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Abstract

The European integration has a great impact oraghnieultural sector. Previous farming
structure has been reorganised, markets liberalie®a type of public support introduced,
and the institutional framework is modernised adow to the European standards.
Agricultural trade patterns in CEEC’s countries arduenced by liberalization of agro-

food market that occurred prior to European enlaigd in 2004. EU membership implied
the necessity of implementation of Common Agria@tuPolicy that means agriculture is

no more regulated on the national level.

The main target of my work is to analyse developnoérthe agricultural and agro-food
trade and policy in Europe and to see the dynawificeade for Visegrad Four countries

especially in the post-accession period.
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Abstrakt

Eurdpska integracia ma Ry dopad na pinohospodarstvo. Predchadzajuca Struktara
polnohospodarstva bola reorganizovana, trhy liberaéiné, novy typ verejnej podpory
zavedeny a institucionalny rdmec je modernizovarsilade s eurépskymi Standardmi.
Pd’nohospodarske obchodné zvyky v krajinach strednejyahodnej Europy su
ovplyvnené liberalizaciou @Faohospodarsko- potravinovych trhov, ktoré nastali s
rozdirovanim EU v roku 2004Clenstvo v EU prinda nutnosrealizacie spoknej
po’nohospodarskej politiky¢o znamena, Ze jfnohospodarstvo uz nie je viac regulované

na vnatrostatnej Grovni, ale na trovni EU.

Hlavnym ci¢€om mojej prace je analyzowavyvoj v oblasti pénohospodéarstva a
po’nohospodarsko-potravinarskeho obchodu a politikfEwépe a vidié dynamiku
obchodu krajin ViSehradskej Stvorky, najma v pastobi po pristapeni.

KPuéoveé slova

Zahranény obchod s agropotravinarskymi vyrobkami, vyvoayakz, obchodné bilancia,
teritorialna Struktdra, komoditna Struktira, vywdgjd, EU, tretie krajiny
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Introduction

Economic and political conditions as well as goesce structures have undergone radical
changes in Europe. It was created new geograpbjmate for economic activities and
business relations within integrated market envitent - the European Union. One
important tool of EU which opens market spherdsasnomic integration. It describes the
various schemes that have been adopted worldwatea Fariety of reasons it often makes
sense for nations to coordinate their economiccpesi Benefits are for those countries
which liberalize labour and capital movement acrbssders, which coordinate fiscal
policies and agriculture. The EU funds agricultbsemore than 40-45% of its financial

sources.

The common agricultural policy is a basic and camigeness EU farming and agrifood
sector as a whole. It was established in 1957 leyBbropean Commision. European
Council and European Commision have the power fgement new policies and laws.
We have to point out that WTO has a great impacthen CAP. Its reforms directly

respond to changes in conditions in internatiorzald.

Visegrad region represents a group of countriegmgghically situated in the Central
Europe. This cooperation and association of coemtwas established in 1991 mainly on
their foreign trade relations, history and cultudme of the most important milestones in
the history of each country was th& May 2004 when Slovakia, the Czech Republic,
Hungary, Poland with Cyprus, Estonia, Latvia, Lahia, Malta and Slovenia became
members of the EU. All the Visegrad countries am&dd through very strong flows of
mutual trade. It has been constantly increasings phart of Europe is famous for its soll
and natural conditions for agrarian production. Tien trade partner for them is the EU.
Territorial agro-food structure of V4 countries bysas is crucial agricultural and food
products which have a decisive impact on export iamgbrt. Territorial and commodity
structure detects agro-food products of individédlcountry which can compete with EU

markets as well as with third countries.

The EU trading policy is oriented to be the mosmpetitive economy with the
liberalization of world trade. Its trade relationgh third countries are governed by WTO
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rules. These are import and export rules, antidagypneasures, quantitative restriction,
etc. The EU is developing special agreements with itnportant partners from third

countries especially on bilateral basis

In this thesis | focused on analysing the develagméforeign trade development with of

all Visegrad group countries.
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1 Literature Review

1.1 Globalization

The Biggest, Best Investing glossary defines giabibn as name for the process of
increasing the connectivity and interdependencéhefworld's markets and businesses.
Two major recent driving forces are advances iecimunications infrastructure and the
rise of the internet. In general, as economies ecmore connected to other economies,

they have increased opportunity but also increasetpetition.

The LEVIN Institute says thaglobalization is a process of interaction and iragn

among the people, companies, and governments fefelit nations, a process driven by
international trade and investment and aided bgrmétion technology. This process has
effects on the environment, on culture, on politiystems, on economic development and

prosperity, and on human physical well-being iniestbes around the world.

1.1.1The process of globalization

According to Bielik, Klepacki and Kvasha (2008) thecess of globalization influences
the development of countries as well as of theoregi Regions grow in importance as
competing entities in the turbulent internationavieonment. Companies operating at
international markets are continuously changingirthstrategies and altering their
organizational structure. Globalization continuesréstructure industry, economics and

agriculture.

Southgate, Graham and Tweeten (2007) identify djidtdon has been coined to describe
the resulting expansion of trade, investment afated interchange.

1.2 International Trade

Bandlerova, MariSova, Horska and Nagyova (2003j)esthat international trade are

understood relations arising in the process ofrépacement of goods between entities
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coming from different states. The term is conneetét the export or import of goods to a
particular state. In addition to the relations ofcleange, the deepening economic
integration has also brought to the fore relationghe areas of production, finances,
technology, licenses, etc., all of them involvingngltaneous participation of several

countries.

Haekal from Investopedia pointed out ttids type of trade gives rise to a world economy,

in which prices, or supply and demand, affect anedadfected by global events.

1.2.1Free Trade versus Fair Trade

Southgate, Graham and Tweeten (20d5f)nedFree trade as international commerce that
is unencumbered by barriers, other than those atldwy the WTOFair trade is supposed
to be consistent with the protection of workers,nvem, minorities, children, and the
environment.

In general, free trade leaves social and envirosahésues to be resolved by the country
or countries affected. In contrast, fair trade wionhpose internationally established social

and environmental rules on any nation, rich or poor

1.2.2Absolute advantage

Daniels and VanHoose (2004) explain a country masbsolute advantage in producing a
good or service if those residing in that countgan gproduce more of the item than
residents of another nation. This can give theon&iresidents an incentive to specialize
in producing goods and services for which theiramahas an absolute advantage.
Moreover, Reinert (2005) defines the possibility that, due diéferences in supply
conditions, one country can produce a productiatvar price than another country.
According to Gerber (2002) absolute advantage iBne® as having higher labor

productivity than other nations.

Superior Technology Tendency to Export
in a Sector and/or Absolute advant the Sector' Product
Larger Endowments Absolute advantage

— in a Sector —
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of Factor Used in a
Sector (lower input
price)

Inferior Technology

g‘n?aﬁ:ftor andfor Absolute Tendency to Import
Endowments of - Disadvantage in — the Sector's Product
Factor in a Sector Sector

(higher input prices)
Source: Reinert (2005, p.50)

1.2.3Comparative advantage

Daniels and VanHoose (2004) present that comparadvantage is the ability of a
nation’s residents to produce an additional unia gbod or service at a lower opportunity

cost relative to other nations.

Torrens and Ricardo (2001) first pointed out thatindries should specialize where they
have their greatest absolute advantage (if theg bhagolute advantege in both goods) or in
their least absolute disadvantage (if they havalmolute advantage in neither good). This

rule is known as the law of comparative advantage.

Gerber (2002) has different opinion. The conceptarhparative advantage is based on the
idea that nations maximize their material well-lgewhen they use their resources where

they have their bigger value.

1.2.4Heckscher-Ohlim trade theory

Gerber (2002) asserts that a coutry’s comparativargage lies in the production of goods
that use relatively abundant factors. Comparatiheaatage is determined by a nation’s
factor endowment, and once this is determinedhaoukl be possible to predict exported

goods.
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Furthermore, Daniels and VanHoose (2004) providieearem stating that a relatively
labor-abundant nation will export a relatively latwtensive good, while a relative capital-

abundant nation will export a relatively capitaleinsive good.

Reinert (2005) illustrates a model of internatiot@de based on differences in factor
endowment among the countries of the world. A cogurgxports the good whose
production is intensive in its abundant factorintiports the good whose production is

intensive in its scarce factor.

1.2.50pportunity cost

Opportunity cost according to Daniels and VanHo(@#4) is a fundamental economic
concept which is the highest-valued, next-bestradteve that must be given up to obtain

an item.

Melvin and Husted (2001) define it as oportunitytcdt is the amount of production of

one type of good that must be sacrificed to produeemore unit of the other.

1.3 Preferential Trade Arrangement

Daniels and VanHoose (2004) claim preferential @ramirangement (PTA) is the

establishment of equal trade preferences amon@twuore trading partners.

On the other hand Reinert (2005) states PTA is greesnent on the part of a set of

countries to reduce but not eliminate trade resbns among themselves.

Moreover, El-Agraa (2004) mentions for economicugiag countries cannot be guarantee
to member state a satisfactory economic developnoemven better development than in
the past. It is not a necessary condition for enunuccess that a country should be a
member of an economic community. Everything wowd@dehd on the nature of the scheme
and the type of competitive behavior prior to imgggpn.
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1.3.1Free trade area

El-Agraa (2004) emphasizes FTA's occurs when thenlbee nations remove all trade

impediments among themselves but retain their &eedith regard to the determination

of their own policies vis-a vis the outside worNMowadays, the trend enhanced these
treatments also to investments. Examples of FTAes, #ne European Free Trade

Association, the North American Free Trade AgredniidAFTA).

Theory of free trade areas and customs unionstistive impact of integration on trade. It
is distinguished between two effects by Melvin &hdasted (2001) as:

» Tradecreation is a displacement of high cost domestic produabioa product in one
member state by lower cost imports from another besnstate. This improves the
allocation of global resources and representsistéhe direction of free trade. Tends to
improve welfare.

* Trade diversion is a displacement of lower cost imports of a paddoom a non-
member state by higher cost imports from a memibtate.s This results from the

discriminatory nature of the tariff. It tends to ngen welfare.

1.3.2Customs union

A customs union occurs when a group of countrieego eliminate tariffs between
themselves and set a common external tariff on rapfyom the rest of the world.

Suranovic (n.d). The European Union constitutesh st agreement. A customs union
avoids the problem of developing complicated rulesrigin, but introduces the problem

of policy coordination.

According to Daniels and VanHoose (2004) CU besidgseeing to treat themselves
preferentially in trade, nations that are membeifs ab customs union also commit
themselves to adopt identical trade policy withpeet to national outsider the custom

union.
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1.3.3Common markets

Suranovic (n.d) explaines that common market &stes free trade in goods and
services, sets common external tariffs among mesnbed also allows for the free
mobility of capital and labor across countries. Hiweopean Union was established as a
common market by the Treaty of Rome in 1957, algfiou took a long time for the
transition to take place. Today, EU citizens hawm@mon passport, can work in any EU
member country and can invest throughout the umitthout restriction. Allow also for
free factor mobility across national member frontie e. capital, labour, technology

among the participating countries.

Although Reinert (2005) declares common market 8la in which labor and capital

markets are integrated into a regional market.

1.3.4Complete economic union

According to Gerber (2002) who simply defines “emanc unions, which are common
markets that ask for complete unification of monetnd fiscal policies, participants must
introduce a central authority to exercise contfféatively become regions of the same

nation” - the EU is close to become one.

Daniels and VanHoose (2004) object the next stgprimefreeing up cross-border flows of
goods, services, and factors of production areomrdinate uniform national economic

policies. Countries that take next step have astas an economic union.

1.3.5Monetary union

Monetary union by Suranovic (n.d) establishes amom currency among a group of
countries. This involves the formation of a centrabnetary authority which will
determine monetary policy for the entire group. TWMaastricht treaty signed by EU
members in 1991 proposed the implementation ofiglesiEuropean currency (the Euro) in
1999.

16



1.4Visegrad group

1.4.10verview of Visegrad group

It is written by Svatos (2008) that Visegrad groafso known as the Visegrad Four, is
represented by four Central European countriesGitech Republic, Hungary, Poland and
the Slovak Republic). All these countries are memmbaf the European Union. The
members of the Visegrad group (V4) are very impurtaade partners for each other.
Their main trade partners are the EU countriessaomde other European countries which
are outside the EU.

