
npvHUMN, BbarapmMa M PyMbHMA MMAT HUCKM LOXOAM OT CE/ICKOTO CTOMAHCTBO. AKO aHa/iusMpame
Te3n pesynTaTM Mo OTHOWEHME Ha MPOLEHTUTE HA 3aeTUTe B CEJICKOCTOMAHCKUS CEKTop, Hue
3aK/IloYaBame, Ye CTPaHUTe C HUCHK 06em Ha NpoM3BOACTBO (B MKOHOMMYECKM CMUCDHI), HO 33 KOUTO
CEKTOpPaA € OT 3HAYEeHME KaTo M3TOYHMK Ha AOXOAM, UMAT U HAal-MHOTO C/TYKUTENN B CEKTOPA.

Tosn pasgen NOAKpensa 3aKNOYeHWATa Ha NpeauHMA pPasfes, OTHOCHO XapaKTepUCTUMKUTE Ha
CEe/ICKOCTONAHCKUA ceKTop. B momeHTa MMame aBe rpynu ctpaHu: FepmanHua u ®paHuma (c passut
CEe/ICKOCTONAHCKN CEKTOP, C FOJIEMW CTOMAHCTBA C MO-MAJKO CAYKUTENU U CPAaBHUTE/SIHO BMCOKA
CTOMHOCT HA NPOAYKUMATA, HO Tasn CTOMHOCT € MO-HUCBK NpoueHT oT BBM) u PymbHUA 1 Bbarapumsa (c
MaJsiIkn GepmMn, C MHOTO CAYXKUTEN, C HUCBK 06em Ha NPOM3BOACTBO, HO C NO-BMCOK MPOLEHT oT BBIM).
UTanus HAMa fiCHA MO3MUMA W B [BETe KaTeropuu, a mno-cKkopo ce fJobawvkasa fo PpaHuma u
FepmaHuA (MafkM CTONAHCTBA, MO-MaJ/KO CAYKUTENW, CPeLHA NMPOU3BOANUTENHOCT, KOETO 03HAYaBa
no-manbk gan ot 6BM).

Doctbn Ao npodecmoHanHo obyyeHue 3a 3emeaenckuTe NPOU3BOAUTENN

Joctbna go obyyeHue 3a 3eMefeNCKUTE NPOM3BOAUTENM €, KaKTO Ce BMXKAa B NpeguliHuTe rNaBu,
CbLUECTBEH aCMeKT Ha NMPWAaraHeTo Ha eBporneickaTa U HauuoHanaHaTa NoAUTMKA. 3a nocTuraHe Ha
LuenuTe 3a pasBUTUE, OnpeaesieHn OT eBPONEeNCKM WAM HaUMOHaNHM MPOrpamMHM AOKYMEHTU ce
M3MCKBa 33 HACTOALLATA MKOHOMMYECKa 06CTaHOBKa agantupaHa paboTHa pbka, KBaanduumpaHa u
NPOAYKTMBHA. 3a Aa ce NOBMILM KBanndUKaLMATA Ha 3emefesICKUTe NPou3BOAMTENN, PbKOBOAHA,
TEXHUYECKA WMAM TEXHONOTMYHA, € HYXHO ocBeH Heob6X0AMMOTO MbpBOHa4YanHO 0byyeHue, HO K
obyuyeHUne npes Luenma X1BOT Ypes MHTEH3UBHM Nporpamm 3a npodecnoHanHo obyyeHue.

lpadmKaTa No-40/y NOKasBa Aena Ha y4yallmMTe CescKo CTOMaHCTBO Ha HMBO BuUclle obpasoBaHue (%
OT BCUYKM CTYAEHTU) N 3aBbPLUNAUTE 06pa3oBaHMe B arpapHMA ceKTop (% OT BCUYKKU BUCLIUCTU).

> NaHHm EBpocTaT AOCTLMHM Ha
http://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do?dataset=aact eaall&lang=en
nocneaHo noceteHn Ha 23.03.2013
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lpadumka 6. [enbT Ha nuaTta c obpasoBaHUe B arpapHMA CEKTOp OT obwaTta undpa AmMua, yyalm nam
KOMWTO ca 3aBbpLUMAK BUCLLEe 0bpa3oBaHue, 2010%%

Romania

Italia

Franta

CTyp,eHTM y4yewm CceNcKo CTONaHCTBO

Germania
3aB'prIJVI}1VI CEe/ICKO CTOMaHCTBO

Bulgaria

EU-27

BCMYKM aHaNM3MPaHM CTPaHW Ca B PaMKUTE Ha eBPOMenCcKUTe TEHAEHUMWN, NPOLLEHTHUTE CTOMHOCTU
Ha CTYAEHTUTE WU 3aBBPLUMAN YHUBEPCUTETM B 061aCTTa Ha 3emeaenneTo, ca cpegHo mexay 1,6% u
1,8%. MHAMKATOPBT HE MOKa3Ba rosIeMy PA3InumMa MeXKAy NeTTe CTPaHW, KOeTo NOoKas3Ba, Ye BUCLIETO
obpasoBaHMe B 06/1aCTTa Ha 3emefe/IMeTo He BOAM [0 3HAYMTE/NIHWM Pas/IMKM B pesyntatute Ha
arpapHus cekTop.

CneaBawMAT nokasaTen ONUCBA NPOLLEHTHLT Ha 3emedenickuTe npoussogutenu/depmepu, KouTo
MMaT OCHOBHO MAW BuUClle obpasoBaHMe B 061acTTa Ha Ce/cKoTo ctonaHcTBo. Cnopes, AoKNag, Ha
leHepanHa AMpeKuma 3emenenve M pPasBUTUE Ha CENICKUTE palioHM Ha EBponelickata Komucus,
nocsiegHaTta roamHa, 3a KOATO MMa Ha/iMYyHM gaHHW, e 2005. Ha MeToa0N10MMYHO HUBO, MHAMKATOPA
ce OTHacA caMo 33 PbKOBOAWUTE/NIM HA CE/ICKU CTOMAHCTBA, HE3ABMCMMO OT TAXHOTO €CTeCTBO W/U
pasmep. ObyyeHMeTo B 06/71aCTTa Ha CE/ICKOTO CTONAHCTBO MMa TPU M3MEPEHMUA: CaMO MpPaKTUYeH
onut (aercremTenHata paboTa B eKcnaoaTauma), oCHOBHO 06pa3oBaHMe (BCEKM KypcC, 3aBbplUeH B
KOMEX WM APYIU CNeumanmnsmpadm MHCTUTYLMK, CTaXK B 061aCTTa Ha Ce/ICKOTO CTOMAHCTBO Ce CYMTa
33 OCHOBHOTO 06pa3oBaHue) Unn 3agbnboyeHo obpasoBaHMe (BCEKM Kypc, 3aBbpLUEH c/iel, Kpas Ha
334 b/KUTENIHOTO 0O6pa3oBaHUe, M KOMTO € eKBMBAJIEHTEH Ha ABe roAuvHW 06pasoBaTeNieH UMKDL,
3aBbpPLLUBA B KO/MEXK, YHUBEPCUTET UAN APYTU BUCLLM y4ebHU 3aBeaeHunA).

FpaduKka 7. Jan Ha 3eMefencKUTE NPOU3BOAUTENMN, OBYYeHN B 061ACTTa Ha CENCKOTO CTOMAHCTBO
(0CHOBHO MM 3aabN60YeHO 06pasoBaHue), 2005 r>>.

2 NaHHW Ha EBpocTaT, AOCTBMHM Ha
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/tgm/bookmark.do?tab=table&plugin=1&language=en&pcode=tps00062#
rnocneaHo noceteHn Ha 17.02.2013

53 »Rural Development in European Union. Statistical and Economic Information. Report 2011”, ctp. 106,
[ocTbnNeH Ha http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/statistics/rural-development/2011/full-text en.pdf nocneaHo noceTteH
Ha 20.03.2013
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% oT pepmepuTe ca 6GUAK M3NOXKeHU HA onpepeneH Bug npopecuoHanHo
obyueHue Ha cenckocTonaHcku npodun (0OCHOBHO UK 06LWIMPHO 06yueHue)

FU-27 o 20

EU-27 m 74
PymbHUA ;

Y s 11,2 % OT pepmepuTe U3NOKEHN Ha 31
UTanua onpeaeneH T1n NpodecmoHanHo cu

68,5 0ByyeHMe CbC ceNcKOCTONaHCKM npodun A
FepmaHua 543 (6a3oBo nnv 3aabN60YEHO 0bYYeHMe)
PdpaHuma W53
bbarapua
20 40 60 80

lFepmaHua n PpaHuMA ca CTpaHUTe C paBHULLE Ha obpa3oBaHME Ha 3eMefeNcKuTe Npou3BoAUTENU
Hag, cpeAHOCTAaTUCTMYECKOTO HMBO 3a EBpona. Ako B EBponeiickma Cbio3 KaTo uano camo 20% ot
MEHUAXKDbPUTE Ha GepMuM WAKM  CEeNICKOCTOMAHCKM  eKcnioaTaumMm WMMaT Hal-Manko OCHOBHO
ob6pa3oBaHWe B 06/1acTTa Ha CENCKOTO CTONAHCTBO, B NepmaHua n OpaHuMa noBevyeTo Xopa, KOMTO
yNpaBAABaT CE/ICKOCTONAHCKM eKcnioaTauun Mmat Tosu Tun obyveHuwe. Utanma e noa cpegHoTo
HWBO 3a EC, a B Bbarapua n PyMbHMA CENCKOTO CTOMAHCTBO M3rnexpaa e eaHa obs1acT, 33 KoATO
obyyeHneTo e camo ype3 onut. [aHHUTe cneaBaTt "KnbCcTepuTe UAEHTUOULMPAHM B NociegHuUTe
CEKUMM Ha npoyyBaHeTo. [lepmaHuMa u  ®PpaHuma, ¢ npodecroHanusmpaH W edeKkTUBeH
Ce/ICKOCTONAHCKUA CEKTOP, MMAT 3eMee/ICKM CTOMAHCTBA, KOUTO Ce yNpaBAABaT B NO-roaamaTa yact
OT XOpa KOMTO MMaT Hail-ManKo OCHOBHO obpasoBaHMe B obsactra. PymbHuUA, Bbarapma u B 103K
cnyyait Utanua, ¢ eanH ¢parmeHTUpaH CEKTOp, MMAT CUAHM NpPenutaTesiHn U NoaynasapHu
CTOMNAHCTBA, KOMTO Ce ynpaBAsBaT OT CTOMaHM KOMTO, npubausutenHo okono 90% He ca ce
Bb3MN0/13Ba/IN OT NPodeCMOHANHO 0byUeHMeE.

OueBngHO € TpyAHO pJa Ce  YCTaHOBM MNpsKa NPUUYUHHO-CNEACTBEHA BpPb3Ka  MexXAay
NPOM3BOAMTENHOCTTA Ha CE/ICKOCTOMNAHCKMA CEKTOP M CTEMEHTA, A0 KOATO 3eMee/ICKUTe CTOMAHU ca
noayYnan obyyeHne B obnactta. HO CbLLO TaKa € ACHO, Ye MMA MOJIOKUTENIHA Kopenauusa mexay
LBeTe MPOMEHAUBU. 33 WHOMKaTopuTe "AAN Ha 3emenesiCKUTe NpPOoM3BOAMTENUN C OCHOBHO WM
3aabnboyeHo obydyeHme" M "CTOMHOCT Ha CeNCKOCTOMaHCKaTa Npoaykuua no 6asucHu uenu",
KoedMuMeHTbT Ha Kopenaumss e 0.82. Ha npakTuMKa, TO3n KoepUUMEHT HM NOoKas3Ba, ue
CeJICKOCTONAHCKUAT CEKTOP MMa NO-A06pu NOCTUXKEHUA B CTPAHU, KbA,ETO MHOIO OT 3eMeAe/ICKUTe
CTONaHuM ca nonyuunu obyuyeHme. padurkaTa No-A40Ny NOKA3Ba U3IMEHEHMETO Ha ABaTa NokasaTtens
3a neTTe aHaAu3upaHu cTpaHu. 3a obpasHa NPoOCToTa M 3ana3BaHe Ha NPONoOpUMUTE Ha rpaduKaTa,
NMbpBOHAYa/IHaTa CTOMHOCT Ha 3emMegesnckaTta MpoayKuus e pasgesneHa Ha 100 (KoeduumeHTa Ha
KOpenauua He ce NPOMEHS, Tbil KaTO BapuaLMATa He ce NPomeHs). 3apaan daKTa, sie AaHHWUTE 33
06pa3oBaHOCT Ha 3emefenckuTe npoussoamTenu ca oT 2005 r., u3bupame 3a CTOMHOCT Ha
Ce/ICKOCTOMaHCKaTa NpoAyKLumMA camo gaHHuTe ot 2007 r..

lpaduka 8. Kopenauusa mexay " Aan Ha 3eMefe/ICKUTE NPOU3BOAMUTENN C OCHOBHO MM 334 bNO0YEHO
0byyeHne " 1 "CTOMHOCT Ha CEeNCKOCTONAHCKaTa NPoAyKLMA No 6a3nCHU LeHn ".
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100 - % oT hepmepuTe N3NOKEHW Ha
onpegeneH TUN nNpodpecnoHanHo
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80 - 68,5 70,86 (6a3oBo nau 3agbnboyeHo obyueHue),
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54,3
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16,28 pasgeneHa Ha 100 3a rpadpuyHa
20 - 11,2 74 WAIOCTPALIMA Ha CbOTHOLIEHNETO
53 4,46 ,
0 A 1 1 1 1 1
Bulgaria Franta  Germania Italia Romania
3aKJII4YeHUs

O6paszoBaHMeTo M AoCTbNa A0 npodecmoHanHO 0byyeHue ce cYMTaT 3a AbATOCPOUYHN UHBECTULINK B
YOBELLKUTE Pecypcu, MHBECTULIUM KOUTO MMAT Bb3BPbHLLAEMOCT B MKOHOMMUKATA, nod dopmaTa Ha
MKOHOMMYECKU pacTeX, Ab/Kall, ce Ha NPOAYKTMBHA paboTHa pbKa.

To3n Aoknag mscnefBa eBPOMENCKUTE U HAUMOHANHUTE MOAUTMKK 3a A0CTbN A0 0byyeHue Ha
3emefeNcKkUTe MNPOU3BOAUTENN, aHANM3UPANKM (PaKTUUYECKUTE pasMepU U XapPaKTEPUCTUKU Ha
CE/ICKOCTOMAHCKMA CEKTOP, MNPOU3BOAUTENHOCTTA HA CEJICKOCTOMAHCKMA CEeKTOop M A0CTbha 4o
obyuyeHne Ha 3emeae/ICK1UTe NPOU3BOANUTENN.

