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Summary 

Central and Eastern European (CEE) agriculture underwent dramatic change during the 
last 3 years. The introduction of market pricing, open borders, and increased freedom 
of entry and exit for fums occurred without the instibluonal and legal structures 
necessary for a market economy. The effect of market reforms on agriculture 
exemplifies both the positive and negative effects of these changes. 

On the positive side, many of the CEE countries shifted from pre-reform tight 
agricultural supplies or outright shortages to post-reform surpluses. Food availability 
and diversity have increased appreciably. Food prices have risen in nominal terms, but 
generally have lagged behind the ovemll inflation rate, reducing the prices of many 
food items relative to other goods and services. 

On the negative side, farm financial performance has been poor, as the terms of trade 
have turned against agriculture. Food price increases have been slower than the rate of 
inflation, while farm input prices equal or exceed the inflation rate. Many issues 
regarding land and asset ownership in the farm sector remain unresolved, leading to 
uncertainty for planting and production. Consumer demand for agricultural products is 
depressed due to the sudden rise in consumer prices, while nominal income growth has 
been restricted through wage/pension caps. In addition, where the farm sector 
previously enjoyed unlimited demand for its products, it now faces stiff competition 
from a wider array of consumer products. 

The problems faced by the CEE agricultural sector, while fully evident in 1991, did 
not have as large an impact on production in 1991 as might have been expected. 
Gross agricultural production in the region declined by 4.9 percent compared with 
1990. Production levels in 1991 for most grains exceeded their 1986-90 averages, 
while many livestock and oilseed products fell below their 1986-90 levels. The main 
problem for most of the countries, however, appeared to be overproduction rather than 
underproduction. Declining domestic demand and disruption and stiff competition in 
foreign markets caused surpluses rather than shortages. These surpluses further 
depressed agricultural prices and exacerbated farm fmancial problems. 

In 1992, production for most commodities was expected to fall by even more than the 
1991 decline. Domestic demand should stabilize. The declines in supply were 
expected to tighten internal market conditions during 1992, increasing agricultural 
prices and improving farm financial performance. 

Price fluctuations for CEE agricultural products could be wide over the next year or 
two. Normal fluctuations due to weather and product cycles are likely to be 
exacerbated by the lack of typical market institutions and rules, such as futures 
markets and well-established ownership and contract laws. The declines in domestic 
real prices of the last 2 years and the oversupply of agricultural products have 
prompted many CEE countries to introduce interventionist domestic and trade policies. 
Policies introduced have included higher tariffs, import bans, credit subsidies, and 
direct price supports through intervention purchasing. 

This report summarizes some of the main policy and legal issues addressed by each 
country over the past 3 years. While progress in passing reform agendas appears rapid 
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at times, false starts and missteps have been common. Progress varies widely by 
country, but the northern countries of Poland, Hungary, and the Czech and Slovak 
Federal Republic (CSFR) are much further along than the southern countries of 
Bulgaria, Romania, and Yugoslavia. Albania, though part of the CEE region, had 
insufficient data to include it in this report. 
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General Economic Situation 

While major economic indicators were depressed in 1991, 
many Central and Eastern European (CEE) countries 
looked forward to better conditions in 1992. Hungary's 
gross domestic product (GDP) was expected to grow in 
1992, leading the way for the northern CEE countries. 
The southern CEE countries, on the other hand, are 
forecast to have continued declines in output as their 
governments further restructure their economies. Output 
in 1991 declined 12.3 percent in the CEE countries, while 
inflation varied from 550 percent (Bulgaria) to 36 percent 
(Hungary). Unemployment increased in every CEE 
country in 1991. 

During 1991, declines in GDP continued in Central and 
Eastern Europe, although the decline in Hungary and 
Poland stabilized compared with 1990 (fig. 1). Romania 
also experienced less of a decline in GDP in 1991 than in 
1990, bllt this was likely the result of a stall in the 
economic transformation process. Mter implementing 
additional market-oriented policies, Bulgaria and the 
Czech and Slovak Federal Republic (CSFR) experienced 
declines in output during 1991. Yugoslavia's lower 
GDP was due mainly to the civil war that has disrupted 
its economy. 

Inflation in 1991 increased in Bulgaria and Romania, as 
officials liberalized most prices in their economies. 
Inflation in Romania was expected to increase during 
1992 as more price liberalization measures were pursued. 
High inflation in Yugoslavia during 1991 was fueled in 
part by the civil war in Croatia. Hungarian and Polish 
officials stabilized inflation during 1991, as price 
liberalization measures were taken mainly in 1990. The 
CSFR also experienced a comparatively low rate of 
inflation during 1991 (fig. 2). Hungary, Poland, and the 

CSFR were expecting lower inflation during 1992, 
ranging from 10 to 40 percent. 

Unemployment is one of the foremost problems facing 
CEE governments. Providing social services for a 
steadily increasing unemployed population is made more 
difficult by shrinking budgets and increased social 
tensions. Unemployment, while historically low in 
Central and Eastern Europe's planned economies, started 
to increase significantly during economic restructuring. 
Unemployment jumped in 1991 from its low level of 
1990. Only Romania reported an unemployment rate 
below 5 percent Unemployment in the other five CEE 
countries ranged from 6.3 percent in the CSFR to 19 
percent in war-tom Yugoslavia (fig. 3). The CEE service 
sector in the major cities has been able to absorb many 
into the growing number of service-related businesses, but 
unemployment rates outside the major cities are much 
higher. For example, in Budapest, the unemployment rate 
at the end of 1991 was only 2.6 percent, while the rate . 
for the whole of Hungary was 8.3 percent. I (See 
endnotes, p. 43.) Unemployment in Bulgaria, the CSFR. 
Hungary, and Romania increased substantially in 1991 
after low unemployment 0-2 percent) in 1990. 

The 1991 current account deficit in Central and Eastern 
Europe was estimated at US$3.5 billion. Declining 
production and a move to hard currency trade among the 
Council of Mutual Economic Assistance (CMEA) 
countries accounted for the growing deficit, up from 
US$1.0 billion in 1990. The resulting hard currency 
deficit has in some countries curtailed ability to import 
needed inputs, and thus contributed to production 
declines. The CEE account balance was positive in 
recent years. Hungary and Poland had a surplus in 1990 
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Figure 1-CEE growth of GOP, 1990-91 
With recov9ry 9XP9Ct9d after 1993 for tho northern 
eEE countries, GDP should begin to grow. 
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Figure 3-CEE unemployment, 1990-91 

eEE unemployment will continue to worsen 
as reforms continue. 
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Figure 2-CEE consumer prices, 1990-91 

The removal of consumer subsidies has caused prices 
to Increase substantially. 
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Figure 4-CEE hard currency current account balance 
Low hard currency reserves have constrained some 
eEE countries' ability to import needed inputs. 
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due to exports to developed economies (fig. 4). On the 
other hand, the CSFR and Romania reversed from 
positive to negative in 1990 as import restrictions were 
relaxed. 

Hard currency debt has become a problem for the eEE 
countries. Poland's debt had grown substantially to 
US$4S.2 billion, but in 1991 the United States forgave 70 
percent of Poland's U.S. debt The other CEE countries 
had hard currency debts that were severely hampering 
trade and reform measures. These debts continue to 
inhibit trade. Romania, after years of strict measures to 
rid itself of foreign debt, saw its debt grow from US$I00 
million in 1989 to US$700 million in 1990. Gross hard 

currency debt continued to grow in 1991 in Romania and 
Bulgaria, but the CSFR, Hungary, Poland, and 
Yugoslavia marginally decreased their gross debt. 

The CEE economic outlook is mixed. With each country 
embracing market mechanisms at a different pace, 
economic recovery may begin in some while slumping in 
others. Inflation, while seemingly under control in 
Poland, the CSFR, and Hungary, is expected to continue 
to plague Romania, Bulgaria, and the Yugoslav republics. 
Unemployment is expected to rise in all the CEE 
countries. Currency convertibility is an agenda of all 
CEE governments in order to attract foreign investment 
and to help balance trade. 
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Policy Reform in Central 
and Eastern Europe, 1989-92 

Central and Eastern Europe made the sharpest political 
turnaround in recent history during the latter half of 1989, 
ousting communist rule. Free elections in 1990 installed 
new governments, which produced significant economic 
reform legislation by the autumn of 1990. The expected 
economic turnaround of the CEE region has been slowed 
by the sluggish transition from planned to market 
economies, although some countries are further along 
than others. Thus far, market reforms include legalization 
of private enterprise, price liberalization, restitution of 
past ownership rights, and privatization and 
demonopolization of state-owned enterprises. 

The b1L1lsformation of CEE economies from centrally 
planned to market-based involves rr.any steps. The first 
has been to lift the ban on private economic activity 
imposed by most CEE countries in the past. Agricultural 
reform here entails abolishing size limits on privately 
raised livestock herds, repealing the monopsonist status of 
state agricultural procurement agencies, liberalizing farm 
commodity prices, and increasing the maximum size of 
private farms. In other sectors of the CBB economies, 
legalization has allowed private enterprise to enter the 
areas of industrial production and consumer services. 
Crucial to growth in these two areas was the removal of 
restrictiOns on the number of workers who can be 
employed by a private business. 

The second area of economic reform where CEE 
countries were quick to pass legislation is the 
deregulation of state-owned enterprises. State enterprises 
accounted for over 90 percent of pre~reform economic 
activity, and usually over two-thirds of gross agricultural 
output (with the exceptions of Poland and Yugoslavia). 
Deregulation of stare enterprise !lctivity in the eEE 
countries meant the abolition of central planning and its 
instruments: output targets, planned deliveries of outputs 
and inputs between flIDlS, and the regulated allocation of 
enterprise revenues between wages and investment. 
Enterprises are now free to contract business with 
partners of their choice and have complete discretion in 
setting wage scales and making investment decisions. 

The CBB countries next addressed price liberalization, 
allowing the forces of supply and demand to determine 
prices. In the past, most CEE retail prices had been 
frozen for years at a time, while producer prices were 

frequently increased to stimulate production or cover 
rising production costs. Subsidy levels rose and prices 
lost the ability to indicate relative scarcity. 

The prices of many consumer goods have been 
introduced to the market environment in two steps. First, 
governments removed consumer subsidies, forcin.g retail 
prices to reflect the full amount of prices paid to 
producers. This is price revision. Then, after consumers 
adjusted to this ~ftrst round of price increases, prices were 
allowed to ftnd the level that cleared the market. These 
two stages were combined into one in Poland, known as 
the "big bang" policy of total price liberalization 
undertaken on January 1, 1990. 

Since consumer subsidies on CEE food products in the 
past generally equaled 20 percent of prodUction costs, 
the removal of consumer subsidies and a drop in real 
wages generated considerable downward pressure on 
consumer demand for some food products. Reduced 
demand should cause producers to reduce output, but a 
delayed response by producers initially generated gluts of 
meat and milk in Poland, the CSFR, and Hungary. 
Yugoslavia, Romania, and Bulgaria faced less excess 
supply, as Yugoslavia had more market-based prices for 
some time, and Romania and Bulgaria had supply 
shortages. 

Agricultural producers looked to export more as CEE 
consumption fell. However, fornler Soviet markets have 
been weak and the Western European import market has 
relaxed import quotas only slightly. Consumer preference 
for Western products has led to an influx of Western 
European food products, depressing markets for domestic 
products even more. In addition, subsidized exports from 
the EC were dumped on CEE markets, further increasing 
imports of Western agricultural goods. Most CEE 
countries have therefore moved to regulate agricultural 
imports through licenses and quotas, and/or higher import 
tariffs to arrest the fall of agricultural prices. 
Governments have purchased agricultural output as a part 
of price support mechanisms to put upward pressure on 
producer prices. 

Land restitution and changes in farm ownership have also 
affected agricultural production. All the CEE cOlmtries 
except Poland passed statutes mandating the return of 
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agricultural land confiscated by communist governments. 
Restitution was not as necessary in Poland and 
Yugoslavia where agriculture was only partiaily 
collectivized. (However, the Polish Sejm is considering 
such a statute.) Usually included in the land laws 
mandating restitution are provisions addressing the 
distribution of land to those who currently work in 
agriculture but have no historical rights to land. National 
legislatures discussed the proposed land laws over many 
months and, in the interim, clouded tenure rights 
disrupted agricultural plantings in some countries. 
Bulgaria, Romania, the CSFR, and Hungary were 
expected to show smaller grain harvests in the spring of 
1992 due to a reduction in sown acreage caused by 
uncertainty in landownership. 

Most CEE countries took significant steps to promote 
privatization outside of agriculture in 1991. Poland and 
Yugoslavia made advances in privatization in 1990. The 
three main issues that all CEE countries must resolve are 
compensation for private assets confiscated under the past 
communist regimes, distribution or sale of small shops 
and businesses to a rising class of small merchants, and 
transformation of large, state-owned enterprises into 
privately and publicly owned corporations. Only 
Hungary and the CSFR have passed legislation to address 
payment of compensation to owners of nonagricultural 
property confiscated under the communist regime. AIl 
the CEE countries have initiated !he sale andlor lease of 
small businesses to private individuals. AIl but Bulgaria 
have passed legislation authorizing the sale of state­
owned companies to the public and to foreign investors. 
In addition, the CSFR and Poland have devised "mass 
privatization" plans that transform state-owned enterprises 
into joint-stock companies and then distribute shares in 
these companies to the public and/or to the companies' 
employees. CBB governments are also trying to address 
areas of antitrust and contract law. Legislation in these 
areas has focused on promoting competitive business 
activity. 

The main obstacle to CEE market reform is the 
concentration of each sector's production in the hands of 
a few firms. Past CEE governments promoted this 
extreme concentration as a Marxist tenet of increasing 
returns to scale. Now, CEE governments are examining 
how best to break up these unnatural monopolies and 
oligopolies to promote competitive pricing behavior. The 
crux of the difficulty in this area has been preventing 
nbuses of market power without complicating and 
discouraging the entry of f1l1lls into entirely new markets. 

Demonopolization of agricultural marketing and 
precessing has been no easier than in other sectors of the 
CEE economies. State procurement agencies in the past 
were virtual monopsonists, restricting the access of 
private enterprise to transportation, processing equipment, 
and storage facilities. In some CEE countries, national 
procurement monopolies have broken into regional ones; 
in some other countries, however, national product 
monopolies continue. 

Bulgaria 

Bulgaria has implemented many of the same ma1ket 
reforms of the northern eEE countries--tight monetary 
policies, price liberalization, trade liberalization--and has 
moved toward privatization and restitution to former 
owners. Bulgaria trails the northern CEE countries in full 
commitment to price liberalization, demonopolization, and 
privatization. The transition to a market economy has 
been particularly difficult for Bulgaria, which is now in 
an economic recession. 

Price Policy 

The Government introduced a series of agricultural price 
reforms in 1990 that created different categories for 
producer prices: state-fixed prices, state-set maximum 
prices, state-set minimum prices, and free prices. The 
existence of state-set minimum and maximum prices did 
not mean that prices fluctuated freely between the 
extremes. Rather, state monopolies purcbased and sold 
agricultural products using the state-fiXed prices to their 
advantage. Direct price controls still applied to products 
accounting for 70 percent of sales by yearend 1990. 

True price liberalization did not occur until February 
1991 when almost all restrictions on producer and 
consumer prices were removed (only energy products and 
public utility prices remain under direct control). 
Agricultural price liberalization did not occur as a 
separate agricultural policy development, but as part of a 
wider stabilization policy urged on the Bulgarian 
Government by international organizations. In an attempt 
to shore up falling producer prices, the Government 
briefly attempted to impose minimum producer prices (for 
pigs, poultry, calves, and milk) and some minimum 
export prices (calves, lanlbs, pigs, meat, and cheese) in 
July 1991, then placed ceilings on some consumer prices. 
The near-term success of price liberalization policies 
depends on how often the Government succumbs to 
political pressure to intervene. 
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Producer prices. Agricultural producer prices rose 
significantly in nominal terms between April 1990 and 
April 1991. Wheat prices increased 600 percent, maize 
500 percent, cattle 330 percent, hogs 250 percent, and 
milk 270 percent. These increases, however, came not as 
a result of the February 1991 price liberalizatioil, but 
because of earlier administrative price increases. 
Producer prices began to fall after Febmary 1991 as a 
result of weak domestic and international demand. 

Since then, producer prices have fallen in real terms, as 
input prices have risen, while procurement prices (paid by 
the state) have not kept pace with the cost of living. 
Thus, price liberalization has decreased net returns to 
fzrmers, and provided less incentive to produce. In fact, 
a negative supply response is already occurring, with 
production of many products down. Fruit production in 
1991 fell 32 percent from 1990. Fall sowing of wheat, 
animal numbers (cattle down 8 percent, cows 3 percent, 
hogs 12 percent, and poultry 37 perccnt), milk production 
(down 26 percent), and egg production (down 47 percent) 
were all down significantly in 1991. These production 
declines did not result in shortages because the decline in 
demand was so great Despite falling production, 
consumer food prices declined nearly 4 percent in April 
1991 compared with March. Similar production declines 
in 1992, however, could lead to serious shortages. 

Because of the downturn in producer prices, the 
Government introduced in July 1991 minimum prices for 
grain, pork, poUltry meat, calves, and milk. However, 
these minimum prices remained in effect for only 17 
days, replaced with a set of "projected prices" on August 
5, 1991. These projected prices were widely interpreted 
as ceiling prices, and for most products were lower than 
the minimum prices set in July. 

The Government set price "ceilings" mainly to stem the 
rise in food, particularly bread, prices. Projected 
producer prices were based on average costs plus a 
normative 20-percent profit for producers. The wheat 
price was based on the Government's calculations that the 
average cost of producing wheat was 900 lev per ton. 
However, wheat farmers refused to sell their wheat for 
1,100 lev, so the Government introduced a bonus of 400 
lev per meu;c ton of wheat in November (table 1). 

This bonus was fmanced in part through a 2-percent 
turnover tax imposed on state processors and in part from 
the budget. With this bonus, the procurement agencies 
were able to buy enough wheat to meet the population's 
needs and provide bread at 3.60 lev per kilogram. 

To discourage a reduction in wheat plantings and a 
reliance on imports, the Council of Ministers issued a 
decree in April 1992 that replaced these projected prices 
with guaranteed minimum prices for the same products. 
But the new prices were stiB well below world levels. 
The new wheat price works out to about $70 per ton. 
Many Bulgarian analysts believed that a price of 2,200 
lev per ton (about $1(0) was necessary to induce wheat 
producers to plant in the fall of 1992. Processors (still 
state-owned) claim that, given their current cost structure, 
raising the price of wheat to 2,200 lev would double the 
retail price of bread. 

Input prices. While average producer prices doubled in 
1991, input prices rose 400-800 percent. Many inputs 
have high import content, and the f(!moval of subsidies 
(direct or indirect) and devaluation of the lev have raised 
production costs. The agricultural input industry 
historically received an inadequate share of investment, 
even less than for farming. Plants and equipment are 
obsolete, resulting in high costs of production. Witb the 
dramatic changes in the economy, enterprises and 
entrepreneurs are demanding higher profit margins as 
compensation for the additional risk. 

Higher input prices have reduced demand for agricultural 
inputs, partly as farmers reduced production and 
attempted to utilize purchased inputs more effectively. 
Input demand has also been dampened by tight credit 
policies affecting the entire economy. Basic interest rates 
in August 1991 were 52 percent. 

Consumer prices. Retail price reform began in April 
1990 with administrative price increases for some meats, 
some milk products, and a few other goods. By July 
1990, more prices had been liberalized, increa<;ing the 
share of goods with liberalized prices to 40-45 percent. 
Because of growing political instability, no further 
progress was made that year until the end of 1990 when 
the newly elected Government came to power. The new 
Government decided to abide by international assistance 
agencies' stabilization programs and, in February 1991, 
all prices except electricity, energy, coal for residences, 
and gas for home consumption were liberalized. 

The Government also began monitoring the prices of 14 
basic food items, including flour, bread, four types of 
meat, cert..ain sausages and other processed meats, 
vegetable oil, and sugar. "Projected prices" were 
established to estimate the levels prices should reach 
following liberalization. Prices rose more than twofold 
from January to September 1991. However, by April, 
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prices had stabilized (table 2). Overall consumer prices 
continued to creep up slowly, but food prices, particularly 
for meat, fell. The same pattern occurred in Poland <'IDd 
the CSFR. 

While food and nonfood prices rose over 4"l)() percent, the 
Government's tight income policies kept inl;reases in 
nominal wages to only 78 percent. The 64-percent 
decline in real income in 1991 led to a drop in demand of 
60 percent for meats and 30 percent for milk and milk 
prodllcts, which put downward pressure on prices. 

Officials blamed the rapid price increases on the 
monopoly state enterprises, and passed measures wtended 
to place a cap on monopoly profits. Because the worst 
monopoly practices were believed to be in the fuel and 
energy sector, the Government imposed limits on fuel 
price increases. The retail fuel price was to be the 
international dollar price multiplied by the exchange rate, 
plus transport, insurance, duties, excise taxes, and a 
commission for the trading companies. As a result of 
these measures, 14 percent of all consumer prices were 
now controlled. 

The Government reduced the list of monitored foods from 
14 to 5 (bread, milk, yogurt, white cheese, and fresh 
meat) in April 1992. The projected prices for these foods 
were raised, and monitoring became more strict. The 
National Price Commission ensures that a price higher 
than the projected price is a direct result of higher costs. 
If an enterprise cannot document that the price hikes were 
justified, then the excess profit is declared an illegal 
profit, and the enterprise must reimburse its customers or 
pay the excess profit plus a penalty to the Government. 

The removal of these controls on retail food prices may 
not result in substantial increases in food prices. Food 
~upplies, especially of monitored foods, are greatly 
improved over a year ago. Sporadic shortages are minor 
enough tbat they may simply be the result of bottlenecks 
in the distribution system, not a reflection of below­
market prices. Income declines and slack consumer 
demand will likely continue to prevent dramatic price 
increases. 

Subsidies and Taxes 

Agricultural subsidies declined significantly in 1991. 
Budget support for producers was set at 91 million lev in 
1991, a huge decline in nominal terms from 1990's 
allocation of 1.35 billion lev, and an even greater decline 

given inflation. This decline included the complete 
removal of subsidies for irrigation water, an important 
input to much of Bulgaria's agricul~re. But pressure 
from agricultural lobbies resulted in an increase in budget 
subsidies to 900 million lev. The subsidies were to be 
used for three purposes: support for grain, meat, and milk 
in mQuntainous and hilly areas (330 million lev), 
minimum prices for grain, meat, and milk (142 million 
lev), and preferential interest rates for all producem (428 
million lev). These subsidies, in real terms, represent a 
significant decline in support for farmers. 

Total support to agriculture in the 1992 budget came to 
so::newhat over 1 billion lev, including 400 million lev for 
bonuses' on meat and milk and interest subsidies for 
private frumers, and 500 million lev to cover the debts of 
liquidated cooperative farms. The remainder covers the 
tax exemptions granted to private farmers under the 
amended Land Law (see. below). 

Bulgarian farms received a reduction in the profits tax to 
10 percent in January 1990. The aid package to fariners, 
described above, exempted ta.'{es on some services 
provided to farms. More important is a tax exemption for 
private farms for the first 5 years after their founding. 
Purchasers of livestock and meat processors received a 
reduction in their turnover tax obligations, but revenues 
from this reduction must be shared with farmers. 

Trade Policy 

Trade has played an important role in the Bulgarian 
economy overall and in agriculture in particular. World 
Bank figures indicate that total trade turnover was 
equivalent to more than 80 percent of 1989 GOP. 
Bulgaria, generally a net agricultural exporter, saw its 
agricultural net export earnings fall from $1.3 billion in 
1980 to $0.5 billion in 1990. Agriculture's share of total 
exports declined from 40 percent in the 1960's to 20 
percent in the late 1980's. Roughly 70 percent of 
Bulgaria's agricultural trade turnover was with Eastern 
Europe and the Soviet Union, and 20 percent with the 
European Community (EC). Tobacco is the leading 
agricultural export (32 percent of total agricultural 
exports). Protein feeds and raw sugar are the largest (60 
percent of total) agricultural imports. 

Exchange rate policies, licenses, and quotas were 
manipulated in 1990 to meet short-term Government 
objectives of reducing hard currency outflows and 
restricting food exports. The Govenunent removed the 
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Table l--Examples of Bulgarian producer prices 

Commodity 
July 1991 
minimum 

August 1991 
projected 

April 1992 
minimum 

Lev per metric ton 

Wheat 

Pork (live weight) 

Poultry meat (live weight) 

Calves (live weight) 

Milk 

1,100 

11,900 

11,400 

13,260 

2,050 

1,100 

10,900 

10,100 

12,750 

Lev per 1,000 liters 

2,050 

1,500 

14,200 

13,200 

16,600 

2,600 

Sources: Official decrees 138 and ISS, Zemya, Sofia, No. 74, AIXil 16, 1992. 

Table 2--Bulgarian consumer price increases, 1991 

Commodity Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May June July Aug. Sept 

Previous month =100 

Totat Consumer Price Index 
Cumulative 

Total goods 
Cumulative 

Bread 
Pulses 
Meat 
Meat products 
Fish 
Vegetable oil 
Butter 
Eggs 
Milk 
Cheese 
Kashkaval 
Sugar 
Fresh vegetables 
Potatoos 
Fresh fruit 

113 
113 
108 
108 
106 
120 
102 
102 
106 
100 
100 
128 
99 

100 
101 
100 
140 
110 
127 

205 
232 
285 
308 
275 
142 
369 
476 
157 
229 
586 
287 
386 
445 
408 
191 
141 
158 
122 

]58 
366 
140 
431 
145 
125 
116 
114 
207 
157 
154 
113 
166 
151 
153 
185 
129 
144 
121 

103 
377 
96 

414 
96 
98 
86 
85 
98 
91 
83 
85 
99 
87 
86 

152 
95 

108 
96 

102 
385 
98 

405 
97 
96 
95 
96 

100 
101 
99 
88 
96 
87 
87 

106 
94 

110 
102 

107 
411 
101 
409 
99 
94 

100 
101 
94 

115 
94 
98 

102 
110 
115 
102 
78 
84 

111 

110 
452 
106 
434 
107 
104 
107 
107 
103 
178 
100 
98 

107 
109 
106 
109 
79 
62 
89 

105 
475 
115 
499 
166 
104 
125 
120 
102 
120 
101 
107 
112 
158 
104 
94 
66 
90 
99 

105 
499 
103 
514 
100 
103 
106 
105 
99 

102 
98 

140 
102 
196 
106 
95 
93 

109 
94 

Source: Statisticheski Izvesti~ 1991. 

8 



monopoly status of foreign trade organizations in 1990, 
allowing private companies to engage in trade. The 
Bulgarian Trade and Industrial Chamber had approved 
2,660 registrations for private companies by November 
1990 (private companies were required to register with 
the Government). These private flfUls were at a 
considerable disadvantage because they lacked the 
knowledge of trading relationships and contacts that the 
former trade monopolies had acquired over the years. 