In fact, since ¥ May 2004, trade among the V4 countries has beearteof EU internal

trade. The current mutual trade relations are anfaed by the rules of EU common trade
policy.

From the Visegrad Group history, the formationt ¥isegrad Group was motivated by
four factors of decisive relevance:
1. the desire to eliminate the remnants of the comstuoloc in Central Europe;
2. the desire to overcome historic animosities betweemntral European countries;
3. the belief that through joint efforts it will be ®ar to achieve the set goals, i.e., to
successfully accomplish social transformation and in the European integration
process;

4. the proximity of ideas of the ruling political «lg.

1.5Agriculture

According to Squidoo (n.d.) agriculture is the proton of food and goods through
farming and forestry. Agriculture was the key depshent that led to the rise of human
civilization, with the husbandry of domesticatednaals and plants (i.e. crops) creating
food surpluses that enabled the development of rderesely populated and stratified
societies.

Agriculture encompasses a wide variety of speeisland techniques, including ways to
expand the lands suitable for plant raising, bygohg water-channels and other forms of

17



irrigation. In the developed world the range usuafixtends between sustainable
agriculture (e.g. permaculture or organic agriaglfland intensive farming (e.g. industrial

agriculture).

Southagate, Graham and Tweeten (2007) refer thatirfg is a vaguely old-fashioned

activity, something engaged in long ago by granelp@r or great-grandparents. Yet
agriculture represents something quite new in huexgoerience, a development that is no
more than 10000 - 12000 years old. For innumeratilennia before people raised crops
and cared for livestock, our distant ancestor feghitselves exclusively by hunting and
gathering. Before the agricultural revolution, peapndoubtedly figured out that removing
weeds would promote the growth of food-bearing {gan

Due to variation in temperature, rainfall, and sfaktility, agriculture is extremely

heterogeneous.

Other opinion according to Blaas (2005) about atdftice is necessity to maintain despite
the fact that it is economically advantageous tparhfood arising from the
environmental, landscape making, social and otbeetal functions. This opens up the
general social need for a reassessment of agnialiystems and the role of agriculture in

society and space.

1.5.1Food Safety

According to Bandlerova, MariSova, Horska and Nagy(2003) food safety is a complex
and transparent regulation which would secure padatl healthy character of victuals
(foods and drinks) and the exact labelling of tlveintent.

Furthermore, EI-Agraa (2004) indicates food safety has becomenae important
component in agricultural policy for many countridfis improvement may be seen as a
surprise for an outside observer. It is questiomaldiether food has really become less safe
over time. Animals are healthier nowadays thary fyiéars ago and new technologies in
food preservation and preparation have lowered foski Nevertheless, there are new
developments which have to lead to food safety eorec New technologies which are
based on biotechnology have created new produgtiocesses and new products which

18



are not always safe. Moreover, new products, sicheaetically modified organisms in
food and feed products as well as chemical anabicél fertilizers and pesticides, have to

be tested before they are allowed to enter the ebark

1.5.2Environmental policy

In general, EI-Agraa (2004) refers to the awareriesshe environment has increased in
most countries over time. The impact of agricultymeduction on the environment has
become of higher interest. Agriculture producesamiy typical agricultural products like

food, feed, but also by-products.

Knutson, Penn and Flinchbaugh (2007) pointed aait énvironmental regulations are key
aspects of afarm sector concentration, especiallgnimal production in large-scale,
confined facilities. Environmental policy related agriculture traces to an origin in

conserving and maintaining the nutritive capacfthe soil.

1.6 The Common Agricultural Policy

Gerber (2002gxplains the Common Agricultural Polieg the world’s most extensive set
of farm price supports and farm income maintengrograms. The CAP sets farm prices
and guarantees a market for farm produce. It alewiges direct-income payment to EU
farmers. Among its many effects are that it kedyes farm sector in the EU larger than

market forces would make it, and it has creategklatockpiles of excess products.

It was formally, as the first common policy at E&Vél, designed for all Member States,
formulated in 1957 as one of the key elements ef Theaty of Rome. The volume of
expenditure flowing into this area is 45% of theatdeU budget expenditure of the total
EU budget.

The basic principles of the CAP are the single miafior agricultural products, the

European Community preference and financial satiglar
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1.6.10Dbjectives of the CAP

According to Blaas (2003) the objectives of the C#&B based on the Rome Treaty (EC
Treaty) and are enshrined in Article N0.39:

* To increase agricultural productivity by promotiteghnical progress and ensuring
the rational development of agricultural productiand optimum utilization of
production factors, especially labor,

 Ensure an adequate standard of living of farmeestiqularly the remaining
individual earnings of persons engaged in agriceltu

» To stabilise markets,

* Ensure proper supply,

« Ensure that supplies reach consumers at reasopat@s.

In 1962, the founding states agreed on three miesithat nowadaysas well:

1. Unified market: The organization of agricultural niets is for everyone. Each
product may move freely inside community,

2. Financial solidarity: the costs because of orgamnaof agricultural arise, are funded
joint budget, or more precisely the European Adtical Guidance and Guarantee
Fund,

3. Community priorities: protection of European agltiate tariffs on imports of
agricultural products

How Blaas (2003) further states, under those pulasithe common agricultural market
was created. It abolished customs duties and daawdi restrictions on trade between
member countries and system of joint defense ®doiced against imports from third

countries.

1.6.2Funding of the CAP

* European Agricultural Guidance and Guarantee Fund- from 1.1. 2007 has been
used to finance direct payments and the costsgafnizing the market,
* European Fund for Rural Development - from 1.1. 2007 has been served to support

activities in rural development
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2 The objective of the thesis

The aims of my thesis is the analysis of the adjucal development of foreign trade of
regional grouping V4 countries before and aftereasmn to the EU, and also clarify their
impact of integration into EU structures for fomeigagrarian trade. The biggest
consideration is paid to foreign agro-food traddabce of trade, territorial and commodity
structure and the V4 with third countries.

To achieve the main aim of this thesis are develggzetial thesis in discussion:
1) this sections is focused on to summarize and cterae the agrarian trade of the
V4:

e analysis of foreign agrarian trade of the Slovakpufdic, including
agricultural balance, territorial and commodityusture of export and
import

* analysis of foreign agrarian trade of the Czech uRkp, including
agricultural balance, territorial and commodityusture of export and
import

* analysis of foreign agrarian trade of Hungary, udahg agricultural
balance, territorial and commodity structure of@x@nd import

» analysis of foreign agrarian trade of Poland, idelg agricultural balance,

territorial and commodity structure of export angport

2) this section is focused on foreign trade policthiod countries:
» CEEC's accession to the EU

* The EU external trade policy towards third courstrie

3) the last section is focused on agro-food balandbei/4 with Russian Federation

and Ukraine in the post accession period
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3 The methodology of the thesis and materials

Methodological process of development of this bawhthesisThe Development of agro-
food trade of Visegrad Four Countries with non-member state in the post-accession period
is mainly based on the objective of the analysiagro-food foreign trade V4 countries

before and after EU accession.

Methodology is devided into sections:
1) theoretical part - during the implementation of lelor's thesis was necessary to
select primary theoretical information.
2) practical part - processing of the basis mateaatbe thesis
3) conclusions and results - summary of facts and keaye from previous

methodology sections

In theoretical part of my thesis were processedrmétion from mainly foreign
publicationas and annual green reports as: Agtcelind Food Economy in Poland - year
books from 2009 to 2004, The Hungarian agriculiame food industry in figures- year
books from 2009 to 2004 and Slovak Republic's Greports.

Practical part is generates with the statisticdl gumantitative data used in the thesis mainly
from national statistical offices of the each V4uoty, the European Union Statistical
Office (Eurostat), International trade statistiseme publications from the Statistical
Office, the Research Institute of Agricultural aRdod Economics. Data covers the time
period from 2003 to 2008. According to differentsmes of data, it is important that the
data in certain cases may be different. Differesreign currencies as Czech crown,
Hungarian forint, US dollar, Poland zloty have t® @onverted into Euro using annual
average exchange rate of the ECB. 1 € was 31.840i62003, 31.899 CZK in 2004,
29.778 CZK in 2005, 28.339 CZK in 2006, 27.763 GAK007 and 24.955 CZK in 2008.
1 € was 253.62 HUF in 2003, 251.66 HUF in 2004,.2881UF in 2005, 264.26 HUF in
2006, 251.35 HUF in 2007 and 251.51 HUF in 2008. vas 4.399 zloty and US Dollar
was 1.132 € in 2003.
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| calculated agro-food export/ import agriculturbhlance, agro-food export/import
percentage shares on total export/import, agro reygaformance on GDP, how intensive

is agro import on GDP of each country analysed.

Commodity classification was carried out under tt@mbined nomenclature (CN)
description and coding. Imported and exported gduse to be declared stating under
which subheading of the nomenclature they fall.sTdétermines which rate of customs
duty applies and how the goods are treated fasstatl purposes. The CN is a method for
designating goods and merchandise which was estiablito meet, at one and the same
time, the requirements both of the Common Custorasf Bnd of the external trade
statistics of the Community. The CN is comprisedtleé Harmonized System (HS)
nomenclature with further Community subdivisionBeTHarmonized system is run by the
World Customs Organisation (WCO). This systemasicdf commodities forms the basis
for international trade negotiations, and is agpliy most trading nations (ec.europa.eu,
2010)

Since 2004 in the EU occurred radical changes winakie a direct impact on the
development of foreign trade of each V4 countrylysel. In two stages other 12 nations
became full members of the EU. EU-27 is identif&esd27 member nations of the EU and

other non-EU countries as third countries.

In my bachelor thesis were used many techniquesratidods to solve partial objectives:
e analysis
* synthesis
* deduction
e comparation

* statistical methods
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4 Discussions

4.1 Development of agro-food trade of V 4 countries

Visegrad Group reflects the efforts of countrieCehtral Europe to cooperate on several
stretches of common interest in pan-European iategr. This part of Europe is
characterized by excellent soil and natural coodgifor agricultural production, which is
also subject to long-term tradition in plant anéaad production. International integration
significantly influences agricultural policy andrégn trade of individual countries. This
integration cancelled all existing trade barrierd anxcreased competition within the group.

However, SvatoS (2008) refers to the analysis o¢rivational trade in general, and
agricultural trade documents that all countriegady developed mutual trade in the past
on the basis of their membership of CEFTA. Nowad#ysy are developing mutual trade
within the framework of all the Visegrad group cties within the membership of the
EU.

By joining the European Union V4 countries have wedenefits associated with the
liberalization of trade and the establishment qfpgut systems that the CAP provides. V4
countries are seeking a stable position on the gld-Bbbod markets, where is increased

competitive pressure, which should lead to diveraiion of agro-food products.

4.1.1The Slovak Republic’s agricultural foreign trade

It can be seen progress of the Slovak Republicieiga trade. It was continuously
increasing during the analysed time period. Valu®tal export reached 26 662.62 million
Euro (Table 1) in a base year 2003. Total expanteiased by 85.74 % within the period
and in 2008 reached 49 522.27 million Euro. Tatgbart of Slovak republic was similar
to total export reaching 27 440.51 million Euro.eTihiggest progress of imported goods
became in 2005, one year after accessing to thelitgease in total imports between
years 2003 and 2008 was by 83.23% of the valuéireg&0 280.06 million Euro in year
2008. The Slovak Republic accession to the EU leadlarated effects on the international
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trade in agro-food products on export and impoatieg to a further deepening of the
negative trade balance. Total balance of the Sldvegublic’s trade ranged between -
777.89 million Euro in 2003 and -757.79 in 2008.eTighest negative rates of total
balance were in 2005 of -2 456.9 million Euro and2D06 of -2 562.04 millions Euro
(Graph 1).