Ha HMBO noautuKM, npodecMoHanHOTO o0byyeHMEe Ha 3eMefesickuTe MNpousBOAUTENN He
npeacTasasBa Len Uanm obekTnB camo no cebe cu, HATO Ha €BPOMENCKO M HUTO Ha HaUMOHaHO
paBHMLE. Bce nak Mma MHOro c/iy4yaum, KbaeTto obydyeHMeTo CTaBa WMHCTPYMEHT WAW cTpaTerns 3a
npunaraHe Ha LeNCTBUS, HACOYEHW KbM MOCTUraHETO Ha uenuTe. ToBa € A0CTaTbyHO 3a Aa ce
3aK/I04YM, Ye LesInTe Ha eBPONeNCKUTe 3eMesesiCKM NOJUTUKN U CTPATErnmn, Hem3beXKHo BKIKOYBAT
KBannduumpaHm paboTHULM, KOUTO MOraT Aa Ce afanTupaT KbM MPOMEHUTE OT TEXHOJIOTMYHO UK
MKOHOMMYECKO ecTecTBO. EBpOMENCcKOTO 3aKOHO4ATEICTBO NOAYEepTaBa 3HAaYeHNETO Ha obyyeHneTo
B 0b6/1acTTa Ha Ce/CKOTO CTONAHCTBO. HauMOHANHWUTE NONTUKM UHTErpuUpaT noBeye WUaM MNo-Majnko
eBpOnencKknTe Maen 3a CescKoTo CTONAHCTBO. Hanuue e HecbOoTBETCTBME MeXAY MOAMUTMKaTa Ha
HOBUTE W CTapuTe AbpKaBu-yneHkun. [lo To3nM HaumH, PymbHMA wn bBbarapma BKao4vBaT B
HaUMOHa/IHaTa NOMTUKA MNOYTU BCUYKKM pasnopendbu Ha OCHM, gokato Utanua, PpaHums n lrepmanHmns
npUCcNoco6saBaT B NO-BUCOKO HUBO HaLMOHAHATa NOJIMTUKA KbM KOHTEKCTA M HALLMOHANHUTE HYXAM.
Monntnkute no 3aetoctta B PymbHMA M bbarapma He NOKPMBAT HAMb/IHO CEKTOpPA Ha CEJCKOTO
CTOMAHCTBO, MNpaBelKM pPa3HM BBL3IMOMXKHOCTM 3a OOy4YeHWe HedoCTbMHW 33 3emMenesickute
npounssogutenn. Tean Ha PpaHuma n NlepmaHuAa M3rnexkaa AaBaT MHOMO MO-rofAMa Bb3MOXHOCT Ha
CMHAMKATMTE Aa 6bOaT aKTUBHM B CEKTOPA HA 3aeTOCTTa B CEJ/ICKOCTOMAHCKUA cekTop. UTtanus nma
PEernMoHasHU NOJUTUKM 32 3aeTOCT M PA3JNYHMU MHCTPYMEHTM, 32 NOBMLLIABAHE HMBOTO HA 3aeTOCT
(cmeceHn porosopwu, cneumanHm Nporpamm 3a yasBuMMUTE rpynu n ap.).

CuHaMKaTUTEe N paboTogaTtennte MMaT BaXKHa pPoaA B AelHoCTUTe no npodecuoHanHo obydyeHue,
He3aBUCMMO Jann Te yyacTBaT B pa3paboTBaHETO Ha y4ebHM nporpamm, UAM U3NbAHABAT NpPOrpamm
3a npodecnoHanHo obydyeHue. Te3n OpraHU3auMM MoraT Aa OKaXKaT BAUSHWE BBbPXY MOJUTUKUTE
OTHOCHO npodecMoHanHoTo obyyeHMe B 06/1aCcTTa Ha CEACKOTO CTOMAHCTBO HAW-MasiKo Ha
HAaUMOHANHO HWBO. PymbHMA M Bbarapusa, Kbheto cMHauKatuTe u pabotopatenute moraT ga
npunarat nporpamu 3a obyyeHue, yuyebHUTE Nporpamm ca NPOAUKTYBAHM NO-CKOPO OT NporpamuTe
33 GMHaHCMpPaHa, A4OCTLMNHU 32 OpraHM3MpaHe Ha KypcoBe 3a 3emMee/ICKU NPOU3BOAUTENN.

Ha HMBO Bb3MOXKHOCTM 33 PUHAHCMpaHE Ha NpodecroHanHo obyyeHune, PpaHuma, FepmaHusa u
NTanna He ca TONKOBA 3aBMCMMKM OT eBponenckute GOHAOBE 3a OCbLLECTBABAHE Ha MNoA06HM
nporpamm.

64



KonnmuyecTBeH aHanu3 fICHO ONWUCBa AEWCTBUTENHOCTTA. MeTTe aHaIM3UPaHN CTpaHM MoraT Aa 6baat
pasgeneHv B ABe KaTeropuu. B nbpBaTa KaTeropus,, KbAeTo BAM3aT lepmaHua v dpaHums, ca
XapaKTePHM CTOMAHCTBa C rosieMu MJIOWM, MO-CKOPO MNPOdECcUOHANIM3NPaAHN, C HUCBK AAN Ha
arpapHus cekTop B BBI, HO C BUCOKM HMBA Ha 3eMee/ICKa NPOAYKUNA, C HUCHK AAN Ha PaboTHUUM B
CeNCKOTO CTONaHCTBO. He Hapuyame Tasu rpyna CTpaHu C pa3BuTo 3emegenve. Utanus, Bbnpekn ye
uma depmu C MasiKa naol, NoZ cpefHarta CTOMHOCT 3a EBpona, cbOTBETCTBA C Tasu Kateropua no
BCUYKM OCTaHa/NM TMoOKasatenu. bbarapma v PymbHUA ca cpaBHUTENHO cnabo pasBUTU CTPaHU B
06/1aCTTa Ha Ce/ICKOTO CTOMAHCTBO. Te MMAT Masikn Gepmu, MHOTO C/TYKUTENN B CEKTOPA Ha CE/ICKOTO
CTOMAHCTBO, FOMAM JAAN Ha 3emegenvero B BBI, HO HMCKa CTOMHOCT Ha CEeNCKOCTOMAaHCKaTa
NPOAYKUMA B aBCONIOTHO MU3paXKeHHUe.

Te3n KaTeropuu, NOCOYEHN MO-rOpe, MOKa3BaT ACHU MPEnopbKM 3a PymbHMA, Bbarapua u Utanus.
Mpu ycnoBme Ye PasBUTMETO HA arpapHUA CEKTOP € K/I4YoBa Les, eAuH OT Hal-BaxkHUTe daKTopw,
KOWTO Lie AoBedaT A0 MOCTMraHeTO Ha Tasu Len e Aa ce MHBecTMpa B paboTHaTa pbka oOT
3emeennero.

Hoctbna ao npodecroHanHo obyyeHne Ha 3emefesniCKUTE NMPOM3BOAUTENM CE ABABA KaTO OCHOBHA
HY}K[a Ha HaLMOHANHO HWMBO, Hall-ManKko B PymbHMA M Bbarapus. Pasbupa ce, HUKOA Apyra cTpaHa
HAMa fa 6bae B CbCTOAHME Aa u3berHe CTbNKUTE B TasM HAcoOKa, 0COBEHO B KOHTEKCTa Ha
KOHKYPEHTHOCT, HanoxeH oT EC. Bbnpekn ue eBPOMEMCKUTE W HAUMOHANHUTE MNOAUTUKK
npeaBuXKAaT, BbB BCUYKM C/ly4au, MOHE MUHMMA/IHU MEPKM 33 AOCTbI Ha 3eMeLe/ICKUTe CTONaHu Ao
nporpamu 3a obyyeHue, NPUIAraHETO HA Te3M MOJIMTUKM LLLe HAMPaBW Pas/iMKaTa MeXay pasButute
CTpaHU, C HaNpeaHa M Ce/ICKOCTOMAHCKM CEKTOPU M Te3u Cbe cnabo 3emegenve.

German

Zugang zur fachlichen Ausbildung fir die in der Landwirtschaft beschaftigten Personen

- Zusammenfassung vergleichende Studie -

Einflhrung

Uber die Gemeinsame Agrarpolitik, z3hlt die Europdische Union die Landwirtschaft zu den
bedeutendsten europdischen Politiken, welcher auch der am besten finanzierte Sektor auf
europadischer Ebene in der Zeitspanne 2007 — 2013 war. Die EU-Erweiterung von 2004 und 2007 hat
die Karte der Landwirtschaft der Union wesentlich verdndert. Die Landwirtschaft stellt 2 % des BIP in
den alten Staaten, 3 % in den neuen Mitgliedsstaaten und iber 10 % in Rumanien und Bulgarien dar. In
den neuen Mitgliedsstaaten betrdgt der Anteil der Arbeitskraft aus dem Landwirtschaftssektor drei
Mal so viel (12 %) im Vergleich zu den alten Mitgliedsstaaten (4 %), wo in Bulgarien und Rumanien der
Anteil an Arbeitskraften in der Landwirtschaft viel hdhere Prozentsitze betragt.>

Der vorliegende Bericht analysiert den Landwirtschaftssektor in finf europadischen Landern, mit
Schwerpunkt auf dem Zugang der in der Landwirtschaft Beschaftige zu fachlicher Aus- und Fortbildung.
Verfolgt wird die Identifizierung der Dynamik des Landwirtschaftssektors in Bulgarien, Frankreich,
Deutschland, Italien und Rumaéanien aus der Perspektive der gegenseitigen Einfllisse zwischen dem

54 Beschluss des Rates vom 20 Februar 2006 bezliglich der Strategischen Orientierungen der
Gemeinschaft fir landwirtschaftliche Entwicklung (Programmzeitspanne 2007-2013),
(2006/144/CE), abrufbar unter http://eur-
lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=CELEX:32006D0144:RO:HTML, zuletzt zugegriffen am
10.03.2013
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Ausmall zu welchem die Landwirte fachliche Ausbildung genieBen und der Leistung des
Landwirtschaftssektors im Allgemeinen.

Methodologie und Definition der Konzepte

Wir untersuchen hier in welcher Art und Weise der Zugang der in der Landwirtschaft beschaftigen
Personen zu Ausbildungs- und Trainingsprogrammen zu einer Steigerung der Produktivitdt in der
Landwirtschaft fuhrt. Die Hypothese von der wir ausgehen, ist eine natlrliche: Um so mehr
landwirtschaftliche Kenntnisse die Farmer besitzen (Wissen Uber Technologien und Wissenschaft,
spezifisch dem Landwirtschaftstyp, den sie durchflihren, aber auch Kenntnisse im Bereich
Management, Personalverwaltung und Business), um so mehr ist es wahrscheinlich, dass die Farmen
mehr produzieren, ihre Produkte eine bessere Qualitdt haben und ihr Preis somit gréBer ist. Anderseits
ist auch die Rolle des Staates und der Europdischen Union in der Unterstiitzung des
Landwirtschaftssektors und, implizit, in der Unterstiitzung der Farmer wichtig. Nicht an letzter Stelle,
haben desgleichen auch die Charakteristika des Landwirtschaftssektors eine groRe Bedeutung bei der
Definition der Produktivitat des Sektors.

Umsetzung der Konzepte - Indikatoren

Produktivitat des Landwirtschaftssektors

= Der Anteil der Landwirtschaft im BIP — Wert, welcher den Nettobeitrag der Landwirtschaft zum BIP
eines Landes misst, wird Gber den Indikator “Mehrwert der Landwirtschaft als Prozentsatz aus dem
BIP” gemessen und stellt das Nettoergebnis des Landwirtschaftssektors dar, nachdem alle Ergebnisse
beigefligt und die , Inputs” abgezogen wurden (investierter Wert).

= Der Produktionswert bei Grundpreisen — ist ein Indikator, der in absoluten Werten berechnet wird,
und welcher anzeigt, wie viel die Landwirtschaftsproduktion Wert ist. Fir die bei Eurostat zur
Verfligung stehenden Daten wird der Produktionswert in Millionen Euro berechnet.

Eigenschaft des Landwirtschaftssektors national

= Anteil der landwirtschaftlichen Grundstiicke als Prozent der Gesamtflache des Landes.

= Anzahl und Struktur der landwirtschaftlichen Farmen

= Anteil der landwirtschaftlichen Nutzflache

= Anteil der Arbeitnehmer in der Landwirtschaft (% der Anzahl der gesamt Beschéftigten auf nationaler
Ebene)

= Anteil der beschaftigten Frauen in der Landwirtschaft (% der Anzahl der gesamt beschaftigten Frauen
auf nationaler Ebene)

= Anteil der beschaftigten Manner in der Landwirtschaft (% der Anzahl der gesamt beschaftigten
Maénner auf nationaler Ebene)

Zugang der Farmer zur fachlichen Ausbildung

= Personen welche Bereiche mit landwirtschaftlichem Profil als Hochschulstudium studieren (% der
Gesamtanzahl der Studenten)

= Studienabsolventen  mit landwirtschaftlichem  Profil (% der gesamten Anzahl an
Hochschulabsolventen)

= Farmer/Landwirte mit Grundausbildung oder extensiver Ausbildung in Landwirtschaft (% der
Gesamtanzahl an Farmer)

Analysemethoden

Vorliegende Studie ist eine vergleichende, quantitative, Studie, dabei werden funf Staaten untersucht:
Bulgarien, Frankreich, Deutschland, Italien und Rumanien. Wir werden uns dort, wo es der Fall ist, auf
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die globalen Daten auf Ebene der 27 EU-Mitgliedsstaaten beziehen, um diese Durchschnittswerte als
Referenzpunkte zu nutzen.

Der Teil der qualitativen Analyse — Analyse der offentlichen Politiken — setzt den Akzent auf die
Agrarpolitik, jedoch mit einer gréBeren Aufmerksamkeit auf die Bildungspolitik (inklusive Lebenslanges
Lernen) und die Beschéaftigungspolitiken. Die Analysemethode ist die Analyse des Inhalts der
strategischen Dokumente und die Identifikation derjenigen strategischen Richtungen, welche die hier
analysierten Variablen beeintrachtigen konnten — Produktivitdt in der Landwirtschaft und Zugang der
Farmer zu fachlicher Ausbildung.

Gemeinsame Agrarpolitik und Zugang der Farmer zur Ausbildung

Die Gemeinsame Agrarpolitik (GAP) ist eine der dltesten Politiken auf europdischer Ebene, die ersten
Bemiihungen zur Identifikation von gemeinsamen Richtungen zur Entwicklung der Landwirtschaft sind
in den '50 Jahren erschienen, als Ergebnis der Wirtschaftslage nach dem Zweiten Weltkrieg.

GAP 2007 - 2013

Die Erweiterung der Union 2004 und 2007 hat zur Steigerung der Vielfalt der landlichen Gebiete, der
landwirtschaftlichen Wirtschaften und der Anzahl an Farmern beigetragen. Somit wurde eine
Neuordnung der finanziellen Zuschisse fiir die Zeitspanne 2007-2013 notwendig. Als Erwiderung auf
diese Herausforderungen wurde ein individueller Fond fiir die zweite GAP-Sdule geschaffen, ELER
(Europaischer Landwirtschaftsfonds fiir die Entwicklung des landlichen Raums).

Neben diesem finanziellen Rahmen, wurden strategische Richtungen zur landlichen Entwicklung auf
europdischer Ebene im Rahmen von vier Achsen festgelegt:

= Achse 1: Verbesserung der Wettbewerbsfahigkeit des land- und forstwirtschaftlichen
Sektors;

= Achse 2: Verbesserung der Umwelt und Kulturlandschaft;

= Achse 3: Verbesserung der Lebensqualitat in Iandlichen Gebieten und Férderung der
Diversifizierung der landlichen Wirtschaft;

= Achse 4 - LEADER: Griindung von lokalen Kapazitaten zur Arbeitsbeschaftigung und Diversifizierung;
Die Programmkriterien stellen den Staaten Bedingungen, wie integrierte Handhabung von Prioritaten
oder Komplementaritat zwischen den Finanzinstrumenten.