Prior to 1991, the Government set multiple exchange 
rates depending on the use. Firms were required to tum 
most hard currency earnings over to the Government. 
But as part of the February 1991 reform initiatives, a 
unified, floating exchange rate mechanism was 
established, based on interbank bids for hard currency. In 
this process, the lev was devalued from 2.11 lev per 
dollar to 22.1 lev per dollar. Under this new system, 
fums will retain all hard currency earnings, and a more 
accurate transmittal of world prices should occur. 

Most nontariff trade barriers were eliminated in 1991. 
fiJI quantity restrictions on imports were removed in early 
1991, and import licensing restrictions were eased. The 
large number of export bans introduced in 1990 was 
reduced to 21 items (basic food items to prevent domestic 
shortages) in March 1991. Other export quotas in effect 
are due to external considerations, such as the EC meat 
and textile quotas. Bulgaria's current two-tier tariff 
structure assesses an average 6 percent for imports from 
less-developed countries (LOC's), and nearly 9 percent 
for imports from most-favored-nation (MFN) countries. 

Despite the overall movement away from nontariff 
barriers, 1991 was characterized by a series of temporary, 
ad hoc licensing and quantity restrictions on certain 
commodities. Export taxes, ranging from 20 percent on 
some industrial products to 30 percent on some basic 
fooo(., were introduced in response to domestic shortages. 
However, in May 1991, as the domestic food supply 
improved, the 30-percent tax on food exports was 
removed. Other restrictions were introduced by July 
1991, apparently on a needs basis. The licensing regime 
was replaced with a customs declaration system (licensing 
remained for tobacco and wines, and customs officials 
were given the responsibility to halt exports of the 
commodities on the minimum price list if they were 
being exported at prices below the minimum), and an 
import tax of 15 percent was imposed in addition to the 
tariffs (most agricultural products are exempt). However, 

the export of some commodities (among them, bread, 
coarse grain, sunflower seeds, vegetable oils, wool, flax, 
and hemp) was forbidden until December 1992. 

Government discussion on trade policy includes the 
removal of all export subsidies for the formerly ruble­
oriented trade. The Government also reached agreement 
with the former Soviet Union on a tentative list of goods, 
but all trade would occur enterprise to enterprise, with no 
set prices and a clearing mechanism in dollars at the end 
of the year to settle trade deficits. 

While many of the changes that have been implemented 
are, in principle, trade-enhancing, Bulgaria's export 
performance continues to sag. The economic and 
political disruptions in the former Soviet Union and the 
rest of Eastern Europe have had drastic effects on 
Bulgaria's exports. The value of agricultural exports 
during the first three quarters of 1991 was $2.5 billion, 
down from $9.2 billion during the same period of 1990. 
Wheat exports declined 70 percent in volume, live lambs 
were down 30 percent, eggs 95 perc'!: .:t, tomatoes 89 
percent, preserved vegetables 82 percent, and wine 49 
percent. Despite the poor export performance, Bulgaria's 
net ,.rade position at the end of the first quarter 1991 
improved. Bulgaria had a $40-million surplus, the result 
of a large drop in imports. 

Restitution and Privaw.ation 

Land legislation. A Law for Agricultural Laud 
Ownership and Use was passed in February 1991, and a 
series of amendments were enacted in April 1992. The 
law deals with five main issues: agricultural land 
reprivatization, land settlement, transferability of property 
rights, ownership of other assets of collective farms, and 
institutions dealing with landownership. The main 
provision of the law is to return land to the original 
owners as defined by the 1946 Agrarian Reform Law, or 
their heirs. Landownership is limited to 20 hectares in 
intensive areas and 30 hectares in hilly 01' mountainous 
areas. According to the amendments, reinstatement will 
take place within the "real boundaries" of the original 
piece of land if tlley are still evident. Where these real 
boundaries no longer exist, former owners will receive 
plots equivalent in size and qUality. Also, to prevent 
excessive fragmentation, the minimum plot size in future 
land transactions (sales or inheritances) is 0.3 hectare for 
fields, 0.2 hectare for meadows, and 0.1 hectare for 
permanent crops. 

9 



The original law prevented the development of a land 
market and discouraged former owners from reclaiming 
their land. For example, land sales were prohibited for 
the law's first 3 years, except for transfers to relatives, 
co-owners, an,-, the state and municipalities. For transfers 
after that initial period, first priority was to relatives, 
second to tenants, third to neighboring owners, and fourth 
to the state and municipalities. Direct agricultural 
landownership by foreigners was prohibited. In addition, 
the Original law required that any land reclaimed be used 
for agricultural purposes; an owner who did not want to 
fann had to lease the land to someone else who would. 
Heavy fmes were imposed for failure to cultivate one's 
land. 

Amendments passed in March 1992 removed the 
prohibition on land sales. The only remaining restriction 
is a limit of 30 owned hectares per family. The fine for 
failure to cultivate one's land was rescinded. The ban on 
foreign ownership was relaxed, such that joint ventures 
with less than 50-percent foreign ownership may own 
land. 

Land is being granted to landless individuals or 
households, or those with small parcels of land who 
would like to return to agriculture. Municipal land 
commissions will allocate land from their acquired stocks 
(unclaimed land, land they purchase from people not 
interested in farming). Eligible people include those 
employed in agriculture who did not previously own land, 
residents in a specific area, and people with an 
educational background in agriculture. 

Finally, the law addresses the distribution of collectively 
owned fann assets. Each fanner's share will be 
determined by the fanner's original contribution to the 
collective's stock of assets and labor contribution. The 
law sets weights on these determinants at 40 percent for 
assets, 40 percent for labor contributions, and 20 percent 
to be determined by the farm's general assembly. A 
collective member who leaves the fann has the right to 
physical assets or monetary compensation. In cases 
where assets are indivisible (for example a large livestock 
barn), the departing meIitOOr receives shares. 

As the amendments to the Land Law were passed, 
additional legislation called for the liquidation of all 
agricultural cooperatives. Under this legislation, 
liquidation councils have been set up in each region to 
manage the cooperatives until their liquidation and 10 

supervise the distribution of assets among the members. 

This process was to have been completed by November 
1, 1992. 

Demonopolization. Demonopolization began in 1990 
and accelerated iil May 1991 when the Law for the 
Protection of Competition was passed. At the beginning 
of 1990, the major monopolies, known as state trusts, in 
the processing sector were Bulgarplodexport (fresh and 
processed vegetables and fruit, flowers, seeds, and 
imported fruit and raw materials for processing), Vinprom 
(wine), Bulgar Tabac (tobacco), Bulgarian Dairy 
Monopoly (milk and milk products), and the Rodolpo 
Meat Monopoly (production, processing, distribution, and 
export of meat products); those providing inputs and 
services included the Sortovi Semena i Posadachen 
Material (seeds and planting materials), Mechanizatsia i 
Technichesko Obslujvane (industrial inputs), and the 
Mashino-Tractor stations (mechanical services). Most 
agricultural state trusts were abolished in November 1990 
and new regional enterprises were created to compete 
with one another. However, regional, rather than central, 
monopolies have perpetuated high-priced, low-quality 
inputs and services. 

The May 1991 law extended the monopoly breakup 
across most sectors and defined monopolies as an 
economic agent entitled by law to exclusive rights on a 
particular economic activity or with sole control (either 
directly or indirectly) over a minimum of 35 percent of a 
particular market. The law provides for price controls on 
monopolies, and bans acquisitions or mergers resulting in 
a monopoly. The Government's goal was to break up all 
130 targeted monopolies by yearend 1991. 

Czech and Slovak Federal Republic 

The Czech and Slovak Federal Republic (CSFR) started 
its economic reform process after Hungary and Poland, 
but progressed quickly in late 1990. Most producer and 
nearly all consumer subsidies were withdrawn, and prices 
began to be determined by the interaction of market 
supply and demand; the foundations of a functioning 
market economy had been laid. Privatization of small 
businesses has proceeded but the distrihution of shares in 
large state-owned enterprises bas been slow. The CSFR 
lagged Poland during 1990 and 1991 in doing away with 
quantitative trade restrictions and moving to a more tariff­
based trade policy. But, in early 1992, this switch was 
made, although agricultural tariff levels have been placed 
at temporarily high levels. 
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Price Liberalization 

The CSFR eliminated most subsidies and freed most 
prices between mid-1990 and early 1991. Three rounds 
of administrative price increases in 1990 withdrew 
consumer subsidies. Annual food subsidies of 39 billion 
korunas (Kcs), or roughly $1.5 billion, were completely 
abolished, inflating food prices 25 percent. The prices of 
only 12-15 percent of commodities were still controlled 
by January 1991. Over the fIrst half of 1991, food prices 
rose 27 percent (from the base of December 1990), with 
most of the increase coming in Ja.~!Jary immediately after 
deregulation. 

The price liberalization law allows the Government to set 
prices when necessary. Price ceilings were imposed in 
January 1991 on many agricultural products, including 
fodder grain, wheat and rye flours, potatoes, sugar, pork, 
eggs, poultry, and milk. Ceilings on trade margins for 
meat and dairy products were also set. The prices of 
these food products either stabilized or declined during 
the late spring and early slimmer. As a result, the Federal, 
Czech, and Slovak fmance ministries each abolished the 
maximum prices for industrial wheat and com, feed 
barley, flour, and dairy, meat, and poultry products. The 
prices of industrial wheat and com and feed barley are 
now completely free of regulation, while the prices of 
flour, dairy, and meat and poultry products are subject to 
implicit ceilings limited by "economically justifIed costs 
and appropriate profIt. ,,2 

CSFR consumer price inflation was roughly 49 percent in 
the fIrst half of 1991, so relative food prices actually fell 
15 percent. Food consumption was down 25 percent 
during 1991.3 Real wages in the agricultural sector fell 
34 percent in the fIrst quarter of 1991, which was more 
than the 24-percent fall in the rest of the economy.4 
This decline in real income both in and outside of 
agriculture is the main factor behind the fall in food 
consumption. 

Agricultural Policy 

Farmers began to face market-determined prices for their 
crops in 1991, as producer subsidies declined two-thirds 
from the 1990 level of 22 billion Kcs ($1 billion). 
Roughly 30 percent (7.2 billion Kcs) of total budgetary 
subsidies of 24 billion Kcs were to be directed to 
agricultural producers in 1991. (New market regulation 
funds channeled additional funds to farmers.) The 
abolition of consumer subsidies and reOuction in producer 
subsidies reduced producers' reliance on subsidies from 

35 percent of total receipts in 1990 to 17 percent in 1991. 
This dependence is expected to have fallen to 13 percent 
in 1992.s 

The market regulation funds are a source of budget 
authority for government purchase operations aimed at 
supporting farmgate prices. Pressure for the creation of 
these funds was strong in the flfSt quarter of 1991 as the 
index of farmgate prices increased 0.2 percent compared 
with December 1990, while inflation registered 40 
percent. For example, beef prices had fallen 20 percent 
and milk prices were down by 6 percent (all in real 
terms) since December 1990. Deliveries of farm products 
had declined by 36 percent for beef, 20 percent for pigs, 
18 percent fol' milk, and 26 percent for eggs. Demand 
for farm inputs and farm machinery also declined. 

From February through June 1991, Czech and Slovak 
market regulation funds were drawn on to buy up 
produce in an effort to enforce minimum producer prices. 
As agricultural demand contracted, the Government 
proposed the creation of a Federal Council of Market 
Regulation to oversee the Federal market regulation fund. 
Meanwhile, the Federal Administration of Material 
Reserves was allocated an additional 1 billion Kcs ($34 
million) to fmance agricultural purchases as high as 8.4 
billion Kcs ($280 million) in 1991.6 The 1991 purchase 
plans included: 1.26 million metric tons (mmt) of wheat, 
0.2 mmt of rye, 234,000 mt of cattle raised for meat, 1 
billion liters of milk, and "the entire surplus of butter, 
hard cheeses, full-fat dried milk, and other dairy products 
that can be stored.,,6 The purchases of wheat and rye, at 
$135 million, were partly designated for shipment abroad, 
with an estimated loss to the Government of $27 million 
(an implicit export subsidy of 25 percent).' The prices 
the Government paid for these purchases were: $105 per 
mt for wheat, $100 per mt for rye, $1,000 per mt for live 
beef cattle, and 19 cents per liter for milk. Beef cattle 
and meat purchases by the Federal market regulation fund 
reached $97 million in 1991, and purchases of milk and 
dairy products exceeded $140 million. These purchases 
at guaranteed prices had little impact on the agricultural 
markets because of their small volmne relative to 
production levels.8 

The Federal Government approved a total of 21.6 billion 
Kcs in subsidies to agriculture for 1992. Five billion Kcs 
were to be placed in the Federal market regulation fund. 
Of the remaining 16.6 billion Kcs, 14.5 billion were to go 
into the budgets of the Czech and Slovak republics, and 
2.1 billion were allotted to the Federal subsidy program 
for farms with unfavorable natural conditions. 
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Slovak Minister of Agriculture Krsek has stated that the 
production of milk, beef, and wheat would have to be 
regulated by quotas in 1992 to head off excessive surplus 
or shortages of these products.9 The expected surpluses 
in 1992 were 850 million liters of milk, 150,000 mt of 
cattle, and 500,000 mt of wheat. The state-guaranteed 
prices for 1992 were 5.4 Kcs per liter of milk (3.6­
percent fat content), 28 Kcs per kilogram of live cattle, 
and 3,000 Kcs per mt of wheat. These prices are 
approximately equal to the costs of production in 1991 
for milk and cattle, with the cost of production of wheat 
lower than 3,000 Kcs per mt in 1991.10 

Trade Policy 

Since early 1991, CSFR imports have not generally 
required an import license. Some imports are subject to 
approval to prevent disturbance in the production process, 
while others require pennits because they concern the 
defense and health-care industries. A third group of 
goods is subject to voluntary restrictions because trade 
partners impose quotas on imports of these goods to their 
countries. The Federal Cabinet proposed in June 1991 
the following agricultural import quotas: 1,000 mt on the 
import of cattle, 1,500 mt on beef, and 1,500 mt on butter 
for 1991. 

While the former state foreign trade monopoly, 
KOOSPOL, and its subsidiaries maintain their dominant 
position in the agricultural sector, other organizations in 
the feed, tobacco, and meat industries, as well as 
individual cooperatives are starting to handle their own 
foreign trade. One of the most important issues for 
CSFR agricultural producers and traders is market access 
to the European Community. In 1990. the EC provided 
favorable GSP (Generalized System of Preferences) 
treatment for pork and poUltry. The EC signed an 
association agreement with the CSFR in December 1991, 
which offers increased access for various agricultural 
commodities. The EC agreement may now have to be 
renegotiated in light of the split of Czechoslovakia into 
separate nations (CSFR). 

In late 1990, the Government drew up a list of 
commodities whose export was restricted via pemlits and 
administrative fees (taxes). These included slaughtered 
poultry, meat and meat products, hops, flour, cereals, 
milk:, cheese, live cattle, hogs, and gaIne. The 
administrative fee for the export pennit was reduced in 
August 1991 from 150 percent to 20 percent of the value 
of the exported goods. As of May 1992, licensing aIld 
quotas applied to exports of livestock, beef, chicken, dry 

and condensed milk, grain, mall, hops, and sugar. At the 
same time, the Federal Government subsidizes cereal and 
beef exports with market regulation funds (as described 
above). The subsidy of 13 Kcs per kilogram of beef is 
about 15 percent of the current procurement price and is 
to be granted only to those enterprises that export meat. 
Russia, Italy, Mexico, and the Middle East are the 
targeted markets. I I 

The CSFR koruna was devalued by more than 40 percent 
between September 1990 and January 1991, and wa1 
made internally convertible as of January 1, 1991. The 
dollar exchange rate of the koruna has since been stable. 
The convertibility gave CSFR fmns greater access to 
foreign exchange, while the devaluation reduced the sale 
of imports, which were further dampened by a 20-percent 
import surtax levied equally on all imports. This surtax 
was reduced to 10 percent in December 1991. 

Contracting parties to the GAIT (General Agreement on 
Tariffs and Trade) agreed to a waiver for the CSFR, 
allowing it to change its tariffs provisionally as of 
JaIlUary 1, 1992. The new tariff proposals, on average, 
add less than 1 percent to the CSFR average import tariff 
of 5 percent. Increased tariff rates affect about 1,000 
items out of a total of 10,000. Agricultural product 
tariffs are now 20-35 percent, with the exception of 
sugar, which has an import tariff of 60 percent.12 In 
total, 8,500 tariffs are to remain unchanged, while 500 
will be cut (mostly on raw materials). 

Compensatory import rates (which operate like variable 
levies) were introduced in January 1992 on selected 
agricultural and food products for which the import price 
is below domestic costs of production. The rates are 
detennined by the Federal Min;stry of Finance and 
remain in effect for 1 month before readjustment. 
Compensatory rates are in addition to import tariffs and 
the 1O-percent commodity surcharge. Over 100 line 
items have compensatory rates, including live animals, 
rt.:d meat, poultry, bUlter, starches, sunflowerseed, 
rapeseed, oilseeds, sugar, and wine (table 3). These rates 
remained stable tllroughout the first half of 1992. 

Restitution and Privatization 

Restitution of assets confiscated by the fonner communist 
government is an important issue confronting tile post­
communist government. The Government has passed 
four major privatization laws concerning assets outside of 
agriculture. 
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Table 3··CSFR compensatory import rates, January 1992 

Commodity 

Live animals 
Red meat 
Poultry 
Butter 
Starches 

Rapeseed 
Sunflowerseed 
Sunflowerseedlrapeseed oils 
Sugar products 
Wines 

The first of the privatization laws, the Restitution Law, 
was passed by the CSFR Federal assembly in October 
1990. This law allows previous owners to reclaim 
roughly 70,(}()() small businer-:;es, shops, and other 
property confiscated by the state between 1948 and 1961. 
Agricultural land is not included under this law. The 
original deadline of 6 months for the acceptance of 
claims has been extended until the spring of 1993 due to 
the complexity of the process. 

The second law, the Small Privatization Bill, effective 
December 1, 1990, applies to those shops, services, and 
small businesses in the retail and service sectors not 
affected by the Restitution Law (that is, those created by 
the state). Auctions will be held for properties considered 
under this bill. The auction scheme allows those owners 
who received permission to operate state enterprises 
under the former government a chance, 5 days before the 
general auction, to purchase or lease the facility at the 
initial price set by the Government. 

As of November 1991, 23,748 businesses in the Czech 
republic had been registered under the Small Privatization 
Act and 12,799 had actually been privatized. Almost all 
the businesses were sold at auction, but 1,446 were leased 
and 124 were returned to the original owners. The 
revenues from the sale of these businesses (55 percent 
of which were shops) amounted to almost $500 million. 
By September 30, 1991, the total number of registered 
private entrepreneurs in the Czech and Slovak republics 
was 1,131,(}()(), or 5 percent of citizens over 18 years old. 
A recent survey indicates that another 27 percent of 

Rate 

7-14 Kcs per kg 
 
3-56 Kcs per kg 
 
12 percent ad valorem 
 
38-39 percent ad valorem 
 
45-66 percent ad valorem 
 

51-61 percent ad valorem 
 
51-61 percent ad valorem 
 
9 percent ad valorem 
 
67 percent ad ~alorem 


74 percent ad valorem 
 

adults are preparing to start a business. The m&jority of 
both registered entrepreneurs and those intending to start 
a private business did not engage in private enterprise as 
their main occupation. 

The third law, the Law on Extrajudicial Rehabilitation, 
passed in February 1991, provides the legal basis for the 
return of industries and larger businesses nationalized 
after February 25, 1948, the date of the communist 
takeover. Since much of Czechoslovak industry was 
nationalized before the takeover, this law does not cover 
most of the large enterprises currently owned by the state. 
An estimated 10 percent of state-owned property worth 
300 billion Kcs ($10.7 billion) is to be returned to former 
owners, and an additional 15 billion Kcs ($500 million) is 
to be paid in compensation. 

The Large Privatization Bill, the fourth and final law, 
aims to privatize the majority of state enterprises outside 
of the retail and service sectors. This bilI pertains to 
assets nationalized before February 25, 1948, and 
mandates the issuing of vouchers to the public (for a 
registration fee of $35). Vouchers can then be exchanged 
for shares in the state enterprises that have been 
reconstituted as joint-stock companies. Registration of 
privatization plans, which all state-owned companies were 
required to draw up, concluded on January 20, 1992. The 
frrst round of bidding for shares of companies using 
vouchers was conducted on June 8, 1992. 

The Czech Ministry for Privatization had received almost 
3,600 privatization projects by December 1991. The 
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expected offer of assets for voucher privatization is 
roughly 300 billion Kes ($10 billion)Y Foreign 
companies are involved in about 10 percent of the basic 
privatization projects registered. Roughly 1,400 
privatization projects have been drafted in the Slovak 
republic. Of the 11 million people in the CSFR eligible 
to participate in the privatization process, 525,300 Czech 
citizens and 200,000 Slovak citizens had purchased 
investment vouchers by January 1992. In total, almost 
500 privatization investment funds (IPF's) formed by 
private entities have been approved in the two republics. 

At the end of January 1992, the Federal Government 
approved an amendment on the issue and use of 
investment coupons to allay the population's fears that the 
IPF's would not be held fmancially accountable to 
individuals placing their coupons in the IPF's hands. The 
decree specifies that an IPF cannot place stock orders that 
would give it more than a 20-percent interest in the 
enterprise issuing stock. An IPF founder (for example, a 
bank) with several funds is subject to a 4O-percent limit 
on shares it can own of a single enterprise. 

The Federal Government has ruso stated that it will 
"endeavor to keep the average value of property per one 
coupon book at 30,000 Kcs or more."14 As a coupon 
book costs 1,000 Kcs, a coupon purchaser stands to 
receive a hefty return on his investment The sluggish 
participation of the population in the voucher privatization 
is due to the lack of information on each enterprise, 
especially concerning its outstanding liabilities. This 
assurance is particularly important since many enterprises 
have a very low net equity as a px~rcentage of book value. 
(In late December 1991, the Czech republic moved to 
address this problem by issuing $740 million in bonds to 
banks to reduce the debts of the enterprises involved in 
the first and second waves of privatization. Banks were 
also recapitalized in the amount of $250 million.) 

A recent Law on Community Property has addressed 
residential dwellings. The law states that all land and 
buildings that (local) communities owned before 
December 31, 1949, will be returned to them. Local 
communities will be authorized to sell apartments into 
private ownership and collect the proceeds. 

Land Legislation 

A land law passed in December 1990 allows private 
ownership (excluding foreigners) of farms and homes. 
Other legislation clarifies land use rights. The Land Use 
Law guarantees agricultural cooperatives access to land, 

provided they pay rent or compensation to individuals. 
who can show legal title to the iand. If an agricultural 
cooperative and a former owner with a land claim agree 
to resolve the claim through devolution of iand to the 
former owner, the agricultural cooperative may offer a 
pi~e of land other than the original plot in question. Tt'e 
Agricultural Cooperatives Law covers the return of land 
that has been improved in some way; the cooperative 
may lay claim to part of the land based on the 
improvements that the cooperative has made. 

A Law on the Revision of Ownership Relation to Land 
and Other Agricultural Property, passed in May 1991, 
applies to agricultural land and property nationalized 
betweerl February 25, 1948, and January 1, 1990. An 
estimated 3.5 million former owners or heirs have a right 
to claim land estimated at 2.2-3.5 million hectares.1S 
Not all land held by collective and state farms (roughly 
6.2 million hectares) will be returned because the 
maximum allowable size of a claim is 150 hectares. The 
portion of a claimant's land exceeding this limit will 
remain with the collective or state farm. Land parcels 
that have been built on, set aside for national defense, 
planted to perennial crops, or turned into mineral 
extraction areas, national parks, or memorials cannot be 
reclaimed, but previous owners will be compensated. 
Restitution claims for Czech land numbered 70,012 in 
1991, 32,185 of which had already been settled:6 Only 
1,120 of these claims involved more than 10 hectares of 
land. Eighty-five percent of the claims involved less than 
2 hectares. 

A Transformation Law, passed in December 1991, lays 
down the process for transfOrming the unrestituted 
property of cooperatives (including land and productive 
assets) and forming new cooperatives. Each cooperative 
must prepare a privatization plan for its assets. If 
property is to be divided, the law calls for 50 percent to 
be distributed among the original landowners (those who 
contributed land to the cooperative when it was fonned), 
30 percent to the contributors of other property, and 20 
percent to cooperative members (based on time worked at 
the farm). 

Demonopolization and Other Privatization LegisiaJion 

The CSFR anti-monopoly statute, effective March 1, 
1991, defines a fum with a 30-percent market share to be 
in a dominant position, making it subject to restrictions or 
price controls. In particular, the general price reform law 
enacted in January 1991 defines fums with a 
monopolistic or dominant position'as subject to price 
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controls. The anti-monopoly statute also offers protection 
to entrants seeking either to purchase inputs from, or to 
share distribution outlets with, vertically integrated fmns. 
A ftrm considering itself at an unfair disadvantage may 
appeal to the relevant anti-monopoly body (the Federal, 
Czech, or Slovak competition offtce), which can issue a 
"cease and desist" order, enforceable by the civil courts. 

Other legislation affecting the private agriCUltural sector 
includes: 

• A 1989 law abolishing restrictions on the size 
of farm holdings. 

• The Law on Private Enterprise (April 1990), 
which removed most of the restrictions on the formation 
of new pr:i.vate businesses, including the number of 
employees a business can hire, the amount of proftt a 
business can earn, and the amount of property a privately 
held frrm can own. 

o The Bill of Fundamental Human Rights and 
Liberties (January 1991), which guaranteed the right to 
become involved in private business. 

The dissolution of monopolistic state enterprises has 
increased the fteld of trading organizations from 70 in 
1989 to over 170. The number of production units in 
construction has increased twentyfold. Concentration 
ratios in some sectors are still high, as the output shares 
of new enterprises are typically small. In addition, frrms 
formed from dissolved monopolies do not often exhibit 
competitive behavior, partly because most of the 
monopoly breakups have taken place at the request of the 
monopolist's component frrms. The vertical and 
horizontal relationships between the component frrms 
have remained intact, and the markets they serve continue 
to be regionally segmented. 

With price liberalization in January 1991, retail food 
prices jumped by 32 percent, food processors increased 
their prices by 20 percent, and farmgate prices increased 
by 0.2 percent. Product quality and assortment remained 
unchanged. The former state agricultural procurement 
agencies were broken up along crop lines and made 
independent of the Czech and Slovak republican 
agricultural ministries. Each republic has only one well­
equipped agricultural marketing enterprise for each type 
of crop or livestock product The large, horizontally 
integrated food-processing industry is being split into 
smaller units to be privatized. 