Table 1 Indicators of development of SK foreign trae

Values in mill. €
2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008

26 662,62 | 29811,33 32863,97 4089152 47 350,90 522,27

Flow

Total Export

Total Import 27 440,51| 31484,8§ 35320,

[e2)

43 453,66 48 074,99 289,06

Total Balance 77789 | -167353| -245609 -2562,d4  -724,99 T57,

Agricultural total
export
Agricultural total
import
Agricultural
balance

GDP

843,69 1142,47 1 556,26 1734,96 1 999,83 1 954,36

1 341,57 1 663,65 2 222,00 2 295,76 2 694,22 23897),

-497,88 -521,18 -665,74 -560,81 -694,39 -942,97

40579,00| 45211,5)] 49315,24 55081,92 61 501,067 226,00

%

Agro Export's
share on total 3,16 3,83 4,74 4,24 4,22 3,95
export

Agro Import's
share on total 4,89 5,28 6,29 5,28 5,60 5,76
import
Agro Export
Performance on 2,08 2,53 3,15 3,15 3,25 2,91
GDP

Agro Import
intensive on GDP
Source: Statistical Office of the Slovak republl@, own calculations

3,31 3,68 4,51 4,17 4,38 4,31

In the case of foreign agricultural trade during #malysed time period there had been
constant growth in export and import as well. Tkpagt value increased from 843.69
million Euro in 2003 up to 1 954.36 million Euro #008. It is an increase of 131.64%
(Appendix 1), but the best performing year was 2@fifi an increase of 137.03%. In 2008
export of repaseeds increased by 102%, unconcedtnailk and cream by 51% and malt
by 46%, which had an influence on agro export & 8lovak Republic. The share of
agricultural exports on total exports reflects #adue from 3.16% in 2003 up to 4.74% in
2005 (because SK increased export of wheat (32fk@&}, sugar (57%) and cheese, ricotta
(46%)) and decrease from 4.24% to 3.95% in 20080 Agxport performance on GDP
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reached 2.08% in 2003 and was growing up to 3.25%007 and declined to 2.91% in
2008. The case of import was similar to export gaith an increase of almost 116%
during the period. In 2003, the value of agro-fagbort was 1 341.57 millions Euro. It
constantly grew to 2 897.33 millions Euro in 20@8vas influenced by increase of import
of rapeseeds oil (622%), pork (33%) and coffe (29%@grarian import share reflects on
total import the value of 4.89% in 2003, 5.28% 002, in 2005 jumped to 6.29% (because
SK increased import of cigarettes (63%), pork (193poultry meat (55%)) and after
decreased to 5.28% in 2006, 5.60% in 2007 and 5iA62008. Agro import intensive on
GDP was increasing from 3.31% in 2003 to 4.51%0652 4.17% in 2006, 4.38% in 2007
and in 2008 decreased to 4.31%. Agricultural baddhectuated between -497.88 million
Euro in 2003 and the highest negative during aedlyseriod was -942.97 million Euro in
2008. Subsequent years balance was growing in 0&s21.18 million Euro and in 2005
to -665.74 million Euro. In 2006 the value of innfgal goods declined to -560.81 million

Euro.
Graph 1
The development of total agricultural balance c
Slovakia's foreign trade within 2003-2008
2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
O ’—D T T u T !
: -10007 \_r [ Total Balance
€ o000 B Agricultural Balance
-3000
Year

Source: Statistical Office of the Slovak repul@i10, own calculations

4.1.1.1The Slovak Republic’s territorial structure of agricultural foreign trade

Territorial structure is foreign trade indicator tbe country. Slovakia is a member of the
EU and itsshare in Slovakia’s foreign trade activities was39%o (Appendix 2) in the case
of exports and 87.11% (Appendix 3) in the casergdart. Only minor share of 6.61% was
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export to and 12.89% are good imported from thomdntries. From EU-27 countries the
most important trading partner for Slovakia were ¥ countries. We can see that the

foreign agrarian trade of the Slovak republic wdkienced by its neighbour countries.

4.1.1.1.1 Territorial structure of export

During the analysed time period Slovakia’s the mgtortant trading partner in terms of
export with 32.80% share of foreign trade flows whe Czech Republic. This is a
significant figure and it is based mainly on higtal, cultural, social and linguistic links.
Average year value reached 504.66 million Euro.o8dcimportant Slovakia’'s trading
partner was Hungary. Its share on Slovakia’'s expesthed 18.35% and average year
value during period was 282.41 million Euro. Polatabt representative of regional
grouping V4 was third important trading partner flovakia in the case of export from
2003 to 2008. Slovakia exported 9.56% of commadgliteeits northern neighbor- Poland.
Average year value of products imported was 14#rillion of Euro. From non V4
member country Slovakia’s important trading partmes its western neighbor Austria
with 7.15% share on export. Among top 5 Slovak&antries in term of agro-food export
belongs also Germany. During the period Slovakipoebed to Germany agro-food
products with value reaching 101.77 million EurdisTwas part of 6.65% of exported

goods.

4.1.1.1.2 Territorial structure import

Case of import was similar as case of export imgeof Slovakia’s foreign trade activities.
The Czech Republic import to Slovakia represen&d®4% of total agro-food and average
year value achieved 622.69 million of Euro. Secongortant trading partner was again
country from V 4 regional grouping- Poland. Duritige period Poland exported to
Slovakia agro good of 1 289.36 million Euro. Avezagar value was 214.89 million Euro.
We can see that Germany had also important rolel@vaekia’s import activities. Germany
exported to Slovakia commodities in the averageuahwalue of 191.63 million Euro,
making bears 10.38% of the total agro-food impartthe period. Hungary is fourth
important trading partner. From 2003 to 2008 Huiagarshare on Slovakia’s import
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activities was 6.24% and average year value climbeiB6.43 million Euro. Last country
from top importers to Slovakia during the analygediod was Netherlands with 5.10%
share on its activities. Average year value of ingmb commodities from Netherlands to

Slovakia was 111.45 million euro.

4.1.1.2The Slovak Republic’'s commaodity structure of agricltural foreign trade

The entire period 2003-2008, although the shar@etaf commodity export/import varied
from year to year, so | selected only the most irgrd ones. | compared years 2003 and
2008 to see a difference in amount of goods exgbmgorted before and after Slovakia’'s

accession to the EU.

4.1.1.2.1 Commodity structure of export

In long-term period the most important exports cardities were goods from CN 04.
They were milk and dairy products. Its share imltekports of agro-food products in 2008
was accounted for 16.3% reaching 318.66 millionoE(Appendix 4). In 2003 it was
123.68 million Euro but 14.66% of total exportsagfro-food productd=rom CN 17-sugar
and sugar confectionery the largest share had aachéeet sugar. It represented 7.47% of
the total agro exports in 2008. In 2003 it was %4fhareSugar and sugar confectionery,
cereals, cocoa and cocoa preparations, and proofuetsling industry had the eqaul share
of 7.47% in total export of agro-food products @08. From CN 18 the main good was

chocolate.

4.1.1.2.2 Commodity structure of import

The most imported agro-food products were goodm f@@N 22-beverages, spirits and
vinegar. Their share on agro import was 9.39% riegcR72.19 million Euro in 2008

(Appendix 5). In 2003 it was 7.47% share and 100n2lion Euro. Meat and edible meat
offal (CN 02) was the second most important imgmrantities amounted to 9.28% share.

In 2003 it was only 5.32% of agro import of SlovaKr hird important import commodities
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were citrus fruits, banana, nuts amounted to 23%n@illon Euro in 2008 and 119.70
million Euro in 2003. Dairy produce, birds' eggenky (CN 04) had 7.91% share on
Slovakia’s import activities in 2008 and 53.44 ioii Euro in 2003. Last analysed was
group CN 21-Miscellaneous edible preparations WwiB7% share in 2008. It was second
important import commodity amounted to 118.47 moiliEuro achieving 8.83% share on
agro-food import commodities in 2003.

4.1.2The Czech Republic’s agricultural foreign trade

The development of total exports of the Czech Rkpehn be characterized as a dynamic
and constantly growing during the analysed timeaogerin 2003 total export value was
43 056.51 million Euro (Table 2) and 98 899.16 imils Euro in 2008. Similar situation
was with total imports which reached 45 248.48 ionllEuro in 2003 and more than two
times higher increase in 2008. However, the dynamiémport growth was lower than the
dynamics of the export growth, resulting in posteffects overall balance from the year
2005 to 2008. The Czech Republic total balancenegstive only in year 2003 reaching —
2 191,97 million Euro and —348.56 million Euro 2Q@¥aph 2). As we can see years from
2005 — 2008 had total balance in surplus. It wagsed because export had been

increasing.

Table 2Indicators of development of CZ foreign trade
Values in mill. €
2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008

43 056,51| 54 002,21 62 748,9y 75 673,67 89 297,528 899,16

Flow

Total Export

Total Import 45724848 5435077 6060128 7324976 84 824,824 619,49

Total Balance 2191,97| -34856| 2147,74 | 242391| 447270 42886

Agricultural total
export
Agricultural total
import
Agricultural
balance

GDP

1401,00| 1771,00 2 410,00 2 566,0D 3109,49 37779

2 028,00 2603,00 3 139,00 3 600,0D 4 273,81 45824

-627,00 -832,00 -729,00 -1 034,00 -1 164,32 -944,16

80 938,43] 88 238,94 100202,33 113706|01 127 342,347 823,13

%

Agro Export's
share on total 3,25 3,28 3,84 3,39 3,48 3,82
export
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Agro Import's
share on total 4,48 4,79 5,18 491 5,04 4,99
import

Agro Export
Performance on 1,73 2,01 2,41 2,26 2,44 2,56
GDP

Agro Import 251 2.95 3,13 3,17 3,36 3,20
intensive on GDP

Source: Czech Statistical Office 2010, own calcoifest

Agricultural foreign trade activities were dynanas well. The agro export of the Czech
Republic was 1 401.00 million Euro (Table 2) in 20nd was still increasing during the
analysed time period. In 2008 it was 169.79% mbentin 2003 evaluated by 3 779.77
million Euro (Appendix 1). Agro Export's share atal export was 3.25% in 2003, 3.28%
in 2004, the highest share 3.84% was in 2005, @620decreased to 3.29% and increased
again to 3.48% in 2007 and jumped to 3.82% in 2@@80 export performance on GDP
was 1.73% in 2003, 2.01% in 2004, 2.41% in 20086% in 2006, 2.44% in 2007 and
2.57% in 2008. In the case of import there was 9&%. grew from 2003 to 2008. In 2003
the Czech Republic import goods reached 2 028.0®dmEuro and 4 724.53 million Euro
in 2008. Year 2008 was the best performing for @aech agro-food import activities.
According to year 2003 import of the country jumpged8.35% share in 2004 and since
that was increasing every year. The agro impdngseson total export was increasing from
4.48% in 2003 to 5.18% in 2005 and regress to %9t 2006, 5,04% in 2007 and 4.99%
in 2008. Agro Import intensive on GDP was growimgstantly during the analysed period
except 2008 when declined to 3.20%. The Czech Rigpabcession to the EU had
accelerated effects on international trade in dgoot products on export and import.
Agricultural balance fluctuated from —627.00 mitli&uro in 2003 to —944.76 million Euro
in 2008. In 2004 increased to -832.00 million Eara fell down to -729.00 million Euro
in 2005. The highest value was reached in 200&280d during the analysed period.
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Graph 2

The development of total and agricultural balance t
Czech republics's foreign trade within 2003-2008

2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008

6 000,00
4 000,00 ] ] O Total Balance
: 2 000,00 T[] B Agricultural
£ 0,00 F‘L—f%—.—f—r Balanc:
-2 000,00
-4 000,00
Year

Source: Czech Statistical Office 2010, own catahs

4.1.2.1The Czech Republic’s territorial structure of agricultural foreign trade

Territorial structure is foreign trade indicator tife country. The Czech Republic is
member of the EU and ighare in Czech’s foreign trade activities was 8&YAppendix

2) in the case of exports and 89.37% (Appendixn3)he case of import during the six
years. Share of 11.09% represented export to nomdtlntries and 10.63% was import
share from third countries. From EU-27 countries thost important trading partner for
the Czech Republic were the V4 countries. We cantisat the Czech Republic foreign

agrarian trade is influenced by its neighbour coest

4.1.2.1.1 Territorial structure of export

During the analysed time period Czech’s most ingodrtrading partner in terms of export
with 27.27% share of foreign trade flows was Slogakhis is a significant figure and it is
based mainly on historical, cultural, social amgyliistic links. Average export year value
reached 685.89 million Euro. One of the very imaottforeign trading partner outside the
V4 for the Czech Republic was Germany with 20.209ares on Czech’s export flows.
From 2003 to 2008 the Czech Republic imported &goo- commodities for 3 047.32
million Euro from Germany. Eastern neighboring doyriPoland imported to the Czech

Republic 10.57% agro-food products during the mkrfkverage year value reached 416.84
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million Euro. Last member from the V4 countries,ndary had 5.19% share with average
year value 130.51 million Euro on total agro-fooge@rt activities. Fifth top exporting
country for Czech Republic’s foreign trade was AastThe share on total export was

4.85% and average year value during the periochesht21.97 million Euro.