Nationale Politiken und Praktiken bezliglich der Ausbildung in der Landwirtschaft

In Bulgarien verfolgt die nationale Politik die Entwicklung einer wettbewerbsfdahigen Landwirtschaft
und die der Tragfahigkeit der landlichen Regionen, ein nachhaltiges Management der natrlichen
Ressourcen und die Anwendung von hohen Qualitatsstandards beziiglich der landwirtschaftlichen
Produkte. Die strategischen Dokumente verfolgen inklusiv die Umsetzung der GAP Uber das Programm
zur Entwicklung der landlichen Regionen fiir 2007-2013.

In Deutschland wird die nationale Landwirtschaftspolitik (iber Rahmendokumente definiert,
wie "Verbesserung der Agrarstruktur und des Kistenschutzes 2012-2015”, und einem nationalen
Strategieplan fir landliche Entwicklung, als Umsetzungsplan der GAP.

In Rumanien werden die Prioritdaten fiir Eingriffe Gber die Struktur- und Kohasionsfonds fiir die
Referenzzeit von der CSNR (Nationaler Strategischer Referenzrahmen) festgelegt. CSNR stellt die
Verbindung zwischen den nationalen Entwicklungsprioritdten, die im Nationalen Entwicklungsplan
2007-2013 festgelegt wurden, und den Prioritdaten auf europdischer Ebene her. Die Basis zur Erstellung
dieses strategischen Planungsdokuments auf mittelfristige Sicht der Struktur- und Kohdasionsfonds
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stellte der Nationale Entwicklungsplan 2007-2013 dar, welcher die Grundlage zur Umsetzung des
Nationalen Plans fiir Landliche Entwicklung fiir die Zeitspanne 2007-2013 war.

In Italien wird die gemeinsame Strategie von einem Nationalen Strategieplan definiert und wird
anschliefend auf lokaler Ebene anhand der regionalen Eigenschaften des Sektors strukturiert, und in
Frankreich definiert ein Gesetz von 2006 die Agrarpolitik, welcher das Unternehmertum, gute
Arbeitsbedingungen, Konsolidierung der Einklinfte aus der Landwirtschaft und die Modernisierung der
Landwirtschaft als Prioritaten hat.

Charakteristika des Landwirtschaftssektors — Vergleichende Analyse

Anteil der landwirtschaftlichen Flachen als Prozentsatz der gesamten Flachen

Dieser Indikator beschreibt das landwirtschaftliche Entwicklungspotential eines Landes. Die
landwirtschaftlichen Flachen werden als Teil der gesamten Flache definiert, welche folgendes
umfassen: Ackergrund, Flachen mit Dauerkulturen und Weiden. Die folgende Grafik stellt die
prozentualen Anderungen beziglich des Anteils der landwirtschaftlichen Grundstiicke als Prozentsatz
der Gesamtflache des Landes in der Zeitspanne 2004 — 2009.

Grafik 1. Anteil der landwirtschaftlichen Grundstilicke als Prozentsatz der Gesamtflache des Landes in
der Zeitspanne 2004 — 2009
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Wir erkennen aus der oberen Grafik, dass die fiinf untersuchten Lander bezlglich des
landwirtschaftlichen Potentials sich nicht wesentlich unterscheiden. In allen Ldndern ist eine
Reduzierung des Anteils der landwirtschaftlichen Grundstliicke um maximal 3% von 2004 bis 2009
festzustellen. Rumanien hat die groRte landwirtschaftliche Flache, gefolgt von Frankreich,
Deutschland, Italien und Bulgarien. Die maximalen Unterschiede bestehen zwischen Rumanien und
Bulgarien mit mehr als 10 Prozent. Die Tendenz ist herauszuheben, dass, auf Ebene des
landwirtschaftlichen Potentials, die groRflachigen Lander, auch das groéRte landwirtschaftliche
Potential besitzen. Anderseits hat Rumanien eine kleinere Flache als die drei westeuropaischen
Staaten. Eine Erklarung kénnte der Urbanisierungsgrad (Verteilung der Bevolkerung Land — Stadt)

55 Daten Ubernommen von World Development Indicators (WDI), abrufbar bei
http://data.worldbank.org/indicator , letzter Zugriff am 12.03.2013
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darstellen, wobei Rumanien von den fiinf Staaten den groBten Bevolkerungsanteil auf dem Land hat
(45% gegeniiber von 33% ltalien, 30% Bulgarien, 24% Frankreich, 12% Deutschland)®®. Somit konnte
die grofRe landwirtschaftliche Flaiche Rumaniens einen Indikator fiir den niedrigen Urbanisierungsgrad
sein, dementsprechend gib es weniger bebaute Flachen.

Anzahl und Struktur der landwirtschaftlichen Wirtschaften

Die landwirtschaftliche Wirtschaft (Farm) wird als eigenstandige technisch-wirtschaftliche Einheit
definiert, mit individueller Verwaltung und welche landwirtschaftliche Tatigkeiten durch Nutzung der
landwirtschaftlichen Flachen und/oder Viehzucht, oder Tatigkeiten des Erhalts der landwirtschaftlichen
Flachen unter guten landwirtschaftlichen und Umweltbedingungen ausfiihrt, entweder als Haupt- oder
als Nebentatigkeit. Folgende Tabelle stellt die Anzahl an Farmen aus den finf untersuchten Staaten
dar, im Verhaltnis landwirtschaftliche Nutzflache und mittlere GroRe einer Farm.

Tabelle 1. Anzahl der Farmen und Nutzfliche®

Land Anzahl an Prozent aus [andwirtschaftliche, Prozent aus Flache
Farmen [gesamt EU27, | Nutzflache 1000 gesamt EU27, Mittel/Nutzung, in
in 2010, Anzahl Hektar andwirtschaftliche Hektar
tausend Farmen, 2010 Nutzflache
Bulgarien 3711 3.1% 3621.0 2.1% 9.8
Frankreich 514.8 43 % 27 090.0 159% 52.6
Deutschland 299.1 2.5% 16 704.0 9.8 % 55.8
Italien 1630.0 13.5% 12 885.3 7.6 % 7.9
Rumanien 3856.3 32.0% 13 298.2 7.8% 34
EU 27 12 053.8 100% 170 027.3 100% 14.1

Die vorliegende Tabelle zeigt, dass die Staaten mit der grofRten Anzahl an Farmen auch die Staaten
sind, wo diese Farmen die geringsten Flachen haben (Rumanien mit 3.4 Hektar und Italien mit 7.9).
Bulgarien bleibt unter dem europaischen Durchschnitt, und Deutschland und Frankreich sind,
natlirlich, Staaten mit eher landwirtschaftlichen, professionalisierten, GroRfarmen. Wenn wir uns auf
den europdischen Durchschnitt von 14 Hektar beziehen, kdnnen wir behaupten, dass Bulgarien, Italien
und Rumanien kleinbduerliche Landwirtschaft betreiben, im Unterschied zu Deutschland und
Frankreich. Wir bemerken desgleichen, dass Frankreich und Deutschland die groRte
landwirtschaftliche Flache benutzen, obwohl Rumanien eine gréRere landwirtschaftliche Nutzflache in
absoluten Zahlen zur Verfligung hat (siehe Grafik 1).

56 Daten von 2003, ibernommen von
http://www.nationmaster.com/graph/peo per liv_in rur_are-people-percentage-living-rural-areas
letzter Zugriff am 17.03.2013.

57 Daten von EU-Agricultural census 2010 Oktober 2011, verfligbar unter
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/cache/ITY PUBLIC/5-11102011-AP/EN/5-11102011-AP-EN.PDF
letzter Zugriff am 23.02.2013
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Die oben dargestellten Angaben erlauben schon jetzt die Bildung einiger Kategorien, welche die
Professionalisierung der Landwirtschaft beschreiben, wie auch, in welchem MaR die Landwirtschaft auf
niedrigerer Stufe (Subsistenz und Halbsubsistenzwirtschaft) die Agrarlandschaft beherrscht oder eben
nicht. Es ist eindeutig, dass nur Deutschland und Frankreich unter den fiinf Ldndern als Staaten mit
einer entwickelten Landwirtschaft betrachtet werden kénnen. In Rumaénien befinden sich ein Drittel
der Farmen Europas, welche ungefiahr 8% der gesamten europdischen Agrarfliche benutzen.
Vergleichend haben wir in Frankreich 4,3% der Farmen Europas, die 16% der europaischen Flache
besetzen.

Arbeitnehmer aus dem Landwirtschaftssektor

So wie wir vorher festgestellt haben, gehdren zwei von den flinf untersuchten Staaten zur Kategorie
der Lander mit entwickelter Landwirtschaft und die anderen drei (Bulgarien, Italien, Ruméanien) haben
eine reduzierte Landwirtschaft, wenn man die GroRRe der Farmen in Betracht zieht. Natlirlich deutet
die GroRe der Farmen auch auf den Technologisierungsgrad der Farmen hin.

Grafik 2. Anteil der Arbeitnehmer in der Landwirtschaft (% der Gesamtanzahl der Angestellten auf
Landesebene)*®
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Den kleinsten Anteil an Arbeitnehmern im Landwirtschaftssektor haben Deutschland und Frankreich,
die einzigen Lander mit einer entwickelten Landwirtschaft (1,6%, beziehungsweise 2,9%). Unsere

58 Daten Ubernommen aus World Development Indicators (WDI), abrufbar unter
http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SL.AGR.EMPL.ZS , letzter Zugriff am 12.03.2013
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Erklarung besteht in der Technologisierung und Mechanisierung der landwirtschaftlichen Arbeit, so
dass die Anstellung vieler Personen trotz GroRe der Farmen nicht mehr notwendig ist. Anderseits,
bezogen auf das Bediirfnis nach Training, ist es wahrscheinlich, dass in diesen Landern das Bedurfnis
nach spezifischer fachlicher Ausbildung (im Bereich der Nutzung der technologischen Infrastruktur in
der Landwirtschaft) sehr groR ist, im Vergleich zu den Léandern, wo die kleinbauerliche Landwirtschaft
noch vorwiegend ist. Italien hat wenige Arbeitnehmer in der Landwirtschaft, trotz relativ groRer Anzahl
an Betrieben und deren durchschnittlichen GroRe. Die Halfte der italienischen Farmer ist angestellt
und die Halfte ist eigenstdandig und arbeitet auf der eigenen Farm. In Bulgarien sind, obwohl die Zahl
relativ groB im Vergleich zu den anderen drei Staaten ist, Gber 90% der in der Landwirtschaft
angestellten Personen Familienangehdrige. Rumanien stellt einen Spezialfall dar. Obwohl die Tendenz
zur prozentualen Abnahme sich in diesem Fall am besten offenbart, muss angemerkt werden, dass,
genau wie im Fall von Bulgarien, Gber 90% der in der Landwirtschaft beschaftigen Personen, eigentlich
Personen sind, welche Agrarland besitzen und bearbeiten, ohne effektiv angestellt zu sein und ohne
das man sieht, dass ihre Arbeit Einkommen generiert.

Bei Betrachtung dieser Daten aus der Perspektive der beiden Landwirtschaftstypen, die vorher
identifiziert wurden, GroRlandwirtschaft (Fall von Frankreich und Deutschland) und Subsistenz- und
Halbsubsistenzlandwirtschaft (Italien, Bulgarien und Rumanien), miissen die Ansatze bezlglich der
fachlichen Ausbildung der Landwirte die Kenntnisarten und Fertigkeiten, welche die Landwirte
benotigen, in Betracht ziehen. Somit befindet sich das Bedirfnis zur Ausbildung in Falle von
Deutschland oder von Frankreich hochstwahrscheinlich im Bereich der Technik. Im Falle der Lander mit
kleinbduerlicher Landwirtschaft muss man den Typ der Wirtschaften, die groBe Anzahl an Landwirten,
welche mehrere Rollen erfillen (Manager, Arbeiter, Unternehmer wusw.) und die

Ausbildungsbediirfnisse so in Betracht ziehen, dass einmal ausgebildet, diese Personen eine bessere
Leistung erbringen.

Die Produktivitat des Landwirtschaftssektors und der Zugang der Landwirte zur Ausbildung

Der Anteil der Landwirtschaft im BIP ist der Mehrwert der Landwirtschaft als Prozentsatz des BIP
(bezogen auf den Grundpreis) und stellt das Nettoergebnis des Landwirtschaftssektors dar, nachdem
alle Ergebnisse hinzugefiigt und die ,Inputs” abgezogen werden (investierter Wert). Die folgende

Grafik zeigt die Lage des Anteils der Landwirtschaft im BIP in der Zeitspanne 2007 — 2012, laut Angaben
von Eurostat. Fiir 2012 fehlen die Daten fiir Frankreich.

Grafik 4. Mehrwert der Landwirtschaft als Prozentsatz im BIP, 2007 - 2012°°
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59 Date Eurostat, verfligbar bei http://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do letzter Zugriff am 18.03.2013
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Der Anteil der Landwirtschaft im BIP, fiir die hier untersuchten Lander, zeigt eine klare Tendenz. Bei
den Landern mit einem groRen landwirtschaftlichem Potential und deren Landwirtschaft entwickelt ist,
ist der Anteil der Landwirtschaft am BIP sehr gering. Dieselbe Tendenz kann auch am europdischen
Durchschnitt bemerkt werden, welcher fast mit den Féllen in Deutschland und Frankreich
Ubereinstimmt. Italien halt bezliglich des Mehrwertes der Landwirtschaft dieselbe Tendenz ein,
obwohl vom Standpunkt der Charakteristika des Landwirtschaftssektors her, es sich ndher an
Rumanien und Bulgarien befindet, sowohl aus der Perspektive der landwirtschaftlichen Wirtschaften
wie auch von der durchschnittlichen GroBe der Farmen her betrachtet (siehe Tabelle 1). Die Werte fur
Bulgarien und Rumanien betragen ungefahr 7 Prozente.

Die vorherige Grafik zeigt eindeutig, dass die Landwirtschaft aus wirtschaftlicher Sicht in Rumanien und
in Bulgarien eine bedeutende Rolle spielt, mit einem BIP-Anteil der viel groRRer ist als bei den anderen
Landern oder gegeniiber dem europaischen Durchschnitt. Die wirtschaftliche Bedeutung der
Landwirtschaft ist in Italien, Frankreich und Deutschland niedrig.

Folgender analysierter Indikator zeigt eigentlich, wie sich der BIP-Anteil der Landwirtschaft (ibersetzen
lasst, wie viel ungefdahr 7% in Rumanien oder Bulgarien gegentliber von 2% in Frankreich bedeuten. Die
folgende Grafik zeigt die Werte fiir jedes Land, in Millionen Euro, fiir die Zeitspanne 2007 — 2012.

Grafik 5. Wert der Produktion bei Grundpreisen, 2007-2012°%°
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Bezlglich des Agrarproduktionswerts, haben die Lander mit einer starken Landwirtschaft einen
hoheren Produktionswert. Frankreich hat den héchsten Produktionswert, gefolgt von Deutschland.
Italien ist wieder der Mittelwert der Gruppe, und Rumadnien und Bulgarien besitzen kleine
Produktionswerte. Im Jahr 2009 ist die Verringerung dieses Wertes bei allen Lindern bemerkbar.