Hungary 

Hungary bas decentralized its economy through many 
reforms over the past 25 years. ~,hough small-scale 
private enterprise was allowed before the end of the 
Communist Party's predominance in Hungary, the major 
steps toward a market economy were made in the past 2Yi 
years: Hungary chose not to adopt Poland's "big-bang" 
strategy, but moved gradually to reduce price regulation 
and to withdraw subsidies. Hungary avoided mass 
privatization programs and opted for enterprise 
privatization by purchase and compensation to former 
asset owners through vouchers. Although Hungary 
enjoys an agricultural surplus, it retains 'a signiftcant 
degree of import protection (mor~ than Poland but less 
than the CSFR). As a consequence, Hungary uses export 
subsidies to dispose of surplus agricultural output 

Price ~evision and Liberalization 

Domestic budgetary and IMF (International Monetary 
Fund) pressure has prompted recent reforms in the price 
structure in Hungary. The Government had predicted a 
budget deftcit of $250 million for 1990, but reduced its 
target to $156 million in December 1990 to persuade the 
IMF to release delayed fmancial aid. Subsidies to 
enterprises were cut from $1.09 billion to $308 million, 
reducing the fmal budget deftcit to $23 millionP 

Food, gasoline, and other prices were increased in 
January 1990, boosting the consumer price index by 19.5 
percent. More price increases followed in February (rents 
for state housing, telephone charges, inner-city 
transportation fares, and train fares) and in June to keep 
Hungary's budget deficit on track with the $156 xoHLion 
(10 billion-forint) target. Prices for oil, beverages, and 
cigarettes increased by 20-30 percent on July 9, 1990, 
and those for energy by 30-45 percent on August 1. The 
Government cut foreign trade subsidies to $15 million (1 
billion forint) for nonagriCUltural goods and $40 million 
(2.6 billion forint) for exports of agricultural produce. A 
compensation program of $37 million (2.4 billion forint) 
was initiated to cushion the poorest section of the 
Hungarian population from the price increases. 

More price increases in August (meat, chicken, milk, 
bread, flour, and fruits rose 30-40 percent) made for a 
27.1-percent increase in retail prices in the fD'St 8 months 
of 1990 versus the same period in 1989. Virtually all 
agricultural producer prices were liberalized. To ensure 
that agriculture remained internationally competitive, the 
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Government proposed the elimination of licenses on 
imports of most agricultural products. IS 

When the Government tried to increase gasoline prices by 
60-70 percent in October 1990, taxi drivers across the 
country initiated a strike, paralyzing the country for 
several days. In response, the Government scaled back 
the increases to 30 percent, tying future gasoline prices to 
the world market level. The National Assembly passed a 
price reform bill in November 1990, designed to allow all 
enterprises the right to set prices. However, the law 
requires that the Government (1) determine the sectors 
and methods of setting prices by the state, (2) be given 
prior notification of price increases by enterprises, and (3) 
issue rules for regulating prices normally in the "free 
area" in the event of significant economic policy 
modifications. 

Hungary's 1990 inflation rate reached 30 percent. Price 
increases for public services in January and February 
1991 ranged from 40 percent for postal and telephone 
services to 100 percent for drinking water rates and 
sewerage fees. Transportation fares were up 50-55 
percent. The overall price level rose 36 percent in 1991. 
Income compensations ovt,'C the year, through increased 
wages, pensions, family allowances (per child), and tax 
base deductions, rose approximately 20 percent. Thus, 
there was a 12-percent reduction in real income. For 
1992, the annual inflation rate stood at 23 percent as of 
September. Overall inflation in Hungary was expected to 
reach 22-23 percent for 1992. 

During 1989 and 1990, Hungary accelerated its program 
of price liberalization. As of early 1991, only 10 percent 
of prices were regulated, compared with 50 percent in 
1988.19 Subsidies on household energy were eliminated, 
and subsidies on other services, such as local 
transportation, were reduced. The Price Office was 
eliminated in 1990, and responsibilities for tracking and 
regulating prices were transferred to the Ministry of 
Finance. 

Consumption of agricultural products dropped off with 
the reduction of disposable income in Hungary. The 
Government also phased out consumer subsidies, bringing 
consumption down lower than the reduction of output by 
producers, especially for meat and milk products. An 
abundant grain harvest in 1990 and 1991 led to an 
erosion of real farm producer prices. This placed 
downward pressure on agricultural income, forcing the 
Hungarian Ministry of Agriculture to institute an 
Agricultural Market Regulation program in early 1991. 
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Statutory minimum prices were set for wheat, com, pork, 
and beef. Later in 1991, a milk reduction program was 
instituted to compensate producers 12 cents per gallon 
(10,000 forint per 4,500 liters) for reduced production. 

The Hungarian Parliament has not officially funded the 
A£dcultural Market Regulation program, so government 
purchases of meat and dairy products have been less than 
originally planned by the Agricultural Market Regulation 
Committee. A combination of export loan guarantees 
(mainly for wheat) and export subsidies lessened the 
surplus production of agricultural commodities. 
Nevertheless, producers responded to lower real prices by 
reducing output in the second half of 1991. Milk output 
fell by 25-30 percent 20 

According to Hungary's Finance Minister, Mihaly Kupa, 
agricultural support in 1992 would equal the 1991 level 
of 34 billion forint, or 25 percent of all government 
subsidies. Proportionally more would be made available 
for market intervention in agriculture in 1992 than in 
1991. More than 4 billion forint ($55 million) were to be 
made available for market intervention, and more than 3 
billion forint ($41 million) for agricultural investment and 
interest subsidies.21 The lion's share of agriCUltural 
support, 26 billion forint, was to go to export subsidies. 

Trade Policy 

The National Assembly adopted a law in November 1990 
abolishing state foreign trade monopolies. This law 
enables all market agents, including private individuals, to 
engage in foreign trade activity. Licenses are necessary 
for the import of foodstuffs, telecommunications 
equipment, medicines, and some other consumer items. 
Permits are necessary for the export of energy-related 
equipment, basic materials, and foodstuffs important for 
supplies. Trade liberalization has freed 90 percent of all 
imports from trade and exchange restrictions and exposed 
70 percent of industrial production to international market 
competition. 

The Hungarian forint is partially convertible. Corporate 
trade in goods and fmancial transactions are allowed free 
access to foreign excbange. On January 4, 1991, the 
National Bank of Hungary devalued the forint by 15 
percent against convertible currencies to offset the 
growth in Hungary's inflation rate and to maintain the 
country's competitiveness in foreign markets. This move 
allows partial convertibility, as the official value of the 
forint is still fixed by the Government as opposed to 
being free-floating. The forint has since been further 



devalued, and the Government has taken additional steps 
toward currency convertibility, including budget deficit 
control and easier access to hard currency for foreigners 
and Hungarians alike. 

General Privatizmwn Strategy 

The Hungarian Parliament approved the economywide 
privatization program for state-owned property in 
September 1990, which aims at 90 percent of the 
Hungarian industrial and service sectors. The idea of 
reprivatization was rejected in favor of compensation to 
former owners. Former owners have the right to make 
compensation claims and pre-empt property sales. Final 
resolution of the compensation issue was delayed because 
the Hungarian Supreme Court and opposition parties 
rejected bills favoring agricultural compensation over 
compensation in nonagricultural sectors. 

A State Property Agency (SPA) has been created to 
handle the sale of state assets. The SPA is th~ 
privatization body that holds title to state-owned property 
and accounts for 90 percent of Hungarian capital, or $23­
$28 billion. The SPA is authorized to execute three 
separate privatization programs for small, medium, and 
large enterprises. 

• Small enterprises are being auctioned to 
individuals; in 90 percent of the cases, the new 
entrepreneur purchases a minimum lO-year leasing right 
to the commercial space but does not gain actual 
ownership. 

• Medium-sized enterprises will be sold lUlder a 
valiant of spontaneous privatization, by which any 
investor can identify a target flrm and make it eligible for 
privatization. The SPA must respond within 30 days with 
conditions on the bid for the fum (such as the maximum 
degree of foreign participation). During the next 90 days, 
the SPA transforms the fum into a joint-stock company, 
conducts an initial valuation of the fum, and solicits other 
bids. Then the SPA closes the bidding and concludes the 
sale. 

• The privatization of large enterprises can be 
executed through various methods. First, the enterprise is 
transformed into a joint-stock company owned completely 
by the state. Then it is sold through public stock 
offerings, competitive bidding, to its employees, or 
through investor groups who manage the privatization. 

Land Reform 

Individual farmers in Hungary continue to hold title to 
roughly 2 million hectares of agricultural land used by 
cooperatives, so land tenure is a politically and 
constitutionally volatile issue. In 1990, in Hungary's frrst 
elections since the demise of communist power, the 
Hungarian Democratic Forum (MDp) announced its 
intention to restore landownership to peasants. After the 
elections, the MDF and the FKgP (the Independent 
Smallholders Party) emerged as the two strongest in the 
three-party government coalition. These two parties 
reached a compromise on the land question that separated 
ownership rights from land use rights. This proposal 
allowed most of the cooperative farms to continue 
operations by paying rent to the former owners. The 
status of the lands (3.5 million hectares) for which 
cooperatives had already paid compensation in the 1970's 
remained unclear. 

Finally, in April 1991, after extensive debate in the 
Parliament on provisions that treat former agricultural 
owners and other former property owners with greater 
equanimity, a law was passed regarding restitution and 
compensation for past confiscation of rural and urban 
lands (those confiscated after 1949). Since this law on 
compensation allowed former agriCUltural landowners to 
reclaim land but limited former nonagricultural property 
owners to compensation through vouchers, the Hungarian 
Supreme Court recently ruled that it was unconstitutional. 

The Hungarian National Assembly passed a revised 
Compensation Law in July 1991 (covering private 
property confiscated or damaged after June 8, 1949) 
which stipulates that all previous property owners shall 
receive compensation by voucher. The face value given 
to an individual's voucher depends on the value of past 
confiscated assets or damage, but is calculated using a 
regressive scale: full compensation is provided for 
amounts up to 200,000 forint ($2,600). The extent of 
indemnification falls sharply for damages above the 
200,OOO-forint level. For example, damages above 
500,000 forint will receive indemnification of 310,000 
forint ($4,000) plus 10 percent of the damage value 
exceeding 500,000 forint 

The value olf land confiscated in the past will be 
calculated on the basis of the recorded net income of the 
arable land, known as the Gold Crown value. The issued 
voucher can be used to purchase land or state property up 
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for sale, or it can be deposited for up to 3 years in a bank 
and earn 75 percent of the central bank's basic interest 
rate. Purchased arable land must be used for agricultural 
production for a minimum of 5 years or be subject to 
seizure by the state. However, the land may be sold to 
others who will use it for agricultural production. 

To ensure that enough land will be available for purchase 
by those holding vouchers, each county's National 
Damage Claims Settlement Office will notify individual 
cooperative (and state) farms within 2 months after the 
claim filing process ends of the total Gold Crown value 
of claims fLIed against arable land. The cooperative will 
then designate the arable land that entitled persons will 
have tlle right to purchase. A land bank will effect 
the transfer of landownership to members and employees 
of cooperative farms and employees of state farms. The 
size of the land bank will be determined by alloc~ting 
land of an average value of 30 Gold Crowns ($400) to 
each member of a cooperative and 20 Gold Crowns 
($270) to each employee of a cooperative or state farm. 
The Gold Crown value of the land bank thus calculated 
will not exceed 50 percent of the Gold Crown value of 
arable land owned by the cooperative or managed by the 
state farm. 

Cooperative and State Farm Restructuring 

The HungariaJI Parliament adopted a new law in January 
1992 that clarifies property relations in cooperatives, 
including cooperative farms. The law gives the 
cooperatives 1 year to choose between three alternative 
property struClures: (1) a share-holding company that 
sells shares to outsiders (those who were not previously 
cooperative members), (2) division of property among its 
members, and (3) maintenance as a cooperative. The law 
established a set of regulations for each option. 

Minister of Agriculture Elemer Gergatz recently 
announced legislation that would regulate the property 
status of state-owned farms. Some would be sold, some 
would be forced into bankruptcy and dissolved, and 
others (purportedly 20-25 percent) would remain partly 
owned by the state to be used primarily as research 
facilities,22 Of almost 140 state farms, 12 are to remain 
wholly state-owned. 

Privatization Results to Date 

The State Property Agency (SPA) announced in early 
February 1992 that it will add 600 more state-owned 
companies to the list of 350 already for sale, nearing balf 

of the 2,200 large companies owned by the state. 
Between 30 and 40 percent of previously state-owned 
assets have been privatized, with an estimated 50 percent 
of GNP accounted for by the private sector.23 

The leasing of small retailing businesses from the state 
has been accelerated, according to the SPA, after initial 
doubts from potential buyers about the future level of 
rents to be paid to local governments. In response, the 
Federal Government enacted bills that placed ceilings on 
the level of rents, and the SPA predicted that most state­
owned businesses eligible for leasing would be privatized 
by the end of 1992. 

Poland 

Poland's transition to a market economy began in August 
1989, when most producer and consumer prices were 
freed of state control and subsidies were frozen. After 4 
months of rapid inflation, a comprehensive stabilization 
program removed remaining subsidies and price controls, 
established strict monetary and fiscal controls, and 
liberalized trade, including internal currency 
convertibility. The program was successful in slowing 
inflation. However, the agricultural sector has suffered as 
producer prices have fallen beneath production costs. 
The Polish Government has put into place a number of 
programs to support agriculture, but has not been able to 
formulate a coherent agricultural policy. 

Stabilization: The "Big Bang" of1990 

Poland's rapid inflation in 1989-90 was the result of 
suppressed inflation that had built up in the latter half of 
the 1980's as the Government yielded repeatedly to 
demands for wage increases despite the lack of 
productivity gains. At the same time, the Government 
maintained tight control over retail prices, resulting in an 
increasing number of zlotys chasing too few goods. 
These inflationary pressures were manifested in 
lengthening lines at the state food shops. Inflation was 
allowed to accelerate after August 1989 via a wage­
indexation plan that guaranteed l00-percent compensation 
for food price increases and SO-percent compensation for 
increases in the prices of other goods. The key elements 
of the 1990 stabilization program were: 

• A balanced budget for 1990, to be 
accomplished througb the removal of remaining subsidies; 

.. Strict wage controls, with penalizing taxes 
imposed on rlCDlS that granted excessive wage increases. 
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• Internal convertibility for the zloty. (Internal 
convertibility means that the zloty can be freely 
exchanged for foreign currencies by Polish citizens within 
the borders of Poland. Zlotys cannot be taken out of the 
country or traded in international currency markets.) The 
exchange rate was fIXed at the 1990 black market rate of 
9,500 zlotys per U.S. dollar. 

• Full trade liberalization. The monopoly status 
of the state-owned foreign trade organizations was 
broken, with any firm free to engage in foreign trade. 

• Reform of the tax code (replacement of the old 
turnover taxes with a system of value-added and personal 
income taxes). 

• Reform of the banking system, with the 
introduction of a commercial banking network and 
positive real interest rates. 

• Progress toward privatization and more 
aggressive government action to break up the socialized 
meat-, dairy-, and coal-producing enterprises. 

• Establishment of a social safety net to cushion 
the blow for those hardest hit by the changes. 

Results almost 2 years later are mixed. The most 
successful aspect of the program bas been in foreign trade 
as the convertible zloty has proven to be quite stable. A 
wide variety of imported goods became available in 
Polish shops following the liberalization of foreign trade. 
Poland, nevertheless, ended 1990 with a substantial hard 
currency trade surplus. However, a dramatic surge in 
1991 imports resulted in a slight trade deficit The 
liberalization of imports also increased the availability of 
agricultural inputs, providing some competition to the 
state-owned input suppliers. 

Inflation was slowed significantly, but not halted. Mter 
an initial surge in January and February of 1990, the 
monthly inflation rate was down to 4 percent by April 
1990. However, the monthly inflation rate has remained 
at 4-5 percent since, resulting in an annual rate of 60-80 
percent for 1991. One reason for the continuing inflation 
is the lack of wage discipline. Privatization has been 
slow, and most of the old state-owned enterprises endure 
as worker-managed firms, easily susceptible to pressures 
for wage hikes. 

The lines to Polish food shops have disappeared, and 
retail food prices have settled at a level where demand 

equals supply. Demand for basic food items has fallen as 
a result of falling real income and in part because of 
increased availability of a variety of substitutable goods. 

Conditions for most Polish farmers have deteriorated 
significantly. Under the communist government, Poland's 
priva~ farmers (who account for almost 80 percent of 
gross farm output) suffered from policies that 
discrimir.ated against them in the allocation of investment 
and inputs. They also fa·.::ed a monopsonistic purchasing 
system. However, farmers received guaranteed prices, set 
by the Government to ensure rural/urban income parity, 
and they could be sure that whatever they chose to 
market would be bought 

With reform, farmers faced significantly lower real 
producer prices and found that they no longer had a 
guaranteed market for their produce. A drop in consumer 
demand prompted the state-owned processing and 
distribution enterprises to reduce the prices offered to 
farmers, or bypass purchasing organizations altogether. 
Alternative marketing channels continued to be limited. 
The old state-owned enterprises have been broken up 
along regional lines into independent units, which 
theoretically compete with one another. The number of 
private middlemen and new processing enterprises has 
consequently increased. The private share of the market, 
however, is still small, and many farmers are unable to 
take advantage of what competition there is. Prices 
offered in neigbboring d.istricts vary widely, yet most 
farmers still do not have access to market information or 
the means to take their produce to the highest bidder. 

Support to Producers 

The Government resisted pressure to reinstate guaranteed 
minimum prices until 1992. Instead, a number of partial 
measures were taken to respond to the farmers' plight. 
Support fQr agriculture came to just 7 percent of total 
budget outlays in 1991, down from 19 percent of the 
budget in 1988.24 

The Parliament established the Agency for Agricultural 
Markets (AAR) in 1990 to carry out intervention 
purchasing. The AAR aims to stabilize farm prices by 
purcbasing farm goods when prices fall below a given 
level and releasing them when prices are higher. The 
intervention price is generally 10 percent below the 
current market price. The AAR receives a budget from 
the Treasury, but is supposed to be laJ;gely self-financing 
in the longer term. The agency seeks to export the stocks 
that it buys. 
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The AAR purchased 270,000 mt of wheat and 225,000 
mt of sugar in 1990, which it exported at a loss. The 
AAR received a budget of $207 million in 1991 to 
purchase 200,000 mt of wheat, 100,000 mt of rye, 
100,000 mt of pork, and 11,000 mt of butter. The wheat 
and pork are for export to the former Soviet republics. 

In addition, the Government provided subsidized credit 
(at interest rates of 30 percent instead of the market rate 
of 70 percent) to farmers for the purchase of fertilizer, 
land, and breeding stock. (In the spring of 1990, the 
Government provided subsidies for fertilizer, but these 
subsidies were eliminated in 1991.) A total of 1.4 billion 
zlotys were allocated from the state budget for 
preferential credit in 1991. Of this, 850 million zlotys 
were targeted for purchases of fertilizers and plant 
protection agents. The remainder was earmarked for 
modernization and restructuring of agriculture, including 
credit for land purchases, procurement and storage of 
farm products, and projects related to the restructuring of 
the processing sector. An Office for the Restructuring of 
the Dairy Industry bas been created in the Ministry of 
Agriculture and the Food Industry to provide preferential 
credit to support modernization, improve marketing, and 
promote new dairy products. The budget of this office 
was $85 million in 1990, but was reduced to $35 million 
in 1991. 

The Agency for Agricultural Markets agreed in 1991 to 
institute guaranteed minimum prices for wbeat, rye, milk. 
and butter, based on the following princirles: (1) the 
price will be set to gU&IaIltee profitability of the product 
at average costs of 9roduction, (2) the prices will be 
maintained through intervention purchasing, and (3) the 
minimum price will not exceed the cif (cost plus 
insurance and freight) border price plus customs duties. 
The actual price levels negotiated in June 1992 with the 
various farmers' unions were l35,000 zlotys 
(approximately $100) per metric ton for wheat, and 
70,000 zlotys per metric ton for rye. This system, 
however, does not guarantee that all farmers will receive 
these prices. Rather, the AAR will purchase wheat and 
rye only from those processors who pay the minimum 
price to farmers. Processors are free to pay lower prices 
if they believe they can sell the products on their own. 

Trade Policy 

A cornerstone of Poland's stabilization program was trade 
liberalization. Initially, almost all controls on imports 
were eliminated, and tariffs were set at a nominal level, 
generally around 5 percent The monopoly power of the 

state-owned foreign trade organizations was broken, with 
any organization free to engage in foreign trade. 

Poland's trade and exchange rate policies in 1990 were 
remarlcably successful. The convertible zloty was 
relatively stable, and Poland finished 1990 with a 
substantial hard currency trade surplus. But problems 
arose in 1991. The Government was twice forced to 
devalue the zloty because of domestic inflation, and 1991 
ended with a slight deficit in hard currency trade, 
apparently the result of having to pay hard currency for 
Soviet energy and raw materials. Moreover, the flood of 
imports from the West, many of them cbeaper and more 
attractively packaged than Polish products, had an adverse 
impact on domestic producers. Many of these imports 
were dumped from EC intervention stocks at subsidized 
prices below Polish production costs. In addition, exports 
have been hurt by the collapse of Soviet markets and 
continuing EC barriers against Polish products. 

In response to complaints from farmers about unfair 
competition from abroad, the Polish Government raised 
tariffs significantly in April 1991 and again in August. 
Tariffs on agricultural products now average 30 percent 
and range from 5 percent for breeding cattle to 30 percent 
for fresh pork to 40 percent for butter. The Government 
began to require permits for the imports of milk and dairy 
products in May 1992 to maintain the guaranteed 
minimum domestic prices and to control the quality of 
the imported products. 

Privatization 

In July 1990, the Polish Parliament passed a Privatization 
Law, which spelled out the steps by which state-owned 
enterprises would pass to private ownership. This law 
established a Ministry of Ownership Transformation 
(MOn to oversee the conversion of state property to 
private ownership. Enterprises selected by this new 
ministry will be converted to joint-stock companies, and 
their shares will then be sold. Other enterprises will be 
auctioned off or sold directly to individual buyers. 
Coupons toward shares in state enterprises will be 
distributed to the population. Workers will be able to 
buy up to 20 percent of the shares of their enterprise at 
half price. 

The Government aims to privatize 80 percent of its 
primarily state-run economy by 1996. However, the 
downturn in Polish economic performance and low level 
of domestic savings, as well as inadequate fmancing and 
banking institutions, are some of the difficulties 
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confronting Polish privatization. The program for 
privatization forecast the sale of 30-40 large enterprises in 
1992. Another 400-600 small- and medium-size state 
enterprises were to be privatized by lease or 
transformation into joint-stock companies. The expected 
revenues from privatization are esili.'1ated at $600-$900 
million. 

During 1991, the MOT tried a new approach in selling 
off state assets by advertising in the national and 
international business press. Some of the results were: 

e 51 percent of the Polam-Pila light bulb 
production company has been sold to Philips. 

• 80 percent of the Fampa paper machinery 
producer was sold to U.S. Beloit Company, the world 
leader in paper machinery. 

• The Polish Government offered a substantial 
minority interest in the cosmetics company Pollena­
Bydgoszcz, S.A., and up to 80 percent of shares in POL­
BAF, S.A., a starch and potato granulate manufacturer 
near Lodz. 

These actions, a significant departure from Polish 
practice, are an attempt to reduce Western concerns over 
bureaucratic delays in Polish investment 

In July 1991, the MOT chose 400 enterprises of good 
financial standing for the Program of General 
Privatization. The selected plants were transformed in 
August 1991 into joint-stock companies of the State 
Treasury. Stocks are distributed as follows: 60 percent 
to citizens through brokerages of specially appointed 
institutions called national assets boards, 10 percent to 
plant employees, and 30 percent to the state. These 
enterprises represent a large portion of industrial assets, 
accounting for approximately 25 percent of state 
industrial production, and employing about 12 percent of 
all workers. 

Land Reform 

In theory, state farms are to be privatized in the same 
way as other enterprises. The desperate fmanciaI 
condition of most state farms has discouraged potential 
buyers. The Agricultural Property Agency, established in 
1991, has taken over the administration of Poland's state 
farms. This agency will manage the state farms until 
their eventual privatization, with the aim of protecting the 
value of their assets. The agency first plans to sell off 

state farm apartments at a discount to their current 
residents, with the discount directly related to length of 
service. The agency ultimately hopes to sell or lease the 
state farmland to private farmers. 

In the communist era, private farms controlled 75 percent 
of Polish farmland. The 50-hectare ceiling on the size of 
an individual plot was abolished in 1990. However, the 
general recession in agriculture has dampened the 
expansion of private farms, whose average size was about 
6 hectares in 1990. A new trend in land tenure is the 
lease, rather than purchase, of farmland.2s By leasing 
land, rural property owners who do not know how to 
profitably farm the land under current depressed 
economic conditions do not have to sell the asset they 
consider their main source of long-term economic 
security. Commercial.·oriented private farms have been 
under the greatest financial pressure from lower real 
farmga.t.e prices and higher real interest rates on 
commercial bank loans, which these specialized private 
producers used for investments and working capital more 
than small family farms. 

Restitution to Fomaer Owners 

An increasingly strong lobby of former landowners in 
Poland became highly vocal in 1991 in attempts to 
reclaim everything from drugstores and small machine 
shops to forests, farmland, homes, and factories. Former 
property owners claim 1 million hectares of land and 
more than 2,000 factories (roughly 6 percent of Polish 
industry), property worth an estimated $9.9-$17.4 billion. 
The Government has argued that restitution in k::ld would 
bankrupt the state and disrupt the sale of thousands of 
deteriorating factories to new Polish and foreign owners 
who know how to make a profit. 

The Polish Ministry of Ownership Transformation agreed 
that restitution should take the form of privatization 
vouchers not bearing interest in cases where full 
restitution was not possible. Property would also be 
returned to Polish emigres under the condition that they 
return to the country and take up Polish citizenship. A 
1991 draft law emphasized compensation in the fo.nn of 
vouchers and further limited the scope of restitution in 
kind. Under this draft law, owners would be given 1 
year to stake their claims; the Sejm would then allocate a 
lump sum for compensation from the proceeds of 
enterprise sales under the privatization program. The 
value of the nationalized assets being claimed would be 
determined one by one and compared with one another 
acCording to a uniform system of points. The value of 
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each point would be determined as a fraction of the lump 
sum allocated by the Sejm. Thus. it may be possible that 
the compensation could be far lower than the actual value 
of the nationalized properties. 

The draft restitution law also states that restitution in kind 
would be limited to country estates. pharmacies 
nationalized in 1951. smaller enterprises nationalized in 
1958. and any other property that was confiscated in 
violation of laws existing at the time. Property would be 
returned in kind only if it had been left unused by the 
state or it could be separated from state enterprises 
without harming their ongoing business activities. The 
return of property currently owned by cooperatives would 
require their approval. Former owners would have to pay 
for having their property appraised and separated from 
state enterprises, as well as assume all debts, obligations, 
and improvements made by the state. Those who chose 
vouchers could also exchange them for shares in state­
owned farmland. 