4.1.2.1.2 Territorial structure of import

The Czech Republic was strongly influenced by @ghbours Slovakia and Germany also
in import trade activities from historical and theritorial structure. The analysed time
period showed that Germany’s share on agro-foodoitngeached 24.49%. It exported
products for 832.22 million Euro yearly. Poland,svihe second country and also Czech’s
neighbour. In the case of import, Poland exportadroodities amounted of 13.03% share
the Czech Republic import activities. Poland ackie\average year value of 444.93
million Euro. Slovakia is traditional exporter ofjra-food commodities to the Czech
Republic. During the analysed time period occupied place with 10.51% share on the
Czech’s import. In 2008 Slovakia exported to CzBapublic goods amounted to 492.10
million Euro and had 10.41% share on the Czechigigo import trade. From non
neighbour countries Netherlands and Italy wereugricing the Czech Republic’s foreign
trade activities. During the years 2003-2008 theedbz Republic imported from
Netherlands agro-food products for 1 525.99 milli&uro with 7.45% share on the Czech

import activities. ltaly’s share was 5.77%.

4.1.2.2The Czech Republic’'s commodity structure of agricutural foreign trade

The entire period 2003 - 2008, although the shairéstal commodity export/import varied
from year to year, so | selected only the most irtgmd ones. | compared years 2003 and
2008 to see a difference in amount of goods exgbm@orted before and after the Czech

Republic’s accession to the EU.
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4.1.2.2.1 Commodity structure of export

Among the best Czech Republic’s export commodhigseng products from CN 04- Dairy
produce, bird’s eggs and honey. Their share o agta-food export was 15.57% in 2008
(Appendix 4). This commodity group was the bestogtqal with 13.99% share in 2003.
The Czech Republic is famous for their beer pradactThat’'s way beverages, spirits and
vinegar had important part on export activitiesch#ag 410.82 millions Euro of 10.86% in
2008. In 2003 it was 175.17 million Euro but 12.508are on export activities.
Miscellaneous edible preparations (CN 21) had ingmrrole on Czech’s agro-food
export. Its share was 9.52% in 2008 and 12.17% G632 Export of Oil seeds and
oleaginous fruits in 2008 was 332.42 million Euts.share on export was 5.90% in 2003.
Last analysed group of commodities belong to CN @éreals. Share of export in 2003
and 2008 was almost the same. It was 7.71% shaBzech Republic’s export activities in
2003 and 7.91% in 2008.

4.1.2.2.2 Commodity structure of import

From the import point of view, meat and edible mefél (CN 02) was the most imported
commodity in 2008 with 11.68% share (Appendix 5)tbae Czech Republic’'s agro-food
import (Appendix 5). Fruits and nuts (CN 08) beldngCzech the most important import
products. Fruits were mainly tropical and its shaneimport was 9.85% in 2008. This
commodity group was the most imported with 12.68%@re on import in 2003.

Miscellaneous edible preparations form third imaottimport products for the Czech
Republic. In 2008 was imported 421.78 million Eofahis commodity structure (CN 21)
and 236.17 million Euro in 2003. Diary producedtsreggs, honey (CN 04) were again
fundamental part of the Czech Republic’'s foreigmdér activities. The Czech Republic
imported 402.83 million Euro of this commodity i©@B. It reached 6.18% share on
import. Last group of agro-food products were bages, spirits and vinegar with 8.26%

share on import in 2008. In comparison it was 7.3bfre of imported goods in 2003.
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4.1.3Hungarian agricultural foreign trade

Hungary is a post communistic country as well asv&tia, the Czech Republic and
Poland. Foreign agro trade plays a very importalat in the Hungarian national economy.
Development of the Hungarian foreign trade was inapusly increasing. Value of total
export reached 38 096.00 million Euro in a baser y&@03 (Table 3). Total export
increased by 92.62% within 2003 and 2008. Its totg@ort was similar to the total export.
It reached 42 263.30 million Euro in 2003. The leisigorogress of imported goods became
in 2005, one year after accessing to the EU. Thatgncrease of 74.38% in total imports
happened between years 2003 and 2008. Import r@ath699.70 million Euro in 2008.
Total balance of the Hungarian trade fluctuateavben values of -4 173.3 million Euro in
2003 and -319.40 million Euro in 2008 (Graph 3).eThighest negative rate of total

balance was in 2003 and this rate was increasiriggithe 6 year analysed period.

Table 3Indicators of development of Hungarian foreign trace
Values in mill. €
2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008

38 096,00| 44 618,40 49720,70 58 374{40 69 004,20 3 380,30

Flow

Total Export

Total Import 42 263,30 48533,10 52559,90 60 338,70 69 12390 3 698,70

Total Balance —4167,3| -39147 -28393 -19642  —119,] -319/4

Agricultural total
export

Agricultural total
import

Agricultural balance

2855,00| 3098,000 3324,0p0 367500 4 863,00 50185

1494,00| 2000,000 2408,00 2680,00 3 188,00 30820

1361,00 | 1 098,00 916,00 995,0( 1675,00 1 915,00

GDP 74 185,79| 82 666,30 88 645,84 89894[42 101 086,35 535,76

%

Agro Export's share

7,49 6,94 6,69 6,30 7,05 7,82
on total export
Agro Import's share 3,53 412 4,58 4,44 4,61 5,18
on total import
Agro Export
Performance on GDP 3.85 3,75 375 409 s o438
Agro Import 2.01 2,42 2,72 2,98 3,15 3,62

intensive on GDP
Source: Hungarian Central Statistical Office 200n calculations

In the case of foreign agricultural trade durin@lgsed period there had been constant
growth in export and import. Hungary is mostly aghural producer what can be seen in

tables during the analysed time period. Its agncal values proportions belong to the

34



highest from the V 4 countries. The export valugeéased from 2 855.00 million Euro in
2003 up to 5 735.00 million Euro in 2008. It isianrease of 100.88% (Appendix 1), but
the best performing year was 2007 with an increds§®.33%. Exports were characterized
by the dominant proportion of cereals, meat, odseand fruit and vegetable products.
These four goods categories accounted for 51% pbréxalue in 2008. The share of
agricultural exports in total exports reflects tredues of 7.49% in 2003, 6.94% in 2004,
6.69% in 2005, 6.30% in 2006, 7.05% in 2007 (Th@728xport figures were substantially
determined by an increase of 26% in exports ofateyeand 7.82% in 2008. Agro export
performance on GDP was 3.85% in 2003, in 2004 &b 2vas 3.75%, and from 2005 it
was increasing to 5.43% in 2008. The case of impat better and more balanced than
export with an increase of almost 155.69% durirg leriod. In 2003, the value of agro
import was at 1 494.00 millions Euro. It constangsew to 3 820.00 millions Euro in
2008. The four major goods categories —animal feddhle products, dairy products and
meat products — accounted for 35% of total agncaltimports in 2008. The biggest drop
in import was seen in the case of livestock, witie greatest growth took place in the
group of dairy products, eggs and honey in 2007aAgn import share reflects on total
import fluctuation share from 3.53% in 2003, ina@an 2005 to 4.58% and decreased to
4.44% in 2006 and constant grew to 5.18% in 20a§oAmport intensive on GDP was
increasing from 2.01% in 2003 to 3.68% in 2008.i&gtural balance was declining from
1 341.00 million Euro in 2003 to 916.00 million Bun 2005 and increasing from 2005 to
1 915 million Euro in 2008.

Graph 3
The development of total and agricultural balance t
Hungaran foreign trade within 2003-2008
2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
4000
2000
w o - _.—hwh_lﬁﬁ:.» @ Total Balance
? -2000 | B B Agricultural Balance
-4000
-6000
Year

Source: Hungarian Central Statistical Office 200n calculations
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4.1.3.1Hungarian territorial structure of agricultural for eign trade

Territorial structure is a foreign trade indicatdrthe country. Hungary is a member of the
EU and itsshare in Hungarian foreign trade activities wagtZ% (Appendix 2) in the case
of exports and 87.80% in the case of import. Slo&ar22.58% represented export to non-
EU countries and 12.20% (Appendix 3) was importratieom third countries. According
to my tables we can see that foreign agrarian tohdungary was more influenced by non

neighbour countries.

4.1.3.1.1 Territorial structure of export

During the analysed time period Hungarian the nmogbrtant trading partner in terms of
export with 9.73% share of foreign trade flows Wasnania. This is significant figure and
it is based mainly on historical, cultural, socgd linguistic links. Average year value
reached 325.83 million Euro. Second important Huagatrading partner was Austria. Its
share on Hungarian export was 7.08% and average waae during the period was
237.08 million Euro. Poland one of the represewtatif regional grouping V 4 was third
important trading partner for Hungarian agro-foagat from 2003 to 2008. Poland share
on Hungarian export was 4.66%. Average year vatadycts exported was 156.06 million
of Euro. Other V 4 member country was Slovakianisthern neighbor with 4.09% share
of export. Among top 5 Hungarian countries beloRgance in term of agro-food export.
During the period Hungary exported to France agamfproducts reaching 118.32 million

Euro. This was part of 3.53% of exported goods.

4.1.3.1.2 Territorial structure of import

The analysed time period showed that Germany’sesléragro-food import reached
21.25%. They exported products for 487.29 milliomrde yearly. In the case of import
Poland had about 12.28% share on Hungarian foreigort activities. Poland achieved
average year value of 281.71 million Euro. Nethettabelonged to traditional exporter of
agro-food commodities to V 4 countries. During Hmalysed time period occupied third

place with 9.52% share on Hungarian import. Fronghtour countries, Slovakia and
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Austria were influencing Hungary’'s foreign tradeigties. Hungary imported agro-food
products reaching 932.00 millions Euro and 6.77%resHrom Austria. Slovakia’s share
was 5.86% during the years 2003 - 2008.

4.1.3.2Hungarian commodity structure of agricultural foreign trade

The entire period 2003 - 2008, although the shafréstal commodity export/import varied
from year to year, so | selected only the most irtgmd ones. | compared years 2003 and
2008 to see a difference in amount of goods expbmgported before and after the

Hungarian accession to the EU.

4.1.3.2.1 Commodity structure of export

Products from CN 10- Cereals were Hungary’s thé &gsorted commodities. Their share
on total agro-food export was 22.09% in 2008 (Amlerd). Share of this commodity

exported in 2003 was 12.36%. Hungary is famoudHeir meat production, sausages. In
2008 export share of meat and edible meat offal ¥a46% reaching 711.00 millions

Euro. In 2003 it was the most exported commodityugrreaching 540.18 million Euro

with 18.92% share on export activities. Oil seedd aleaginous fruits (CN 12) had

important role on Hungary’s agro-food export. lh&ue was 8.43% in 2008 and 6.56% in
2003. Export of preparations of vegetables, fruitds was 445.00 million Euro reaching
7.93% share in 2008. Its share on export in 2003 Wh.28%. The last analysed
commodity group came from CN 23- residues and wksta food production. Share of

export was 7.29% in 2003 and 8.18% in 2008 on Huyrgaxport activities.

4.1.3.2.2 Commodity structure of import

The most imported agro-food products were goodsh f@N 2-residues and waste from
food production. Their share on agro-food imporswa.10% reaching 424 million Euro
in 2008 (Appendix 5). In 2003 it was 266.15 millidéuro with 17.81% share.