60 Daten Eurostat, verfligbar bei
http://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do?dataset=aact eaa01&lang=en, letzter Zugriff am
23.03.2013

72


http://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do?dataset=aact_eaa01&lang=en

Die vorherige Grafik zeigt dass, obwohl als sektorale Bedeutung die Landwirtschaft in Deutschland und
in Frankreich keinen groRen Anteil am BIP hat, in absoluten Zahlen, diese Linder aus der
Landwirtschaft hohere Profite als die Lander, wo die Landwirtschaft netto zum BIP beitragt, erzielen.
Praktisch erzielen Bulgarien und Rumanien geringe Einkiinfte aus der Landwirtschaft. Bei der Analyse
der Ergebnisse durch das Prisma des Prozentanteils der Angestellten im Landwirtschaftssektor,
gelangen wir zur Schlussfolgerung, dass die Lander mit einer niedrigen Produktion (wirtschaftlich
betrachtet), aber fiir welche dieser Sektor als Einkommen wichtig ist, auch die meisten Angestellten im
Sektor haben.

Dieser Abschnitt starkt die Schlussfolgerungen des vorherigen Abschnitts beziiglich der Charakteristika
des Landwirtschaftssektors. Wir haben zurzeit zwei Landergruppen: Deutschland und Frankreich (mit
einem entwickelten Agrarsektor, mit groBen Nutzflaichen, mit weniger Angestellten und einem relativ
hoheren Produktionswert, jedoch stellt dieser Wert einen geringen Prozentanteil im BIP dar) und
Rumaénien und Bulgarien (mit kleinen Farmen, mit vielen Angestellten, mit einem geringen
Produktionswert, aber welcher einen bedeutenderen Prozentsatz im BIP einnimmt). Italien hat keinen
klaren Stellenwert in diesen beiden Kategorien, nahert sich allerdings mehr Frankreich und
Deutschland an (kleine Farmen, wenig Angestellte, durchschnittlicher Produktionswert, welcher wenig
im BIP ausmacht).

Zugang zur fachlichen Ausbildung fiir Farmer

Der Zugang zur fachlichen Ausbildung fiir Farmer ist, so wie in den vorherigen Kapiteln festgehalten
wurde, ein wesentlicher Aspekt der europadischen und nationalen Politiken. Um die (iber europdische
oder nationale Richtlinien festgelegten Entwicklungsziele zu erreichen, ist eine am heutigen
wirtschaftlichen Kontext angepasste Arbeitskraft notwendig, die ausgebildet und produktiv ist. Zwecks
Steigerung der Fertigkeiten der Landwirte ist eine entsprechende Erstausbildung, im Management, in
der Technik oder der Technologie notwendig, und auch ein lebenslanges Lernen durch die
Intensivprogramme fir fachliche Ausbildung.

Die folgende Grafik beschreibt den Anteil an Personen, welche Landwirtschaft auf Hochschulniveau
studieren (% aller Studenten) und die Studienabsolventen im Landwirtschaftssektor (% der gesamten
Studenten mit Universitatsabschluss).

Grafik. 6. Anteil der Personen mit landwirtschaftlichen Studien von der gesamt eingeschriebenen
Personenanzahl oder welche eine Hochschulausbildung genossen haben, 2010°.

61 Daten Eurostat, verflgbar bei
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/tgm/bookmark.do?tab=table&plugin=1&language=en&pcode=tps
00062# letzter Zugriff am 17.02.2013
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Samtliche analysierten Lander reihen sich in die europaischen Tendenzen ein, die prozentualen Werte
der Studenten oder Absolventen von Universitditen mit Landwirtschaftsprofil drehen sich um
denselben Durchschnitt von 1.6%, beziehungsweise 1.8%. Der Indikator deutet nicht auf bedeutende
Unterschiede zwischen den finf Landern hin, was auch zeigt, dass die Hochschulstudien mit
landwirtschaftlichem  Profil keine bedeutenden Unterschiede, was die Leistung des
Landwirtschaftssektors angeht, hervorrufen.

Folgender Indikator beschreibt den Prozentanteil an Farmern/Landwirten, welche eine Grund- oder
héhere Ausbildung in Landwirtschaft haben. Laut Bericht der Generaldirektion fiir Landwirtschaft und
Landliche Entwicklung der Europaischen Kommission ist 2005, das letzte Jahr fiir welches diese
Angaben verfligbar sind. Auf methodologischer Ebene, bezieht sich der Indikator nur auf Manager von
landwirtschaftlichen Betrieben, unabhdngig von der Art oder GréBe. Die Bildung im
landwirtschaftlichen Bereich hat drei Gebiete: Nur praktische Erfahrung (effektive Arbeit im Rahmen
eines Betriebes), Grundausbildung (jeder abgeschlossene Lehrgang in einer Schule oder anderen
Facheinrichtungen; Lehre im Bereich Landwirtschaft wird als Grundausbildung betrachtet) oder
extensive Bildung (jeder Lehrgang nach Abschluss der Pflichtschule mit dem Wert eines
Ausbildungszyklus von zwei Jahren, in einem College , einer Hochschule oder einer anderen
Hochschuleinrichtung).

Grafik 7. Anteil der in Landwirtschaft ausgebildeten Landwirte (extensive oder Grundausbildung),
2005%

62 "Rural Development in European Union. Statistical and Economic Information. Report 2011”, p. 106,

verfiigbar unter http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/statistics/rural-development/2011/full-text _en.pdf
letzter Zugriff am 20.03.2013
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Deutschland und Frankreich sind Lander in denen das Bildungsniveau der Landwirte (iber dem
europadischen Durchschnitt liegt. Wenn im Allgemeinen in der Europdischen Union nur 20% der
Manager von Farmen oder landwirtschaftlichen Betrieben mindestens eine Grundausbildung in
Landwirtschaft aufweisen, haben in Deutschland und in Frankreich die meisten Personen, welche
einen landwirtschaftlichen Betrieb verwalten, diesen Typ von Training absolviert. Italien befindet sich
unter dem européischen Durchschnitt, und in Bulgarien und in Rumanien scheint die Landwirtschaft
ein Bereich zu sein, wo nur aus Erfahrung gelernt wird. Die Daten halten die “Cluster” ein, die in den
vorherigen Abschnitten der Studie identifiziert wurden. Deutschland und Frankreich, mit einem
professionalisierten landwirtschaftlichen und leistungsstarken Sektor, haben Farmen die von Personen
verwaltet werden, welche mindestens Uber eine Grundausbildung im Bereich verfliigen. Rumanien,
Bulgarien und in diesem Fall auch Italien, mit einem zerstiickelten Sektor, haben Subsistenz- und
Halbsubsistenzfarmen, welche von Landwirten verwaltet werden, die in ungefdahr 90% der Falle keine
fachliche Ausbildung genossen haben.

Eine direkte Kausalitdit zwischen der Leistung des Landwirtschaftssektors und dem AusmaR an
fachlicher Ausbildung der Landwirte ist natlirlich schwer zu bestimmen. Es ist aber genauso eindeutig,
dass es eine positive Korrelation zwischen den beiden Variablen gibt. Fiir die Indikatoren ”Anteil der
Landwirte mit extensiver oder mit Grundausbildung” und "Wert der landwirtschaftlichen Produktion
anhand des Grundpreises” betragt der Korrelationskoeffizient 0.82. Praktisch zeigt uns dieser
Koeffizient, dass der landwirtschaftliche Sektor in denjenigen Landern leistungsstark ist, in denen
mehr Farmer eine fachliche Ausbildung genossen haben. Die folgende Grafik zeigt die Abwandlung
der beiden Indikatoren fiir die fiinf analysierten Lander. Fir die Vereinfachung der Grafik und um die
Proportionen der Grafik beizubehalten wurde der Wert der landwirtschaftlichen Erstproduktion durch
100 geteilt (der Korrelationskoeffizient dndert sich nicht, zumal sich auch die Abwandlung nicht
andert). Aufgrund der Tatsache, dass die Daten bezlglich der Ausbildung der Landwirte aus dem Jahr
2005 sind, haben wir fir den landwirtschaftlichen Produktionswert nur die Daten von 2007 ausgewahilt.

Grafik 8. Korrelation zwischen ”Anteil der Landwirte mit Grund- oder extensiver Ausbildung”
und ”“landwirtschaftlicher Produktionswert anhand des Grundpreises”.
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Schlussfolgerungen

Bildung und Zugang zur fachlichen Ausbildung werden als Langzeitinvestitionen in Humanressourcen
angesehen, Investitionen, welche in die Wirtschaft in Form von Wirtschaftswachstum, aufgrund einer
produktiven Arbeitskraft, zuriickflieRen.

Vorliegender Bericht hat die europdischen und nationalen Politiken bezlglich des Zugangs der
Landwirte zur fachlichen Ausbildung untersucht, wobei dann sachlich GréBen wie Charakteristika des
Landwirtschaftssektors, Produktivitdt des Landwirtschaftssektors und Zugang der Farmer zur
fachlichen Ausbildung analysiert wurden.

Auf der Ebene von Politiken stellt die fachliche Ausbildung der Landwirte kein Ziel oder eine Richtung
flir sich dar, sowohl auf europdischer als auch auf nationaler Ebene. Es gibt zahlreiche Beispiele in
denen die fachliche Ausbildung zum Instrument oder zur Umsetzungsstrategie der Handlungen wird,
welche zum Zweck haben, die vorgesehenen Ziele zu erreichen. Dies reicht aus, um zu schlussfolgern,
dass die Ziele der europaischen Politiken und Strategien fiir die Landwirtschaft implizit qualifizierte
Arbeiter beinhalten, welche sich den technologischen oder wirtschaftlichen Anderungen anpassen
konnen. Die europdische Gesetzgebung setzt explizit den Akzent auf fachliche Ausbildung im
landwirtschaftlichen Bereich. Die nationalen Politiken integrieren mehr oder weniger die européischen
Gedanken betreffend Landwirtschaft. Es gibt einen Unterschied zwischen den Politiken der neuen
Mitgliedsstaaten und der alten Staaten. Somit umfassen Rumanien und Bulgarien in ihre nationale
Politik alle GAP-Vorschriften, wahrend ltalien, Frankreich oder Deutschland ihre nationale Politik mehr
an den nationalen Kontext und die nationalen Bediirfnisse anpassen.

Die Beschaftigungspolitiken aus Rumadnien und Bulgarien decken nicht ganzlich den
Landwirtschaftssektor, und fiihren dazu, dass verschiedene Moglichkeiten der fachlichen Ausbildung
fir Farmer unzuganglich werden. Diejenigen aus Frankreich oder Deutschland scheinen den
Gewerkschaften mehr Kraft zu verleihen, um im Bereich der Beschaftigung im Landwirtschaftssektor
aktiv zu werden. Italien hat Beschaftigungspolitiken auf regionaler Ebene und verfiigt Uber
unterschiedliche Instrumente fir die Steigerung der Beschéaftigungsrate (Mischvertrage,
Spezialprogramme fiir benachteiligte Gruppen usw.).

Die Gewerkschaften und die Arbeitgeberverbdnde spielen eine bedeutende Rolle im Rahmen der
Tatigkeiten fur fachliche Ausbildung, ob nun bei der Erarbeitung der Lehrprogramme, oder bei der
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Umsetzung der fachlichen Ausbildungsprogramme. Diese Institutionen koénnen die Richtungen
bezlglich der fachlichen Ausbildung in der Landwirtschaft, mindestens auf nationaler Ebene,
beeinflussen. In Rumanien und Bulgarien kénnen Gewerkschaften und Arbeitgeberverbande fachliche
Ausbildungsprogramme lediglich implementieren, die Kurrikula werden eher von den verwendeten
Finanzierungsprogrammen fiir die Durchflihrung von Kursen fiir Landwirte bestimmt.

Im Bereich Finanzierungsmoglichkeiten fiir fachliche Fortbildung sind Frankreich, Deutschland und
Italien nicht so stark abhdngig von den europdischen Mitteln, um solche Programme zu
implementieren.

Die Mengenanalyse beschreibt eindeutige Sachverhéltnisse. Die fiinf Lander kénnen in zwei Kategorien
eingeteilt werden. Die erste Kategorie, in der sich Deutschland und Frankreich einstufen lassen,
umfasst Farmen mit groBen Flachen, eher professionalisiert, mit einem geringen Anteil am BIP, aber
mit hohen Werten bei der landwirtschaftlichen Produktion, mit einem geringen Prozentanteil von
Arbeitnehmern im Landwirtschaftssektor. Diese Kategorie kann, als die der Lander mit einer
entwickelten Landwirtschaft, benannt werden. Italien, obwohl es Farmen mit eher kleinen Flachen hat,
unter dem europdischen Durchschnitt, entspricht dieser Kategorie bei allen anderen Indikatoren.
Bulgarien und Rumanien sind im Vergleich dazu, Lander mit einer unterentwickelten Landwirtschaft.
Diese haben Farmen von geringer GroRRe, viele Angestellte im Landwirtschaftssektor, einen hohen
Anteil der Landwirtschaft im BIP, aber mit einem geringen Wert bei der landwirtschaftlichen
Produktion in absoluten Zahlen.

Die bisher identifizierten Kategorien zeigen klare Empfehlungen fir Rumanien, Bulgarien und Italien.
Unter den Bedingungen bei denen die Entwicklung des Landwirtschaftssektors ein Ziel von groRem
Interesse ist, stellt die Investition in die Arbeitskrafte der Landwirtschaft eine der wesentlichen
Faktoren, welcher zur Erflllung dieses Ziels filhren wird, dar.

Der Zugang zur fachlichen Fortbildung der Landwirte ist ein Grundbediirfnis auf nationaler Ebene,
zumindest in Rumanien und in Bulgarien. Sicherlich werden auch die anderen Lander MaRnahmen in
diesem Sinne nicht vermeiden kdénnen, vor allem im Kontext der Wettbewerbsziele, die von der EU
gefordert werden. Obwohl die europdischen und nationalen Politiken in allen Fallen zumindest
minimale MaRnahmen beziiglich des Zugangs der Landwirte zu Programmen fir fachliche Ausbildung
vorsehen, wird die Umsetzung dieser Politiken den Unterschied zwischen den Landern mit
entwickelten und leistungsstarken landwirtschaftlichen Bereichen und den Landern mit einer
unterentwickelten Landwirtschaft ausmachen.

French

Acces a la formation professionnelle des personnes occupées dans |'agriculture

- Résumé de I’étude comparative -

Introduction

Par la Politique Agricole Commune, I'Union Européenne place I'agriculture parmi les plus importantes
politiques européennes, étant loin du secteur le mieux financé au niveau européen, pendant la période
2007 — 2013. L’extension de I'UE de 2004 et 2007 a substantiellement modifié la carte agricole de I'Union.
L'agriculture représente 2 % du PIB dans les vieux Etats Membres, 3 % dans les nouveaux Etats Membres et
plus de 10 % en Roumanie et Bulgarie. Dans les nouveaux Etats Membres le pourcentage de la force de
travail du secteur agricole est trois fois plus grand (12 %) que dans les vieux Etats Membres (4 %), alors
gu’en Bulgarie et en Roumanie le pourcentage de la force de travail dans le secteur agricole atteint des
niveaux beaucoup plus grands.®

%% |a décision du Conseil du 20 février 2006 concernant les orientations stratégiques de la Communauté pour le
développement rural (période de programmation 2007-2013), (2006/144/CE), disponible a I'adresse http://eur-
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Ce rapport analyse le secteur agricole de cing pays européens, en mettant 'accent sur l'acces des
agriculteurs a la formation professionnelle. Le but d’une telle démarche est d’identifier la dynamique du
secteur agricole en Bulgarie, France, Allemagne, Italie et Roumanie de la perspective des influences
réciproques entre la mesure dans laquelle les agriculteurs bénéficient de formation professionnelle et la
performance du secteur agricole en général.