The Government's draft restitution law limits the number 
of claims for restitution in kind to avoid a slowdown in 
its program of mass privatization. Even if the bill had 
been approved immediately, former owners would not 
have received their fll'st vouchers until 1993, about the 
same time that Polish citizens will receive their mutual 
fund shares as part of the Government's general 
privatization program. 

Progress 

The Government's 1991 definition of "private" has shifted 
5.7 percent of industry activity from state to private 
hands. Over 1.4 million fums were privately managed by 
the end of 1991. Employment at these fums amounted to 
2.6 million. Commercial, restaurant, and service 
enterprises accounted for 90 percent of the increase in the 
number of private fums. Private industrial enterprises 
accounted for less than 25 .percent of private companies. 

More change has occurred in agricultural input supp]y, 
processing, and retailing than has occurred in land­
ownership. The State Anti-Monopoly Office has broken 
up large monopolies into smaller independent enterprises, 
though these smaller fums often act as regional 
monopolists. The possibility of importing agricultural 
inputs at zero or low tariff rates has put pressure on 
domestic suppliers' margins and further eroded monopoly 
positions. In the input supply sector, over 80 percent of 
the enterprises are now private.26 The Agency of 
Agricultural Property intends to privatize one-third of the 

450 state food-processing enterprises through sale of 
shares (the capital method) and the other two-thirds 
through sale, lease, or transformation into shareholding 
companies (the liquidation method).27 

Altogether, 320 enterprises (state farms and state 
agricultural-processing and input-supply enterprises) were 
privatized by the end of 1991. This number represents 25 
percent of the 1,258 state enterprises privatized by 
yearend 1991.28 Roughly 30 percent of the 320 state 
agricultural enterprises were primary agricultural 
enterprises: state farms, plant-breeding stations, and 
livestock-breeding centers. In the retailing sector, 23,000 
grocery stores had been privatized by the end of 1990, 
which represented 20 percent of the shops formerly 
belonging to the socialized seCtor.29 By April 1992, an 
additional 69 enterprises in the extended agricultural 
economy had entered into the privatization process. 

Romania 

Romania, while lagging behind its CEE neighbors, has 
pursued price reform, trade liberalization, privatization 
and property restitution to former owners, and tight 
monetary policies (with the aid of the IMF). 

Price Policy 

Prices for agricultural output produced on personal plots 
were decontrolled in February 1990. Deteriorating food 
suppHes in the state distribution network and a widening 
state deficit forced a major price reform on October 18, 
1990. The government resolution allowed private 
enteIplises and those operating with state capital to set 
prices for goods and services on the basis of demand and 
supply. In the case of products and services temporarily 
subsidized by the state, prices would be set by the 
Government on the basis of proposals made by the 
Ministry of Finance. 

In explaining why a shock therapy approach was adopted 
by the Romanian Government, ex-Prime Minister Petre 
Roman was quite explicit: "Public revenues in 1990 were 
20 percent lower than expenditures: in order to balance 
the national budget, there was no other alternative to the 
revision and deregulation of prices.,,30 Moreover, the 
Governor General of the Bank of Romania reported that 
Romania's 1990 deficit in hard currency alone was 
roughly $1.2 billion. Imports worth $2.4 billion were 
consumed in the frrst 8 months of 1990, and hard 
currency reserves were exhausted. F&:ed with this 
predicament, Romania turned to the IMF for a credit of 
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over $1 billion. The shortage of hard currency has 
curtailed the import flow, which still remains higher than 
the flow of hard currency exports, further exacerbating 
the hard currency trade deficit and shortage. 

Prices of aU but essential goods and services--staple 
foods, residential energy, and communications--were 
raised or freed in November 1990. Prices were 
deregulated for goods supplied by three or more 
competing producers, and prices of other goods were 
raised to cover production costs plus a reasonable profit 
This first phase of price reform excluded most 
agricultural commodities and food products. 

To establish a social safety net, the October price reform 
resolution stipulated that the prices for electricity, thermal 
energy, rents for dwellings, heating and cooking fuel, 
transportation fares, and some staple foods were to 
remain unchanged. The retail price increases of some 
other goods were indexed to the average rise in wages. 
Rises in the prices of staple foods and other basic goods 
and services were compensated by fIXed monthly 
payments made to individuals through the enterpdses 
where they work. Student scholarships, food allowances, 
and pensions increased as well. The monthly 
compensation received by all employees was 750 leu, 
equal to 25 percent of the average Romanian income of 
3,000 leu ($100) per month. Pensioners received an extra 
400 leu per month (their pensions ranged from 1,500­
2,000 leu per month). These payments began as of mid­
November 199G. 

Ex-Prime Minister Roman defended the price reform in a 
speech on November 5, 1990, underscoring that price 
liberalization affected only 20-25 percent of the country's 
products, in which case the government compensation 
scheme "prevented the living standard from worsening." 
Indeed, if the price increases (100-120 percent) in 
November were limited to 25 percent of retail goods 
(measured by their income shares rather than sheer 
number), then the 25-percent increase in salarir.s effected 
through compensation payments may have come close to 
maintaining the living standard. (The Romanian National 
Statistics Board announced in January 1992 that the retail 
price index, with October 1990 as the base period, rose 
23.4 percent in November 1990.) 

A second round of price increases and further 
deregulation in April-August 1991 included most basic 
food products. The prices of eggs, breads, and meats 
rose 100-120 percent, the maximum allowable increase. 
Food prices as a whole rose 104.6 percent, while the 

prices of nonfood products and servic.es rose 46.7 percent 
and 41 percent, respectively. The overall increase in the 
consumer price index for April alone was 26.5 percent 

The price resolutions kept the retail prices of energy, fuel, 
and dwelling rents unchanged in the medium term. 
Official prices for basic foods and certain industrial 
products and services could not be raised above ceilings 
set by the Government However, in May 1992, 
subsidies on 16 basic goods were cut by 2S percent A 
second round of subsidy cuts, effective September 1, 
1992, fully liberalized the prices of meat, sugar, edible 
oil, and cotton. 

The GOvernment continues to make compensation 
payments to maintain the standard of living. Similarly, 
salaries and pensions are correlated (adjusted) monthly !.O 
the price index. In January 1992, incomes were adjusted 
by 11 percent Minimum wages in the state sector were 
raised by 15 percent following the September round of 
subsidy cuts, and the Government is expected to begin 
cash handouts. In addition, a recent government directive 
put forth an 18-percent value-added tax, effective January 
1, 1993, to replace the current tax on goods in circulation. 

Agricultural Policy 

Prices paid by the state for agricultural products in 1990 
rose 40 percent, while input prices remained at previous 
levels. Floor prices in 1991 were considerably above 
1990 levels, especially for sunflower and soybean 
producers. The Government more than tripled the price 
of fertilizer on November 1, 1990, after years of steadily 
declining fertilizer output 

Also in 1990, the Government abolished laws requiring 
producers to sell all their agricultural commodities to the 
state. Private households and cooperatives were free to 
offer their products on open markets at prices determined 
by supply and demand. Consequ.ently, significantly larger 
quantities of farm products (fmit, vegetables, live 
animals, cheese, and other livestock products) in 1990 
moved through the decontrolled open markets at higher 
(than state) prices. Fresh meat could not be sold on the 
open markets due to sanitary controls. Private holdings 
of wheat, com, and other storable products increased with 
the abolition of obligatory sales. The Government has 
estimated private sector grain holdings at 47 percent of 
total grain stocks, including 80 percent of all com. 

Farmers' freedom to sell their products through both 
private and public channels was expected to put more 
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food on the market. But. the prices offered by the state 
procurement agencies were not high enough to 
compensate farmers for the rising input prices, and 
private channels were not sufficiently prepared to process 
food from raw materials to a marketable product As a 
result, fanners sold very little of their output to state 
processors, instead choosing to store production in storage 
bins. Food shortages, due to breakdowns in marketing, 
have been common, and the Government has appealed to 
the EC and the United States for food aid. 

Agricultural Trade 

Agricultural imports in 1990 jumped severalfold while 
exports dropped to all-time lows. The dramatic 
turnaround of Romanian agricultural trade was caused by 
the Government's ban on all food and agricultural exports 
and the allocation of hard currency reserves for food and 
feed grain imports. (Romania imported 500,000 mt of 
soybeans and an additional 430,000 mt of soybean meal, 
well above the low levels authorized i 1 previous years. 
Imports of feed grains jumped to nearl.' 1.1 mmt) The 
changes in trade policy were designed tJ provide 
increased domestic food supplies for tht.: population, 
which had suffered from both shortages and poor quality 
in recent years. 

To stem the export of wheat in 1992, the Government 
imposed stiff fines on anyone selling wheat or wheat 
products outside of official channels. With the drought 
situation exacerbating already declining grain production, 
Romania expects to import an estimated 1-1.5 mmt of 
wheat to meet 1992193 needs. 

Export bans and quotas. The Government in early 
1991 announced measures aimed at liberalizing foreign 
trade. The first and most important measure provided 
that export licenses be gran.ted automatically for most 
products, with others requiring prior approval for export 
or subject to export quotas. Certain commodities 
remained under export ban in 1992 to avoid further 
shortages. Export quota regulations were modified 
further in 1992 to accommodate dynamic changes in the 
food situation in Romania. 

The export quotas as of January 1991 were (in metric 
tons): live sheep (20,000), live cattle (40,000), pork 
(80,000), canned ham (3,000), canned meat (4,000), 
sausages (2,500), edible variety meats (3,000), tomato 
juice and paste (100), and canned vegetables and fruit 
(1,000). 

At the same time, agricultural imports have been 
liberalized. The Ministry of Finance and Trade retains 
the option of introducing temporary import surcharges in 
case imports threaten to disrupt domestic production or 
upset the balance of payments. Imports continued to be 
hampered in 1991192 by limited access to foreign crp,dit 
and low hard currency reserves. The Ministry of Finance 
and Trade in January 1992 imposed new duties for the 
import of food and agricultural products (table 4). Import 
duties were waived during 1992 for powdered milk, 
potatoes, onions, olives, lemons, grapefruit, wheat and 
grains, corn, rice, soybeans, edible oils, canned fish, 
sugar, cocoa, baby foods, flour-based products, starch, 
malt, and yeast to avoid domestic shortages. The 
products in table 4 had general tariff changes, as well as 
special tariff rates for 1992. 

Exchange Rale Devaluation and Convertibility 

The convertibility of the leu was introduced in hard­
currency sales at auctions organized by the Romanian 
National Bank in 1991. Economic agents and Romanian 
citizens are eligible to buy and sell at these auctions. 
After a series of devaluations, the Government finally 
abolished the artificial official exchange rate for the leu 
to attain internal convertibility. The leu/dollar exchange 
rate as of April 1992 was about 200 leu per dollar. 

Romanian private and public exporters were permitted to 
keep 100 percent of export revenue in hard currency 
beginning in June 1992. To de-dollarize the economy, all 
transactions in dollars within the domestic economy have 
been banned.31 Control of the exchange rate will remain 
with the National Bank in order to support the leu. 

lAnd Legislation 

Privatization efforts in Romania have concentrated on the 
agricultural sector. In February 1990, Decree 42 
authorized cooperative and state farms to allocate up to 
0.5 hectare of arable land to each working member. In 
hilly and mountainous areas, cooperatives can apportion 
even larger areas of arable land, pastures, vineyards, and 
orchards provided that the members receiving the land do 
not hire outside labor. As a result, the private sector 
share of arable area increased from 12 percent in 1989 to 
28 percent in 1990. 

A February 1991, Land Reform Law established private 
ownership of agricultural land. The right to receive land 
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Table 4--Romanien import duties., January 1992 

Commodity 

Beef (chilled/frozen) 
Pork (chilled/frozen) 
Mutton (chilled/frozen) 
Goat meat (chilled/frozen) 
Poultry meat (chilled/frozen) 
Fish (frozen) 
Milk and sour cream 
Garlic 
Green beans 
Oranges 
Flour (wheat and corn) 
Soybean oil 
Olive oil 
Sausage and meat products 
Chocolate 

is recognized for all coopemtive farm members who 
contributed land to a coopemtive, their heirs, and current 
cooperative members who previously owned no land. 
The extent of their land claim will be determined by the 
availability in the local land reserve. Local land commis­
sions in mountainous regions are instructed to try to 
return specific property formerly owned. Commissions in 
flat regions will decide which land can be assigned to 
former owners, but the returned land does not have to be 
the formerly owned land. 

The limit on initial land allocations is 10 hectares per 
family. Persons residing in ruml communities (but not 
working in agriculture) can receive up to 0.5 hectare. All 
Romanian citizens may now have title to, sell, buy, will, 
and inherit land, but there are still restrictions on the 
amount of land that can be owned. For example, no 
family may purchase more than 100 hectares of arable 
land. Foreign citizens cannot own land, but can inherit it 
Upon inheriting it, they must sell it or return it to the 
state within 1 year. A 10-yrN resale ban applies to 
individuals who previously owned no land but have been 
assigned land as a result of the legislation. 

Almost 70 percent of previously state-owned land has 
been distributed to private parties. No clear title has been 

1991 New 1992 
(1193) only 

Percent 

8 20 5 
8 20 5 
8 20 20 
8 20 20 

20 25 10 
28 20 10 
25 25 10 
15 25 5 
21 20 5 
31 20 20 
20 25 10 
10 25 10 
15 25 15 
15 25 15 
25 20 20 

issued, so farmers are reluctant to farm any land while 
there is still a chance that ownership may change. This 
reluctance has decreased production and, thus, the food 
supply for an already needy population. Lack of funds, 
inexperience, and fragmentation of land have posed 
problems for many new private farmers. Many small 
farmers have been forced to regroup into cooperative 
anangements to facilitate resource mobilization and 
management 

New Ventures and Privatization 

Outside of agriculture, the privatization effort has focused 
largely on permitting the establishment of new small 
businesses. A February 1990 law authorized the creation 
of personal businesses, family rums, and small private 
companies employing 20 or fewer persons. These 
enterprises are free to hire labor and negotiate wages, 
subject to the same social security contributions as state 
enterprises. They are allowed to rent space and 
equipment, borrow from banks, and market their output in 
the domestic market at freely determined prices or export 
directly or through foreign trade organizations. In 
November 1990, the Parliament passed the Commercial 
Societies Law, which extended broad freedom to form 
and opemte private corpomtions, partnerships, and other 
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share companies. Over 70,000 private businesses had 
emerged by the end of 1990, mostly service~sector flJ1IlS 
employing fewer than 10 workers. 

A law mandating the reorganization of larger state 
enterprises became effective in September 1990. State 
enterprises have reorganized themselves as jOint-stock 
companies, but the Government still owns all the shares. 
Another law, passed in August 1991, transferred all state 
property into commercial companies, held in five Private 
Ownership Funds, which hold 30 percent of the capital of 
the commercial enterprises aside for Romanians over 18 
years of age. These citizens will be issued vouchers that 
can be used to acquire shares in enterprises at their book 
value. The remaining shares are to be sold on the 
market, with 10 percent reserved for purchase by 
enterprise employees on preferential terms. Any revenue 
raised through privatization will not be passed to the state 
budget, but held in escrow in a trust account.32 

Yugoslavia 

The Yugoslav civil war that developed in the summer of 
1991 has handicapped economic and agricultural policies 
initiated in 1990. Inter-republic transportation, trade, and 
production have been seriously hampered. Banks and 
other institutions have been taken over by individual 
republics. Imports and exports are carefully monitored by 
governing bodies of individual republics due to military 
conflicts. Yugoslavia, currently made up of Serbia and 
Montenegro, is experiencing economic turmoil--including 
rationing of goods and high inflation-~due to the trade 
sanctions imposed by the United States and European 
Community at the end of 1991. Considerable 
privatization of industries and expansion of small 
businesses continue in Slovenia and other areas not 
affected by the civil war. 

1990 Stabilization Program 

A stabilization program in December 1989, intended to 
control hyperinflation and backed by the IMF, proposed 
the following:33 

• Tight monetary and fiscal pOlicies with 
comprehensive measures to restructure and privatize the 
banking system and enterprises. Limits were placed on 
the issuance of new credit, reserve requirements were 
increased, and all banks were required to apply for 
relicensing. 

• A freeze on wages. FL~s that had underpaid 
their workers in November 1989 were allowed to grant 
increases to compensate them. However, other fl11lls that 
granted wage hikes had to account for those 
overpayments in future payments or be charged penalties. 

e The removal of nearly all price controls. Only 
energy and other public utility prices were to remain 
under Government control.34 

• A fixed excbange rate and full dinar 
convertibility, and a significant removal of import 
controls.3s 

The program appeared to be a success for the fust 6 
months of 1990. Inflation dropped from 2,700 percent in 
1989 to a monthly rate of zero by. April 1990. Renewed 
confidence in the dinar brought about a surge in private 
sector growth. The convertibility of the dinar, initiated in 
December 1989, caused a rapid increase in foreign 
exchange reserves to $10 billion, as citizens exchanged 
much of their private foreign currency for dinars. By the 
second half of 1990, inflation began to rise again. 
Successive devaluations of the dinar also contributed to 
inflationary pressures. Three m~or obstacles stalled the 
reform program in the second half of 1990 and caused 
the economy to stagnate: (1) inter-regional political 
instability that prevented the creation of a comprehensive 
economic policy, (2) a severe late summer drought that 
caused Yugoslav net agricultural output to fall by 10 
percent, and (3) high oil prices due to the Gulf crisis. 

Breakdown in Political Consensus 

The individual republics had begun to deviate from the 
Federal reform program policy of zero wage growth by 
April 1990. This lack of stable political consensus 
proved to be a major impediment to anti-inflationary 
policy. Wages increased 45 percent during the rust 6 
months of 1990, althougb they were supposed to be 
frozen. Increased political pressure led the Federal 
Government to relax the July 1990 monetary and fiscal 
policies, causing even more rapid wage and price 
increases. As republics increasingly ignored the anti­
inflationary guidelines, prices rose further. The 
cumulative inflation rate for 1990 reached 118.6 percent. 

The National Bank of Yugoslavia (NBY) excluded the 
republic of Slovenia from the credit, monetary, and 
foreign exchange system in June 1991. The NBY 
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prohibited foreign business transactions in all Slovenian 
banks in October 1991 in response to Slovenia's 
declaration of independence and blockade of Federal 
military installations. As a result, Slovenia had almost no 
share of the use of the foreign currency reserves of the 
NBY by year's end.36 

The Yugoslav dinar ceased to be used as legal tender in 
Croatia and Slovenia after December 1991. The 
exchange rate of the Croatian dinar, Yugoslav dinar, and 
the Slovenian tolar were 1:1:1 in early 1992. After the 
introduction of these new currencies by the republics of 
Slovenia and Croatia, a new Yugoslav dinar was 
issued?7 

As the civil war in Yugoslavia threatened to spill over 
from Croatia into Bosnia-Herzegovina. the Federal 
Government lost control over fiscal and monetary policies 
between republics. Trade had drastically decreased, 
internal payment transfers between republics were almost 
stopped, and the monetary system began to crumble at an 
accelerated rate. Interest rates were over 100 percent by 
the end of 1991, while stagnating Federal revenues forced 
the Government to cut its 1991 budget by 60 percent. 
Banks restricted withdrawals of hard currency from 
private accounts in 1991. Republics have since taken 
almost complete control of the banking system. The 
inflation rate at the end of 1991 had reached a rate of 235 
percent, and is expected to have reached 2,500. percent in 
1992. 

Trade Policy 

The civil war has caused serious problems with inter­
republic transportation. The continuing war and 
disruption of transport links in the republic of Croatia 
have led Slovene companies to reroute trade with Serbia 
and Macedonia via Hungary. In response, customs duties 
w~re imposed on goods transported from the republic of 
Slovenia via foreign states to other republics of 
Yugoslavia38 

Federal control of trade policies has deteriorated as 
Yugoslavia has continued to disintegrate into .independent 
stales. A severe currency shortage in all six former 
Yugoslav republics is the most important barrier to 
imports, resulting in an increased use of barter 
arrangements. 

Agricultural Policy 

The civil war in Yugoslavia bas had a major impact on 
agricultural policy. Despite an excellent 1991 crop, the 
civil war, introduction of new currencies, and political 
separation mOVf;ments have disrupted the normal trade 
flow of grain between republics. Trade between Serbia, 
the maih agricultural republic, and the two secessionist 
republics of Slovenia and Croatia has almost stopped. 
However, both Slovenia and Croatia bought significant 
amounts of wheat from Serbia until December 1991. To 
prevent the uncontrolled sale of food products (including 
wheat, wheat flour, and corn) for Yugoslav dinars, which 
Croatia and Slovenia did not return to the National Bank 
of Yugoslavia after the introduction of their own 
currencies, Serbia adopted regulations in December 1991 
that prohibit exports of major agricultural products 
without special permission. These regulations were 
aimed at ensuring sufficient food supplies for Serbia's 
domestic consumption, but affected Serbian exports to the 
three other Yugoslav republics: Bosnia and Herzegovina, 
Macedonia, and Montenegro. As a result, these republics, 
which normally obtain their food supplies from Serbia, 
suffered food shortages. Due to Bosnia-Herzegovina's 
proximity to Serbia and the war-tom regions in Croatia, 
as well as its mountainous terrain and numerous rivers, 
transportation has been exceptionally difficult when roads 
or bridges were blocked. In addition, in October 1991, 
the Federal Ministry of Agriculture closed all Slovenian 
border-crossings to the transport of livestock, meat and 
animal byproducts, and plants. Other restrictions were 
imposed, aimed at preventing all imports, exports, and 
transit consignments subject to veterinary control.39 
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Progress Toward Economic Reform in CEE Countries 
N 

Country 

Bulgaria 

CSFR 

Hungary 

Poland 

Romania 

Price Liberalization 

All prices (except for 
energy/utilities) freed in 
February 1991. Some 
food staples (bread, milk:, 
etc.) still monitored via 
projected prices. 

Food subsidies removed 
in 1990; some commodities 
(flour, dairy, meat, and 
poultry) controlled via 
ceilings in early 1991, 
but now free. 

A price reform bill 
(Nov. 1990) allows 
enterprises to set 
prices. The Price Office 
was eliminated in 1990, with 
only 10 percent of prices 
regulated as of early 1991. 

Price controls have 
been virtually eliminated. 
(A 1989 wage-indexation 
plan guaranteed 100­
percent compensation for 
food price increases.) 

Laws excluding private 
sale of agricultural goods 
abolished in 1990. Prices 
of all but essential goods! 
services freed Nov. 1990. 
Salaries adjusted to price 
index. 

Agricultural Subsidies 

Support in 1992 (1 billion 
lev) includes 
milk: and meat bonuses, 
debt repayment for 
liquidated cooperative 
farms, and tax exemptions 
for private farmers. 

Federal market regulation 
funds used to purchase 
surpluses to enforce minimum 
producer prices; other 
subsidies for farms with 
unfavorable conditions. 

1992 support mainly for 
export subsidies, market 
intervention, investment and 
interest subsidies. 

Agency for Agricultural Markets 
set minimum producer prices 
for wheat. rye, milk:, and butter 
through intervention purchasing. 
Additional credit for fertilizer, 
land purchases, and restructuring 
of the processing sector. 

Subsidy cuts (Sept 1991) 
freed prices of meat, sugar; 
edible oil, and cotton. 
Floor prices established 
in 1990 rose further in 
1991. 

Trade Policy 

Quantity restrictions on 
imports removed in 1991; 
export quotas and taxes 
prevent domestic 
shortages. 

Compensatory import rates 
(Jan. 1992) on products 
imported below domestic 
cost of production; export 
fees reduced from 150 to 
20 percent in August 1991. 

A Nov. 1990 law abolished 
foreign trade monopolies. 
90 percent of all imports 
freed from trade and 
exchange restrictions. 

Tariffs on agricultural 
products raised in August 
1991, ranging from 5-40 
percent Dairy imports 
require permits 
(May 1992). 

Most export licenses 
automatic (early 1991). 
Export quotas in effect 
thru 1992 to avoid 
domestic food shortages. 
Competitive imports 
subject to duties Jan. 
1992. 

Privatization 

Law for the Protection of 
Competition (May 1991) 
provides for price 
controls on monopolies 
and bans mergers 
resulting in a monopoly. 

Restitution laws (Oct.­
Feb. 1991) provide for 
return of small businesses 
and distribution of 
industry shares; Law on 
Private Enterprise (April 
1990) removed restrictions 
on business formation. 

A Stare Property Agency 
is privatizing small and 
large enterprises through 

Land Reform 

Law for Agricultural Land 
Ownership and Use (Feb. 
1991) returns land to 
original owners, limits 
ownership to 30 hectares 
with minimum plot sizes 
to prevent fragmentation. 

A May 1991 law restores 
nationalized land (up to 150 
hectares) to private owners; 
a Transformation Law (Dec. 
1991) privatizes (divides) 
cooperative property. 
Feb. 1992 law lift., 150­
hectare limit 

Compensation Law (July 1991) 
restores land to previous 
owners through vouchers. 

auction, bidding, and public County-level settlement offices 
stock offerings. 

Ministry of Ownership has 
targeted enterprises for 
conversion to joint-stock; 
stock of large plants 
divided among citizens, 
employees, and the state. 

Commercial Societies Law 
(Nov. 1990) allows private 
corporations. All state 
property transferred to 
Private Ownership Funds: 
30 percent granted to 
citizens; the rest sold. 

mediate between cooperative 
(state) farms and claimants. 

Agricultural Property Agency 
(1991) manages state farms 
to protect assets until 
privatization; leasing 
is favored to allow private 
farmers to adjust to production 
constraints. 

Decree 42 (Nov. 1990) 
authorizes state farms 
allocate land to working 
members. Land Reform 
Law (Feb. 1991) limits 
purchase and resale. 70% of 
state-owned land now private. 

Note: Yugoslavia's reforms interrupted by regional disputes. 



Central and Eastern European Trade 
 
I-Iigbligbts and Developments 
 

Central and Eastern European (CEE) trade patterns, trade 
regulations, and terms of trade changed significantly 
during 1991 and will continue this transformation over 
the next few years. The two most important factors 
affecting CEE trade are the move to trade among former 
Council of Mutual Economic Assistance (CMEA) 
countries (Mongolia, Bulgaria, CSFR, German 
Democratic Republic, Hungary, Poland, Romania, former 
Soviet Union) at world market prices in convertible 
currencies and the European Community (BC) association 
agreements with Hungary, Poland, and the Czech and 
Slovak Federal Republic (CSFR). So far, the refolDl 
process has reduced CEE demand for agricultural 
products and made more of these products available for 
export. 