Miscellaneous edible preparation (CN 21) was theose most essential import products
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amounted to 8.40% share. In 2003 it was almossadnee share of 8.42% of agro-import of
Hungary. Difference in value was in 2008 of 321lioil Euro and in 2003 of 125.78
million Euro. Third important import commodities meegoods from CN 04- diary produce,
bird’s eggs and honey which reached 291.00 milkomo in 2008 and only 73.73 million
Euro in 2003. Meat and edible meat offal (CN 02) @&69% share on Hungary's import
activities in 2008 and reached 60.72 million Eur@003. The last analysed was group CN
22-beverages, spirits and vinegar with 7.46% sima2®08. In 2003 reached 71.37 million

Euro and 4.78% on agro-food import activities.

4.1.4Polish agricultural foreign trade

Poland ranks "7 place within 27 Member States in terms of popatatiln terms of
agricultural population, it occupies th& fiosition. As regards the number of agricultural
holdings, Poland was in thé%place (after Romania). Number of persons employed i
agriculture, hunting, forestry and fisheries wds tdmes higher than the percentage share
of persons employed in those sectors in EU-27 @h4and 5.8%, respectively) in 2008
(Agriculture and food Economy in Poland, 2009).

The development of Poland’s total exports can be char@etdd as a dynamic and
constantly growing during the analysed time peribatal export value reached 47 491.66
million Euro (Table 4) in 2003. It was huge increds 116 243.80 millions Euro in 2008.
Similar situation was with total imports reachin@ 263.09 million Euro in 2003 and more
than two times higher value of 142 447.90 milliamr&in 2008. However, the dynamics of
import growth was higher than the dynamics of ekmpowth, what was resulted in
negative effects overall balance from 2003 to 20Rdish total balance was —12 771.43
million Euro in 2003. Balance of tradr was decregdio -9 746.20 million Euro till 2005
and from 2006 became decreasing again. Total balsached the highest negative value
of -26 204.10 million Euro in 2008 (Graph 4).

Table 4 Indicators of development of Polish foreigirade
Values in mill. €
2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008

47 491,66 | 59 698,00 71 423,5( 87 925,00 104 348,826 243,80

Flow

Total Export

Total Import 60263,00| 65367,00 81169,70 100 784,10 123 437,392 447,90

Total Balance -12 771,43 -10629,9 -9 746,20 -18 858/00 -197B§, -26 204,10
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Agricultural

total export 4003,00 | 5223,00 7152,50 8 577,40 9 942,00 110807

Agricultural 3557,00 | 437000 548530 648620 7972,00 90822
total import

Agricultural 447,00 | 853,00 1667,20| 209120  1970,0 14850
balance

GDP

191 643,80, 204 236,50 244 420,10 27208§,90 317001 362 415,10
%

Agro Export's

share on total 8,43 8,75 10,01 9,76 9,52 9,73

export

Agro Import's

share on total 5,90 6,69 6,76 6,44 6,46 6,90

import

Agro Export

Performance on 2,09 2,56 2,93 3,15 3,20 3,12

GDP

Agro Import

intensive on 1,86 2,14 2,24 2,38 2,56 2,71

GDP
Source: Agriculture and Food Economy in Polandary®oks, Central Statistical Office of Poland
2010, Eurostat 2010, own calculations

Agricultural foreign trade activities were dynanas well. Weakening of Polish zloty in
relation to EUR and US dollar was one of the faxteading to the increase in the export
value by 5% in 2008. At the same time import insegaby 10%. In agri-food products
turnover — by value — the dominating products cdme the food industry and their share
in the income from entire Polish food export amsutt 85%. The share of processed
products in the agri-food products export is algghtand amounts to approximately 65%
in 2008.Poland agro-food export was 4 003.00 million Emwr@003 and it was increasing
during the analysed time period. During the analysee period export share increased by
182.46% (Appendix 1). Agro Export's share on tetgbort was 8.43% in 2003, 8.75% in
2004, the highest share of 10,01% was in 2005nd 006 and 2007 decreased to 9.52%
and in 2008 it finally increased to 9.73%.gtowth was in the value of sales of animal
products, e.g. milk products (mainly powdered makid red and poultry meat in 2005.
During the year 2007e greates increase in export was observed fotrgaukat, cigars,
bread and cakes. The value of export of sugarclatde, pork, maize and wheat decreased
in 2007.Agro export performance on GDP was 2.0992003, in 2004 2.56%, 2.93% in
2005, 3.15% in 2006, the highest share reached@i2@2007 and 3.12% in 2008.

In the case of import there was 179.48% share dreww 2003 to 2008. Poland imported
goods for 3 557.00 million Euro in 2003 and 9 8P2uhillion Euro in 2008. Year 2008
was the best performing for Poland's agro-food impkgro import's share on total export
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was increasing from 5.90% in 2003 to 6.76% in 2@0%l regress to 6.44% in 2006, 6.46%
in 2007 and 6.90% in 2008nimal products, i.e. live animals and meat (maimbyk) and
fish had the largest share in the growth in impeaisie in 2005Agro Import intensive on
GDP was growing constantly during the analysedogefiom 1.86% in 2003 to 2.71% in
2008. Agricultural balance fluctuated from 447.00lion Euro in 2003 to 1 485 million
Euro in 2008. Agro balance was increasing till 2@@&en reached the highest value of
2 091.20 million Euro.

Graph 4

The development of total and agricultural balance t
Polish foreign trade within 2003-2008

2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008

10000
W O T U_
= 10000 || ] Totél Balance
£ B Agricultural Balance
-20000
-30000

Year

Source:Central Statistical Office of Poland 2010, Euro2@10, own calculations

4.1.4.1Polish territorial structure of agricultural foreig n trade

Territorial structure is foreign trade indicatortbé country. Poland is a member of the EU
and itsshare in Poland’s foreign trade activities was 3%8Appendix2) in the case of
exports and 76.87% in the case of import (Appendi&hare of 22.15% represented

export to non-EU countries and 23.13% was impaatestfrom third countries.

4.1.4.1.1 Territorial structure of export

During the analysed time period Polish the mostartgnt trading partner was Germany in
terms of export with 23.57% share of foreign tréldevs. Average year value of export

reached 1 724.29 million Euro. Western neighbouxidgcountry, the Czech Republic had
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6.28% share on Polish export flows. From 2003 t68Boland exported to the Czech
Republic agro-food commaodities for 2 756.12 milligaro. One of very important foreign
trading partner with Poland was Russia. Poland egdato Russia value of 10.57% of
agro-food products during the period. This is digant figure and it was based mainly on
historical, cultural, social and linguistic linkBverage year value reached 419.84 million
Euro. Other member from V4 countries, Hungary h&%% share with average year value
296.20 million Euro on total agro-food export aittes. France was the fifth top exporting
country for Polish foreign trade. It had 3.68% &han total export and average year value

during the period reached 443.27 million Euro.

4.1.4.1.2 Territorial structure of import

From historic and territorial structure Poland vg&®ngly influenced by Germany and the
Czech Republic also in import trade activities. Tdrealysed time period showed that
Germany’s share of agro-food import reached 20.39%ey exported products for

1 119.94 million Euro yearly. Second country in #ems of import was the Czech
Republic. In the case of import, the Czech Repubkported about 4.64% share of
Poland’s foreign import activities. The Czech Rdmubchieved average year value of
254.95 million Euro. France is traditional exportdragro-food commodities to Poland.
During the analysed time period occupied third elagth 4.60% share on Poland’s
import. France exported to Poland goods amounte40&®57 million Euro with 4.62%

share on Czech'’s foreign import trade in 2008. Frmm neighbour countries Hungary and
Sweden were influencing Poland foreign trade aaisi During years 2003 - 2008 Poland
imported from Hungary agro-food products for 983mions Euro with 2.98% share on
Polish import activities. Sweden’s share was 2.85%.

4.1.4.2Polish commodity structure of agricultural foreign trade

The entire period 2003 - 2008, although the shairéstal commodity export/import varied
from year to year, so | selected only the most irtgmd ones. | compared years 2003 and
2008 to see a difference in amount of goods expbngorted before and after Polish

accession to the EU.
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4.1.4.2.1 Commodity structure of export

In long-term period the most important exports cardities were goods from CN 02-

meat and edible meat offal. Its share in total etgoof agro-food products was accounted
for 18.30% which was 2 069.18 million Euro (Appendi) in 2008. It reached 635.96

million Euro, but it was the share of 15.89% oftaxports of agro-food products in 2003.
CN 08- edible fruits and nuts represented 11.30%otall agro exports in 2008. Share of
22.12% in 2003 was the Polish the most exportedmgaf commodities. Diary produce,

birds’ eggs and honey had important role on Pokragjro-food export. Its share was
10.90% in 2008 and 10.15% in 2003. Export of suget sugar confectionery was 938.48
million Euro with 8.30% share in 2008. Its share export was 10.43% in 2003. Last
analysed group of commodities belong to CN 10- alsreShare of export in reached
1.99% in 2003 and 4.80% in 2008 on Poland’s exactivities.

4.1.4.2.2 Commodity structure of import

From the import point of view oil seed and oleagisidruits (CN 12) and edible fruits and
nuts (CN 08) were the most imported commoditiecher 12.80% share on Poland’s
agro-food import in 2008 (Appendix 5). Meat andbdelimeat offal forms third important
import product for Poland. It was imported commieditfor 1 050.95 million Euro to
Poland in 2008 and 119.99 million Euro in 2003.42¢3 (CN 10) were also important part
on Poland’s foreign trade activities. Poland impdrt893.80 million Euro of this
commodity in 2008. Share on import reached 3.83%esim 2003. Last group of agro-
food products were fish and crustaceans, mollustts,(CN 03) with 8.30% share on

import in 2008. In comparison it was 11.75% sharenported goods in 2003.
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4.2 Instruments of foreign trade policy of V 4 countries (as a part of the EU) to the
third countries

4.2.1Central and East European countries accession to ¢hEU

Firstly, Drabik, Pokrivcak and Ciaian (2008) stétat since the collapse of communism
the EU has strongly deter-mined the trade pattems policies of Central and East
European countries (CEEC). Mutual trade and adticall market between the EU and the
CEEC has been increasing and liberalized sincébélgginning of the 1990s. It is due to
liberalization and through series of tariff redoati

Very important role for CEEC was their membershipthe World Trade Organization
before accession to the EU. CEECs became membev¥T@ in the Uruguay Round
(UR). They were able to negotiate commitments oparntariffs, market acces and export
subsidies. In May 2004, eight of the CEEC togeth#h Malta and Cyprus joined the

EU’s common market followed by Bulgaria and Romanidanuary 2007.

Agricultural trade between EU and the rest of thaldy however, remained hindered by
trade barriers. New member states adopted the conexiernal tariffs of the European
Union. Trade creation is taking place, which imme\he allocation of resources in the

economy.

The trade policy of new Member States support sysfier its exports and inflow of
investments in accordance with EU rules, and thesldpment of competitiveness in the
EU internal market and to third countries focushuilding the information society and

fulfilling the Lisbon Strategy.

Agro-food trade between CEECs and the EU-15 wasptately liberalised prior to 2004
via “Double zero” and “Double profit” agreementsr@dik and Bartova, 2008)

These agreements eliminated tariffs on agro-foochroodities and created duty-free
quotas for others. Double zero agreement valid f2@®1 bears duty-free quotas for pork

and poultry trade and duty free trade on a numibestiter goods except grains, sugar,
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diary, beef. However, the Double profit agreemespiened duty-free quotas for wheat,
corn, beef, and diary products and allowed nea€g frade in fruit and vegetables.

4.2.2External Trade Policy of V4 as a part of the EU towards third countries

The European Union is the world’s biggest tradiragtmper with 20 % share of global
export and import. Its trading policy is orientedite the most competitive economy in the
world achieving full employment rate. Removing s to trade within the EU has
greatly contributed to its prosperity and to stteeg its commitment to promote global
liberalization. The Union is therefore favor forethberalization of world trade so that it
may benefit equally to rich and to poor countriesupports the economic and democratic
development in other countries through differerdgoams. Over the years, the Union has
developed better cooperation with a wide rangentérnational organisations, e. g. the
United Nations, the WTO, the World Bank, GATT, tlerth Atlantic Treaty Organisation
and others (The European Union and the World, 2001)

The EU is one of the key players in the WTO. Statuthe EU according to WTO is very
specific, because the EU is not a member of the Vd$@ whole, but with its countries.
However, the Treaty of Rome transferred exclusigengetence in matters of external
trade relations of member states into the EU coemuoet

The EU is a signatory of a large number of inteomeat treaties under the control of the
GATT. Basis for implementations and actions of td trade policy in the field of
customs district, approaches to anti-dumping otgatong measures are under the laws of
the GATT. In its policy the EU countries governitews of non-discrimination, the
principle of most favored nation, prohibition ofprt quotas and export subsidies and the

participation in international negotiations on flareductions (T6érokova, 2007).