Méthodologie et définition des concepts

Nous investiguons ici la mesure dans laquelle I'accés des personnes occupées en agriculture a des
programmes de formation et training mene a une augmentation de la productivité en agriculture.
L'hypothese dont nous partons est naturelle: plus les connaissances des fermiers en ce qui concerne
I'agriculture (connaissances technologiques et scientifiques spécifiques au type d’agriculture qu’ils
déroulent, mais aussi des connaissances de management, de ressources humaines ou de business) sont
grandes, plus il est probable que leurs fermes produisent plus, que leurs produits soient d’'une meilleure
qualité et que leur prix soit, par conséquent, plus grand. D’autre part, le role de I'Etat et de I'Union
Européenne dans le soutien accordé au secteur agricole et, implicitement, aux fermiers, est significatif. Non
pas en derniere place, les caractéristiques du secteur agricole ont aussi une importance majeure dans la

définition de la productivité du secteur.

Opérationnalisation des concepts - indicateurs

Productivité du secteur agricole

= Le poids de I'agriculture dans le PIB — valeur qui mesure la contribution nette de I'agriculture au PIB d’un
pays. |l se mesure par l'indicateur la « valeur ajoutée de I'agriculture comme pourcentage dans le PIB » et
représente le résultat net du secteur agricole, aprés avoir ajouté tous les résultats et soustrait les
« apports » (la valeur investie).

= La valeur de la production aux prix de base— est un indicateur calculé dans des valeurs absolues et montre
quelle est la valeur effective de la production agricole. Pour les données disponibles auprés d’Eurostat, la
valeur de la production est calculée en millions Euro.

Caractéristiques du secteur agricole national

= Poids des terrains agricoles comme pourcentage du total de la surface du pays.

= Nombre et structure des fermes agricoles

= Poids du terrain agricole utilisé

= Poids des employés en agriculture (% du nombre total d’employés au niveau national)

= Poids des femmes employées en agriculture (% du nombre total des femmes employées au niveau
national)

= Poids des hommes employés en agriculture (%du nombre total des hommes employés au niveau national)
Acceés des fermiers a la formation professionnelle

= Personnes qui étudient des aires a profil agricole au tertiaire (% du total des étudiants)

= Diplémés d’études a profil agricole (% du total des diplomés d’études universitaires)

» Fermiers/agriculteurs a éducation de base ou extensive en agriculture (% du total des fermiers)

Méthodes d’analyse

Cette étude est une étude comparative, quantitative, les unités d’analyse étant représentées par cing pays:
Bulgarie, France, Allemagne, Italie et Roumanie. Nous nous rapporterons, la ou c’est le cas, aux données
globales au niveau des 27 Etats Membres de I'UE, utilisant ces milieux comme points de référence.

lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=CELEX:32006D0144:RO:HTML consultée la derniére fois le
10.03.2013
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La partie d’analyse qualitative — analyse de politiques publiques — met I'accent sur la politique agricole,
mais avec une attention accrue pour la politique éducationnelle (y compris I’éducation permanente) et les
politiques d’occupation. La méthode d’analyse est I'analyse de contenu des documents stratégiques et
I'identification des directions stratégiques qui peuvent affecter les variables analysées ici — la productivité
en agriculture et I'acces des fermiers a la formation professionnelle.

Politique Agricole Commune et I'accés des agriculteurs a la formation

La Politique Agricole Commune (PAC) est I'une des plus anciennes politiques de niveau européen, les
premiers efforts d’identification de directions communes dans le développement de I'agriculture
apparaissant dans les années '50, comme résultat de la situation économique d’aprés la seconde Guerre
mondiale.

PAC 2007 - 2013

L'extension de I'Union de 2004 et de 2007 a contribué a I'augmentation de la diversité des zones rurales,
des exploitations agricoles et du nombre de fermiers. De la sorte, il a fallu reconfigurer les allocations
financiéres pour la période 2007-2013. Comme réponse a ces provocations, on a créé un fond unique
destiné au second pilon de PAC, FEADER (Fond Européen Agricole pour le Développement Rural).

A part ce cadre financier, on a aussi établi des orientations stratégiques pour le développement rural au
niveau européen, sur quatre axes:

= Axe 1: amélioration de la compétitivité des secteurs agricole et forestier;

= Axe 2: amélioration de I'environnement et du paysage;

= Axe 3: amélioration de la qualité de la vie dans les zones rurales et 'encouragement de la diversification
de I'économie rurale;

= Axe 4 - LEADER: constitution de la capacité locale pour I'occupation de la force de travail et diversification;
Les criteres de programmation imposent aux Etats membres des conditions telles I'approche intégrée des
priorités ou complémentarité entre les instruments financiers.

Politiques et pratiques nationales concernant la formation en agriculture

En Bulgarie, la politique nationale vise le développement de I'agriculture compétitive et la viabilité des
zones rurales, une gestion durable des ressources naturelles et I'application de hauts standards de qualité
concernant les produits agricoles. Les documents stratégiques visent y compris I'implémentation de PAC,
par le Programme de développement des régions rurales pour 2007-2013.

En Allemagne, la politique nationale concernant I'agriculture est définie par des documents cadres tels
« L’Amélioration des structures agricoles et de la protection costale 2012-2015” et un plan national
stratégique qui vise le développement rural, comme plan d’implémentation du PAC.

En Roumanie, par le CSNR on établit les priorités d’intervention des Fonds Structuraux et de Cohésion dans
la période de référence. Le CSNR fait la liaison entre les priorités nationales de développement, établies
dans le Plan National de Développement 2007-2013, et des priorités au niveau européen. La base pour
I’élaboration de ce document stratégique de planification a moyen terme des Fonds Structuraux et de
Cohésion a été constituée par le Plan National de Développement 2007-2013, qui représente la base pour
I'implémentation du Programme National de Développement Rural pour la période 2007-2013.

En Italie, la stratégie commune est définie par un Plan National Stratégique et ultérieurement structurée au
niveau local par rapport aux caractéristiques régionales du secteur, et en France, une loi de 2006 définit la
politique agricole, qui a comme priorités I'entrepreneuriat, meilleures conditions de travail, la consolidation
des revenus de I'agriculture et la modernisation de I'agriculture.
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Caractéristiques du secteur agricole — analyse comparative

Poids des terrains agricoles comme pourcentage de la surface totale du pays

Cet indicateur décrit le potentiel de développement agricole d’un pays. Les terrains agricoles sont définis
comme partie de l'aire totale dans laquelle entraient: les terrains arables, les terrains a cultures
permanentes et paturages. La figure ci-dessous présente les modifications des pourcentages du terrain
agricole de la surface totale du pays pendant la période 2004 — 2009.

Figure 1. Poids des terrains agricoles comme pourcentage du total de la surface du pays (2004-2009)%

61,43 61,66 61,04 58,92 58,92 58,78
Roumanie
50,60 50,10 48,29 48,15 49,12 47,28 Italie
m Allemagne
m France
m Bulgarie

2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

Nous observons dans la figure ci-dessus que les cing pays analysés ici n’étaient pas essentiellement
différentes du point de vue du potentiel agricole. Dans tous les pays analysés, on observe une réduction du
poids du terrain agricole a maximum 3% de 2004 jusqu’en 2009. La Roumanie a la plus grande surface de
terrain agricole, suivie par la France, I’Allemagne, I'ltalie et la Bulgaries. Les différences maximales entre la
Roumanie et la Bulgarie dépassent 10 points de pourcentage. Au niveau du potentiel agricole, il faut
souligner que les pays ayant en général une surface totale plus grande tendent a avoir aussi le plus grand
potentiel agricole. D’autre part, la Roumanie a une moindre surface par rapport aux trois pays de I'Europe
de I'Ouest. Une explication peut étre la distribution selon les environnements d’habitat (rural — urbain),
dans le sens ol la Roumanie a le plus grand pourcentage de population des cing pays (45% par rapport a
33% I'ltalie, 30% la Bulgarie, 24% la France, 12% I’AIIemagne)Gs. De la sorte, la surface agricole grande de la
Roumanie peut aussi étre un indicateur du plus bas degré d’urbanisation et donc, des moindres surfaces
construites.

Nombre et structura des exploitations agricoles

L'exploitation agricole est définie comme unité technique - économique indépendante, avec une gestion
unique et qui déroule des activités agricoles par I'utilisation des surfaces agricoles et / ou I'élevage du
bétail, ou des activités de maintenance des surfaces agricoles en bonne conditions agricoles et
d’environnement, soit comme activité principale, soit comme activité secondaire. Le tableau suivant

% Données reprises de World Development Indicators (WDI), accessible a I'adresse
http://data.worldbank.org/indicator , consultée la derniére fois le 12.03.2013

% Données de 2003, reprise de http://www.nationmaster.com/graph/peo_per_liv_in_rur_are-people-percentage-
living-rural-areas consultée la derniere fois le 17.03.2013.
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présente le nombre des exploitations agricoles des cing pays analysés, par rapport au terrain agricole utilisé

et a la dimension moyenne d’une exploitation.

Tableau 1. Nombre des exploitations agricoles et surface utilisée®

Pays Nombre des Pourcentage du Surface Pourcentage du| Surface moyenne
fermes en total EU27, agricole utilisée, total EU27, /exploitation, en
2010, nombre des 1000 hectares surface agricole hectares
milliers fermes, 2010 utilisée
Bulgarie 371.1 3.1% 3621.0 2.1% 9.8
France 514.8 4.3 % 27 090.0 159% 52.6
Allemagne 299.1 25% 16 704.0 9.8% 55.8
Italie 1630.0 13.5% 12 885.3 7.6% 7.9
Roumanie 3856.3 32.0% 13 298.2 7.8% 34
EU 27 12 053.8 100% 170 027.3 100% 14.1

Le tableau ci-dessus montre que les pays au plus haut nombre de fermes sont aussi les pays ou ces fermes
ont les plus petites surfaces (la Roumanie a 3.4 hectares et I'ltalie a 7.9). La Bulgarie reste sous la moyenne
européenne, et I'Allemagne et la France sont, évidemment, les pays a exploitations agricoles plutot
grandes, professionnalisées. Si nous nous rapportons a la moyenne européenne de 14 hectares, nous
pouvons assumer le fait que la Bulgarie, I'ltalie et la Roumanie ont une agriculture a petite échelle, a la
différence de I’'Allemagne et de la France. Nous observons aussi que la France et I’Allemagne utilisent la
plus grande surface agricole, bien que la Roumanie ait une plus grande surface agricole a exploiter, en
termes absolus (voir la Figure 1).

Les données présentées ci-dessus permettent déja de constituer des catégories qui décrivent la
professionnalisation de I’agriculture et d’établir la mesure dans laquelle I'agriculture a petite échelle (de
subsistance et semi-subsistance) domine, ou ne domine pas, le paysage agricole. Evidemment, seules
I’Allemagne et la France des cing pays peuvent étre considérées des pays a agriculture développée. En
Roumanie on retrouve un tiers des fermes de I'Europe, utilisant une surface d’approximativement 8% de
I'aire agricole utilisée au niveau européen. Par comparaison, en France il y a 4,3% de fermes de I'Europe a
travers une surface de 16% du total européen.

Les employés du secteur agricole

Tel que nous I'avons antérieurement constaté, des cing pays analysés, deux sont placés dans la catégorie
des pays a agriculture développée et les trois autres (la Bulgarie, I'ltalie, la Roumanie) ont un
développement agricole limité du point de vue des dimensions des exploitations agricoles. Evidemment, la
dimension des exploitations agricoles suggére aussi le niveau de technologisation de celles-ci.

Figure 2. Poids des employés en agriculture (% du nombre total d’employés au niveau national)®’

% Données d’EU-Agricultural census 2010 octobre 2011, disponible a I'adresse

http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/cache/ITY PUBLIC/5-11102011-AP/EN/5-11102011-AP-EN.PDF consultée la
derniére fois le 23.02.2013

*Données reprises de World Development Indicators (WDI), accessible le
http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SL.AGR.EMPL.ZS , consultée la derniére fois le 12.03.2013
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Le moindre pourcentage d’employés dans le secteur agricole se retrouve en Allemagne et en France, les
seuls pays a une agriculture développée (1,6%, respectivement 2,9%). L'explication réside dans la
technologisation et la mécanisation des travaux agricoles, de sorte que I'emploi de beaucoup de personnes
n’est plus nécessaire, malgré les dimensions des fermes. D’autre part, en ce qui concerne le besoin de
training, il est probable que dans ces pays le besoin de formation professionnelle spécifique (dans le
domaine de [utilisation de linfrastructure technologique dans I'agriculture) soit trés grand, par
comparaison aux pays ou l'agriculture de petite échelle est encore dominante. L’ltalie a peu d’employés
dans le secteur, malgré le nombre relativement grand d’exploitations et la surface moyenne de ces
exploitations. Moitié des fermiers italiens sont employés et moitié sont indépendants, travaillant dans leur
propre ferme. En Bulgarie, bien que le nombre soit relativement grand comparé a celui des trois pays, plus
de 90% des personnes employées en agriculture sont des laboureurs familiaux. La Roumanie est un cas a
part. Bien que la tendance de diminution des pourcents soit la plus évidente en ce cas, il faut mentionner
que, tout comme en Bulgarie, plus de 90% des personnes occupées en agriculture sont, en fait, des
personnes qui détiennent un terrain agricole qu’elles labourent, sans qu’elles soient effectivement
employés et sans que ce soit évident que leur travail produit des revenus.

Considérant ces données de la perspective des deux types d’agriculture antérieurement identifiés,
I’agriculture a grande échelle (les cas de la France et de I’Allemagne) et I'agriculture de subsistance et semi-
subsistance (I'ltalie, la Bulgarie et la Roumanie), les approches concernant la formation professionnelle des
agriculteurs doivent tenir compte des types de connaissances et habilités dont les agriculteurs ont besoin.
De la sorte, dans les cas de I'Allemagne ou de la France, la nécessité de formation est, le plus
probablement, dans la zone technique. Dans les cas des pays a agriculture a petite échelle il est nécessaire
de tenir compte du type des exploitations, du grand nombre des agriculteurs remplissant plusieurs réles
(manager, laboureur, entrepreneur etc.) et des besoins de formation, de sorte qu’une fois formées, ces
personnes agissent mieux.
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Productivité du secteur agricole et I'accés des agriculteurs a la formation

Le poids de I'agriculture dans le PIB est la valeur ajoutée de I’agriculture comme pourcentage du PIB (par
rapport au prix de base) représente le résultat net du secteur agricole, aprés avoir ajouté tous les résultats
et soustrait les « apports » (la valeur investie). La figure ci-dessous montrait la situation du poids de
I’agriculture dans le PIB pendant la période 2007 — 2012, conformément aux données d’Eurostat. Nous
mentionnons que pour 2012 les données pour la France ne sont pas disponibles.