Shifting Trade Patterns 

During the last years of communist rule, the CEE 
countries in aggregate were a net importer of agricultural 
products. Most CEE agriCUltural trade was conducted 
with CMEA countries and other centrally planned 
economies (CPE's), and in an inconvertible currency, the 
transferable rubie. However, the norfuern CEE 
countries--Poland, the CSFR, and Hungary--had begun 
orienting their agricultural trade to hard currency markets 
by the mid-1980's. More than 60 percent of these three 
countries' agricultural exports went to non-CMEA 
countries in 1985. Even larger shares of their livestock, 
meat, and dairy exports went to non-CMEA countries for 
hard currency. Dependence on the CMEA market for 
other commodity exports was higher: more than 75 
percent of Hungary's total exports of grain, oilseeds, 
fruits, vegetables, and wine went to the CMEA in 1985. 
Only 30 percent of the northern tier's agricultural imports 
came from the CMEA and other CPE's in 1985 (although 
the CMEA's share of Czechoslovakia's agricultural 
imports was over 60 percent). 

Some members of the CMEA, chiefly Hungary and 
Poland, were dissatisfied with the terms of trade with the 
Soviet Union and the growing surpluses in transferable 
rubles during the late 1980's, which prompted the 
marketing of goods outside the CMEA and CPE group. 
The share of CEE agricultural trade taking place with the 
CMEA and socialist group fell further with the loosening 
of bilateral trade agreements with the (fonner) U.S.S.R. 

Only 17 percent of the northern tier countries' 
agricultural exports went to the CMEA and socialist 
group in 1990. Likewise, only 24 percent of the northern 
tier's agricultural imports came from the CMEA and 
socialist group. This move away from the CMEA market 
accelerated in 1991 as hard currency shortages in the 
former Soviet Union drastically cut imports of all product 
types, especially livestock products. 

The 1990 drought forced CEE countries to import grains, 
oiIseeds, livestock, and other products to meet domestic 
demand. Furthermore, with the official collapse of 
communist systems by late 1989 (except in Bulgaria and 
Albania), Western countries were willing to grant aid and 
loans to purchase the needed imports. The increase in 
agricultural import levels from Western countries 
contributed to the dissolution of the CMEA trading 
framework and the beginning of hard currency-based 
trade among the fOlDlef CMEA countries on January 1, 
1991. 

CEE terms of trade eroded as prices of Soviet oil and gas 
increased during the Gulf crisis, world prices for CEE 
agricultural products were depressed, and the Soviet 
market, though now operating on a hard currency basis, 
was weak. An excellent harvest in 1991 coupled with 
declining demand in most CEE countries due to inflation 
and reduced real income created surplus stocks of many 
agricultural commodities. Some countries with large 
surpluses (mainly the northern tier countries) introduced 
government buy-up and export subsidy operations. . 
Meanwhile, severe economic circumstances in the fOlDler 
Soviet Union in late 1991 left its republics unable to buy' 
excess CEE agriCUltural production. Barter agreements 
aimed at helping the Soviets to import food were signed 
by some CEE countries and a triangular aid program 
involving the fOlDlef Soviet Union, the EC, and the CEE 
countries was developed. 

Barter agreements between the CEE countries and the 
forme:r Soviet Union were the most popular means of 
exporting CEE surplus agricultural commodities in 
exchange for the import of Soviet oil and gas needed to 
keep the industrial and processing sectors of the CEE 
economies running. Much of the agricultural trade 
between CEE countries and the former Soviet Union was 
conducted through barter agreements during 1991 and the 
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beginning of 1992. Barter trade, though seemingly 
primitive, helped bolster an otherwise desperate trading 
relationship in 1991. 

The triangular trade agreement provided 500 million BCU 
(which the EC provided in loan guarantees) to the former 
Soviet Union (then transferred to Russia) for the import 
of agricultural goods. Up to a quarter of these funds can 
be spent on agricultural imports from CEE and Baltic 
countries (Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania). Any quantity 
of agricultural products purchased from Poland, Hungary, 
and the CSFR in this manner was counted against these 
three countries' import quotas to the EC (if the product 
was subject to the variable levy and quota mechanism). 
As of April 1992, roughly 40 million ECU of these loans 
had been spent on agricultural products (200,000 mt of 
soft wheat and 50,000 mt of barley from the CSFR, 5,700 
mt of sunflowerseed oil from Hungary, 3,000 mt of 
Polish barley, 45,000 mt of Polish wheat flour, and 
18,700 mt of Polish milk powder). 

The triangular trade agreement could set back CEE 
exporters as they strive to orient themselves to established 
market economies. CEE meat exporters are likely to 
remain dependent on an underdeveloped Russian market, 
which will in turn retard the development of CEE 
marketing channels in the more stable West European 
markets. In addition, CEE exporters will be subject to 
the terms of the triangular transactions as negotiated by 
the EC and Russia. 

EC Association Agreements 

The shift of trade patterns from CMEA to Western 
markets also prompted agreements between the EC and 
Hungary, Poland, and the CSFR. These agreements, 
effective March 1, 1992, call for quota and tariff 
reductions on a wide range of agricultural commodities, 
as well as free trade of some noncompetitive agricultural 
products. For agricultural goods whose import into the 
Ee is regulated by a variable levy and quota mechanism, 
the accords call for a 6O-percent reduction of tariffs and 
levies (20 percent a year for 3 years) and a 50-percent 
increase in the quantities allowed access (10 percent a 
year over base year levels for 5 years). In addition, the 
agreements contain a safeguard clause allowing for 
consultations between the parties "in the event of serious 
disturbance of the market on either side following 
application of the concessions in the agreement, leading 
to appropriate arrangements of trade protection 
measures.,,40 For agricultural products whose import 
into the EC faces only a tariff, the reduction in the tariff 

rate negotiated varies from country to country and 
product to producl The average reduction in agriCUltural 
tariff rates is 5-10 percentage points. 

The most noticeable conflict during the negotiation of 
agricultural concessions arose over the question of meat 
imports to the p.c from the three CEE countries. A 
measure allowing an increase in CEE quotas by 500 mt 
of beef and 900 mt of lamb each year troubled farmers, 
still adjusting to the surge in meat supplies from eastern 
Germany. The meat issue was resolved when EC meat 
producers gained assurances of strict control of CEE meat 
imports through the safeguard clause. The final EC 
agreement allows the three CEE's quota for meat exports 
to the EC to increase by 10 percent a year for 5 years. 

These accords symbolize a commitment by the EC to 
help develop and integrate the CSFR, Hungary, and 
Poland into the EC, though not necessarily via full 
membership. Furthermore, the association agreements 
allow for an increase of agricultural exports to the EC of 
roughly 7 percent over 5 years. Finally, the accords also 
serve as a model for the association agreements to be 
negotiated with Bulgaria, the Baltics, and Romania. 

Table 5 contains the major agricultural commodities and 
their quota amounts in year 1 (1992) of the association 
agreements and in year 5 (1996). The list covers roughly 
half of the value of CEE exports to the EC. The U.S. 
Department of Agriculture has calculated that the gains 
from expanded trade in live animals, meat and dairy 
products, and grains for Poland, Hungary, and the CSFR 
would be $689 million over the 5-year implementation 
period of the association agreements. This amounts to 
$176 million for Hungary, $96 million for Poland, and 
$30 million for the CSFR for exports of meat and dairy 
products and grains. The remaining $387 million will be 
available to be shared among the three countries for the 
export of live beef cattle to the EC. Live beef cattle 
quotas have been set for the three countries together, so 
the allocation of the gains from these increased quotas 
cannot be made individually. 

U.S. Trade with CEE Countries 

The value of U.S. agricultural exports to CEE countries 
dropped in 1991 due to the CEE's lack of hard currency 
needed to buy U.S. agricultural products and, more 
important, the CEE surplus of agricultural products from 
lower domestic demand and bumper grain harvests. U.S. 
agricultural exports of $225.3 million in 1991 were well 
below the 1990 level of $536.2 million (table 6). 
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Table S·-Effect of the l!ISSociation agreements on em exports to the EC 

Commodity/country Year 1 Year 5 Net change 

Metric tons 
Beef: 

CSFR 3,000 4,000 1,000 

Hungary 
Poland 

5,000 
4,000 

6,600 
5,600 

1,600 
1,600 

Total 12,000 16,200 4,200 

Domestic swine (live and meat): 
CSFR 4,700 6,400 1,700 

Hungary 
Poland 

22,000 
8,000 

30,000 
11,200 

8,000 
3,200 

Total 34,700 47,600 12,900 

Common wheat: 
Hungary 170,000 232,000 62,000 

Butter: 
CSFR 1,000 1,400 400 

Poland 1,000 1,400 400 

Total 2,000 2,800 800 

Table 6--U.s. agricultural exports to Central and Eastern Europe, 1991 

CSFR Hungary Poland Romania Yugoslavia TotalCommodity Bulgaria 

1,000 dollars 

Animals/animal products 
Meats/meat products 

Beef 

174 
0 
0 

1,357 
0 
0 

3,335 
20 
0 

9,292 
3,612 

27 

10,920 
0 
0 

11,434 
309 

83 

36,512 
3,941 

110 

Pork 0 0 0 2,007 0 10 2,017 

Poultry/poultry products 
Dairy products 
Hides and skins 

0 
174 

0 

0 
6 

933 

2,505 
0 

469 

915 
3,507 

627 

41 
10,873 

0 

3,041 
1,389 
6,514 

6,502 
15,949 
8,543 

Grains and preparations 
Wheat 

33,107 
0 

1,593 
0 

863 
0 

12,000 
2,956 

20,287 
0 

3,608 
5 

71,458 
2,961 

Rice 4 1,498 832 4,047 0 159 6,540 

Feed grains and products 
Com 

33,043 
33,043 

0 
0 

0 
0 

4,277 
4,259 

20,273 
20,258 

3,058 
3,058 

60,651 
60,618 

Grain sorghum 
Oilseeds and products 

Soybean meal 
Soybeans 

Tobacco 

0 
115 

0 
0 
0 

0 
346 

0 
0 

909 

0 
139 

0 
0 
0 

0 
331 

0 
0 

3,010 

0 
27,899 

0 
27,899 

0 

0 
12,634 

0 
12,634 

737 

0 
41,464 

0 
40,533 
4,656 

Cotton (except linters) 
Other 

0 
1,328 

15,300 
1,156 

0 
9,136 

8,648 
6,000 

4,135 
10,792 

2,718 
12,025 

30,801 
40,437 

Total 34,724 20,661 13,473 39,281 74,033 43,156 225,328 

Source: U.S. Departmen: of Commerce. 
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The level of U.S. agricultural exports bas been bolstered 
by food aid granted to the CEE area, especially to 
Romania. Agricultural exports to Romania ($74 million), 
while down from $220 million in 1990, were still higher 
than in previous years. Albania's worsening food 
conditions led to a surge in U.S. agricultural exports to 
Albania from $1.2 million in 1990 to $9.1 million in 
1991. U.S. exports to Bulgaria rose in 1991 to $34.7 
million from $8.0 million in 1990. CEE markets should 
stabilize and diminish the need for food aid. 

U.S. agricultural imports from CEE countries remained 
fairly constant Ihroughout 1990-91. The United States 
imported slightly more fruit juices, sugar, and tobacco 
during 1991 than in 1990, while importing less animal 
products, fertilizer, and farm equipment. U.S. agricultural 
imports from CEE countries totaled $309.1 million in 
1991 (table 7), down slightly from the 1990 level of 
$333.8 million. 

Long-term export opportunities exist for U.S. agricultural 
inputs, machinery, and processing facilities, as well as 
soybeans and meal, cotton, tobacco, rice, certain specialty 
foods (nonindigenous fruits and fruit products, nuts), and 
consumer-ready foods. In addition. U.S. expertise in 
financing, farm management, and food processing is 
needed in the CEE countries. More short-term food aid 
may be needed in Albania, Romania, and some of the 
former Yugoslav republiCS. 

U.S. Trade Policy Toward CEE Countries 

Trade relations between the United States and most CEE 
countries are governed by the provisions of Title IV of 
the 1974 Trade Act. Title IV requires that a listed 
country have satisfactory emigration practices, as 
stipulated by the Jackson-Vanik amendment, in order to 
receive U.S. export credits and credit for investment 
guarantees. In addition, the country must enter into a 
commercial agreement with the United States before it 
may receive MFN (most-favored-nation) tariff treatment. 
The only CEE countries that receive unconditional U.S. 
MFN tariff status are Poland, Hungary, the CSFR, and 
Yugoslavia. Exports from Bulgaria benefit from 
conditional MFN status, while Romanian exports are 
subject to non-MFN status (table 8). 

eEE Status in the GAIT 

MFN status is generally applied to the seven nontariff 
trade barrier agreements negotiated during the Tokyo 
Round of the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade 
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(GATT) negotiations. These include agreements on 
aircraft, anti-dumping, customs violation, government 
procurement, import licensing, standards, and subsidies. 
The MFN principle requires partiCipant countries to apply 
nondiscriminatory provisions of trade. GATT members, 
including the United States. accord unconditional MFN 
treatment to most other GATT members. The United 
States, however, confers annually renewable MFN 
treatment to a limited number of countries conditional on 
their compliance with the terms of Title IV of the Trade 
Act of 1974. 

Bulgaria. Bulgaria has had GATT observer status, and 
applied for full GATT membership in 1987. This request 
was actualized in 1990 following the collapse of the 
country's communist government. Bulgaria has asked for 
a standard GATT protocol with a schedule of tariff-based 
concessions. 

CSFR. Both the United States and Czechoslovakia were 
founding GATT members but suspended their mutual 
MFN and GAIT relations following the 1951 Trade 
Agreements Extension Act Czechoslovakia was treated 
as a sleeping partner by all parties to GATT before the 
overlhrow of communism. The United States and the 
CSFR are seeking to restore normal GAIT relations. 

The CSFR introduced higher tariffs on many agricultural 
products in January 1992 after it obtained a blanket 
GATT waiver that permits it to raise tariffs on previously 
bound items. The CSFR indicated that it would provide 
compensation for the higher tariffs under GATT Article 
28 negotiations. 

Poland. When Poland acceded to the GATT in 1967, it 
did not have a tariff schedule and relied instead on 
central planning to regulate imports. The GATT 
members agreed to accept an import growth commitment 
(not less than 7 percent per year) from Poland in lieu of 
the tariff concessions normally afforded countries joining 
the GAIT. Poland did not meet its import commitment 
requirement in the late 1980's, so it introduced a standard 
tariff-based schedule in 1990-91. Renegotiation of 
Poland's GATT status terms began in late 1991. 

Romania. Upon joining the GATT in 1971, Romania 
made a commitment to increase imports from member 
cOWltries at a mte no less than its overall import-growth 
mte. Romania did not fulfill this commitment during 
most of the 1980's. A GATT working party was 
established in November 1991 to renegotiate Romania's 
accession terms. 



Table 7--U.s. agricultural imports from Central and Eastern Europe, 1991 

Commodity 	 Bulgaria CSFR Hungary Poland Romania Yugoslavia Total 

l,()()() dollars 

Animals/animal products 3,919 1,980 55,898 46,565 183 23,832 132,377 
Meats/meat products 0 1,187 38,823 32,924 183 22,959 96,076 
Pork: 0 1,187 33,696 32,924 183 22,067 90,057 
Poultry/poultry products 0 0 3,654 738 0 0 4,392 
Dairy products 3,919 691 13,244 12,290 0 835 30,979 

Graili;; and preparations 0 2,714 1,282 3,542 0 3,009 10,547 
Feeds and fodder 0 2,710 358 0 0 2,738 5,806 

Fruits and fruit juices 7 2,922 29,366 10,077 0 11,252 53,624 
Vegetables and preparations 37 6,534 4,870 3,002 0 2,339 16,782 

Hops 0 6,525 0 551 0 808 7,884 
Sugar 0 45 1,501 10,685 0 1,996 14,227 
Tobacco 16,726 0 22 286 0 43,169 60,203 
Beverages (except fruit juice) 1,405 2,263 2,853 256 1,391 3,578 11,746 
Oilseeds and products 0 0 0 50 0 4 54 
Other 2,237 267 3,142 1,314 230 2,326 9,516 

Total 	 24,331 16,725 98,934 75,777 1,804 91,505 309,076 

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce. 

Table 8--Status of CEEfU.S. agreements 

Country 	 MFN status GSp l beneficiary Additional agreements 

Bulgaria 	 Conditional Yes U.S.lBulgarian Trade Agreement in effect; 
bilateral investment treaty in negotiation. 

CSFR 	 Unconditional, Yes Bilateral trade agreement, April 1990. 
April 1992 Bilateral invesbnent treaty, October 1991. 

Hungary 	 Unconditional, Yes Business al'ld Economics Relations treaty 
April 1992 negotiated. 

Poland 	 Unconditional Yes U.SJPolish Bus;ness and Economic treaty 
ratified. 

Romania 	 No No Jackson-Vanik waiver signed. Trade 
agreement and bilateral investment treaty 
negotiated. 

Yugoslavia 	 Unconditional No Suspended from GSP in December 1991. 

I Generalized System of Preferences. 
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Hungary. Hungary has been a GAIT member since 
1973. Unlike Poland and Romania, Hungary was not 
asked to undertake an import growth commitment since 
the GATT parties did not consider Hungary's nont.ariff 
barriers to be restrictive. In othef areas, stich a~ ~l!!Ctive 
safeguard mechanisms and periodic GATT review 
requirements, Hungary's terms of accession were like 
those of Poland and Romania. Hungary has recently 
requested to renegotiate its GAIT accession terms along 
market-economy lines. 

U.S. Food Aid to CEE Countries 

Albania and Romania are likely to be the largest 
recipients of U.S. food aid based on FY 1992 requests. 
Albania's desperate food situation and Romania's 
restructuring problems should hold production in 1992 at 
or below the low levels of 1991. 

Bulgaria. During FY 1991, Bulgaria received a grant of 
100,000 mt of com from the United States under Section 
416(b) of the Agriculture Act of 1949, and an additional 
200,000 mt of corn under the Food For Progress program. 

Poland. Poland received $97 million in U.S. food aid in 
FY 1990. This assistance generated local currency 
through the sale of the donated commodities. These 
funds have been used to develop Polish agriculture as 
well as to provide support for humanitarian initiatives and 
rural development In addition to USDA programs, the 
Volunteers for Overseas Cooperative Assistance, also 
known a.s Farmers to Farmers, has been placing American 
farmers and agricultural experts in Polish cooperatives to 
assist in privatization, management, and agribusiness. In 
support of this program, the Land 0' Lakes cooperative 
and the Agricultural Cooperative Development 
International are supplying technical assistance. 

Under Section 416(b), Poland received $50 million worth 
of com (403,225 mt). Under the Food For Progress 
program, Poland received $30 million worth of 
commodities, including 5,624 mt of pork bellies ($10 
million) and 73,155 mt of soybean meal ($20 million). 
Poland was offered a low-interest loan statute (PL 480-1) 
concession sale of $5 million, which it used to buy 
13,600 bales of cotton. Poland was also offered $5 
million worth of rice and $25 million of wheat, which it 
used to buy 12,600 mt of rice ($3.4 million) and 52,500 
mt of wheat ($6.4 million). 

The American Aid to Poland Act authorized the annual 
(FY 1988-92) donation of 8,000 mt of uncommitted 
Commodity Credit Corporation eCCC) stocks of butter to 
Poland under Section 416(b) of the Agriculture Act of 
1949. However, the 8,000 mt of butter were not 
delivered in 1991 as the Polish Government expressed 
inability to handle the import. During FY 1992, Poland 
took delivery of 16,000 mt of butter to use up its 
allocations for both FY 1991 and FY 1992. 

Romania. The United States provided $71 million worth 
of food assistance to Romania in FY 1990 and 
approximately $40 million in FY 1991. Romania, also 
under Section 416(b), was granted $42 million of aid, 
which it used to buy 315,000 mt of com and 7,500 mt of 
butter. Under PL 480-1, Romania was given access to 
$20 million of concessional corn sales, which it used to 
buy 165,000 mt of corn. Romania has received 500,000 
mt of milling-quality wheat ($50 million) in 1992 and 
cotton worth $9 million under PL 480-1. The Romanian 
Government bas also requested 1.8 mmt of feed wheat 
from 416(b) stockpiles for FY 1993 to help alleviate the 
effects of the drought. 

USDA Export Programs 

USDA offers several programs intended to help 
build potential U.S. agriculturaI markets in CEE 
countries. These programs include credit guarantees, 
Export Enhancement Program (EEP) initiatives, and 
targeted promotional assistance. 

Export Credit Guarantee Programs. The Foreign 
Agricultural Service (FAS) operates two export credit 
guarantee programs on behalf of the Commodity Credit 
Corporation (CCC). These programs are designed to 
encourage the private banking system to extend credit for 
agricultural exports. Under these CCC programs, GSM­
102 and GSM-I03, the U.S. Government agrees to pay 
U.S. exporters--banks or other fmancial institutions--in 
case a foreign buyer's bank is unable to pay. CCC credit 
bas long been available to Yugoslavia and Hungary, and 
has recently been offered to Bulgruia, the CSFR, and 
Romania. Poland has been in arrears since 1981 and is 
therefore ineligible. 

Export Enhancement Program. USDA's EEP enables 
U.S. exporters to meet current world prices for targeted 
commodities in V?J10US areas, including CEE countries. 
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Table 9--U.s. agricultural trade with Central and Eastern Europe 

Year Bulgaria CSFR Hungary Poland Romania Yugoslavia CEE total 

Million U.S. dollars 
Agricultural exports:1 

1971-75 8.04 61.26 25.80 220.36 84.36 90.34 642.2 
1976-80 28.24 142.92 44.96 435.74 162.78 132.62 1,192.7 
1981-85 22.98 12.84 39.27 136.30 57.35 109.42 417.8 
1986 51.30 20.90 27.00 33.10 115.50 124.00 432.7 
1987 46.70 16.30 19.20 103.30 98.80 116.30 435.7 
1988 96.20 15.40 4.80 135.80 103.90 107.90 539.8 
1989 129.60 16.80 5.60 58.20 60.70 55.80 401.2 

Agricultural imports: 
1971-75 3.00 1.72 8.04 81.58 7.88 43.14 145.9 
1976-80 19.90 6.72 28.96 148.78 26.46 85.22 318.1 
1981-85 23.52 10.20 42.42 96.92 19.02 64.64 258.5 
1986 22.10 14.30 61.90 132.20 12.40 66.60 310.0 
1987 24.00 13.20 67.80 141.10 19.40 68.80 334.8 
1988 23.90 7.30 62.50 146.20 12.80 63.00 316.4 
1989 23.00 7.80 75.80 127.80 9.7~ 75.60 320.9 

I Data from before 1984 include estimated transshipments through Belgium, Canada, the Fedeca1 Republic of Gennany, and the Netherlands. 
TraJISshipments are no longer calculated because of their decline in value and the difficulty in obtaining data. 

This program, started in 1987, is designed to discourage promotional activities for agricultural products using 
noncompetitive practices. The EEP helps U.S. exporters surplus stocks or funds from the CCC. USDA has 
meet world prices by making bonuses available to them. approved MPP programs to promote a wide variety of 
Poland and Yugoslavia have benefited in recent years commodities throughout CEE countries. Activities 
from commodities made available under the EEP. financed by the programs include market research, 

practical demonstrations for food professionals, and point­
Market Promotion Program. The MPP helps U.S. of-sale contact with consumers. 
exporters disadvantaged by unfair practices to finance 
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Commodity Market Highlights 

Demand for all meats in CEE countries dropped in 1991 
due to high prices and reduced purchasing power owing 
to lower real wages. Cattle numbers for 1991 decreased 
throughout all the CEE countries. Beef production also 
declined, though demand fell proportionately. Likewise, 
falling poultry numbers were accompanied by reduced 
demand. The decrease in demand for pork was less 
significant CEE oilseed demand in 1991 also showed a 
considerable downward shift. Following a milk glut in 
1989 and 1990, 1991 brought moderate milk shortages. 
Demand for grains (including wheat) dropped off in most 
CEE countries, as livestock production declined. Roughly 
65 percent of all grain is used for animal feed in the CEE 
region: 38 percent of total wheat consumption, 92 percent 
of total com consumption, and 76 percent of total barley 
consumption. 

Other significant commodity market highlights include: 

• Bulgaria has reported significant declines in the 
production of fruits and vegetables, as well as all meats. 

e Grain production in Poland in 1992193 is 
expected to decrease, and the country may need to import 
a significant amount of grain in these years. 

• The Polish Government withdrew subsidies for 
oilmeais, increasing the price for oilseeds used. as feed by 
farmers. 

Grains 

The CEE countries produced 102.9 ll"!n~, of grains (5.9 
percent of world grain production) in 1991, a 12-percent 
increase over 1990, a year plagued by drought. 
Favorable weather more than offset the effect of declining 
input use on yields. Grain consumption fell for the third 
consecutive year in 1991 to 96.9 mmt, such that the CEE 
region became a net grain exporter for the first time since 
1984. The decrease in consumption resulted from higher 
prices, which cut human consumption, and a decrease in 
animal numbers. 

Grain production was expected to decrease in 1992 by 5­
10 percent in the CEE region. However, due to the 
severe drought (which affected Poland, Hungary, the 
CSFR, and Romania in particular), 1992/93 grain 
production forecasts were lower than initial estimates. 

Fall plantings were down as suppliers responded to falling 
real producer prices. Uncertainty over landownership 
rights has also caused a decrease in area planted, 
especially in Bulgaria and Romania, where cooperative 
farms are being liquidated and a large amount of land is 
passing into private hands. 

Grain Surpluses Characterized 1991; Record High 
Exports Resulted 

The increase in grain production to 102.9 mmt in 1991 
was the result of higher yields and an increase in the area 
harvested. Coarse grain production increased 
signulcantIy as com yields returned to their normal levels 
following the 1990 drought, and com output increased 
from 19.4 mmt in 1990 to 33.7 mmt in 1991. Wheat 
production fell slightly to 38.1 mmt, following a record 
output of 41.0 mmt in 1990. Smaller and late winter 
plantings, as well as less intensive use of inputs, reduced 
yields in many countries. 

However, grain production varied considerably across 
countries. Yugoslavia, Bulgaria, and Hungary, hardest hit 
by the 1990 drought, increased output in 1991. Poland's 
output dropped slightly despite a larger area planted. 
Romania's grain production decline in 1991 was the 
result of unseasonable rains that delayed winter grain 
harvesting, input shortages, and confusion over 
landownership rights. 

Price liberalization measures in 1990 and 1991 had a 
profound impact on both human and feed consumption of 
grains. Total grain consumption decreased 2.1 percent to 
97.6 mmt in 1990 and declined further to 96.9 mmt in 
1991. Human consumption of grain fell more than 
animal consumption of feed in the past 2 years. 
However, this decline probably does not mean that people 
are eating less bread, but that they are wasting less. 
Bread was so cheap in the past that it was more 
economical to feed bread to livestock than to buy feed. 
Grain consumption was expected to decline further in 
1992 as the reduction in animal numbers will hold down 
feed demand. 