EU trade policy can be divided into autonomous @matractual. Autonomous commercial
policy covers all EU measures affecting the im@ortl export of the Union and which are
enshrined in treaties with third countries. It ic@mmon import and export rules, anti-

dumping measures, measures against subsidizedtsrguat prohibited trading practices,
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guantitative trade restrictions and prohibitionseting to foreign policy (trade embargoes
and sanctions) as a special type of action.

Contractual policy concludes agreement betweerktheand third countries or groupings
of countries concerning exports and imports. Catgranay cover all aspects of business

relationships.

The Union trade relations with third countries gowerned by WTO rules and in particular
with MFN. The EU wants to maintain a special relaship with some group of countries
and provide specific benefits for them. Multilalerading system can complicate market,
which is undermined with the principle of non-distination policy. This trade system
may exclude weak developed countries. The Unioniges preferential duty-free access
or preferential access to reduced rates of dutytomarket, if the majority of imports
come from developing countries. The key economi@ria for new partners should be
market potential (economic size and growth) and lgweel of protection which is

incompatible with EU export interests (tariffs amah tariff barriers).

Important role is played by the European NeighbodhBolicy with reinforcing economic
and regulatory connection to the EU. The EU haseldped, together with their 78
counterparts countries from the African, Caribbead Pacific (ACP) area new business
development and strategy to integrate these casnitito the world economy. It also has a
trade agreement with South Africa leading to frelé, and is negotiating a free trade
agreement with six members of the Gulf Coopera@auincil (GCC) - Bahrain, Kuwait,
Oman, Qatar, Saudi Arabia and United Arab Emirafds®e EU has agreements with
Mexico and Chile, and trying to negotiate an agrento liberalize trade with Mercosur -

Argentina, Brazil, Paraguay and Uruguay (ec.eumpa&010).

With its main trading partners among developed t@es) such as The United States and
Japan, the EU has special trade agreements. Triddehem is implemented through the
WTO mechanisms, although the EU has with both c@s)t many agreements in
individual sectors. WTO framework also applies tte EU trade with China, which was
acceded to the WTO in 2001. China is now the setangest trading partner for the EU
after the U.S.
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4.3 Agro—food balance of trade of regional grouping V Zountries with third
countries in the post accession period

| have decided to analyse agro-food balance of $ostet Union countries. Disitegration
of the Soviet Union was in 1991. All of the couasriwere part of it. In 2004 V 4 countries
became members of the EU. That's why | have chafigaine and Russian Federation.

The EU has trade barriers to non EU countriesHsaquotas.

After the collapse of the Soviet Union Ukraine hadoblem with hyperinflation,
depreciation of the currency, high budget defiaitsl even lowering the standard of living.
The EU was a strong proponent for Ukrainian WTO 1nership, effective since 16 May
2008. Building on that membership the EU and Ul@aiimnmediately launched
negotiations for an agreement on a deep and commsealte free trade area (DCFTA). As
part of the future Association Agreement, the DCFiEAdesigned to deepen Ukraine's
access to the European market and to encouradeefuEuropean investment in Ukraine
(ec.Europa.eu, 2010). Ukraine’s primary exporthhoEU are agricultural products.

During the analysed time period from 2004 to 2008 gan see that Hungary was
achieving thehighest agro-food balance accordingki@ine (Graph 5). In 2004 it reached
more than 95.52 million Euro and more than 286.8%am Euro in 2008 (Appendix 6). It
was an increase by 200.27%. Poland is also impottatgie partner with Ukraine. This is
significant figure and it is based mainly on higtal, cultural, social and linguistic links.
Agro-food balance in 2004 was 38.48 million Eura amas dynamic growing to 99.37
million Euro in 2008. Slovakia's and the Czech Rxiols agro-food balance had almost
identical fluctuation of it.

Graph 5
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Russian Federation is one of the EU's key tradarthprs. Imports from Russia are mainly
energy and mineral fuels products (68.2%), someufaatured goods chemicals and raw
materials. EU exports to Russia are diversifiedecmg nearly all categories of machinery

and transport equipment, manufactured goods, faddige animals (ec.Europa.eu, 2010).

According to our graph we have to point out thatnglary and Poland were mostly
influencing agricultural foreign trade activitiestiv Russia (Graph 6). Hungarian agro —
food balance with Russia was 155.40 million Eurd en2006 increased to which was the
highest value of 202.71 million Euro during the lsgead time period (Appendix 6). Poland
reached the highest value 457.57 million Euro i0&@nd year after declined to 384.47
million Euro. During years 2007 and 2008 it was stantly growing to value 429.34

million Euro. Slovakia was during 2004 — 2006 altnassthe same level. In 2004 agro-
food balance was 10.23 million Euro and 10.36 omllEuro in 2006. It decreased to 7.57
million Euro in 2008. The Czech Republic's agrooed balance with Russia fluctuated
from 53.14 million Euro in 2004 to 63.14 million Eu

Graph 6
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Conclusion

In 2004 the biggest enlargement of the EU was edrdut and 10 European nations
including V4 countries became fully-fledges membefsthe EU. Since 2007, when

Bulgaria and Romania entered EU trade, the Europaon has 27 member nations. In
conclusion | have to point out possible gains fleennomic grouping countries- Economic
integration. It provides importance and welfare dfga resulting especially from

membership in union. Borders and trade impedimanteng states have been removed.
There is free movement of commodities, factors mfdpction and citizens established.
Countries use common curency and central monetatliodaty supervises over the

Eurozone. Trade flows among member countries bedaie internal trade and only trade
with third countries is considered to be a foreligide — according to me better is external
trade, because foreign trade can be also betwemraldh and Poland for example, but

external trade (external agricultural trade) camelbs say between Slovakia and Canada.

The first analysed country was Slovakia. Basedhenrésults it appears that foreign trade
had been continually growing. It should be noteat the Slovak agro-food sector is well
geared to improve as it is illustrated by the giowt exports and imports. Since 2003,
exports recorded a growth of over 131% and impbsts116% till 2008. Agro-food
balance has evolved more or less equally even wheas negative during the analysed
time period. The highest negative balance of -9A28llion Euro was in 2008. The
highest share of agro export/import on total expod import was recorded in 2005, just
one year after joining the EU. Since that, growthsvelower than before the year 2004.
Impact of agro-food trade to GDP is high whereasicatjural trade represents a
significant part of the Slovak economy. From therit@rial point of view, the most
important Slovak republic’s trading partners weagions from EU-27 which accounts for
over 93% of total agriculture exports and more tB@#o share in the case of import. The
biggest share on Slovak foreign trade relation thedCzech Republic. According to the
commodity structure diary produce, birds' eggs hadey are the number one exported

commodities. Beverages and meat were the most tagpoommaodities for Slovakia.

The Czech Republic was the second analysed cofiratrythe V4 countries. It has the best
performance and represents main trade partnerearibup. When we compare agro-food
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of entire group, the Czech Republic had the lowsdsires, but agriculture was still
important part of the Czech economy. The developrokagriculture can be characterized
as a dynamic and constantly growing during the yemeal time period. They recorded
growth of export by 169.79% and import increasedL#8.01%. Agricultural balance was
negative all the time. But on the other hand, tleedd Republic's total balance had
positive values from 2005, one year after joininghe EU. Agro-food export is roughly

3.25-3.82% part in total export of the country. &dgood import values reached higher
values than export as it is illustrated by the %léhare of total import in 2005. From the
territorial point of view, the most important the€th Republic’'s trading partners were
nations from EU-27 which accounts for over 88% athk agriculture exports and more
than 89% share in the case of import. The bigdgemteson the Czech Republic’s foreign
trade activities had Germany and Slovakia. Accaydioc commodity structure diary

produce, birds' eggs and honey were the best emgocommodities as well as for

Slovakia. The most imported commodity was meat.

Hungary was the least but not the last analysedtocpuAgricultural and food industry
products had risen steadily over the years sincegHity’s accession to the EU. In
comparison with Slovakia and the Czech Republiteb&onditions in terms of agro-food
trade has Hungary. Agro shares in Hungarian ecormm@ymportant. Hungary is mostly
agricultural producer what can be seen in my catauis and summaries. Since 2003,
exports recorded a growth of over 100% and impayt455% till 2008. Agro-food export
exceeded import, it means that agro balance wasgltire analysed time period in surplus
and highest was in 2008 reaching more than 1 9llmEuro. The best year in all trade
indicators was 2008 for Hungary. Agro export reaciie82 % on total export and more
than 5.40% on GDP. Also agro import share on GDPB nvare than 3.60%. According to
these values we can see progress of agricultuoalosey. Indicators of trade are increasing
from year to year. Fact that more that 77% of dgomt commodities were exported to EU-
27 came from its membership in the Union. Impodrshifrom EU-27 was bigger reaching
more than 87%. The biggest share on Hungary’'s dar¢iade flows had Germany and
Romania. According to commaodity structure cereatsenthe best exporting commodities.

The most imported commodity was waste from foodipotion.

Poland, last analysed country is based on agrieultn the EU is the top tier in terms of

number of population working in agriculture, numiaérfarms, etc. During the analysed
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time period export and import was rapidly growidgro-food export increased by more
than 182% and import by 176%. Agricultural balamc006 reached the highest value of
2091.20 million Euro what was the most and the ésgtirom all the V4 countries. This
balance was increasing before and decreasing yafter 2006. Almost 1/f0of Poland’s
export was agro-food share. All of my trade indscatanalysed were growing during the
period, only in some cases declined a little bilaRd as well as Hungary exported 77% of
their agro-food commodities to EU-27. Import acle@about 76%. Germany is one of the
most important trading partner for entire grouphdid the biggest share on Hungarian,

Czech Republic’'s and Poland’s foreign flows.

| analysed development of V4 countries. The Mar&gtong these countries is still
developing and increasing from year to year. Inpager | focused on the analysis of the
foreign agro-food trade of regional grouping V4ioPto joining the EU, the V4 countries
traded more among themselves than it was beforen Evthe volume of foreign trade is
increasing annually, the export agro-products reatiéd primarily to the larger partner
countries such as Germany, France. This conceinsie@hbers of the V4 but mostly
Hungary, the Czech Republic and Poland. Slovaksacbatinued to have the best business
relations with the Czechs as illustrated by thetteral structure.

It is also noted that the agro-food export/impoas ha significant impact on GDP. In
conclusion, from the results of my thesis shows thgricultural sector occupies an
important place in national economy of each V4 ¢ount should be noted that their
accession to the EU had significant impact on @gnasector, but the effects can not even

be definitively quantified now.

Second important part of my thesis are instrumehtsreign trade policy of the V4. Agro-
food trade between CEECs and the EU-15 was lilze@lvia Double zero and Double
profit agreements. These agreements eliminateffstash agro-food commodities and

created duty-free quotas for others.

The EU promotes global liberalization and beneddgially for rich and poor countries.
Over the years, the Union has developed betterezatipn with the United Nations, the
WTO, the World Bank, the NATO, etc. It is signata international treaties under the

GATT based on customs district, approaches todantiping or protecting measures and
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governing laws of non-discrimination, the principlemost favored nation, prohibition of
import quotas and export subsidies and negotiatiotariff reductions.

The EU trade policy can be divided into contractaad autonomous. Autonomous
commercial policy covers import/export of the Unienth third countries. These are
mainly trade embargoes and sanctions. Contractlalypdeals with agreements between
the EU and third countries or grouping countriescgwning export and import about their
business relationship. The EU relations are gowerbg WTO rules. The European
Neighborhood Policy strengthens economic and régylaonnections to the EU. The EU
most important trading partners are The UnitedeStatapan, Russia and China.