Figure 4. Valeur ajoutée de I'agriculture comme pourcentage du PIB, 2007 - 2012%
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Le poids de I'agriculture dans le PIB, pour les cing pays analysés ici, montre une tendance nette. Les pays a
potentiel agricole grand et a agriculture développée ont un poids trés bas de I'agriculture dans le PIB. La
méme tendance est aussi observée a la moyenne européenne, qui est quasi-similaire avec les cas care de la
France et de I’Allemagne. L'ltalie respecte la méme tendance concernant la valeur ajoutée de I'agriculture,
bien que du point de vue des caractéristiques du secteur agricole elle se trouve plus prés de la Roumanie et
de la Bulgarie, aussi bien de la perspective des types d’exploitations agricoles que du point de vue de la

surface moyenne des exploitations (voir Tableau.1). Les valeurs pour la Bulgarie et la Roumanie sont aux
alentours de 7 pourcents.

La figure ci-dessus montre nettement que l'agriculture est un secteur important du point de vue
économique en Roumanie et en Bulgarie, avec un poids dans le PIB beaucoup plus grand par rapport aux

autres pays et par rapport a la moyenne européenne. L'importance économique de I'agriculture est basse
en ltalie, en France et en Allemagne.

Le suivant indicateur analysé montre, en fait, comment on traduit le poids que I'agriculture a dans le PIB,
combien vaut les approximatifs 7% en Roumanie ou en Bulgarie par rapport a de 2% en France. La figure ci-
dessous montre les valeurs pour chaque pays, en millions euro, pour la période 2007 — 2012.

% Données Eurostat, disponibles a I'adresse http://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do consultée la
derniére fois le 18.03.2013
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Figure 5. Valeur de la production aux prix de base, 2007-2012°°

Valeur de la production agricole au prix de base (millions euro)
- 1.319,86 2.777,07
2012 7.901,00 14.890,50 4.804,10
- 1.196,06
2011 8.161,00 11.827,40 5.099,90  4.655,20 = Bulzarie
- 842,82 2.558,91 &llemagne
2010 6.441,00 11.786,20 3.608,42 L France
- 675,65 2.042,62
| Italie
2009 5.360,00 8.452,90 3.235,92 _
Rourmanie
-1.025,42
2008 8.203,66 10.760,40 4.962,78 3.876,69
- 446,37 1.628,33
2007 7.085,87 11.854,20 4.416,62
A 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
0 5000 10000 15000 20000 25000 30000 35000

Dans le cas de la valeur de la production agricole, les pays a agriculture forte ont une valeur de la
production supérieure. La France a la plus grande valeur de la production, suivie par I’Allemagne. L'ltalie est
de nouveau la médiane du groupe, et la Roumanie et la Bulgarie ont des valeurs petites de la production.
En 2009, la diminution de cette valeur est visible en tous les pays.

La figure ci-dessus nous montre que, bien que I'importance sectorielle de I'agriculture n’ait pas un poids
grands dans le PIB en Allemagne et en France, en termes absolus ces pays ont des profits de I'agriculture
plus grands que les pays pour qui I'agriculture est un contributeur net au PIB. Pratiquement, la Bulgarie et
la Roumanie ont des revenus bas de I'agriculture. Si nous analysons ces résultats par le prisme des
pourcentages des employés dans le secteur agricole, nous arrivons a la conclusion que les pays a une
production basse (en termes économiques), mais pour qui le secteur est important comme source de
revenu, ont aussi le plus grand nombre d’employés dans le secteur.

Cette section consolide les conclusions de la section antérieure, concernant les caractéristiques du secteur
agricole. Nous avons a présent deux groupes de pays: I’Allemagne et la France (a un secteur agricole
développé, a grandes exploitations, a moins d’employés et a une valeur relativement grande de la
production, mais cette valeur représente un pourcent bas dans le PIB) et la Roumanie et la Bulgarie (a
fermes petites, a beaucoup d’employés, a valeur basse de la production, laquelle représente un pourcent
plus haut dans le PIB). L'ltalie n’a pas une position nette dans ces deux catégories, mais elle est plut6t
proche de la France et de I'Allemagne (fermes petites, peu d’employés, valeur moyenne de la production
qui représente peu dans le PIB).

%°Données Eurostat, disponibles a I'adresse
http://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do?dataset=aact eaal0l&lang=en,
consultée la derniere fois le 23.03.2013
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Acceés a la formation professionnelle pour les fermiers

L’acces a la formation professionnelle pour les fermiers est, comme nous I'avons indiqué dans les chapitres
antérieurs, un aspect essentiel de lI'implémentation des politiques européennes et nationales. Pour
atteindre des objectifs de développement établis par des documents programmatiques européens ou
nationaux, une force de travail adaptée au contexte économique actuel, qualifiée et productive est
nécessaire. Pour augmenter les habilités des agriculteurs, qu’elles soient de management, techniques ou
technologiques, il est besoin aussi bien de formation initiale adéquate, que d’éducation permanente, par
I'interméde des programmes intensifs de formation professionnelle.

La figure ci-dessous décrit le poids des personnes qui étudient I'agriculture au niveau tertiaire (% du total
des étudiants) et dipldmés ayant suivi des études concernant le secteur agricole (% du total des diplomés
des études universitaires).

Figure 6. Poids des personnes a études agricoles du total des personnes inscrites ou ayant obtenu un
dipléme d’éducation tertiaire, 20107°.
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Tous les pays analysés s’encadrent dans les tendances européennes, les valeurs des pourcents des
étudiants ou diplomés d’universités a profile agricole étant aux alentours de la méme moyenne, de 1.6%
respectivement 1.8%. L'indicateur ne suggere pas de différences majeures entre les cinq pays, ce qui
montre que les études universitaires a profil agricole ne produisent pas de différences substantielles en ce
qui concerne la performance du secteur agricole.

L'indicateur suivant décrit le pourcentage de fermiers/agriculteurs qui ont une éducation de base ou
supérieure en agriculture. Conformément a un Rapport du Directorat Général pour I'Agriculture et le
Développement Rural de la Commission Européenne, le dernier an pour lequel de telles données sont
disponibles est 2005. Au niveau méthodologique, l'indicateur se réfere seulement aux managers
d’exploitations agricoles, quelle qu’en soient la nature ou les dimensions. L’éducation dans le domaine
agricole a trois dimensions: seulement I'expérience pratique (le travail effectif dans le cadre d’une
exploitation), éducation de base (tout cours suivi dans un collége ou d’autres institutions spécialisées;
I’'apprentissage en agriculture est considérée éducation de base) ou éducation extensive (tout cours suivi
apreés avoir fini I’éducation obligatoire et qui a la valeur d’un cycle éducationnel de deux ans, suivi dans un
collége, faculté ou d’autres institutions d’enseignement supérieur).

Données Eurostat, disponibles a I'adresse
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/tgm/bookmark.do?tab=table&plugin=1&language=en&pcode=tps00062#
consultée la derniére fois le 17.02.2013
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Figure 7. Poids des agriculteurs formés en agriculture (éducation de base ou extensive), 2005"*

% des agriculteurs ont subi un type de formation
professionnelle a profil agricole (formation de base ou
extensive)

EU-27

Roumanie

1% des fermiers ont subi un type de

Italie
formation professionnelle a profile
Allemagne 68,5 agricole (formation de base ou
extensive)
France
Bulgarie
0 20 40 60 80

L'Allemagne et la France sont les pays a un niveau d’éducation des agriculteurs beaucoup au-dessus de la
moyenne européenne. Si, en général dans I’'Union Européenne seulement 20% des managers de fermes ou
exploitations agricoles ont au moins une éducation de base en agriculture, en Allemagne et en France la
majorité des personnes qui gerent une exploitation agricole ont ce type de training. L'ltalie est sous la
moyenne européenne, et en Bulgarie et en Roumanie I'agriculture semble un domaine qui s’apprend
seulement par expérience. Les données respectent les « clusters » identifiés dans les sections antérieures
de I'étude. L’Allemagne et la France, a un secteur agricole professionnalisé et performant, ont des fermes
qui sont gérées, pour la plupart, par des personnes ayant au moins une éducation de base dans le domaine.
La Roumanie, la Bulgarie et, en ce cas I'ltalie aussi, a un secteur fragmenté, ont des fermes de subsistance
et semi-subsistance qui sont gérées par des agriculteurs qui, dans un pourcentage d’approximativement
90%, n’ont pas bénéficié de formation professionnelle.

Evidemment, il est difficile a établir une causalité directe entre la performance du secteur agricole et la
mesure dans laquelle les agriculteurs ont bénéficié de formation professionnelle dans le domaine. Il est
pourtant tout aussi évident qu’il existe une corrélation entre les deux variables. Pour les indicateurs ”poids
des agriculteurs a formation de base ou extensive » et « valeur de la production agricole au prix de base »,
le coefficient de corrélation est 0.82. Pratiquement, ce coefficient nous indique le fait que le secteur
agricole est performant dans les pays ou un nombre plus grand de fermiers ont bénéficié de formation
professionnelle. La figure ci-dessous illustre la variation des deux indicateurs pour les cing pays analysés.
Pour la simplicité graphique et pour garder les proportions de la représentation, la valeur de la production
agricole initiale a été divisée a 100 (le coefficient de corrélation ne change pas, parce que la variation ne
change pas). Parce que les données concernant I'éducation des agriculteurs datent de 2005, nous avons
choisi pour la valeur de la production agricole seulement les données de 2007.

Figure 8. Corrélation entre le « poids des agriculteurs a formation de base ou extensive » et la « valeur de la
production agricole au prix de base ».

" "Rural Development in European Union. Statistical and Economic Information. Report 2011”, p. 106, disponible

a l'aresse http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/statistics/rural-development/201 1/full-text _en.pdf consultée la derniére
fois le 20.03.2013
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Conclusions

L’éducation et I'accés a la formation professionnelle sont considérés des investissements a long terme dans
la ressource humaine, investissement qui reviennent dans I'économie, sous la forme d’augmentation
économique due a une force de travail productive.

Le présent rapport a investigué les politiques européennes et nationales concernant 'acces des agriculteurs
a la formation professionnelle, analysant puis du point de vue factuel des dimensions telles les
caractéristiques du secteur agricole, la productivité du secteur agricole et I'accés des fermiers a la
formation professionnelle.

Au niveau des politiques, la formation professionnelle des agriculteurs ne représente pas un objectif ou une
direction en soi, ni au niveau européen ni au niveau national. Il existe encore de nombreuses instances ou
la formation professionnelle devient un instrument ou une stratégie d’implémentation des actions censées
mener a |'atteinte des objectifs proposés. Il suffit pour conclure que les objectifs des politiques et des
stratégies européennes concernant l'agriculture impliquent d’une maniére inhérente des travailleurs
qualifiés, qui peuvent s’adapter aux changements d’ordre technologique ou économique. La législation
européenne met l'accent sur la formation professionnelle dans le domaine agricole, explicitement. Les
politiques nationales integrent plus ou moins les idées européennes concernant l‘agriculture. Il existe une
discrépance entre les politiques des nouveaux Etats Membres et ceux des vieux Etats Membres. De la sorte,
la Roumanie et la Bulgarie incluent dans la politique nationale quasiment toutes les provisions du PAC, alors
que I'ltalie, la France ou I'Allemagne adaptent beaucoup plus la politique nationale au contexte et aux
besoins nationaux.

Les politiques d’occupation de Roumanie et de Bulgarie ne couvrent pas totalement le secteur agricole,
diverses opportunités de formation professionnelle étant inaccessibles pour les fermiers. Les politiques
d’occupation de France ou d’Allemagne semblent donner aux par syndicats beaucoup plus de puissance
d’étre actifs dans le domaine de I'occupation dans le secteur agricole. L’Italie a des politiques d’occupation
au niveau régional et divers instruments d’augmentation du taux d’occupation (contrats mixtes,
programmes spéciaux pour les groupes vulnérables etc.)

Les syndicats et les patronats ont un réle important dans les activités de formation professionnelle, soit
gu’ils participent a I’élaboration des curricula, soit qu’ils implémentent des programmes de formation
professionnelle. Ces entités peuvent influencer la direction des politiques concernant la formation
professionnelle en agriculture, au moins au niveau national. La Roumanie et la Bulgarie, ou les syndicats et
les patronats peuvent seulement implémenter des programmes de formation professionnelle, les curricula
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sont dictés surtout par les programmes de financement accessés en vue de I'organisation des cours pour
les agriculteurs.

Au niveau des opportunités de financement de la formation professionnelle, la France, I’Allemagne et
I'ltalie ne sont pas aussi dépendantes des fonds européens pour implémenter de tels programmes.

L'analyse quantitative décrit des réalités claires. Les cinq pays analysés peuvent étre groupés en deux
catégories. La premiere catégorie, comprenant I’Allemagne et la France, est décrite par des fermes a
grandes surfaces, plutét professionnalisées, a un poids bas de I'agriculture dans le PIB, mais a grandes
valeurs de la production agricole, a un poids bas des employés dans le secteur agricole. Nous pouvons
dénommer cette catégorie comme étant celle des pays a o agriculture développée. L’ltalie, bien gu’elle ait
plutot des fermes a surface réduite, sous la moyenne européenne, correspond a cette catégorie en ce qui
concerne tous les autres indicateurs. La Bulgarie et la Roumanie sont, par comparaison, des pays a
agriculture sous-développée. Elles ont des fermes de petites dimensions, beaucoup d’employés dans le
secteur agricole, un poids considérable de I'agriculture dans le PIB mais une basse valeur de la production
agricole en termes absolus.

Ces catégories identifiées ci-dessus indiquent les recommandations claires pour la Roumanie, la Bulgarie et
I'ltalie. Dans les conditions ol le développement du secteur agricole est un objectif d’intérét majeur, I'un
des facteurs essentiels qui menera a I'achevement de cet objectif est I'investissement dans la force de
travail de I'agriculture.

L'acces a la formation professionnelle des agriculteurs résulte comme besoin de base du niveau national,
au moins en Roumanie et en Bulgarie. Certes, ni les autres pays ne pourront éviter des mesures en ce sens,
surtout dans le contexte des objectifs de compétitivité imposés par I'UE. Bien que les politiques
européennes et nationales prévoient, en tous les cas, au moins des mesures minimalistes concernant
I'acces des agriculteurs a des programmes de formation professionnelle, I'implémentation de ces politiques
fera la différence entre les pays a secteurs agricoles développés et performants et ceux a agriculture sous-
développée.

Italian

L'accesso alla formazione professionale per le persone occupate nell’agricoltura

- Riassunto studio comparativo -

Premessa

Con la Politica Agricola Comune, I'Unione Europea colloca I'agricoltura tra le politiche europee pil
importanti, essendo da lontano il settore piu finanziato a livello europeo, nel periodo 2007 — 2013.
L'estensione dell’lUE del 2004 e del 2007 ha modificato sostanzialmente la cartina agricola dell’Unione.
L'agricoltura rappresenta il 2 % del PIL nei vecchi Stati membri, il 3 % nei nuovi Stati membri ed oltre il 10 %
in Romania e Bulgaria. Nei nuovi Stati membri la percentuale della forza lavoro nel settore agricolo e tre
volte superiore (12 %) rispetto ai vecchi Stati membri (4 %), mentre in Bulgaria ed in Romania la
percentuale della forza lavoro nel settore agricolo raggiunge quote molto pit alte.”

L'attuale rapporto analizza il settore agricolo in cinque Paesi europei, con accento sull’accesso degli
agricoltori alla formazione professionale. La finalita dell’iniziativa e quella di identiifcare la dinamica

"2 La Decisione del Cosniglio del 20 febbraio 2006 riguardante gli orientamenti strategici della Comunita per lo
sviluppo rurale (ciclo di programmazione 2007-2013), (2006/144/CE), disponibile sul sito http://eur-
lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=CELEX:32006D0144:RO:HTML cui si € acceduti il 10.03.2013
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del settore agricolo in Bulgaria, Francia, Germania, Italia e Romania dalla prospettiva delle influenze
reciproche tra la misura in cui gli agricoltori usufruiscono di formazione professionale e la performance del
settore agricolo in genere.