After an unusually large volume of imports in 1990, the 
region became a significant net exporter in 1991. Exports 
of grains in 1991 from Central and Eastern Europe more 
than doubled from the level of 1990 exports, while 
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imports of grains fell to a near-record low. Wheat 
imports fell from 1.6 mmt in 1990 to 1.2 mmt in 1991, 
while wheat exports increased from 1.9 mmt in 1990 to 
3.4 mmt in 1991. Coarse grain exports also increased 
tenfold in 1991 over 1990 export levels due to an 
improved com crop after the drought of 1990. Imports of 
coarse grains declined as com imports dropped 75 percent 
to 0.9 mmt in 1991. Barley imports declined 70 percent 
while barley exports increased from 1989 and 1990 
levels. However, trade varied across the region. 
Hungary exported 2.5 mmt in 1990/91, while Romania 
imported about 1 mmt. 

Significant declines in grain production were expected in 
1992. Area sown was lower throughout the CEE region. 
Yields were expected to decline due to reduced input use. 
Drought in Poland and Hungary was expected to reduce 
the harvest still further. Consequently, grain exports were 
expected to decline in 1992. Imports were forecast to 
remain stable, as production declines were not expected 
to be great enough to force grain imports. 

Oilseeds 

Sunflowerseed is the most important oilseed produced in 
Central and Eastern Europe, accounting for almost 50 
percent of total oilseed output, followed by rapeseed (38 
percent) and soybeans (8 percent). Oilseed production 
began a downward trend after 1986 and declined in 1991 
and 1992. Relatively expensive or scarce inputs, drought, 
and unattractive farmgate prices have reduced production, 
especially in Romania, where changes in landownership 
have constrained production. CEE demand has also 
fallen as a result of rising prices and declining livestock 
inventories. Oilseed production and use in 1992 were 
expected to decline further due to continued decline in 
livestock numbers and the increased availability and 
lower prices of other feeds, notably com. 

Overall Drop in Oilseed Production 

Oilseed production fell precipitously in 1990 and 1991 
(20 percent since 1989) due to skyrocketing input prices 
that outpaced farmgate prices. The decline was expected 
to continue into 1992 as consumer demand for meat fell 
in response to increasing prices, and livestock producers 
cut back on stocks and feed (oilseeds). 

Sunflower production has declined less than that of other 
oilseeds since 1989. Production in 1991 surpassed 1990 
production by almost 100,000 mt, but only because the 
1990 crop was severely affected by drought. Hungary, 

the CEE's largest sunflower producer, increased 
production in 1991 by 4 percent over 1990 production, 
mainly due to increased yield and area planted. The 
increased production in Hungary was enough to offset 
modest declines in Romania and Yugoslavia. Sunflower 
production in Bulgaria and the CSFR increased as well. 
Production of sunflowerseed was expected to decline 
slightly in 1992. Production and consumption of 
sunflowerseed oil have been relatively unchanged. 

The largest producer of rapeseed is Pol&..'ld, which 
produces 64 percent of CEE rapeseed. Poland's rapeseed 
production declined in 1991 due to unattractive farmgate 
prices relative to wheat. Poland's production in 1992 was 
expected to fall further to 850,000 mt as a result of a 
decrease in the area planted to rapeseed and reduced 
input use. The CSFR, producing 30 percent of CEE 
rapeseed, has seen an increase in production. 

The two significant soybean producers are Yugoslavia 
and Romania. Romania, formedy producing half the 
CEE region's soybean output, saw a drastic decline in 
output ill 1990 and 1991. With the shift in 
landownership, the new private farmers have been 
uninterested in soybeans. Moreover, Romania's soil and 
climate are only marginally suitable for soybeans and, 
with the lowest yields in the region, Romania's 
comparative advantage probably does not lie in soybean 
production. Yugoslavia experienced an increase in yield 
and production during 1991 to regain some of its loss in 
production in 1990. Soybean plantings in 1992 could 
wee have been severely disrupted by the civil war. 

General Decline in Demand for Oilseed Products 

Both human consumption and feed use of oilseed 
products have declined since 1989, but the more notable 
decline has been in demand for meal (feed). Vegetable 
oil consumption declined sharply in Poland between 1989 
and 1991 as a result of price liberalization, but 
consumption did not change much in the other countries. 
In fact, vegetable oil consumption has risen in Romania 
since the revolution. Significant declines in vegetable oU 
consumption were unlikely in 1992. Rising prices of 
butter have encouraged consumption of lower priced 
margarine and oils. 

Demand for oilmeals has declined in recent years due to 
rising prices and falling livestock numbers. This response 
has been most pronounced in Poland, where demand for 
feed concentrates fell to an all-time low in 1989/90, as 
imports fell to 484,(}{)() mt. Farmers began substituting 
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grain, potatoes, and even skim milk as feed. Demand in 
Poland strengthened ill 1990191, the result of higher grain 
prices. But oilmeal consumption in the other CEE 
countries continued to fall, and probably fell further in 
1992. 

Imports and Exports of Oilseeds in Central and 
Eastern Europe 

The CEE countries have traditionally been net importers 
of oilseeds and oilmeals. Net imports of oilmeals were 
slightly over 3 mmt per year in the 1980's. Net imports 
of oilseeds have traditionally been smaller as a result of 
insufficient crushing capacity in the region. In fact, lack 
of crushing capacity bas forced Poland to export 
Significant volumes of rapeseed while importing large 
amounts of soymeal. Regional trade in oils has been 
balanced by the net export of sunflowerseed oil. 

A decline in imports of oilseeds and meal has been most 
pronounced in Poland, where oilmeal imports fell from 
1.5 mmt in 1988189 to 726,000 mt in 1991/92. Declines 
have been smaller in oilier countries. The removal of 
feed subsidies in Poland led to sharply higher prices, and 
Poland's private farmers may have been quicker to react 
than the socialized farms in the other countries. Although 
net imports of meal have declined, imports of oilseeds 
have been rising, due to large soybean imports by 
Romania and reduced rapeseed exports by Poland. 

Beef and Veal 

The cattle sector has perhaps been the hardest hit by CEE 
economic reform. Because most of the cattle herd in 
Central and Eastern Europe is dual-purpose beef and 
dairy cattle, beef output is tremendously affected by 
policy changes in the dairy sector. The sharply higher 
prices for both meat and milk resulting from price 
liberalization measures led to a decrease in demand and 
consumption of both commodities. Falling consumer 
demand has put downward pressure on the producer price 
of milk. In response to low milk prices, cattle inventories 
have been cut Because of the increased slaughter, 
production of beef and veal has declined only slightly so 
far, but the cattle herd has been cut back enough to 
tighten beef supplies in 1992. 

Total Beefand Veal Production Declines 

Production of beef and veal in 1991 declined 14 percent 
from 1990. Less high-quality protein feed lowered 
carcass weight of slaughtered cattle, contributing to the 

decline in beef ouqml The declines in beef production 
came mostly from Poland and the CSFR, the largest CEE 
beef and veal p£oduceiS. Polish beef production declined 
more than 13 percent in 1991 from 1990. CSFR beef and 
veal production declined 14 percent in 1991 from a lower 
base than Poland's. Beef and veal production in 
Bulgaria. Hungary, Romania, and Yugoslavia remained 
virtually unchanged in 1991 from the previous year. 

Beef Consumption Slumps in Central and 
Eastern Europe 

Beef consumption bas been on a downward trend, 
although total CEE consumption was higher in 1991 than 
in 1989 due to a surge in Romanian beef consumption 
following the revolution. Romanian beef consumption 
rose from 115,000 mt in 1989 to 430,000 mt in 1990 as 
supplies intended for export were diverted to the domestic 
market. Beef consumption in Romania dropped to 
295,000 mt in 1991 after price liberalization measures 
took effect Total CEE consumption of beef in 1991 fell 
12 percent from 1990's level. Consumers vastly prefer 
pork to beef, and consumer response to rising prices has 
been far more pronounced for beef than for pork. 
However, large imports of inexpensive EC beef helped 
hold down Polish beef prices, which slowed the fall in 
consumption to just 3 percent. 

Beef consumption was projected to fall 8 percent in 1992. 
Most of the decline was expected in Poland, where 
reduced cattle inventories and higher tariffs on beef 
imports put significant upward pressure on beef prices. 

Decrease in Exports and Imports 

The CEE region was a net importer of 69,000 mt of beef 
in 1991, down from 169,OOD mt in 1990. The two 
countries accounting for the reduced imports were 
Romania and Yugoslavia. Exports of beef dropped 25 
percent from 1990, and 54 percent from 1989. Polish 
exports declined because of tighter domestic supplies, 
while Yugoslavia's exports were affected by the EC ban 
on veal imports resulting from the civil war. Beef 
imports were expected to decline in 1992 because of 
lower CEE demand from higher prices. 

Cattle exports from the CEE countries are far more 
significant than beef exports. The largest exporter of live 
cattle is Poland, which exported 700,000 head in 1991. 
All the remaining countries except Bulgaria have recently 
exported 100,000-200,000 head a year, mostly to the EC. 
Exports from Poland, Hungary, and the CSFR are 
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regulated by EC association agreements (effective March 
1, 1992), which restrict cattle exports to 425,000 head in 
a given year, with preferential tariffs given to the 
following quantities: 217,800 head in 1992, 237,600 
head in 1993,257,400 head in 1994,277,200 head in 
1995, and 297,000 head in 1996. In addition, triangular 
trade agreements between the EC, the former Soviet 
Union, and Hungary, Poland, and the CSFR may lead to 
some increase in meat exports to the former Soviet 
Union. 

Pork: 

Pork production, consumption, and trade declined in 
response to CEE price liberalization. Higher retail pork 
prices, reduced domestic consumption, and declining 
demand on international markets have resulted in a 
second year of reduced slaughter and pork production. In 
addition, rising high-protein feed prices have prompted 
substitution of grains for feed, lowering carcass weights 
of slaughtered pigs. 

Pork Production Continues Downward Trend 

The CEE countries are experiencing widely flucruating 
hog production cycles. Hog producers are able to 
respond rapidly to changing prices, so markets have 
swung from distress slaughtering and owcrsupply to tight 
supplies and rising prices. Production declined just 1 
percent in 1991, following a 2-percent decline in 1990. 
However, some CEE countries experienced greater 
declines, 5 percent in the CSFR and 8 percent in 
Hungary. Hog inventories have declined steadily in these 
cmmtries since 1990, as live hog prices failed to keep up 
with escalating feed prices. Poland, however, enjoyed a 
quite favorable price ratio between grain and hogs, which 
encouraged expansion of hog inventories in 1991. 
Slaughtering increased 12 percent as a result. 

Romania is another exception to the production trend. 
Hog farms during the final years of Ceaucescu suffered 
feed shortages but were forbidden to cut back inventories. 
The result was the slaughter of seriously underweight 
hogs. Improved feed supplies after the revolution 
allowed producers to raise their hogs to a more 
appropriate slaughter weight 

Little net change in porte production was expected in 
1992. Production was projected to increase further in 
Poland while decreasing in most of the other CEE 
countries, especially in Bulgaria where hog inventories in 
October 1991 were down 12 percent from a year earlier. 

Most of this reduction (15 percent) took place on the 
large state-owned hog complexes, while private sector 
inventories fell by only 4 percent 

The outlook beyond 1992 is equally mixed. The 
increased supplies on the Polish market will likely result 
in reduced profitability for Polish hog producers, leading 
to a' cutback in inventories in late 1992. On the other 
hand, the large 1991 cutbacks by Hungary and the CSFR 
are leading to tighter supplies and could strengthen prices 
and provide an incentive to rebuild inventories. Hog 
inventories may rebound in Bulgaria as its private sector 
becomes dominant 

Pork Consumption Affected by Inflation 

Higher porlc prices led to decreased CEE consumption. 
In Poland, however, consumption increased due to 
consumer preference for pork and lower beef supplies. 
Retai\ pork prices in Poland rose 31 percent in 1991, 
making it attractive in an economy where inflation was 
70 percent. CEE consumption was expected to stabilize 
in 1992, except in Romania, which is experiencing a 
worsening recession, and in Yugoslavia, where the 
economy has virUJally collapsed and supplies have been 
disrupted by the civil war. 

Imports Expected To Decline, Exports Rise in 1992 

Pork exports declined from 453,000 rot in 1989 to 
316,000 mt in 1991. Most of this decline is attributable 
to the balting of pork exports by Romania after its 
revolution. Instead, Romania began to import pork. The 
largest exporter of both porle and live hogs in 1990 and 
1991 was Hungary. Hungary's pork exports reached 
about 200,000 mt of porle in both 1990 and 1991, 
partially offset by a decrease in live hog exports. This 
shift from the export of live hogs to exports of pork was 
probably the result of the introduction of export subsidies 
for pork during the summer of 1991. Hungary will face 
difficulties maintaining this level of exports because it 
depends on markets of the former Soviet Union and other 
East European countries. 

Total CEE exports of live hogs increased in 1991 as the 
CSFR and Poland began to export hogs for the flfSt time, 
reflecting the buildup of surpluses in their domestic 
markets. However, the CSFR hog exports were 
subsidized. Poland is expected to increase hog exports in 
1992, most of which will go to the former Soviet 
republics. 
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Poultry 

The CEE poultry industry continued to be plagued by the 
high cost and scarcity of protem feed. Poultry production 
costs (especially of protein feed and energy) in Hungary 
increased by more than the average rate of inflation. As 
a result, poultry output fell in all CEE countries. 
Declines were greatest in Hungary, where producers cut 
back in response to the loss of the Soviet export market, 
and in Romania and Bulgaria, which suffered serious 
shortages of protein feed. Poultry numbers in Bulgaria 
fell by almost 50 percent in 1991, and just as in the case 
for pork, most of the decline was on the state-owned 
poultry complexes. 

Poultry consumption continued its downward trend in 
1991. Declines in most CEE countries were not that 
great, although consumption fell by close to half in 
Bulgaria. Health and agricultural authorities in some 
countries, notably the CSFR, are attempting to shift 
consumption from pork to poultry because of the 
relatively high fat content of pork. Consumers, however, 
stiU prefer pork, and pork prices have risen at a slower 
rate than poultry prices. 

CEE countries in the past were all net exporters of 
poultry. The largest exporters prior to 1990 were 
Hungary and Romania. Romania halted all exports 
after the revolution and began importing 30,000­
40,000 mt per year. Hungary's exports have fallen in 
recent years as a result of difficulties with former 
Soviet markets. Hungarian exports to the EC increased, 
but not enough to offset the fall in exports to the 
CMEA countries. Imports have risen since 1989. 
Poland has imported small amounts of poUltry from 
Hungary and the United Stales. Roma..,ia bas been 
importing more poultry because of domestic production 
shortfalls. 

Eggs 

Egg production, consumption, and trade have also been 
affected by bigh-priced or scarce protein feed, but to a 
lesser degree than poultry was affected. Egg production 
in 1991 was down slightly from 1990 levels, as was egg 
consumption. Production may rebound in coming years if 
more protein feed is made available at competitive prices. 
A feed composition consisting of more high-protein feed 
could increase the number of eggs per layer from current 
low levels. Yugoslav layers are the least productive at 
125 eggs per layer per year, while state farms in Romania 

posted 205 eggs per layer per year in 1990 when protein 
feed was readily available. Exports of eggs from the 
CEE countries have dropped in recent years while 
imports have risen. 

Dairy 

Dairy oulput declined in all CEE countries in 1991. The 
drop in cattle numbers was compounded by the shortage 
of high-quality protein feed, which reduced milk yields. 
Likewise, butter and cheese production in most CEE 
countries decreased, except in Romania where hutler 
production increased by 24 percent. Stabilizing prices 
and negligible change in the size of animal herds was 
expected to halt the decline in dairy production during 
1992. Milk production may have declined further in 
1992, but was expected to be offset by an increase in the 
production of butter and cheese. 

Mixed Consumer l1e.'l:ponse 

Consumer responses to higher dairy prices were varied. 
Most consumers substituted lower priced milks and 
cheeses for higher priced dairy products, especially for 
high-fat milk. Much more low-fat milk was consumed 
during 1991. CEE consumption of cheese decreased 9 
percent during 1991. An export ban in Romania boosted 
consumption of dairy products due to greater availability 
and pent-up consumer demand. Polish consumption of 
cheese remained low from the sharp decline experienced 
in 1990. CEE consumption of butter decreased by 12 
percent. 

Exports and Imports Slump 

Exports of dairy products declined during 1991 due to 
lower cattle numbers, reduced production, and relatively 
stable consumption. In addition, imports of dairy 
products declined as a result of low hard currency 
reserves and lack of available dairy products from 
potential barter parlners. While most eEE countries 
would like to promote dairy exports (except Romania 
with its food export ban), a low supply of good-quality 
dairy products precludes exports in most CEE countries. 
Cheese and nonfat dry milk seem to be the best 
commodities for export. Imports of butter in Poland have 
resulted from the unwillingness of farmers to stock 
summer surpluses for winter supplies. Higb interest mtes 
have encouraged production of fresh, nonstorable 
products; thus, Poland is expected to import butter to 
cover the winter deficit. 
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Sugar 

CEE conditions may not be the most amenable for the 
production of sugarbeets. Privatization could reduce beet 
production as private farmers choose to produce more 
profitable crops. Government policy, however, bas 
focused on achieving sugar self-sufficiency through 
incentives for beet farmers and producers. Such 
intervention amid the current movement toward free 
markets is due both to the political nature of sugar itself 
and to the prospect of integration with the EC (in the 
case of Poland, Hungary, and the CSFR). 

Production 

The cost of beet production with its high import/input 
content and labor intensity has increased with the rising 
costs of labor and inputs (fertilizer, irrigation water, 
insecticides). The hard currency shortage has made inputs 
scarce and beets a less economically viable crop for the 
CEE countries. 

The 1991/92 harvest in Poland was estimated at 1.7 mmt, 
24 percent lower than the previous year's bumper crop. 
Due to low producer prices, Polish beet output is forecast 
to drop by 3-4 percent in 1992/93 with 350,000 hectares 
planted for 1992 projected to yield an estimated 1.5 mmt 
The 1991192 crop for Hungary was estimated at 550,000 
mt, the bighest yield in the past 15 years. The 145,000 
hectares planted in 1991, well above 1990 levels, was due 
to a 20- to 30-percent price increase that year. 

Romanian 1992/93 beet production is forecast at 400,000 
mt, a 20-percent increase from last year's poor crop. 
This increase is attributed to the 24-percent expansion in 
planted area to 222,000 hectares, producer incentives, and 
good climatic conditions, which offset input shortages. 
Land reform, to have been completed in 1992, was not 
implemented in time for the 1992 spring planting. To 
increase private farmer incentives to grow sugarbeets, the 
Government of Romania adopted a payment-in-kind 
policy in 1989/90. Farmers now receive 45 kilograms of 
sugar per ton of beets delivered (versus previous 10 kg 
per ton), as well as 100 percent of beet pulp after 
processing. This change put 45 percent of total sugar 
production in farmers' hands, boosting sugar production 
62.8 percent from the previous year. 

Consumption 

Sugar consumption in most CEE countries bas continued 
to decline in response to price increases and falling real 

income. However, the decline is less drastic than in the 
previou: 3 years as sugar prices have been slower to rise 
relative to other products. Polish consumption fell 5 
percent in 1991192 due to higher prices, but is expected 
to recover slightly in 1992/93. Sugar continues to be 
rationed in Romania, and per capita consumption is 
expected to increase to 32 kilograms in 1992/93, up 33 
percent from 1991/92. 

Trade 

The collapse of the Soviet economy and consequent 
decline in oil/sugar trade between the former Soviet 
Union and Cuba have led to a diversion of Cuban sugar 
from former CMEA countries and a reduction of CEE 
sugar imports. Raw sugar had been imported from Cuba, 
refined, and re-exported by CEE countries as a source of 
hard currency earnings. With dissolution of the CMEA, 
CEE countries have curtailed imports due to falling 
demand and a shortage of hard currency. 

Cuban insistence on payment in hard currency has forced 
both Bulgaria, a net sugar importer, and Romania to look 
for alternative sources of sugar. Romania banned exports 
of sugar through 1992 and now imports refmed sugar due 
to bigh costs of processing. Romania will require imports 
of 200,000 mt to meet domestic needs in 1992/93. 
Although Cuba continues to be the primary source of 
sugar for Romania, Brazil now provides increasing 
amounts of sugar at less than $300 per ton. 

The Polish Government bas stabilized sugar prices since 
1990 with intervention purchasing through the 
Agricultural Market Agency. The agency provided export 
subsidies for 500,000 mt of sugar in 1990/91, and for 
140,000 mt in 1992. Low 1990/91 world prices required 
a costly 900,000 zloty-per-ton subsidy for Polish sugar to 
be competitive. It is unlikely such support will continue. 

In an effort to block imports of cheap EC sugar, the 
Polish Government raised tariffs in 1991 to 40 percent. 
The CSFR bas introduced compensatory import rates 011 

100 food/agricultural items (including sugar at 67 percent) 
for which the import price is below the cost of 
production. 

Cotton 

CEE cotton is grown chiefly in Albania and Bulgaria, 
with a small amount grown in Yugoslavia. Production of 
cotton in 1991 increased slightly to 21,000 bales, mainly 
due to the increase in area planted. However, both 
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Yugoslav and Bulgarian fanners were reluctant to fann 
land due to unclear title rights and shifting country 
borders. 

The CEE region produces little cotton, so importing the 
necessary cotton is crucial. Total imports declined in 
1990 to 341,000 bales from the 1989 level of 540,000 
bales due to the shortage of hard currency. Poland, as a 
major textile exporter, faces a difficult situation due to 
the diminished demand from former Soviet markets and 
the need to carry out all transactions using hard currency 
Therefore, imports of cotton to Poland in 1990 and 1991 
were half the level of cotton imports in 1989. The other 
CEE countries also decreased the amount of cotton they 
imported, reducing cotton use from 558,000 bales in 1989 
to 314,000 bales in 1991. 

The fall in Poland's cotton imports can be expbned by 
the increasing cost of credit needed to buy foreign cotton. 
In addition, the Government's new marlceting program 
eliminated all processing and import/export subsidies, 
which caused the price of cotton goods to increase 
sharply and therefore dampened demand. Cheaper 
textiles from Thailand have replaced Poland's cotton 
textile products tn many markets. 

u.s. cotton exports to Central and Eastern Europe have 
the potential to increase. The United States is offering 
$10 million in PL 480 cotton to each CEE country except 
Yugoslavia, and therefore will almost surely increase its 
exports. Production of cotton in Bulgaria, Albania, and 
Yugoslavia remained constant during 1991, but may 
increase in 1992193 if conflicts in the area can be 
resolved. Total CEE consumption of cotton may dip 
further if the textile industry cannot fmd markets for its 
products. 

Tobacco 

CEE tobacco production increased in 1991 as a result of 
a larger harvested area, but production was still well 

below historical levels. Resolution of landownership 
issues may give a boost to production, especially in 
Bulgaria where conditions are favorable for tobacco 
production. 

Tobacco production in 1990 declined, especially in 
Romania where production fell 48.3 percent from 24,500 
mt to 12,700 mt (dry weight). Production in Bulgaria 
and Yugoslavia, the largest CEE tobacco producers, also 
dropped. Production fell in Bulgaria from 68,300 mt in 
1989 to 61,000 mt in 1990. Yugoslav tobacco production 
fell from 57,000 mt in 1989 to 42,000 mt in 1990. 
Hungary, a small producer of tobacco, increased its 
production 10.7 percent to 12,200 mt in 1990. The two 
major factors contributing to the decline in tobacco 
production were the drought conditions that plagued the 
southern CEE countries of Bulgaria, Romania, and 
Yugoslavia and a drop in the area harvested in all CEE 
countries. Tobacco production in Bulgaria suffered when 
ethnic Turks fled the southern tobacco-growing area in 
1989 because of ethnic persecution. These Turks are the 
main harvesters and the most knowledgeable in tobacco 
processing. 

Consumption of tobacco in 1990 was down in Bulgaria 
and Romania, but increased in Hungary, Poland, and 
Yugoslavia. The change in consumption was most 
pronounced in Romania, where consumption fell 38.2 
percent to 19,900 mt. Consumption in 1991 remained 
relatively unchanged from 1990. 

Central and Eastern Europe became a larger net importer 
of tobacco during 1990. Total imports for 1990 increased 
in Poland, Hungary, and Yugoslavia and decreased 
slightly in Bulgaria and Romania. Total tobacco exports 
for the CEE region declined due to the decrease in 
production. As production rebounds, Central and Eastern 
Europe will export slightly more tobacco products. 
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Appendix table 1··Rates of exchange for U.S. dollar against CEE currencies 

Country January 1990 March 1992 

Bulgaria (Lev) 2.02 18.59 
Czechoslovakia (Koruna)1 16.29 29.03 
Hungary (Forint) 62.36 79.23 
Poland (Zloty)2 9,500.00 13,400.00 
Romania (LeU)3 14.33 198.10 
Yugoslavia (Dinar) 4.86 140.30 

Source: PlanEcon Report, "East European Currency Exchange Rates," Numbers 16·17, 
April 28, 1992. 

I Commercial rate. 
2 Official rate. 
 
3 Official rate was abolished in Romania on November 8, 1991; the leu is now convertible. 
 

Appendix table 2··Producer subsidy equivalents (PSE) for agricultural products in Central and 
Eastern Europe 

Country 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 

Average level ofPSE (percent) I 

Czechoslo­ 12 -3 1 4 13 4 20 
valda 

Hungary NA NA -7 10 19 5 -3 

Poland 27 24 34 36 18 9 -36 

Yugoslavia 47 35 41 51 38 13 NA 

NA =Not available. 
I PSE is defined as the gap between the domestic producer price and the world price, plus sector­

specific subsidies and taxes (per unit of output), taken as a percentage of the domestic producer price. 

Appendix table 3~·Consumer subsidy equivalents (CSE) for agricultural products in Central and 
Eastern Europe 

Country 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 

Average level of CSE (percent) I 

Czechoslo- -9 5 -2 -7 -19 -23 -16 
vakia 

Hungary NA NA 6 -3 -12 -3 -1 

Poland -2 7 -1 12 51 48 NA 

Yugoslavia -39 -26 -38 -54 -65 -18 NA 

NA =Not available. 
I CSE is dermed as the gap between the world and the domestic consumer retail price, adjusted back to 

the level of wholesale prices, taken as a percentage of the domestic adjusted retail price. 
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Appendix table 4--Supply and use of wheat in Central and Eastern Europe, 1986-92 

Country 
and 
year 

Ar911 
harveIIIed Ylald ProdUCIlon 

Tela! 
IrTllorts 

Total 
oxports 

Telal 
oons~tlon 

Ending 
alocks 

Feed 
UN 

IrTllorts 
IromU.S. 

1,000 
hectares 

Tons per 
hectare __________________________ 1 ,000 tons ------------------------------. 