Last part of my thesis was agro-food balance amwh@nd third countries- Russia and
Ukraine. Firstly, it must be emphasised that mutuadle between the V4 countries and
Ukraine and Russia is limited by the EU common drgalicy and EU trade barriers.
While the EU members do not have to face any tizeiers with the EU, trade with
Ukraine and Russia is influenced by tariff and naniff barriers, which are used by EU
countries against non-EU members. Poland and Hynbgad the biggest impact on
Ukrainian and Russian market from the V4 countriflsis fact comes from analysis.
Hungarian and Polish foreign trade flows to thicdictries were about 20% in the case of

agro-food export. Slovakian and Czech impact wdg mmor.
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Resumeé

V roku 2004 bolo najwie rozsirenie v dejinach EU, kedy 10 eurdpskycloaay,
vratane krajin V4, sa stalenmi EU. Od roku 2007, kedy Bulharsko s Rumunskom
vstupili na trh EU, ma Eurdpska Unia @&@nskych krajin. Ekonomické zoskupenia krajin
prina3aju rozne vyhody denstva v Unii. Hranice a obmedzenia obchodu métgmi su
odstranené. V Unii nastavalwty pohyb tovaru, alanov, narody majua spainé meny a
centralnu menovu autoritu. Obchodné toky metkrskymi krajinami EU sa oztiaju ako
vnutorny obchod a iba obchod s tretimi krajinamolpeghodom externym.

Analyza bola zamerana hlavne na zahmayipd’nohospodarsko-potravinarskehy obchod
regionalneho zoskupenia V4. Trh medzi tymito krajm sa neustale vyvija a rastie.
Pctital som porovnanie podielu agro-potravinarskeheozy/dovozu na celkovom vyvoze
alebo dovoze jednotlivej krajiny. Treba taktiez pameng, Ze pdnohospodarsko-
potravinarsky export / import ma vyznamny vplyviBP. DalSie podkapitoly st analyzy

teritorialnej a tovarovej Struktary.

Prvé z analyzovanych krajin, bolo Slovensko. Naladk vysledkov je zrejmé, Ze
zahrantny obchod SR neustale rastie. Je potrebné pozna@mera slovensky
polnohospodarsko-potravinarsky sector je spravne nasmey smerom k zlepSeniu, ako
je to vidite’né na raste vyvozu a dovozu. Od roku 2003 do 20p&)z zaznamenal narast
0 viac ako 131% a dovoz o 116%. Agro-potravinaskido sa vyvijalo skoro rovnako, aj
ked bolo negativne p@s celého skimaného obdobia. NajvysSie zaporné sa#p,97
milionov Euro bolo v roku 2008. NajvysSi podiel agexportu/importu na celkovom
vyvoze a dovoze nastal v roku 2005, prave jedenpmkstupe do EU, kedy sa import
Slovenka rapidne zvysil. Vplyv agro-potravinarskestichodu na HDP je vysoky, lebo
polnohospodarstvo tvori dolezitua®’ slovenskej ekonomiky. Z teritorialnehdadiska
st krajiny EU-27 najvyznamnej$imi obchodnymi pammieSlovenskej republiky ptom
ich podiel tvori viac 93% na celkovom agro vyvozeiac ako 87% podiel maju v pripade
dovozu Slovenska. Najudi vplyv na slovensky zahraniy obchod mal& eska republika.
Z hradiska komoditnej Struktury kazdodenné produktycigaa med su najvyvazenejSie

komodity (CN 04). Napoje a maso su naopak najva@édané komodity na Slovensko.
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Ceska republika bola druhou analyzovanou krajinduagin V4. Ekonomika ma najlepsi
vykon a predstavuje hlavného obchodného partnemgpisk Pri porovnani agro-
potravinarstva,Ceska republika méa praveze najnizsi podiel v ramealejcskupiny.
Pd’nohospodarstvo ma ale stale dolezitd ulohu v jehospbdarstve. Rozvoj
polnohospodarstva mozno charakterizbeko dynamicky a neustéle rastuci v priebehu
analyzovaného obdobia. Bol zaznamenany rast vyoedi#0,79% a dovozu o 148,01% od
roku 2003 do 2008. Agro bilancia bola negativng ¢ak. Agro-potravinarsky vyvoz tvoril
zhruba od 3.25 aZz 3.82% podiel na celkovom vyvazgiry. Hodnoty importu dosiahli
vysSSie hodnoty ako exportto poukazuje 5,18% podiel na celkovom dovoze v r2605.
Podiel agro-potravindrskeho obchodu na rast HDP gaohaly rasticej tendencie. Z
teritorialneho Hadiska, najdolezitejsi obchodni partn€eskej republiky boli krajiny z
EU-27, ktoré tvoria viac ako 88% celkového agroozw a viac nez 89% podiel v pripade
dovozu. Najvasi vplyv na zahragny obchod Ceskej republiky malo Nemecko a
Slovensko. Rovnako ako aj v pripade Slovenska tkné vyrobky, vajcia a med boli

najvyvazanejsSie komodity (CN 04). ¥&ina dovazaneho tovaru tvorilo maso.

Madarsko bola dalSia anylysovand krajina v ramci ViSegradskej &tyo
Pd’nohospodarske a potravinarske vyrobky sa postuphakonalovali v priebehu
niekd’kych rokov od vstupu Méarska do EUgo malo vplyv na narast celkovej hodnoty
polnohospodarstva krajiny. Z&diska agro-potravinarskeho obchodu v porovnani so
Slovenskom & eskom, Mdarsko ma lepsie faohospodarske podmienky, aj klimatické
a aj p@et hektarov ornej pédy. Peohospodarstvo ma vyznamne postavenie ¢afkej
ekonomike. Je prevazne lpmhospodarskym producentordy mozno vidi€é v mojich
vypoctov a prefiadov. Od roku 2003 do 2008, vyvoz komodit zaznameaeast o viac
ako 100% a dovoz o 155%. Agro-potravinarsky expoesiahol import¢o znamena to, Ze
agro bilancia bola v g@as analyzovaného obdobia v prebytku, kde najvyssimota 1 915
miliard Euro bola dosiahnuta v roku 2008. Rok 20608najlepSi vo vSetkych obchodnych
ukazovatéoch. Agro export dosiahol 7,82% na celkovom exparteal viac 5,40% podiel
na HDP. Ukazovatele obchodu sa zvySuju z roka kaSkut@nog’, Ze viac ako 77% agro
-potravinarskych komodit je vyvazanych do EU-27 tgmiza z jehoilenstva. Podiel
dovozu z EU-27 je Wi a dosahuje viac ako 87%. Naj$tvplyv na zahraginy obchod
Mad'arska mali Nemecko a Rumunsko. Export obilnin balpnvom mieste. \#&ina

dovazaneého tovaru tvoril odpad z vyroby potravin.
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Pd’sko, posledna analyzovana krajina je zalozena blaenpdnohospodarstve. V EU je
Pd’'sko na poprednych miestach latiska poétu zamestnanych v poohospodarstve,
poctu podnikov, af’. Patas analyzovaného obdobia export a import naragtala. Agro-
potravinarsky export sa zvySil o viac ako 182% avaio o 176%. Bilancia
polnohospodarstva v roku 2006 dosiahla najvysSiu hind2091,20 milibnov Euraio je
najviac spomedzi vSetkych krajin V4. Bilancia obdhalo roku 2006 stupala a od tohto
roku nasledne zala aj opé klesa. Takmer 1/10 vyvozu Heka tvori export agro-
potravin. P8sko, rovnako ako M#arsko vyviezlo 77% agro-potravinarskych komodit do
EU-27. Import dosiahol priblizne 76%. Nemecko jérjgm z najdélezitejSich obchodnych
partnerov celej skupiny. Naj¥si vplyv na zahratiny obchod méa na trh Mzarska,Ceska

a Pd'ska.

Na zaver z vysledkov mojej prace vyplyva, zdmmhospodarsky sektor ma vyznamné
postavenie v narodnom hospodarstve jednotlivyclirkk&. Je potrebné zvyrazniz, Ze ich
vstup do EU mal vyznamny vplyv na cely agrarnytsekale @&inky a dopad sa este
nedaju presne ¥slit. Vzajomny zahragny trh krajin V4 sa zdokonaluje kazdym rokom.
Pred vstupom do EU, krajiny V4 medzi sebou viachalgovali ako to bolo po vstupe. |
ke)d ich objem zahranicneho obchodu sa zvySuje dtagde, export agro-produktov
smeruje hlavne do vaich partnerskych krajin ako Nemecko, FrancuzsKdkaTsa to
vSetkych¢lenov V4 ale najviac Mdiarska, Ceska a Piska. Slovensko ma aj dialej

najlepsie obchodné vahy sCeskom¢o dokumentuije teritorialna Struktira.

Druhou délezitou kapitolou mojej prace su nastghrantnej obchodnej politiky V4.
Agro-potravinarsky obchodu medzi CEEC a EU-15 kmrializovany cez dohody Double
Zero a Double Profit. Tieto dohody pomohli odsttamia na pdnohospodarskych

komoditach a vytvorili zénu bez kvot pre ostatnych.

EU podporuje globéalnu liberalizaciu a vyhody rovaakasi bohatym ako aj chudobnym
krajinam. V priebehu niekéych rokov si Unia vylepsila spolupracu s Organiaéc
Spojenych narodov, WTO, Svetovou bankou, NATQ@;. &urdpska Unia je signatarom
medzinarodnych zmlav v rdmci GATT na zéklade cologjasti, pristupy k anti-
dumpingovym opatreniam alebo k jej ochrane a rsadzakonmi nediskriminacie, zasade
najvyssich vyhod, zakazu dovoznych kvoét a expotirdatacii a zéastiuje sa rokovani o

znizeni colnych sadzieb.
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Obchodnt politikii EU mozno rozdélna zmluvni a autonémnu. Autonémna obchodna
politika zalna import/export Eurépskej Unie s tretimi krajinadedna sa predovsetkym o
obchodné embargéa a sankcie. Zmluvna politika sheracdohodami krajin EU ¥btretim
krajinam alebo zoskupeniam krajin, tykajuce sa oboljch vZahov vyvozu a dovozu.
Vztahy EU s tretimi krajinami podliehaju pravidlam WT8uropska susedska politika
posiliuje ekonomické a reguiaé pripojenie k EU. Pre st EU najvyznamneji obohod

partneri Spojené Staty, Japonsko, Ruskire.

Poslednacas’ mojej prace bola agro-potravinarskeho bilancia zned4 a tretimi
krajinami-Ruska a Ukrajiny. Po prvé, treba zdo6rézrie vzajomny obchod medzi
krajinami V4 a Ukrajiny a Ruska je obmedzeny spotu obchodnou politikou EU a tak
isto aj prekazkami v obchode. Zdtig medzi¢lenmi EU boli prekazky zrusené, obchod s
Ukrajinou a Ruskom je ovplyvneny colnymi a necolmyrariérami, ktoré sa pouzivané v
krajinach EU proti nlenskym krajinam. Najw&i vplyv na ukrajinsky a rusky trh z V4
malo Pdsko a Ma’arsko. Tato skutmos’ vychadza z analyzy. Marské a Piskej
zahraninej obchodné toky do tretich krajin tvorili priblg 20% podiel v pripade agro-
potravinarskeho vyvozu. Slovensky asky vplyv bol len iba minoritny.
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Appendices