Metodologia e definizione dei concetti

Stiamo indagango la misura in cui I'accesso delle persone occupate nell’agricoltura ai programmi formativi
e di training comporta la crescita della produttivita nell’agricoltura. L'ipotesi da cui partiamo & una
naturale: piu gli agricoltori possiedono maggiori conoscenze in materia di agricoltura (conoscenze
tecnologiche e scientifiche specifiche al tipo di agricoltura che svolgono, nonché conoscenze di
management, risorse umane o business), piu & possibile che le loro aziende agricole producano di piu, che i
loro prodotti acquistino una qualita migliore e che il loro prezzo sia, dunque, superiore. D’altra parte, e
rilevante il ruolo dello Stato e dell’'Unione Europea nel supporto al settore agricolo, e, implicitamente, nel
supporto agli agricoltori. Non ultimamente, le caratteristiche del settore agricolo hanno inoltre

un’importanza maggiore nella definizione della produttivita del settore.

L’operativita dei concetti - indicatori

La produttivita del settore agricolo

= || peso dell’agricoltura sul PIL - valore che misura il contributo netto dell’agricoltura al PIL di un Paese. Si
misura con l'indicatore il valore aggiunto dell’agricoltura come percentuale del PIL” e rappresenta il
risultato netto del settore agricolo, una volta aggiunti tutti i risultati e detratti gli ”gli input” (il valore
investito).

= || valore della produzione ai prezzi di base — & un’indicatore calcolato in valori assoluti e mostra quanto
vale effettivamente la produzione agricola. Per i dati disponibili in Eurostat, il valore della produzione si
calcola in milioni di Euro.

Le caratteristiche del settore agricolo nazionale

= || peso dei terreni agricoli come percentuale sul totale della superficie del Paese.

= || numero e la struttura delle aziende agricole

= || peso del terreno agricolo utilizzato

= || peso dei dipendenti nell’agricoltura (% sul numero totale di dipendenti a livello nazionale)

= || peso dei dipendenti dell’azienda nell’agricoltura (% sul numero totale di dipendenti dell’azienda a livello
nazionale)

= || peso dei dipendenti uomini nell’agricoltura (%ul numero totale di dipendenti uomini a livello nazionale)
L’accesso degli agricoltori alla formazione professionale

= Le persone che studiano le aree con indirizzo agricolo livello terziario (% sul totale degli studenti)

= | laureati di scuole con indirizzo agricolo (% sul totale dei laureati universitari)

= Gli agricoltori con istruzone di base o estensiva nell’agricoltura (% sul totale degli agricoltori)

Metodi di analisi

L'attuale studio € uno comparativo, quantitativo, le unita di analisi essendo cinque Paesi: Bulgaria, Francia,
Germania, Italia e Romania. Ci rapporteremo, laddove ¢ il caso, ai dati glibali dei 27 Stati membri dell’UE,
utilizzando queste medie come punti di riferimento.

La parte di analisi qualitativa — analisi delle politiche pubbliche — mette I'accento sulla politica agricola, pero
con un’attenzione maggiore alla politiva educativa (incluso il long learning) e le politiche dell’'occupazione. Il
metodo di analisi & I'analisi di contenuto dei documenti strategici e I'identificazione di quelle direzioni
strategiche che possono influenzare le variabili qui analizzate — la produttivita nell’agricoltura e I'accesso
degli agricoltori alla formazione professionale.
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La Politica Agricola Comune e I'accesso degli agricoltori alla formazione

La Politica Agricola Comune (PAC) & una delle piu vecchie politiche a livello europeo, i primi sforzi di
identificazione di direzioni comuni nello sviluppo dell’agricoltura risalgono agli anni '50, come risultato della
situazione economica ulteriore alla seconda querra mondiale.

PAC 2007 — 2013

L’estensione dell’Unione del 2004 e del 2007 ha contribuito alla crescita della diversita della zona rurale,
delle proprieta agricole e del numero di agricoltori. Percio, & stata necessaria la riconfigurazione degli
stanziamenti finanziari per il periodo 2007-2013. In riscontro a queste sfide, & stato creato un fondo unico
destinato al secondo pilastro del PAC, FEADER (Fondo Europeo Agricolo per lo Sviluppo Rurale).

Oltre a questo quadro finanziario, sono stati stabiliti gli orientamenti strategici per lo sviluppo rurale a
livello europeo, su quattro assi:

= Asse 1: il miglioramento della competitivita dei settori agricolo e forestale;

= Asse 2: il miglioramento dell’ambiente circostante e del paesaggio;

= Asse 3: il miglioramento della qualita della vita nelle zone rurali e I'incorraggiamento della diversificazione
dell’econlocali omia rurale;

= Asse 4 - LEADER: la costituzione di capacita locali per I'occupazione e la diversificazione;

| criteri di programmazione richiedono agli Stati membri condizioni del tipo approccio integrato alle priorita
o complementarita tra gli strumenti finanziari.

Le politiche e le prassi nazionali riguardanti la formazione nell’agricoltura

In Bulgaria, la politica nazionale segue lo sviluppo dell’agricoltura competitiva e la viabilita nelle zone rurali,
un management sostenibile delle risorse naturali e I'applicazione di standard qualitativi alti in materia di
prodotti agricoli. | documenti strategici riguardano anche I'implementazione del PAC, tramite il Programma
di sviluppo delle regioni rurali per il 2007-2013.

In Germania, la politica nazionale riguardante I’agricoltura e definita da documenti quadro del tipo”ll
miglioramento delle strutture agricole e della protezione costale 2012-2015” ed un piano nazionale
strategico che riguarda lo sviluppo rurale, come piano di implementazione del PAC.

In Romania, tramite CSNR sono definite le priorita di intervento dei Fondi Strutturali e di Coesione nel
periodo di riferimento. CSNR fa il collegamento tra le proprieta nazionali di sviluppo, stabilite nel Piano
Nazionale di Sviluppo 2007-2013, e le priorita a livello europeo. La base per I'elaborazione di questo
documento strategico di pianificazione a medio termine dei Fondi Strutturali e di Coesione & costituita dal
Piano Nazionale di Sviluppo 2007-2013, il quale rappresenta la base per I'implementazione del Programma
Nazionale di Sviluppo Rurale per il periodo 2007-2013.

In Italia, la strategia comune & definita da un Piano Nazionale Strategico e successivamente strutturata a
livello locale rispetto alle caratteristiche regionali del settore, mentre in Francia, una legge del 2006
definisce la politica agricola, che ha come priorita I'imprenditoria, le condizioni di lavoro migliori, il
consolidamento dei redditi dell’agricoltura e la modernizzazione dell’agricoltura.

Le caratteristiche del settore agricolo — analisi comparativa

Il peso dei terreni agricoli come percentuale sulla superficie totale del Paese

Questo indicatore descrive il potenziale di sviluppo agricolo di un paese. | terreni agricoli sono definiti come
parte dell’area totale in cui rientrano: i terreni arrabili, i terreni con coltivazioni perenni e i pascoli. Il grafico
di seguito riportato illustra le modifiche percentuali riguardanti il peso del terreno agricolo come
percentuale della superficie totale del Paese nel periodo 2004 — 2009.
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Grafico 1. Il peso dei terreni agricoli come percentuale sulla superficie totale del Paese (2004-2009)"*
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Si osserva dal grafico summenzionato che i cinque Paesi qui analizzati non differiscono essenzialmente dal
punto di vista del potenziale agricolo. In tutti i Paesi analizzati si osserva una riduzione del peso del terreno
agricolo del massimo 3% dal 2004 fino al 2009. La Romania ha la piu grande superficie di terreno agricolo,
seguita dalla Francia, dall’ltalia e dalla Bulgaria. Le differenze massime ci sono tra la Romania e la Bulgaria,
superiori a 10 punti percentuali. Dal punto di vista del potenziale agricolo, vale la pena sottolineare che
Paesi che hanno in genere una superficie totale maggiore tendono ad avere anche il maggiore potenziale
agricolo. D’altra parte, la Romania ha una superficie inferiore a quelle dei tre Paesi dell’Europa Occidentale.
Una spiegazione potrebbe essere la distribuzione per ambienti abitativi (rurale — urbano), nel senso che la
Romania registra la piu alta percentuale di popolazione rurale, dei cinque Paesi (45% rispetto al 33% ltalia,
30% Bulgaria, 24% Francia, 12% Germania)’®. Percio, la superficie agricola estesa della Romania puo
rappresentare anche un indicatore del grado pil basso di urbanizzazione e dunque, meno superfici
costruite.

Il numero e la struttura delle proprieta agricole

La proprieta agricola & definita come un’unita tecnico — economica assestante, con una gestione unica e
che svolge attivita agricole attraverso I'utilizzo di superfici agricoli e/o allevamento degli animali, o attivita
di mantenimento delle superfici agricole in buone condizioni agricole ed ambientali, o come attivita
principale, o come attivita secondaria. La tabella successiva illustra il numero di proprieta agricole dei
cinque Paesi analizzati, rapportati al terreno agricolo utilizzato ed alla dimensione media di una proprieta
agricola.

73 Dati acquisiti da World Development Indicators (WDI), accessibile all'indirizzo
http://data.worldbank.org/indicator , cui si & acceduto l'ultima volta il 12.03.2013

74 Dati del 2003, acquisiti da http:/www.nationmaster.com/graph/peo_per liv_in_rur_are-people-percentage-
living-rural-areas I'ultima data di accesso 17.03.2013.
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Tabella 1. Il numero di proprieta agricole e I'area utilizzata”

Paese Numero di aziendePercentuale sul totale e EU2Z Superficie agricola |Percentuale sul Tota Superficie
agricole nel 2010, numero utilizzata, EU27, superficie | media/sfruttam

mila Aziende agricole, 2010 1000 ettari agricola utilizzata in ettari
Bulgaria 371.1 3.1% 3621.0 21% 9.8
Francia 514.8 4.3 % 27 090.0 159% 52.6
Germania 299.1 25% 16 704.0 9.8 % 55.8
Italia 1630.0 13.5% 12 885.3 7.6% 7.9
Romania 3856.3 32.0% 13 298.2 7.8% 3.4
EU 27 12 053.8 100% 170 027.3 100% 14.1

La tabella summenzionata illustra che i Paesi con il numero pil alto di aziende agricole sono anche i Paesi in
cui queste aziende hanno le superfici pil basse (La Romania di 3.4 ettari e I Italia di 7.9). La Bulgaria resta
sotto la media europea, mentre la Germania e la Francia sono, ovviamente, Paesi con proprieta agricole
piuttosto grandi, professionalizzati. Se ci rapportiamo alla media europea di 14 ettari, possiamo assumere il
fatto che la Bulgaria, I'ltalia e la Romania hanno un’agricoltura a piccola scala, a differenza della Germania e
della Francia. Osserviamo inoltre che la Francia e la Germania utilizza la superficie agricola piu grande,
nonostante la Romania abbia una superficie agricola superiore da sfruttare, in termini assoluti (vedere Il
Grafico 1).

| dati di cui sopra permettono gia la creazione di categorie che descrivono la professionalizzazione
dell’agricoltura e la misura in cui |’ agricoltura a piccola scala (di sussistenza e semi-sussistenza) domina o
no il paesaggio agricolo. Evidentemente, soltanto la Germania e la Francia dei cinque Paesi possono essere
considerati Paesi con un’agricoltura sviluppata. In Romania si trova un terzo delle aziende agricole
dell’Europa, utilizzando una superficie del circa 8% dell’area agricola utilizzata a livello europeo. Per
confronto, in Francia ci sono 4,3% delle aziende agricole dell’Europa su una superficie del 16% sul totale
europeo.

| dipendenti del settore agricolo

Come gia constatato prima, dei tre Paesi oggetto di analisi, due si iscrivono nella categoria dei Paesi con
agricoltura sviluppata e gli altri tre (Bulgaria, Italia, Romania) hanno uno sviluppo agricolo ridotto dal punto
di vista delle dimensioni delle proprieta agricole. Evidentemente, la dimensione delle proprieta agricole
suggerisce anche il livello di tecnologizzazione degli stessi.

7 | dati da EU-Agricultural census 2010 Ottobre 2011, disponibili su http:/epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/cache/ITY PUBLIC/5-
11102011-AP/EN/5-11102011-AP-EN.PDF ultima data di accesso 23.02.2013
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Grafico 2. Il peso dei dipendenti nell’agricoltura (% del numero totale di dipendenti a livello nazionale)”
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La percentuale piu bassa di dipendenti nel settore agricolo appartiene alla Germania ed alla Francia, gli
unici Paesi con un’agricoltura sviluppata (1,6%, rispettivamente 2,9%). La spiegazione consiste nella
tecnoliogizzazione e meccanizzazione del lavoro agricolo, di modo che I'assunzione di piu persone non € piu
necessaria, nonostante la grandezza delle aziende agricole. D’altra parte, relativamente al fabbisogno di
training, & probabile che in questi Paesi il fabbisogno di formazione professionale specifica (nel campo
dell’utilizzo dell’infrastruttura tecnologica nell’agricoltura) sia superiore, rispetto ai Paesi in cui I'agricoltura
di piccola scala e tuttora dominante. L’Italia ha pochi dipendenti nel settore, il numero relativamente alto di
proprieta agricolee della superficie media di questi sfruttamenti. La meta degli agricoltori italiani sono
dipendenti e mea sono per conto proprio, e lavorano nella propria azienda. In Bulgaria, nonostante il
numero sia relativamente alto rispetto agli altri Paesi. Qui, oltre il 90% delle persone assunte
nell’agricoltura sono lavoratori famigliari. La Romania € un caso speciale. Nonostante la tendenza di
decrescita percentuale sia pil presente/frequente in questp caso, bisogna precisare che, come in Bulgaria,
oltre il 90% delle persone occupate nell’agricoltura sono in realta persone che possiedono terreno agricolo
che lavorano, senza che siano effettivamente dipendenti e senza che sia evidente che il loro lavoro produce
dei redditi.

In riferimento a questi dati dalla prospettiva dei due tipi di agricoltura precedentemente identificati,
agricoltura su larga scala (i casi della Francia e della Germania) e I'agricoltura di sussistenza e semi-
sussistenza (Italia, Bulgaria e Romania), gli approcci in materia di formazione professionale degli agricoltori
devono considerare i tipi di conoscenze e di abilita di cui gli agricoltori hanno bisogno. Percio, nei casi della
Germania o della Francia la necessita di formazione ¢, il pil probabile, nella zona tecnica. Nei casi dei Paesi
con agricoltura su piccola scala & necessario considerare il tipo di sfruttamenti, il numero alto di agricoltori
che ricoprono pil ruoli (manager, operaio, imprenditore ecc.) ed il fabbisogno di formazione di modo che,
una volta formate, queste persone raggiungano performance migliori.