Bulgaria: 
1086 
1987 
1086 
108; 
1990 

1,127 
1,085 
1,182 
1,136 
1,1~ 

3.64 
3.82 
4.01 
4.75 
4.38 

4,327 
4,149 
4,743 
5,402 
5,0IlS 

439 
400 
100 
100 
300 

215 
300 
352 
450 
200 

4,050 
4,34Ij 
04,391 
5,1(2 
5,245 

500 
400 
500 
450 
400 

1,300 
1,700 
1,700 
1,800 
2,100 

0 
154 

0 
0 
0 

1980-00 average 1,139 4,16 4,743 268 303 4,827 450 1,731 31 

Igg1 
llXl2 

1,200 
1,200 

3.75 
3.25 

4,500 
3,goo 

100 
0 

0 
0 

4,7a; 
4,0IlS 

2115 
100 

I,QSO 
2,000 

0 
0 

CzoohooIOYak!a: 
1086 
1987 
1086 
1989 
1900 

1,213 
1,217 
1,250 
1,241 
1,241 

4.37 
5.06 
5.24 
5.12 
5.41 

5,305 
6,154 
1\,550 
e,35e 
8,715 

200 
200 
200 
200 
200 

200 
300 
400 
300 
400 

5,305 
8,054 
8,350 
8,256 
6,515 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

3,02) 
3,000 
3,400 
3,000 
3,500 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

1988-00 average 1,232 5.04 8,218 200 320 8,0Il!! 0 3,184 0 

1901 
llXl2 

1,208 
1,170 

5.07 
5.21 

6,126 
e,loo 

200 
200 

350 
100 

6,350 
8,200 

0 
0 

3,250 
3,200 

0 
0 

Hungary: 
1986 
1987 
1986 
1989 
1900 

1,316 
1,301 
1,281 
1,242 
1,121 

4.40 
4.42 
5.44 
5.24 
5.50 

5,700 
5,746 
6,075 
6,509 
6,181 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

1,100 
1,050 
1 ,goo 
1,450 

600 

4,800 
4,865 
4,713 
4,goo 
4,6119 

0 
13 

375 
534 

1,006 

2,100 
2,100 
2,350 
2,300 
2,300 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

1986-00 average 1,253 5.00 6,237 0 1,2f(J 4,776 386 2,2:Jl ·0 

1991 
1992 

1,150 
640 

5.13 
5.00 

5,OCO 
4,200 

0 
0 

2,000 
1,000 

4,000 
3,75) 

960 
400 

2,000 
2,000 

0 
0 

Polend: 
1986 
1987 
1986 
1989 
1990 

2,025 
2,132 
2,179 
2,196 
2,261 

3.70 
3.73 
3.48 
3.86 
3.96 

7,5a2 
7,942 
7,582 
6,482 
9,026 

2,300 
2,000 
2,000 
1,370 

350 

0 
0 
0 
0 

250 

9,253 
9,7112 
0,800 
9,862 
9,300 

570 
720 
702 
672 
496 

4,151 
4,650 
4,100 
4,300 
3,BOO 

508 
1,444 

16 
16 

125 

1986-00 average 2,182 3.74 6,103 1,804 50 0,561 632 4,240 422 

Igg1 
llXl2 

2,437 
2,370 

3.80 
3.42 

0,270 
8.100 

120 
500 

5BO 
50 

1),056 
8,BOO 

270 
220 

3,917 
2,goo 

0 
0 

Romania: 
1986 
1967 
1986 
1969 
1990 

2.5:Jl 
2,400 
2,400 
2.350 
2.200 

2.65 
2.50 
3.50 
3.32 
:l.12 

6,700 
6,000 
8.400 
7,800 
7,040 

0 
0 
0 
0 

600 

100 
50 

250 
300 
100 

6.300 
8,250 
7,800 
7,500 
7.840 

450 
150 
500 
500 
200 

2,100 
2.000 
4.000 
2,000 
2.900 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

1980-00 average 2.388 3.02 7,188 120 180 7,136 360 2,600 0 

1991 
IIl1l2 

2,100 
1,755 

2.52 
2.26 

5.400 
4,000 

500 
500 

0 
0 

6.140 
4.500 

50 
50 

2,200 
2,000 

0 
0 

Yugoslrwla: 
1986 
1967 
1986 
1969 
1990 

1.346 
1,455 
1,506 
1,479 
1,496 

3.55 
3.62 
4.16 
3.79 
4.25 

4.776 
5,272 
6.300 
5,sgg 
(I,35Il 

701 
263 

12 
11 
27 

0 
11 

865 
982 
198 

5,400 
5,352 
5,400 
5,250 
8,100 

801 
793 

1,02) 
306 
488 

700 
700 
930 
700 

1,500 

551 
209 

0 
1 

15 

1986-90 lIVerago 1,456 3,86 5,861 207 375 5,500 860 908 155 

1991 
llXl2 

1,547 
1,035 

4.23 
3.86 

8,539 
4,000 

200 
500 

500 
0 

6,210 
4,700 

515 
315 

1,050 
100 

0 
0 

CEEtotal: 
1086 
1987 
1086 
1960 
1990 

11,559 
9,500 
9,796 
11,645 
9,561 

3.80 
3.86 
4.14 
4.16 
4.23 

34.403 
35,285 
40,550 
40,126 
40,306 

3,tl3II 
2,BIn 
2,312 
1,861 
1,477 

1,815 
1,711 
3,587 
3,482 
1,948 

35,001 
38,462 
38,254 
38,670 
311,l!69 

2,121 
2,070 
3,097 
2,554 
2,500 

13,371 
14,350 
18,480 
14,100 
18,100 

l,osg 
1,807 

16 
17 

140 

11186-00 average 9,631 3.96 38,148 2,396 2,480 37,1JI\) 2,488 14,880 006 

1991 
llXl2 

g,722 
6,370 

3.69 
3.62 

37,825 
30,300 

1,131 
1,700 

3,410 
1,150 

38,483 
31,855 

2,0SI0 
1,085 

14,387 
12,200 

0 
0 

Zeros Indicate values lass then 1,000 tons 04' not avllUIlbIll. 
 
Del .. '04' 1991 are prallmlnary. 
 
DsllI'04' 1992 are ootlmatoo. 
 

Source: USDA. 
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Appendix table 5--Supply and use of corn in Central and Eastern Europe. 1986-92 

Country 
IlJ'ld 
yoar 

ArQIJ 
harvOGlIId Yield Prodldlon 

Tala! 
l~ortlI 

Tala! 
exportll 

Tal&! 
consu~tlon 

Ending 
stocks 

Feed 
usa 

IlT1lortll 
IromU.S. 

Bulgrufa: 
1986 
1967 
1988 
1969 
1990 

11186-00 6-verago 

1991 
1992 

1,000 
hec\8f9& 

573 
497 
400 
563 
400 

505 

560 
000 

Tonsp"" 
hec\e.re 

4.97 
3.74 
3.18 
4.30 
3.10 

3.93 

4.00 
3.83 

____________ ---- ­

2,648 
1,656 
1,557 
2,421 
1,241 

500 
700 

1,100 
25 

300 

1,986 525 

2,718 
2,300 

0 
0 

------ ­ 1,000 tons ------------- ­ ---- ­

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

2,g,:a 
2,656 
2,757 
2,446 
1,600 

400 
300 
200 
200 
141 

0 2,482 248 

0 
0 

2,1118 
2,300 

241 
241 

------------- ­

2,700 
2,150 
2,200 
2,100 
1,500 

280 
0 
0 

23 
m 

2,130 120 

1,600 
1,500 

0 
0 

CZ..,hoslovakla: 
1988 
1967 
1988 
1989 
1990 

11186-00 averago 

1991 
1992 

217 
220 
215 
204 
140 . 

199 

165 
160 

4.57 
5.27 
4.42 
4.90 
3.113 

4.113 

4.00 
4.69 

9Il2 
1,100 

950 
1,000 

508 

922 

007 
750 

176 
183 
200 
150 

0 

138 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

0 
0 

1,188 
1,323 
1,1SO 
1,1SO 

506 

1,000 

867 
750 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

0 
0 

1,100 
1,240 
1,100 
1,150 

508 

l,oa:J 

007 
750 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

0 
0 

Hungary; 
1986 
1987 
1988 
1989 
1990 

1966-00 averago 

1991 
1992 

1,118 
1.144 
1,100 
1,064 
1,082 

1,100 

1,126 
1,000 

6.49 
B.32 
5.47 
6.22 
3.119 

5.71 

6.67 
6.15 

7,261 
7,234 
B,02l 
6,747 
4,317 

0,317 

7,510 
6,1SO 

23 
100 

2 
0 

275 

80 

0 
0 

47B 
352 
152 
'70 

0 

230 

1,800 
1,000 

B,500 
6,695 
6,4SO 
6,200 
5,387 

6,258 

5,500 
5,650 

1,468 
1,755 
1,163 
1,500 

765 

1,346 

975 
475 

6,OSO 
B,ISO 
5,875 
5,550 
5,100 

5,745 

4,4SO 
5,000 

0 
0 
0 
0 

2(;5 

51 

0 
0 

Poland: 
1988 
1981 
1988 
1989 
1990 

,966-00 average 

1991 
1992 

22 
32 
40 
51 
59 

41 

70 
80 

5.14 
4,58 
5.10 
4.78 
4,92 

4.89 

4.00 
5.83 

113 
146 
204 
244 
200 

199 

34() 

350 

238 
211 
411 
500 

41 

280 

100 
100 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

0 
0 

331 
~ 
580 
596 
331 

447 

464 
000 

108 
69 

104 
250 
250 

158 

226 
76 

265 
294 
488 
496 
253 

3BO 

364 
430 

3 
0 
0 

378 
40 

84 

0 
0 

Romania: 
1988 
1987 
1988 
1989 
1990 

1966-00 average 

1991 
1992 

3,000 
2,\lOJ 
2,900 
2,800 
2,'110 

2,814 

2,578 
2,650 

4.00 
3.62 
3.45 
3.21 
2.75 

3.43 

4.07 
3.40 

12,000 
10,500 
10,000 
9,000 
6,600 

9,500 

10,500 
9,000 

15 
0 
0 

000 
350 

233 

0 
0 

000 
130 
300 

0 
0 

206 

0 
0 

10,615 
11,270 
9,100 
9,iOO 
7,600 

9,697 

9,500 
9,500 

1,000 
100 
700 
000 
350 

500 

1,350 
850 

9,2SO 
10,300 
8,600 
9,000 
5,914 

8,653 

8,500 
8,000 

0 
0 
0 

6S4 
314 

194 

0 
0 

YUgoslavia: 
1988 
1987 
1988 
1989 
1990 

1Qe6-00 average 

1991 
1992 

2,300 
2,21~ 
2,2671 
2,268 
2,229 

2,271 

2,166 
2,200 

5.29 
4.00 
3.39 
4,15 
3.D2 

3.98 

5.34 
4.09 

12,526 
8,663 
7,697 
9,415 
0,724 

9,045 

11,557 
9,000 

108 
391 

80 
539 
755 

371 

25 
300 

1,510 
113 
200 
150 
21 

411 

500 
500 

9,900 
9,934 
8,300 
9,300 
8,200 

9,241 

9,525 
9,400 

2,700 
1,913 

870 
1,105 

363 

1,351 

1,920 
1,320 

8,400 
8,600 
7,700 
8,475 

700 

8,775 

7,600 
8,500 

108 
320 

0 
539 
702 

334 

0 
0 

GEE total: 
1986 
1987 
1988 
1989 
1990 

1966-00 average 

1991 
1992 

7,2J1iJ 
7,011 
7,017 
6,910 
6,300 

6,936 

Mas 
6,610 

4.00 
4.24
3.n 
4.14 
3.12 

4.00 

5.03 
4.13 

35,740 
29,781 
26,436 
26,627 
19,880 

28,129 

33,492 
27,550 

1,058 
1,565 
1,713 
2,014 
1,721 

1,626 

125 
400 

2,048 
595 
652 
320 

21 

847 

2,300 
1,500 

31,722 
32,276 
28,637 
20,463 
23,1126 

29,165 

28,474 
28,200 

5,082 
4,137 
2,857 
3,915 
1,600 

3,092 

4,712 
2,962 

27,785 
28,734 
26,183 
26,773 
13,975 

24,882 

23,381 
24,180 

391 
320 

0 
1,594 
1,610 

783 

0 
0 

Zor(l6 Indlcalo value I""" than 1,000 tons or not avallabill. 
 
Dill .. lor 1991 Of_ p,e/lmlrwy, 
 
Dela tor 1992 !irQ esllmel9S. 
 

Source: USDA. 
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Appendix table S--Supply and use of barley in Central and Eastern Europe, 1986-92 

Country 
and 
yeIIr 

Alu. 
hllMis!ed YIaId Produ::tlcn 

Tolal 
IlI1lorta 

Total 
CIOPorIs 

Total 
COOIlU!T1'tlon 

Ending 
alocks 

FIIOd 
IJ8fl 

IlI1lorta 
fremU.S. 

1,000 
hIIctares 

Tonspcr 
hact_ - ---------------------­---­ 1,000 tons ---------------­-----­--------

Bulgerla: 
1~ 
1007 

31B 
295 

3.eo 
3.70 

1,144 
1,0Q1 

100 
103 

0 
0 

1,244 
1,207 

0 
0 

1,080 
1,046 

0 
152 

1968 345 3.81 1,313 200 0 1,513 0 1,300 0 
1099 
1goo 

360 
360 

4.315 
3.74 

1,569 
1,:WS 

100 
100 

0 
0 

l,eea 
1,445 

0 
0 

1,450 
1,200 

0 
0 

IIlM-I1O avQ(age 33i5 3.85 1,2S12 139 0 1,431 0 1,215 30 

Igg1 
IIl1r.! 

3B3 
310 

3.00 
3.117 

1,400 
1,200 

100 
100 

0 
0 

1,5Q5 
1,300 

0 
Il 

1,200 
1,100 

0 
0 

CzoohoalOYlIlda: 
1006 
1007 

621 
840 

4.30 
4.23 

3,530 
3,551 

0 
30 

50 
50 

3,48) 
3,531 

0 
0 

2,500 
2,400 

0 
0 

1988 820 4.15 3,400 0 50 3,350 0 2,300 0 
100; 752 4.72 3,550 0 50 3,500 0 2,850 0 
1000 743 5.45 4,051 0 50 4,001 0 3,151 0 

IllM-go 1MIfIlg" 795 4.55 3,816 6 50 3,572 0 2,816 0 

1001 7'd7 4.n 3,700 50 300 3,548 0 2,850 0 

1002 800 4.fIg 3,750 50 200 3,800 0 3,000 0 

Hungary: 
1006 253 3.39 857 100 0 1,010 103 SI5 0 
1007 205 3.S1' 794 373 2 1,120 148 goo 0 
1988 
I gag 
I goo 

264 
263 
297 

4.4S 
4.88 
4.57 

1,170 
1,324 
1,355 

112 
150 
200 

51 
0 
0 

1,23) 
1,400 
l,fI2'd 

159 
233 
162 

81!0 
920 

1,275 

25 
0 
0 

IIlM-I1O aver81J9 260 4.23 1,101 IS7 II 1,276 lSI 958 5 

1991 320 4.88 1,554 100 0 1,600 121 1,100 0 

1002 330 4.2r1 1,415 100 0 1,515 121 1,100 0 

PoCand: 
1006 
1007 
1006 
1009 
1goo 

1,335 
1,266 
1,250 
1,175 
1,174 

3.30 
3.37 
3.04 
3.33 
3.59 

4,412 
4,335 
3,804 
3,goo 
4,217 

271;1 
300 
500 
125 

a 

0 
16 
0 
a 
a 

4,617 
4,611 
4,347 
4,083 
4,182 

194 
202 
159 
110 
145 

3,806 
3,574 
3,475 
3,245 
3,267 

62 
116 
44 
0 
0 

1988-110 average 1,244 3.32 4,1:>5 241 3 4,368 162 3,433 44 

Iggl 
IIl1r.! 

1,237 
1,170 

3.44 
2.99 

4,257 
3.500 

a 
200 

a 
0 

4,257 
3,700 

145 
145 

3,300 
3,200 

0 
a 

Romania: 
1006 
1987 

575 
sea 

3.39 
3.21 

1,950 
1,600 

550 
100 

0 
a 

2,500 
1,900 

50 
50 

2,200 
1,600 

111 
a 

1986 
1ge9 
1990 

750 
708 
749 

4,00 
4.43 
3.54 

3,000 
3,400 
2,651 

50 
175 

1,000 

150 
0 
0 

2,850 
3,175 
3,651 

100 
500 
500 

2,300 
2,600 
3,500 

a 
a 
a 

1988-00 average 680 3.76 2,580 375 30 2,1115 240 2,400 22 

1991 
1992 

1,01S 
800 

2.110 
2.75 

2,951 
2,200 

200 
400 

0 
a 

3,551 
2,600 

100 
100 

3,000 
1,700 

a 
0 

YugCGIClNla: 
1006 267 2.63 703 15 3 720 21 400 0 

1987 
1986 
1989 

213 
222 
242 

2.37 
2,n 
2.110 

504 
615 
702 

51 
50 
15 

0 
0 
0 

sea 
81!0 
717 

16 
>!I 
21 

250 
350 
400 

0 
0 
a 

Igoo 245 2.S2 692 274 4 960 23 650 0 

1986-110 averag<> 238 2.70 643 61 723 20 410 0 

1991 
1992 

245 
260 

3.06 
2.60 

754 
765 

20 
a 

2 
50 

no 
735 

25 
30 

440 
450 

a 
0 

CEElclaI: 
1986 
1987 
1986 
I gag 
1990 

3,5/Jl 
3,300 
3,651 
3,560 
3,sea 

3.53 
3.55 
3.64 
4.04 
4.01 

12,59(1 
12,075 
13,302 
14,453 
14,314 

1,044 
1,050 

912 
5fI5 

1,574 

53 
88 

251 
50 
54 

13,571 
13,009 
13,940 
14,543 
15,666 

388 
416 
439 
8fI4 
630 

10,fOl 
9,850 

10,f05 
11,«15 
13,043 

173 
208 

fig 

a 
a 

19!16-go averagQ 3.553 3.76 13,346 1,021 95 14,188 583 11,113 102 

~ 
1991 
1992 

4,000 

3,600 

3.70 

3,46 

14,609 
12,BSO 

470 
650 

302 
250 

15,416 
13,450 

391 
398 

1I,6lO 
10,550 

a 
a 

~Indlcatevalue 111&$ IIiIiii 1,000 tons or noIav8!leble. 
 
Dills or 1991 81e preliminary. 
 
Data for 1002 816 GSllmatas. 
 

Source: USDA. 
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Appendix table 7--Supply and use of rye in Central and Eastern Europe, 1986-92 

Country 
and 
y98J' 

Ar.. 
haIvaotod Ylald Producllcn 

Taal 
I~om 

TcIII 
exporlc 

Tall 
conalJll1ltlon 

Ending 
etooks 

F_ 
I_ 

I~orta 
l,emU.S. 

1,000 
hcIcUIms 

Tonspw 
holct... " 

__________________________ 1 ,000 Ions ----------------------------- ­

Bulga.~a: 
19a8 
1987 
lQ&O 
1989 
11190 

30 
30 
30 
30 
30 

1,117 
1.50 
1.117 
1.50 
1.50 

50 
45 
50 
45 
45 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

50 
45 
50 
45 
45 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

11l6!l-90 8V"'age 30 1.57 47 0 0 47 0 0 0 

1991 
1992 

30 
25 

1.33 
4.40 

40 
35 

0 
0 

0 
0 

40 
35 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

CzlIChoGlOIIllkla: 
19S11 
1987 
1088 
1l1&li 
199() 

15e 
142 
155 
175 
171 

3.51 
3.411 
3.42 
4.05 
4.211 

547 
4l1li 
530 
7011 
729 

50 
50 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

sg7 
548 
530 
7011 
7211 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

300 
300 
300 
478 
sgg 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

1986-90 nv"'eoe 160 3.77 eo2 20 0 1122 0 ag5 0 

1991 
1992 

127 
100 

3.60 
3.60 

4112 
380 

0 
0 

0 
0 

4112 
3&0 

0 
a 

400 
300 

0 
a 

Hungary: 
1l18li 
1987 
1088 
loa9 
11190 

69 
94 
97 
97 
92 

1.113 
l.oa 
2.53 
2.011 
2.411 

172 
166 
245 
200 
2211 

40 
14 
0 
0 
0 

40 
40 
a 
0 
a 

172 
160 
245 
200 
2211 

a 
a 
a 
a 
a 

100 
90 

155 
110 
120 

a 
a 
a 
a 
a 

11l6!1-90 BV9Iaga 04 2.10 206 11 115 201 a 115 a 

1991 
1992 

93 
70 

2.38 
2.811 

221 
200 

a 
0 

a 
a 

221 
200 

a 
a 

120 
a 

a 
a 

Poland: 
1l18li 
loa7 
19a8 
1989 
lQ90 

2,7«1 
2,1147 
2,325 
2,275 
2,314 

2.511 
2.58 
2.37 
2.73 
2.111 

7,074 
6,817 
5,501 
6,2111 
11,044 

21 
19 
65 

100 
0 

27 
20 
50 

100 
50 

7,000 
6,972 
5,eoo 
6,089 
6,074 

380 
204 
137 
264 
164 

4,362 
4,375 
4,937 
5,lIm 
6,000 

a 
0 
0 
a 
a 

19&1-90 Bv"'age 2,4Il4 2.57 6,300 45 49 11,3411 230 5,085 a 

1001 
1992 

2.m 
2,000 

2.58 
2.45 

5,890 
5,100 

0 
a 

470 
400 

5,429 
4,150 

164 
134 

5,429 
4,750 

a 
a 

Romania: 
19811 
loa7 
19811 
loa9 
11190 

40 
42 
40 
40 
37 

1.50 
1.19 
1.50 
1.115 
1.78 

60 
50 
60 
78 
811 

0 
0 
0 

150 
190 

a 
0 
0 
0 
0 

60 
50 
60 

228 
258 

a 
a 
a 
a 
0 

5 
5 
5 

100 
120 

a 
0 
0 
0 
0 

1966-90 average 40 1.58 83 66 0 131 0 47 0 

1991 
1m 

37 
30 

1.69 
1.67 

70 
50 

100 
150 

0 
a 

260 
200 

0 
0 

120 
120 

a 
a 

Yugoolnvla: 
lllOO 
loa7 
19811 
1989 
11190 

42 
41 
40 
37 
38 

1.76 
1.66 
1.90 
2.03 
1.69 

74 
69 
711 
75 
72 

0 
0 
0 
0 
II 

a 
a 
0 
a 
a 

75 
70 
75 
75 
78 

4 
3 
4 
4 
6 

10 
10 
10 
10 
10 

a 
a 
0 
0 
a 

19&1-90 average: 40 1.85 73 2 a 75 4 10 0 

1991 
1m 

35 
40 

2.03 
1.83 

71 
73 

a 
5 

0 
a 

71 
60 

6 
4 

10 
0 

0 
0 

CEElotal: 
1986 
loa7 
19811 
1989 
11190 

3,117 
2,996 
2,667 
2,654 
2,682 

2.58 
2.58 
2.40 
2.76 
2.68 

7,971 
7,663 
6,462 
7,322 
7,192 

111 
83 
85 

250 
loa 

67 
60 
50 

100 
50 

7,954 
7,643 
6,583 
7,345 
7,408 

364 
207 
141 
266 
190 

4,777 
4,7«1 
5,407 
6,301 
6,909 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

1986-90 average 2,627 2.59 7,321 145 65 7,423 234 5,653 0 

1991 
1992 

2,612 
2.345 

2.60 
2.49 

6,763 
5,638 

190 
155 

470 
400 

8,503 
5,645 

190 
138 

6.079 
5.170 

0 
a 

ZefOS lildlcato value less than 1,000 tons or not 8V8n8blii. 
 
Dala for 1991 ere preliminary. 
 
Data lor 1992 ere estlmal66. 
 

Source: USDA. 
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Appendix table 8-Supply and use of oats in Central and Eastern Europe, 1986·92 

CounIry 
end Area ToIiIII Tclal Tclal Ending IIlllOfIa 
yaar haMIe1l1d YIeld ProcIlL11on I~DfbI expotIa COflIIlJlT'4:lllon lIIockD F8Id IrcmU.S. 

1.000 
hGcIer_ 

Tonepel' 
hoIcI1ir8 -----------------------------l.000lcna ----------------------------

Bulgaria: 
1988 28 1.50 42 0 0 42 0 16 0 
1987 28 1.48 41 0 0 41 0 15 0 
1988 27 1.ge 63 0 0 63 0 15 0 
1ge9 26 1.73 45 0 0 45 0 15 0 
19QO 28 1.73 45 0 0 45 0 15 0 

19M-IIO_age 27 1.87 45 0 0 45 0 15 0 

1991 28 1.35 35 0 0 35 0 20 0 
1992 20 1.50 30 0 0 30 10 0 0 

Czechoalovakla: 
l;eG 100 3.78 410 0 0 410 0 37& 0 
1ge7 120 3.33 400 0 0 400 0 370 0 
1988 115 3.13 :l8O 0 0 380 0 350 0 
1l18li 102 3.24 330 0 0 330 0 320 0 
1900 111 4.55 414 0 0 414 0 404 0 

11168-110 average 107 3.56 383 0 0 383 0 354 0 

1991 100 4.00 400 0 0 400 0 300 0 
1l1li2 70 3.67 250 0 0 250 0 200 0 

Hungary: 
1988 41 3.07 128 0 0 128 0 110 0 
1987 40 2.48 119 0 0 119 0 110 0 
1988 42 3.111 134 6 0 1311 0 118 0 
1l18li 42 3.10 130 5 0 135 0 118 0 
llXlO 48 3.211 156 0 0 156 0 138 0 

11168-110 _1Ig" 43 3.04 1211 2 0 131 0 1011 0 

11191 42 3.24 135 0 0 138 0 120 0 
1l1li2 40 3.25 130 0 0 130 0 120 0 

Poland: 
1988 1124 2.811 2.485 0 0 2.481 141 2.0lI0 0 
1007 858 2.84 2.431 0 0 2.388 201 2.031 0 
1008 850 2.81 2.222 0 0 2.300 120 1.7115 0 
1ge9 803 2.72 2.108 0 0 2.220 88 1.83) 0 
199o 747 2.84 2.1111 0 50 2.085 70 1.715 0 

11186-110 average 838 2.74 2.2!!1 0 10 2.2IP. 124 1.W 0 

1l1li1 80G 2.73 1.873 0 50 1.833 eo 1.832 0 
1l1li2 8110 2.50 1.700 0 50 1.850 110 1.500 0 

Romania: 
1008 70 2.14 150 0 0 150 0 125 0 
1ge7 70 1.43 100 30 0 130 0 110 0 
1988 
19a9 
19QO 

75 
1011 
144 

2.13 
1.58 
1.63 

100

'M 
221 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

100 
188 
221 

0 
0 
0 

140 
120 
120 

0 
0 
0 

1988-110 avflfag8 Q3 1.72 180 8 0 188 0 123 0 

lGG' 150 1.110 240 0 0 240 0 120 0 
1l1li2 200 1.00 200 0 0 200 0 120 0 

Yugoalavlll: 
1988 152 1.71 2tlO 0 0 2tlO 11 205 0 
1ge7 140 1.88 232 6 0 241 7 1110 0 
1988 135 1.87 253 2 0 250 12 1110 0 
,gag 144 1.D" 2711 1 0 280 12 220 0 
lPQO 1311 2.01 280 4 0 280 18 220 0 

11188-110 averllge 142 1.84 281 2 0 282 12 205 0 

11191 130 1.112 250 8 0 250 22 200 0 
1l1li2 140 6.88 280 5 0 270 17 210 0 

CEEloItlJ: 
'988 
1ge7 

1,324 
1,254 

2.82 
2.83 

3.474 
3,300 

0 
35 

0 
0 

3,474 
3,m 

152 
208 

2,Il00 
2,7115 

0 
0 

1008 1,244 2.SC 3,1112 7 0 3.2e6 132 2,5118 0 
1l18li 1,223 2.57 3,135 8 0 3.1711 00 2,811 0 
1000 1.1115 2.71 3,237 4 50 3,200 88 2,1110 0 

11188-110 average 1,248 2.82 3,2eCI 10 10 3,280 135 2,7m 0 

11191 1.134 2.611 2.1134 8 50 2.8114 82 2,3fJIi! 0 
1l1li2 1.150 2.23 2.570 6 50 2.530 117 2,ltJO 0 

Zaroa IndICa" vlluel88Slhiiii 1,000 tons or no! avilliblii 
 
Data lor 11191 oro prallmlrllllY. 
 