Appendix 1: Development of agro-food trade of indial V4 country analysed

V4 Year Export Import Turnover
Country mill. € index % mill. € index % mill. € index %
2003 843,69 100,00% 1 341,57 100,00% 2 185,2600,00%
I 2004 | 114247 135,41 | 1663,65 124,01 2 806,12 128,41
% 2005 | 1556,26 184,46 2222,00| 165,63 3778,26 134,64
3 2006 | 173495 | 205,64 2295,76| 171,12 4030,71 106,68
@ 2007 | 1999,83 237,03 2694,22 200,83 4 694,05 116,46
2008 | 1954,36 | 231,64 2897,33| 215,97 4 851,69 103,36
R 2003 | 1401,00 100,00%| 2 028,0( 100,00% 3 429,00100,00%
§ 2004 | 1771,00 126,41 | 2 603,00 128,35 4 374,00 127,56
§' 2005 | 2410,00 172,02 3139,00| 154,78 5549,00| 161,83
< 2006 | 2 566,00 183,15 3600,00{ 177,51 6 166,00 179,82
Q 2007 | 3109,49 221,95 4273,81 210,74 7383,30| 215,32
© 2008 | 3 779,77 269,79 472453 232,96 8504,30| 248,01
2003 | 2 855,00 100,00% 1 494,0( 100,00% 4 349,0900,00%
. 2004 | 3098,00 108,51 | 2 000,00 133,87 5098,00 117,22
g 2005 | 3324,00 116,43 2 408,00/ 161,18 5732,00 131,80
= 2006 | 3675,00 | 128,72 2 680,00/ 179,38 6 355,00 146,13
= 2007 | 4 863,00 170,33 3188,00 213,39 8 051,00 185,12
2008 | 5735,00 | 200,88 3820,00| 255,69 9555,00 219,71
2003 | 4 003,00 100,00% 3 557,0( 100,00% 7 560,00 100,00%
- 2004 | 5223,00 130,48 4 370,0( 122,86 9 593,00 126,89
18 2005 | 7 152,50 178,68 5 485,3( 154,21 12 637{80 167,17
ig 2006 | 8577,40 214,27 6 486,2( 182,34 15 063{60 199,p5
2007 | 9942,00 248,36 7 972,0( 224,172 17 914]00 236,D6
2008 | 11 307,00 282,46 9 822,0( 276,13 21 129,00 279,48

Y'Source: Statistical Office of the Slovak Republdd@, own calculations

2 Source: Czech Statistical office 2010, own caldoet

¥ Source: Hungarian Central Statistical Office 2an calculations

) Agriculture and Food Economy in Poland - year bo@entral Statistical Office of Poland,
eurostat, own calculations
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Appendix 2: Agro-food territorial structure of expof individual V4 country analysed

Export
2003 - 2008 2008
V4 Country Average o
mill. € | % share" year mill. € °
value? share'
EU-27 862099 9339 | 143683 186251 9530
cz 3027.98| 32,80 504.66| 602,97 3086
s | Hungary 1694.44| 1835 282,41| 40009 2047
< | Poland 882,69 9.56 14711 | 19973 102
= | Austria 660,13 7.15 11002 | 14516 743
o | Germany 613,78 6.65 102,30 | 119,43 6.11
Third 610,64 6.61 101,77 91,85 4,70
countries
Total* 9231,63| 100,00| 153860 195436 100,00
EU-27 1341589 8891 | 223598 348654 9211
o | Slovakia 411533| 27,27 68589| 1057.85  27.9b
S [ Germany 3047.32| 2020 507.89| 72578 1917
2 [ Poland 159567| 10,57 26594| 41684 11,01
= [Hungary 783,05 519 13051 | 199,23 526
S | Austria 731,82 4.85 121,97 189,47 501
O | Thid 167358| 11,0 27803 298,73 7,84
countries
Total* 15089,47| 100,00 | 251491 378548 10000
EU-27 1555530 7742 | 259255 384973 8082
Romania 195497| 973 32583| 71973 1511
. [ Austra 142247| 7,08 237.08| 328,00 6.89
< | Poland 936,35 4,66 156,06 | 25537 536
2 [“Slovakia 821,09 4,09 136,85 | 287,00 6,03
Z [ France 709,94 353 11832 | 15030 316
Third 4536,49| 22,58 756,08 91337 19,18
countries
Total* 20001,79| 100,00 | 334863 476310 10000
EU-27 34176,000 77.85 | 569600 884664 8Ly
Germany | 1034574 2357 | 172429 2532747 23,4
cz 275612| 628 45035| 712,69 654
2 | Hungary 1777,19 4,05 296,20 462,16 4,24
S | France 161675 3,68 26046 | 44327 4.07
Q. | Third 9724,02| 2215 | 162067 205205 1888
countries
Russia 251006| 574 41084| 463,04 4.25
Total* 43900,02] 10000| 731667 1089870 100,00

Y'Percentual share on total agricultural export efdbuntry
% Average year value during the analysed time pefrimt 2003 — 2008 in mill. €
" Calculated as: Total= EU-27 + Third countries
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Appendix 3: Agro-food territorial structure of imp@f individual V4 country analysed

Import
2003 - 2008 2008
V4 Country Average
mill. € | % share? year mill. € | % share
value?
EU-27 11 423,89 87,11 1903,98 2593,08 89,5(
(V4 3736,14 28,49 622,69 749,68 25,87
© Poland 1 289,36 9,83 214,89 318,89 11,01
'% Germany 1222,40 9,32 203,74 294,43 10,16
8 Hungary 818,56 6,24 136,43 233,35 8,05
o | Netherland 668,69 5,10 111,45 139,02 4,80
-(li—:)]ll,lrl’?tl’ies 1 690,67 12,89 281,78 304,25 10,50
Total* 13 114,56 100,00 2185,76 2897,38 100,00
EU-27 18 311,05 89,37 3051,84 4 393,27 92,97
o | Germany 5017,35 24,49 836,22 1 233,6(L 26,09
g Poland 2 669,56 13,03 444,93 653,61 13,82
% Slovakia 2 153,50 10,51 358,92 492,10 10,41
_E Netherland 1525,99 7,45 254,33 423,10 8,95
8 Italy 1182,13 577 197,02 270,53 5,72
O | Third 217801| 1063 | 363,00 334,77 7,08
countries
Total* 20 489,06 100,00 3414,84 4 728,04 100,00
EU-27 12 079,95 87,80 2 013,37 3080,70 91,70
Germany 2 923,76 21,25 487,29 748,50 22,28
- Poland 1 690,28 12,28 281,71 445,03 13,25
& | Netherland 1310,45 9,52 218,41 430,53 12,81
g’ Austria 932,00 6,77 155,33 270,88 8,06
E Slovakia 806,77 5,86 134,46 178,12 5,30
Third 1679,26| 12,20 279,88 278,92 8,30
countries
Total* 13 759,20 100,00 2 293,2( 3359,62 100,d0
EU-27 25 331,07 76,87 4 221,84 7 222,38 82,30
Germany 6 719,66 20,39 1 119,94 2 155,24 24,54
Ccz 1529,70 4,64 254,95 401,48 457
-8 France 1515,53 4,60 252,59 405,57 4,62
C_OU Hungary 983,06 2,98 163,84 246,06 2,80
O | Sweden 938,89 2,85 156,48 300,49 3,42
Third . 7 620,29 23,13 1 270,05 1 553,21 17,7(
countries
Total* 32 951,36 100,00 5491,89 8 775,60 100,d0

Y Percentual share on total agricultural importhef country
% Average year value during the analysed time perimu 2003 — 2008 in mill. €
" Calculated as: Total= EU-27 + Third countries
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Appendix 4: Agro-food commodity structure of expoftindividual V4 country analysed

Export of agricultural commaodities
2003 2008
Country | N _
code of | Commodity name : % . %
product mill. € share* mill. € share*
~ 04 Dairy produce, birds' eggs, honey 123,68 14,66 318,66 16,31
T'_g 17 Sugar and sugar confectionery 37,81 4,48 146,05 7,47
< 10 Cereals 47,93 5,68 146,05 7,47
(‘/—3) 18 Cocoa and cocoa preparation 75,71 8,97 146,05 7,47
11 Products of the milling industry 86,44 10,25 146,05 7,47
S
§ 04 Dairy produce, birds' eggs, honey 196,02 13,99 | 588,38 15,57
& 22 Beverages, spirits and vinegar 175,17 12,50 410,52 10,86
< 21 Miscellaneous edible preparations 170,57 12,17 360,00 9,52
§ 12 Oil seeds and oleaginous fruits 82,61 5,90 332,42 8,79
O 10 Cereals 108,00 7,71 299,10 7,91
o 02 Meat and edible meat offal 635,96 15,89 | 2069,18 18,30
5 08 Edible fruit and nuts 885,45 22,12 1277,69 11,30
©° 04 Dairy produce, birds' eggs, honey 406,16 10,15 | 123246 10,90
o 17 Sugar and sugar confectionery | 417,48 10,43 938,48 8,30
10 Cereals 79,58 1,99 542,74 4,80
10 Cereals 352,89 12,36 1 267,00 22,09
> 02 | Meat and edible meat offal 540,18 | 18,92 | 711,00 12,40
g 12 Oil seeds and oleaginous fruits | 187,29 6,56 495,00 8,63
E 20 fﬁaizagﬁifns of vegetables, 32214 | 11,28 | 45500 7,93
Residues and waste from food 233.42 818 418,00 7.29
23 prod.

" Percentual share on total agricultural export efdbuntry

Y Source: Statistical Office of the Slovak republialues for year 2003 were calculated with
conversional rate SKK/ Euro, own calculations

2 Source: International Trade Statistics 2010

% Source: Central Statistical Office of Poland, eslfor year 2003 were calculated with average
annual exchange rate USD/EURO, own calculations

* Source: Hungarian Central Statistical Office, ealtor year 2003 were calculated with average
annual exchange rate HUF/EURO, own calculations
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Appendix 5: Agro-food commodity structure of impoftindividual V4 country analysed

Import of agricultural commodities
2003 2008
Country | CN code _
of Commodity name il € % i€ %
product it sharexx | M share**
22 Beverages, spirits and vinegar | 100,27 7,47 272,19 9,39
s 02 Meat and edible meat offal 71,40 5,32 268,87 9,28
% 08 Edible fruit and nuts 119,70 8,92 235,67 8,13
2 Dairy produce, birds' eggs, 53.44 3.08 229.04 7901
D 04 hqney _
M|scellaneous edible 118,47 8.83 199,16 6.87
21 preparations
% 02 | Meat and edible meat offal 106,36 | 524 | 551,79 11,68
3 08 Edible fruit and nuts 257,11 12,68 465,57 9,85
) M|scellaneous edible 236.17 11,65 42178 8,03
e 21 preparations
(5} : i
© Dairy produce, birds' eggs, 125,30 6.18 402,83 8,53
O 04 honey
22 Beverages, spirits and vinegar | 149,02 7,35 390,1 8,26
_ 12 Oil seeds and oleaginous fruits| 403,90 11,36 1 257,22 12,80
i) 08 | Edible fruit and nuts 791,49 | 2225 | 125722 12,80
f_g 02 Meat and edible meat offal 119,99 3,37 1050,95 10,70
o 10 Cereals 136,29 3,83 893,80 9,10
Fish and crustaceans, molluscs, 417,82 11,75 815.23 8.30
03 etc
Residues and waste from food 266.15 17.81 424.00 11,10
< 23 prod.
- - -
- Mlscellaneous edible 12578 8.42 321,00 8.40
=2 21 pre_paratlons _
= Dairy produce, birds' eggs, 73.73 4.94 291,00 762
04 honey
02 Meat and edible meat offal 60,72 4,06 290,00 7,59
22 Beverages, spirits and vinegar | 71,37 4,78 285,00 7,46

” Percentual share on total agricultural importhef country

Y Source: Statistical Office of the Slovak republiglues for year 2003 were calculated with
conversional rate SKK/ Euro, own calculations

2 Source: International Trade Statistics 2010

% Source: Central Statistical Office of Poland, eslfior year 2003 were calculated with average
annual exchange rate USD/EURO, own calculations

) Source: Hungarian Central Statistical Office, eslfior year 2003 were calculated with average
annual exchange rate HUF/EURO, own calculations
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Appendix 6: Agro-food balance of every individuad Yountry with third countries

Values are in Thousands €
Source: Eurostat 2010, own calculations
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Country | Partner 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Slovakia | Ukraine 9 859,35 6 846,98 5 756,59 8 311,92 12 261,69
Russia 10 230,65 11 616,04 10 365,27 8 271,28 7 576,83
Czech Ukraine 9 050,90 3 046,52 7 756,58 8 781,74 14 477,10
Republic | Russia 53 142,98 52 268,96 51 412,11 55 070,14 63 147/65
poland | Ukraine 38 483,07 43 412,54 58 963,88 65 054,81 99 37830
Russia 372288,03 | 457658,08 384473,23  403916/09 429345
Hungary Ukrgi ne 95 527,82 98 255,95 111 547,95 163904,86 286 820,8
Russia 155 406,55 | 193212,34 202 710,63 167 195/01 18870