7®Dati acquisiti da World Development Indicators (WDI), accessibile sul sito
http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SL.AGR.EMPL.ZS , ultima data di accesso 12.03.2013
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La produttivita del settore agricolo e I’'accesso degli agricoltori alla formazione

Il peso dell’agricoltura nel PIL & un valore aggiunto dell’agricoltura come percentuale del PIL (rispetto al
prezzo di base) rappresenta il risultato netto del settore agricolo, una volta aggiunti tutti i risultati e detratti
gli “input” (il valore investito). Il grafico di seguito illustrato presenta la situazione del peso dell’agricoltura

nel PIL nel periodo 2007 — 2012, in conformita ai dati Eurostat. Precisiamo che per il 2012 mancano i dati
per la Francia.

Grafico 4. Il valore aggiunto dell’agricoltura come percentuale del PIL, 2007 - 2012"’
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Il peso dell’agricoltura nel PIL, per i cinque Paesi qui analizzati, dimostra una tendenza chiara.i Paesi con
potenziale agricolo forte e la cui agricoltura e sviluppata, hanno un peso molto piccolo dell’agricoltura nel
PIL. La stessa tendenza si nota anche sulla media europea, che e quasi simile ai casi della Francia e della
Germania. L'ltalia rispetta la stessa tendenza in materia di valore aggiunto dell’agricoltura, nonostante dal
punto di vista delle caratteristiche del settore agricolo sia pil vicina alla Romania ed alla Bulgaria, sia dalla
prospettiva dei tipi di proprieta agricole che dal punto di vista della superficie media delle proprieta
agricole (vedi Tabella 1). | valori per la Bulgaria e la Romania sono intorno a circa 7 percentuali.

Il grafico di cui sopra illustra chiaramente che I'agricoltura & un settore importante dal punto di vista
economico in Romania ed in Bulgaria, con un peso del PIL molto superiore rispetto agli altri Paesi e rispetto
alla media europea. L'importanza economica dell’agricoltura e inferiore in Italia, Francia e Germania.

L'indicatore successivo analizzato dimostra in realta come si traduce il peso che I’ agricoltura ha nel PIL,
quanto significa il 7% all’incirca in Romania o in Bulgaria rispetto al 2% in Francia. Il grafico di seguito
riportato illustra i valori per i singoli Paesi, in milioni di Euro, per il periodo 2007 — 2012.

77 Dati Eurostat, disponibili su http://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do ultima data di accesso 18.03.2013
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Grafico 5. Il valore della produzione ai prezzi di base, 2007-2012"%
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Nel caso del valore della produzione agricola, i Paesi con un’agricoltura forte hanno un valore della
produzione superiore. La Francia ha il valore pilu alto della produzione, seguita dalla Germania. L’ltalia &
nuovamente la mediana del gruppo, mentre la Romania e la Bulgaria registrano valori inferiori della
produzione. E visibile I"'abbassamento di questo valore in tutti i Paesi, nell’anno 2009.

Il grafico summenzionato ci dimostra che, nonostante come importanza settoriale I'agricoltura non abbia
un peso grande del PIL in Germania ed in Francia, in termini assoluti questi Paesi registrano utili maggiori
dall’agricoltura rispetto ai Paesi per i quali I'agricoltura € un contribuente netto al PIL. In pratica, la Bulgaria
e la Romania registrano redditi bassi dall’agricoltura. Se analizziamo questi risultati dal punto di vista delle
percentuali di dipendenti nel settore agricolo, giungiamo alla conclusione che i Paesi con una produzione
bassa (in termini economici), ma per i quali il settore & importante come fonte di reddito, hanno anche il
numero piu alto di dipendenti nel settore.

L'attuale sezione rafforza le conclusioni delle sezione precedente, relativamente alle caratteristiche del
settore agricolo. Abbiamo ad oggi due gruppi di Paesi: la Germania e la Francia (con un settore agricolo
sviluppato, con proprieta agricole estese, con meno dipendenti e con un valore relativamente alto della
produzione, ma detto valore rappresenta una percentuale bassa del PIL) e la Romania e la Bulgaria (con
aziende agricole piccole, con tanti dipendenti, con un valore basso della produzione ma che rappresebnta
una percentule piu alta del PIL). L’ltalia non ha una posizione chiara in queste due categorie, pero é
piuttosto vicina alla Francia ed alla Germania (aziende agricole piccole, pochi dipendenti, valore medio della
produzione che significa poco del PIL).

78Dati Eurostat, disponibili su
http://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do?dataset=aact eaaO0l&lang=en, ultima
data accesso 23.03.2013
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L’accesso alla formazione professionale per gli agricoltori

L’accesso alla formazione professionale per gli agricoltori &, come ai e viato nei capitoli precedenti, un
aspetto essenziale dell'implementazione delle politiche europee e nazionali. Per il raggiungimento degli
obiettivi di sviluppo stabiliti con i documenti di programmazione europei o nazionali, &€ necessaria una forza
lavoro idonea al contesto economico attuale, qualificata e produttiva. Per aumentare le abilita degli
agricoltori, siano esse di management, tecniche o tecnologiche, & necessaria sia la formazione iniziale
idonea, che il lifelong learning (istruzione durante tutto I'arco della vita), attraverso i programmi intensivi di

formazione professionale.

Il grafico di seguito riportato descrive il peso delle persone che studiano I'agricoltura a livello terziario (%
sul totale studenti) ed i laureati nel settore agricolo (% sul totale dei laureati universitari).

Grafico. 6. Il peso delle persone con studi agricoli sul numero totale di persone iscritte o che hanno
concluso listruzione terziaria, 20107,
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Tutti i Paesi analizzati si iscrivono nelle tendenze europee, i valori percentuali degli studenti e dei laureati
delle universita con indirizzo agricolo essendo intorno alla stessa media, dell’ 1.6% rispettivamente
dell’1.8%. I'indicatore non suggerisce delle differenze maggiori tra i cinque Paesi, fatto che dimostra che gli
studi universitari con indirizzo agricolo non producono delle differenze sostanziali in cid che riguarda la
performance del settore agricolo.

Il seguente indicatore descrive la procentuale di agricoltori che hanno un’istruzione di base o superiore
nell’agricoltura. In conformita ad un Report della Direzione Generale per I’Agricoltura e lo Sviluppo Rurale
della Commissione Europea, l'ultimo anno per il quale questi dati sono disponibili € il 2005. A livello
tecnologico, l'indicatore fa riferimento soltanto ai manager delle proprieta agricole, a prescindere dalla loro
natura o grandezza. L’istruzione nel campo agricolo ha tre dimensioni: soltanto esperienza pratica (lavoro
effettivo all’'interno di una proprieta agricola), istruzione di base (ogni corso promosso presso un colleggio o
presso altre istituzioni specializzate; il tirocinio nell’agricoltura & considerato istruzione di base) o istruzione
estensiva (ogni corso successivo alla scuola obbligatoria e che ha il valore di un ciclo educativo di due anni,
conseguito presso un colleggio, facolta o altra istituzione di istruzione superiore).

7°Dati Eurostat, disponibili sul sito
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/tgm/bookmark.do?tab=table&plugin=1&language=en&pcode=tps00062# ultima
data di accesso 17.02.2013
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Grafico 7. Il peso degli agricoltori formati nell’agricoltura (istruzione di base o estensiva), 2005
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La Germania e la Francia sono i Paesi con un livello educativo degli agricoltori molto superiore alla media
europea. Se in genere nell’Unione Europea soltanto il 20% tra manager di aziende agricole o di proprieta
agricole hanno almeno un’istruzione di base nell’agricoltura, in Germani o in Francia la maggior parte delle
persone che gestiscono una proprieta agricola hanno questo tipo di. L'ltalia € sotto la media europea,
mentre in Bulgaria ed in Romania I'agricoltura sembra essere un campo che si impara solo dall’esperienza. |
dati rispettano i "cluster” identificati nelle sezioni precedenti dello studio. La Germania e la Francia, con un
settore agricolo professionalizzato e performante, hanno aziende agricole che sono gestite, nella maggior
parte, da persone che hanno almeno l'istruzione di base nel campo. La Romania, la Bulgaria ed in questo
caso anche [I'ltalia, con un settore frammentato, hanno aziende agricole di sussistenza e semi-sussistenza
che sono gestite da agricoltori di cui,il 90% all’incirca, non hanno usufruito di formazione professionale.

E, ovviamente, difficile da stabilire una causalita diretta tra la performance del settore agricolo e la misura
in cui gli agricoltori hanno usufruito di formazione professionale nel settore. E invece altrettanto evidente
che esiste una correlazione positiva tra le due variabili. Per gli indicatori ”il peso degli agricoltori con
formazione di base o estensiva” ed il”valore della produzione agricola al prezzo di base”, il coefficiente di
correlazione e di 0.82. In pratica, questo coefficiente ci indica il datto che il settore agricolo e
performante nei Paesi in cui piu agricoltori hanno usufruito di formazione professionale. Il grafico di
seguito riportato illustra la variazione dei due indicatori per i cinque Paesi analizzati. Per semplicita grafica e
per conservare le proporzioni del grafico, il valore della produzione agricola iniziale € stata divisa per 100 (il
coefficiente di correlazione non cambia, in quanto la variazione non cambia). Visto che i dati riguardanti
I'istruzione degli agricoltori risalgono al 2005, abbiamo scelto per il valore della produzione agricola
soltanto i dati del 2007.

80 "Rural Development in European Union. Statistical and Economic Information. Report 20117, p. 108,

disponibile sul sito http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/statistics/rural-development/2011/full-text_en.pdf l'ultima data di
accesso 20.03.2013
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Grafico 8. Correlazione tra il”peso degli agricoltori con istruzione di base o estensiva” ed il”valore della
produzione agricola al prezzo di base”.
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Conclusioni

L'istruzione e I'accesso alla formazione professionale sono consuderate investimento a lungo termine nella
risorsa umana, investimenti che ritornano nell’economia, sotto forma di crescita economica dovuta ad una
forza lavoro produttiva.

L'attuale report ha indagato sulle politiche europee e nazionali riguardanti I'accesso degli agricoltori alla
formazione professionale, analizzando poi delle dimensioni tipo le caratteristiche del settore agricolo, la
produttivita del settore agricolo e I'accesso degli agricoltori alla formazione professionale.

A livello di politiche, la formazione professionale degli agricoltori non rappresenta un obiettivo o una
direzione in sé, né a livello europeo e nemmeno a livello nazionale. Esistono perd numerose istanze in cuila
formazione professionale diventa strumento o strategia di implementazione delle azione tese a facilitare il
raggiungimento degli obiettivi proposti. E sufficiente e concludiamo dunque che gli obiettivi delle politiche
e delle strategie europee riguardanti I'agricoltura implicano in modo inerente degli operai/lavoratori
qualificati, che si possono adattare ai cambiamenti di ordine tecnologico o economico. La legislazione
europea mette I'accento sulla formazione professionale nel campo agricolo, in modo esplicito. Le politiche
nazionali integrano pull o meno le idee europee riguardanti I'agricoltura. Esiste una discrepanza tra le
politiche dei nuovi Stati membri e quelle di quelli vecchi. Percio, la Romania e la Bulgaria includono nella
politica nazionale quasi tutti i provvedimenti PAC, mentre I'ltalia, la Francia o la Germania adattano molto
di pil la politica nazionale al contesto ed alle esigenze nazionali.

Le politiche dell’occupazione in Romania ed in Bulgaria non coprono totalmente il settore agricolo,
rendendo varie opportunita di formazione professionale inaccessibili agli agricoltori. Quelle della Francia o
della Germania sembrano dare ai sindacati molto pil potere di essere attivi nel campo dell’occupazione nel
settore agricolo. L’ltalia ha politiche dell’occupazione a livello regionale o vari strumenti di crescita del tasso
di occupazione (contratti misti, programmi speciali per gruppi vulnerabili ecc.)

| sindacati e le associazioni di categoria hanno un ruolo importante nelle attivita di formazione
professionale, a prescindere se partecipano all’elaborazione dei curricula, o se implementano programmi di
formazione professionale. Queste entita possono influenzare la direzione delle politiche in materia di
formazione professionale nell’agricoltura, almeno a livello nazionale. La Romania e la Bulgaria, dove i
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sindacati e le associazioni di categoria possono solo implementare programmi di formazione professionale,
i curricula sono piuttosto dettati dai programmi di finanziamento cui si accede al fine dell’organizzazione
dei corsi per gli agricoltori.

A livello di opportunita di finanziamento della formazione professionale, la Francia, la Germania e I'ltalia
non dipendono tanto dai fondi europei per implementare programmi simili.

L'analisi quantitativa descrive realta chiare. | cinque Paesi analizzati possono essere suddivisi in due
categorie. La prima categoria, di cui fannio parte la Germania e la Francia, & descritta da aziende agricole
con superfici grandi, piuttosto professionalizzate, con un peso basso dell’agricoltura nel PIL, ma con valori
superiori della produzione agricola, con un peso basso dei dipendenti nel settore agricolo. Possiamo
chiamare questa categoria quella dei Paesi con un’agricoltura sviluppata. L’ltalia, nonostante abbia
piuttosto aziende agricole con una superficie ridotta, sotto la media europea, corrisponde a questa
categoria dal punto di vista di tutti gli altri indicatori. La Bulgaria e la Romania sono, per confronto, Paesi
con un’agricoltura sotto-sviluppata. Gli stessi hanno aziende agricole di dimensioni ridotte, tanti dipendenti
nel settore agricolo, un peso significativo di dipendenti nel settore agricolo, un peso maggiore
dell’agricoltura nel PIB ma un valore ridotto della produzione agricola in termini assoluti.

Queste categorie sopra identificate indicano raccomandazioni chiare per la Romania, la Bulgaria e I'ltalia.
Nelle condizioni in cui lo sviluppo del settore agricolo € un’obiettivo di interesse maggiore, uno dei fattori
essenziali che portera al raggiungimento di questo obiettivo & l'investimento nella forza lavoro
dell’agricoltura.

L'accesso alla formazione professionale degli agricoltori risulta un’esigenza di base a livello nazionale,
almeno in Romania e in Bulgaria. Ovviamente, neanche gli altri Paesi potranno evitare le misure in questo
senso, soprattutto nel contesto degli obiettivi di competitivita imposte dall’'UE. Nonostante le politiche
europee e nazionali prevedano, in tutti i casi, almeno misure minimaliste in materia di accesso degli
agricoltori ai programmi di formazione professionale, I'implementazione di queste politiche fara la
differenza tra i Paesi con settori agricoli sviluppati e performanti e quelli con un’agricoltura sotto-sviluppata.
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Romania

Federatia Nationala a Sindicatelor din Agricultura, Alimentatie, Tutun,
Domenii si Servicii Conexe Agrostar

www.federatia-agrostar.ro
contact@federatia-agrostar.ro

Germany

Industriegewerkschaft Bauen-Agrar-Umwelt

www.igbau.de
holger.bartels@igbau.de

Italy

Associazione Lavoratori Produttori Agroalimentari
www.alpainfo.it/
progetti@alpainfo.it

Bulgaria

Federation of Independent Agriculture Trade Unions

www.fnsz.org
fnszbg(@gmail.com

France

Fédération Nationale du Personnel D'encadrement de la Production,
de la Transformation, de la Distribution et des Services et Organisme
Agroalimentaires, des Cuirs et Peaux et des Tabacs

www.cfecgc.org
fnaaeurope@orange.fr ; agro@cfecgc.fr

EFFAT

European Federation of Food, Agriculture and Tourism Trade Unions
www.effat.org
effat@effat.org

Comparative Study developed under the European Project VS/2012/0275 financed by the
European Commission, DG Employment, Social Affairs and Inclusions

August 2013
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