0aIa lor 1maN e;tlmalas. 
 

SOUICII: USDA. 
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Appendix table g--Supply and use of coarse grains in Central and Eastern Europe, 1986-92 

Country 
&nd 
ye&r 

AI_ 
haMIs1ed YI"'d Production 

Tae! 
III"f.\000e 

Total 
Glqlorta 

Tall! 
consumption 

Ending 
lIockll 

F-' 
UH 

11I"f.\0C1s 
from U.S. 

Bulgaria: 
1l1li6 
1987 
1985 
198; 
Iggo 

1,000 
hacllltllS 

\ISO 
851 
693 
goo 
817 

Tonsil'" 
haclaro 

4.30 
a.57 
3.a3 
4.1& 
3.28 

--------------------------­

4,oes 600 0 
3,1)35 800 0 
2,1174 1,:;00 0 
4,0Il0 125 0 
2,677 400 0 

1,OOOtona -----------------------------­

4,2116 400 a,71lS 260 
4,032 300 a,211 152 
4,a74 200 3,515 0 
4.2(6 200 a,5C!S 2a 
a,131l 141 2,715 2119 

loae-lIOlN9ftlgll 6IlS a.75 3,a70 &64 0 4,006 248 3,300 151 

lj1g1 
1m 

1,000 
1156 

4.2; 
a.n 

4,2e11 
3,seII 

100 
100 

0 
0 

4,2eg 
a,&e3 

241 
241 

2,815 
2,610 

0 
0 

CzechoalOYalda: 
198C! 
1ge7 
1gee 
lQ811 
lQg() 

1,300 
1,322 
1,305 
1,233 
1,145 

4.20 
4.24 
4.02 
4.53 
4.ge 

5,479 
5,607 
5,2«1 
5,5eB 
5,7a! 

22& 
243 
200 
ISO 

0 

SO 
SO 
SO 
SO 
SO 

5,655 
5,800 
5,3llO 
5,868 
5,eS2 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

4,275 
4,3llO 
4,050 
4,5C18 
.01,0«12 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

ll1M-110 IIVQf6g9 1,262 4.U 5,523 1M SO 5,!!37 0 4,aGS 0 

lj1g1 
1m 

1,1e11 
1,130 

4.117 
4.54 

5,547 
5,130 

SO 
SO 

300 
200 

5,2W 
4,\lI!O 

0 
0 

4,217 
4,2!:il 

0 
0 

Hungs/y: 
1985 
1ge7 
198C! 
198; 
IgQO 

1,501 
1,483 
1,500 
1,500 
1,519 

5.61 
5.61 
5.03 
5.56 
3.jIg 

6,416 
8,313 
7,577 
8,401 
lI,osg 

163 
487 
1111 
165 
475 

518 
304 
203 
170 

0 

7,868 
8,074 
8,054 
7,gas 
7,401) 

1,571 
1 ,goo 
1,:342 
1,7113 

;27 

7,055 
7,220 
7,035 
&,6Il6 
8,631 

0 
0 

25 
0 

265 

19815-1lO aVllftlgo 1,503 5.18 7,7& 260 257 7,8eCI 1,507 lI,m 56 

1jig1 
10112 

1,561 
1,4«> 

5.96 
5.48 

11,421 
7,8\lS 

100 
100 

1,800 
1,000 

7,552 
7,4\lS 

1,006 
596 

5,700 
6,a«> 

0 
0 

Polend: 
1\l1l15 
1ge7 
1l1li6 
19a9 
Iggo 

6,283 
6,251 
6,251l 
6,181 
1I,2!:il 

2.82 
2.110 
2.70 
2.jIg 
3.04 

17,741 
18,1111 
16,11122 
18,o4GB 
18,1l88 

7ae 
730 

1,006 
775 

41 

27 
ae 
SO 

100 
100 

18,260 
18,9150 
19,a;e 
18,1177 
18,w.! 

855 
708 
618 
812 
749 

la,419 
la,258 
13,SIlO 
14,471 
14,564 

165 
1111 
44 

390 
40 

19815-90 averDge 11,245 2.l1li 18,<:53 616 63 18,1ISa 748 13,856 151 

1jig1 
lQ;2 

6,279 
5,8115 

2.115 
2.70 

18,541 
15,goo 

100 
300 

520 
0\60 

18,165 
15,Q50 

715 
505 

la,832 
12,eas 

0 
0 

AOIn!IIlla: 
1986 
1987 
1l1li6 
19a9 
1990 

a,6115 
a,582 
3,777 
a,725 
3,401 

a.84 
3.48 
a.51 
3.40 
2.65 

14,160 
12,470 
13,250 
12,C!54 
9,013 

585 
130 
50 

1,125 
1,540 

1500 
130 
4SO 

0 
0 

13,545 
13,310 
12,2X) 
13,2111 
11,003 

1,050 
ISO 
800 

1,:;00 
850 

1',me 
12,035 
11,215 
12,Q28 
9,6(6 

111 
0 
0 

654 
314 

19815-90 lIVerDge 3,638 a.a; 12,31a 1582 2ae 12,6111 830 11,321 2111 

11191 
1m 

3,843 
a,656 

a.59 
a.ll 

13,7711 
11,460 

ago 
550 

0 
0 

13,5711 
12,510 

1,440 
1140 

11,750 
11,950 

0 
0 

Y~o~llIVla: 
196& 
1ge7 
10&8 
1\1611 
1990 

2,634 
2,814 
2,eee 
2,6113 
2,15& 

4.711 
a.70 
3.24 
3.l1li 
2.\13 

la,ssg 
11,1171 
a,MII 

10,474 
7,771 

148 
447 
112 
5S5 

1,041 

1,57'3 
113 
200 
ISO 
25 

1(!,1/M 
10,8:)8 

11,7110 
10,444 
9,521 

2,742 
1,939 

707 
1,142 

408 

11,045 
9,051 
8,254 
11,107 
1,582 

la3 
320 

0 
53\l 
702 

11186-110 aver. 2,61112 3.72 10,Qi!6 481 412 10,310 1,388 7,4(8 33\l 

1jig1 
1m 

2,578 
2,(102 

4.90 
a.60 

-12,835 
10,121 

108 
310 

502 
550 

10,e8Il 
10,488 

1,1178 
1,371 

8,252 
11,170 

0 
0 

CEEtaal: 
11186 
1ge7 
IIl88 
lQeQ 
199o 

16,586 
111,103 
16,406 
16,316 
15,785 

3.63 
a.65 
a.a3 
3.66 
3.111 

63,470 
57,216 
S4,eoo 
511,eQ3 
SO,210 

2,436 
2,033 
2,677 
2,885 
3,4g? 

2,7ea 
72a 
Il53 
470 
175 

60,619 
61,044 
57,8156 
e-.o,S26 
55,704 

6,616 
5,000 
a,1561 
5,247 
a,075 

40,1l1li 
411,165 
47,710 
SO,485 
3Il,eoo 

68Il 
588 

CQ 
1,009 
l,fll0 

ll1M-110 lN9fage 16,2315 3.51 57,(MO 2,m 1.016 5\1,152 4,721 47,318 1112 

1001 
1m 

10,470 
15,771 

3.90 
a.43 

64,212 
54,072 

II4C 
1,410 

3,122 
2,210 

5\1,541 
65,0I!II 

5,41'0 
a,6& 

415,(;56 
45,aJ5 

0 
0 

ZlIrOSliidlCille vlilue loss than 1,000 tOl1$ or not av8lleblii 
0ftIa lor 1001 en pmllmlnasy. 
Data lor lQ;2 _ 811lma1l1l1. 

SOUI'C9: USDA. 
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Appendix table 10--Supply and use of total grains in Central and Eastern Europe, 1986-92 

Country 
and AnIe ToIlII TeM! ToIII Ending FIl8d l"l3orta 
ytIIII ~ed YIoId Production Ir1l3OfIl aocporta ccnur,.,tlon lIocka I.IIQ IromU.S. 

1,000 Tore per 
hect8a hect_ - ----- ­ ---- ­ ---- ­ ---- ­ 1,000 tore----' ­ ---- ­ ---- ­ ----- ­ ---- ­ ---- ­ ----

Bulgwla: 
19M 2,000 4.04 11,482 1,0411 215 8,3QS 000 5,C1Q6 280 
lDe7 1,g&! 3.71 7,236 1,3015 300 11,441 700 4,911 30!1 
lD8!1 2,OQ1 3.71 7,7~ 1,410 352 8,1115 710 5,215 0 

1118G 2.1:12 4.46 Q,512 245 450 Q.357 eeo 235,3e6 
lQQO 1,901 3.91 7,7fR. 705 200 8,«fl 551 4.815 299 

1I11III-90 ........ age 2,052 3.Q7 11.154 943 303 8,1183 704 5,01D 182 


11191 2,20!1 3.09 8,8011 215 0 9.cr.a4 550 4,7115 0 

1m 2,1113 3.46 7.485 102 0 7,7ft!, 351 4,1110 0 

CzGChoIIOYakI&: 
19l1li 2,5111 01.29 10,784 4GC'1 250 11,000 0 7',21i6 0 
lDe7 2.53Ij 4.113 11,7111 513 350 11."24 0 ",3110 0 

1988 2,556 4.111 11.7'90 470 450 11,810 0 7.4l1O 0 
1geQ 2,474 4.113 11,944 420 350 12.014 0 7.SS!I 2 

1990 2.:!l!II 5.20 12.417 270 450 12.Zl7 0 11,162 0 

1I11III-90 _aglt 2.494 4.71 11,739 434 370 11,803 0 7,57'9 0 

1991 2,397 4.91 11,7113 350 1150 11,4113 0 7,342 0 

1m 2,30) 4.86 1',ZlO 350 300 11,20 0 7,450 0 

Hung&ry: 
19l1li 2.834 5.02 14,239 2111 1,818 12.848 1.571 9,155 0 
1987 2,7111 5.03 14,og1 542 1,44<1 12.644 1.9111 9,320 0 

1988 2.!IOO 5,21 14,583 174 2.103 12.853 1.717 9.3711 33 
1989 2.71D 14.fR."5.41 210 1,I!2O 12.908 2,327 1l,99IS 0 

1990 2,652 4.82 12.295 540 !IOO 12,374 1,938 8,931 255 

5.07 337 9,15819811-90_"118 2,7m 14.027 1,517 12,725 1.694 58 

1991 2.740 5.82 15.3111 168 3,800 ",me 2,081 7.700 0 

1m 2.267 5.29 12.015 150 2.000 11,315 1,001 8,340 0 

Poland: 
1968 8,308 3.04 25.243 3,128 27 27,1123 1,432 17.570 1174 

1987 1I,3tr3 3.11 211,0(11 2,820 36 28.649 1.428 111,108 I.SID 

1968 6.4315 2.90 24,504 3,161 50 27,723 1.320 17.sa 68 
1989 6,3711 3.22 2II,Il6lI 2,161 100 211.675 1,464 111.771 416 

1990 11,531 3.28 28.014 447 350 28,"" 1,252 18.354 179 

19811-00 av... aga 11.0407 3.11 211,158 2,347 113 28,3113 1,3tr3 lB,099 580 

1991 8.716 3,19 27,611 280 1.000 27.273 990 17.74" 0 

1m 11,2115 2.90 24,000 873 510 24,1123 730 15,785 0 

Romania: 
1968 11.270 3.35 2O.1lII5 640 700 20,035 1.500 13,700 111 

11087 11,029 3.08 111.570 200 180 19,790 300 14.035 0 

1Dell 11.225 3.49 21,754 100 700 20,154 1.300 15,275 0 
1peg 11.124 3.35 2O,~ 1,175 300 20,673 1,800 14,0211 654 
IggQ 5.701 2.82 111.103 2,1110 100 18,943 1,050 12,585 314 

19811-90 _Dgo 6,070 3.23 111,584 861 398 19,1l59 1,190 13,fR.l 216 

1991 11,045 3.19 111,300 940 0 ''',8JO 1,<100 13.950 0 

1m 5,4t'lB 2.113 15,940 1.100 0 17.0g0 lIIIO 11,950 0 

YugOllltNla: 
1968 4,109 4.3\1 111.374 8611 1,573 111,4211 3,3&1 9,745 Il84 
1987 4.07'9 3.67 14.1172 750 124 111,2Oe 2,756 9,71l1 520 
1068 4,100 3.58 14,Q1!6 154 685 15.:340 1.753 9.164 0 
1geQ 4,1711 3.115 10,0(19 598 1,132 15,750 1,558 9,807 540 
1990 4.157 3.40 14,147 1,0Q8 223 15,"" 917 3.0112 717 

19811-90 av...age 4,157 3.78 15.710 eo:! 787 15,e67 2,08!1 8,314 494 

18.912 2,505 9,302 0 

11192 3.704 3.82 14,134 835 558 15,223 1.1lO5 9,270 0 
11191 4,134 <1.&1 19.190 313 1,003 

CEEtctal; 
1980 26,210 3.74 llB,og7 11.3117 4,3tr3 98,155 8.7~ 82,580 1,741 

1987 25,781 3.60 l12.eoo 11,131 2,4301 98.C64 7,100 113,515 2,3lI5 

1980 211,292 3.113 95.3C511 5.4Il9 4,5Cl 98,595 11,800 54,190 101 
1gog 211,044 3.54 99,1l2II 4.827 3,952 99.m 7,827 54,585 1,1137 

1990 25,418 3.57 OO,71S8 5,250 2,1Zl 98,«14 S,7C6 55,1IOC1 1,764 

l00e-90 average 25.949 3.68 95,370 5,815 3,4l!6 97,G 7,2«1 82,146 1,53) 

(I1991 211,:340 3.1lO 102.2113 2,2es 11,533 98.108 7,596 80,098 

1m 24.187 3.51 54.604 3,410 3.3e8 87,317 4,7~ 57,405 0 

Z ... os Indblie vlllue 1_than 1,000 tons Ot not aveUsbb. 
 
Data lOt 1991 1It8 prQllmlnary. 
 
DaIa lOt 1002 ara II81lmstllG. 
 

Source: USDA. 
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Appendix table 11.·Supply and use of sunflower in Central and Eastern Europe, 1986-92 

Country 
lind Ata Tolal Tetal Tolal Ending Faed,lMd, Amount 
year hotMIItId ¥kid Produollon I~ 4IlCPQ'Ia COMaIJI1"q)IIon stocks end WIIIIIe crUllwd 

1,000 TClnIIpII' 

8u1g1lllll: 
191M! 

hIcI8IU 

255 

hectIn 

1.1r.! 

- ­ ---- ­

48Q 

----- ­ ---- ­

0 

---- ­ ---- ­

10 

1,000 lena ---- ­

4711 

----- ­

25 

---- ­ ---- ­

19 

------ ­

.ceo 
1ge7 :lee 1.54 410 31 5 438 25 21 415 
191M! 2G5 1.38 307 12 5 387 12 20 307 
1011Q 240 1.111! 447 25 5 479 0 20 450 
11100 23e 1.57 374 25 5 31M 0 20 374 

loea-OO ......rege 253 1.65 417 19 6 435 12 20 415 

1001 270 1.114 442 25 5 482 0 20 442 
1m 270 1.411 0400 25 5 420 0 20 400 

CzectlCllovakl.: 
19116 27 2.30 e2 5 0 87 0 65 
1ge7 27 2.30 e2 8 0 70 0 tJ8 
1088 30 2.07 e2 21 0 83 0 81 
1gag 31 2.26 70 12 0 82 0 80 
19oo 304 2.32 711 10 0 11\1 0 87 

loea-OO _ega 30 2.25 tJ7 11 0 76 0 78 

1001 58 2.32 130 " 57 n 0 75 
1m 55 2.36 130 4 55 79 0 n 

Hungaty: 
1gee 3111 2.10 657 0 142 tJ85 30 30 852 
1ge7 378 2.og 767 0 100 707 10 30 874 
10M 383 1.95 708 0 411 870 0 25 842 
1gag 358 1.04 IMI2 20 tJ8 804e 0 25 818 
1goo 3411 l.gs 873 20 37 858 0 25 828 

1 oea-OO avll'6ge 3e6 2.03 743 II 711 873 IS 27 643 

1001 350 2.00 700 20 70 850 0 25 822 
1m 350 2.00 700 20 eo 880 0 25 832 

PcIm1d: 
1gee 0 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
lD117 0 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1088 0 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1l18li 0 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1goo 0 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

1 g(J8-00 avll'eg. 0 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

lQ91
1m 

0 
0 

0.00 
0.00 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

Romania: 
1988 470 2.14 1,001 4 30 1174 15 go 870 
1ge7 455 1.43 850 1 0 858 10 31 820 
1gee 444 1.31 sea 0 0 sea 10 35 540 
Il15G 4304 1.51 656 0 0 850 10 25 825 
1000 ags HI 558 0 0 580 8 20 535 

loea-OO averega 440 1.57 tJ8II 8 685 10 42 838 

1991 400 1.34 535 0 0 838 5 20 510 
1m 400 1.38 550 0 0 550 5 20 525 

YugOllavla: 
11188 lag 2.33 440 10 1 458 0 25 433 
1ge7 251 1."-4 4118 11 1 408 0 26 470 
11186 200 1.08 410 8 3 415 0 25 300 
1gag 204 2.08 420 47 " <83 0 33 430 
19oo 214 1.07 422 28 2 448 0 33 415 

1088-00_ega 213 2.05 437 21 2 458 0 28 4211 

1001 
1m 

100 
200 

2.00 
2.00 

3eO 
400 

50 
25 

0 
0 

430 
425 

0 
0 

30 
30 

400 
395 

CEEloInI: 
1061! 
1ge7 

1,332 
1,375 

2.15 
1.74 

2,081 
2,305 

10 
51 

103 
108 

2.e113 
2.385 

70 
45 

174 
log 

2.400 
2.247 

1gee 1,311 1.82 2,127 41 68 2,135 22 108 2,02J 
1gag 1,285 1.t11 2,265 104 75 2,328 10 104 2,212 
1000 1,227 1.71 2,104 83 44 2.147 8 00 2,030 

1988-00 avor8ge 1,3Q2 1.81 2,354 eo 03 2.327 31 118 2,200 

log1 
1m 

1.2811 
1,275 

1.73 
1.71 

2,187 
2,180 

go 
74 

132 
120 

2,155 
2.134 

5 
5 

08 
08 

2,0411 
2,020 

ZerOI IndlCata villUll lass 1118111 ,000 Ions or not avaUilblo. 
 
OM. lor 1991 are prellmhwy. 
 
DalalorlmDrOlllllrncII•. 
 

SCIJICQ: USDA. 
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Appendix table 12--Supply and use of rapeseed in Central and Eastern Europe, 1986-92 

Counlry 
and 
yll8l 

Ar8II 
harvmlld Yield Producllon 

Total 
IlT1lorta 

Tdal 
IIICP(lIIs 

Total 
00I1I!~11on 

Ending 
lIIocll1l 

F~,aaad, 
andwut. 

Amount 
cMMd 

1,OCO 
haclaraG 

Tons pOll 
haclare 

___________________________ 1,OCOlons------------------------------

Bulgaria: 
1980 
1987 
lQ88 
11;80 
1990 

a 
a 
a 
a 
a 

0,00 
0,00 
0,00 
0,00 
0,00 

a 
a 
a 
a 
a 

a 
a 
a 
a 
a 

a 
a 
a 
a 
a 

a 
a 
a 
a 
a 

a 
a 
a 
a 
a 

a 
a 
a 
a 
a 

a 
a 
a 
a 
a 

1980-110 overage a 0,00 0 a 0 a 0 0 0 

logl 
1m 

a 
a 

0,00 
0,00 

a 
a 

a 
a 

a 
a 

a 
0 

0 
0 

a 
0 

a 
0 

Czachocloyskil'l: 
108e 
1987 
lQ88 
19s11 
1990 

121 
128 
130 
133 
137 

2,53 
2,1\3 
2,Q2 
2,111
2,n 

30e 
337 
380 
387 
380 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

30e 
337 
380 
387 
380 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

5 
8 
8 
8 
8 

301 
331 
374 
301 
374 

1988-110 6~erage 130 2,7(1 358 0 0 358 0 8 352 

1l1li1 
1m 

185 
165 

2,70 
2,61 

445 
430 

10 
0 

2'/ 
30 

418 
400 

0 
0 

7 
7 

441 
m 

Hungary: 
11186 
1987 
1Q88 
lQ811 
1990 

56 
54 
311 
52 
50 

2,07 
1,114 
2,08 
1,81 
1,82 

120 
105 

81 
114 
111 

2 
0 
0 
0 
0 

°3 
3 
3 
3 

122 
Q2 
85 
94 
811 

0 
10 
3 
0 
0 

1 
1 
3 
3 
3 

121 
111 
82 
111 
85 

1988-110 average 51 1,114 118 0 2 118 3 2 114 

1l1li1 
1992 

50 
50 

1,02 
1,80 

111 
110 

a 

° 
3 
3 

811 
87 

0 
0 

3 
3 

85 
64 

Poland: 
11186 
1987 
11188 
19811 
1990 

515 
4l1li 
471 
570 
500 

2,52 
2,311 
2,55 
2,78 
2,41 

1,21/8 
1,1112 
1.1l1li 
1,586 
1,206 

0 
0 
a 
3 
0 

524 
344 
378 
7211 
48!1 

000 
820 
780 
880 
n3 

14 
42 
85 
85 
30 

63 
85 
75 
110 
78 

717 
735 
705 
no 
6QS 

1988-110 average 511 2,54 1,2Ill 4Q2 807 51 82 724 

1l1li1 
ll1Q2 

468 
410 

2,23 
2,07 

1,043 
850 

80 
0 

450 
220 

ee3 
830 

0 
0 

78 
75 

605 
555 

Romania: 
11186 
1987 
1980 
19811 
1990 

56 
82 
80 
20 
13 

0,115 
0,81 
0,75 
0,110 
0,65 

55 
50 
45 
18 
11 

1 
1 
0 
0 
a 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

55 
52 
045 
111 
12 

3 
2 
2 
1 
0 

2 
1 
3 
0 
0 

53 
51 
42 
111 
12 

1988-110 averagll 43 0,84 38 0 0 37 2 35 

1l1li1 
ll1Q2 

11 
10 

0,111 
1,00 

10 
10 

0 
0 

0 
0 

10 
10 

0 
0 

0 
0 

10 
10 

YugOlllllllla: 
198<5 
1987 
1988 
1989 
1990 

56 
38 
211 
32 
35 

2,34 
2,44 
2,34 
2,00 
1,114 

131 
88 
86 
84 
88 

30 
5 
II 

22 
17 

0 
II 
0 
3 
0 

181 
84 
n 
83 
85 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

12 
II 
7 
8 

10 

1411 
75 
70 
75 
75 

11188-110 average 38 2,23 84 17 2 98 0 II 811 

1l1li1 
ll1Q2 

18 
20 

2,00 
1,75 

38 
35 

24 
12 

0 
0 

80 
47 

0 
a 

10 
10 

50 
37 

CEElotel: 
11186 
1987 
1Q88 
1989 
1990 

908 
nil 
7211 
807 
735 

2,30 
2,27 
2,43 
2,88 
2,311 

1,910 
1,m 
1,773 
2,14) 
1.758 

33 
8 
9 

25 
17 

524 
358 
3711 
735 
4111 

1,444 
1.385 
1.387 
1,443 
1,338 

17 
54 
lID 
88 
30 

103 
102 

114 
107 

117 

1,341 
1,283 
1,273 
1,336 
1,241 

11l8G-IID _ago n2 2,43 1,872 18 4117 1,3G5 55 101 1,2115 

11191 
ll1Q2 

712 
855 

2,28 
2,10 

1.825 
1,415 

114 
12 

480 
253 

1,2511 
1,174 

0 
0 

98 
115 

1,1P1 
1,079 

ZorOlliidlclllavalue loss lhan 1,000 Ions or noIllllaUliblii, 
 
[)ala for 1991 1ft preliminary, 
 
Data for 1992 IIt8 IlSllmalQII, 
 

Source: USDA. 
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Appendix table 13--Supply and use of soybeans in Central and Eastern Europa, 1986-92 

Country 
Ill'Id 
year 

AnIa 
har\wlad YhIId PrcxlUC\lon 

ToI.GI 
Illllom 

ToIII 
IIlfI)OItI 

Total 
CCY.I8\J11l1l1on 

Ending 
llooks 

F8Id, 14111d, 
Ill'IdWllt& 

ArmunI 
cl1.lDhed 

1,000 
hectaraa 

TonspQl' 
hectare ------------------------------­ "OOOlcnel--------------------------

Bulgaria: 
11180 51 1.06 54 58 0 112 5 6 lOG 
1067 3CI 0.94 34 74 0 100 4 4 105 
1988 40 1.00 40 75 0 115 4 5 110 
11180 40 1.00 40 75 0 115 " 5 110 
1900 17 0.88 15 75 0 90 " 5 tIS 

1986-go avarage 37 0.99 37 71 0 lOG .. 5 103 

1991 11 1.3CI 15 tIS 0 100 .. 6 lIS 
1992 10 1.50 15 tIS 0 100 " 5 lIS 

CzlIChoIIlOYakla: 
1011e 2 1.50 3 10 0 13 0 0 7 
1067 2 2.50 5 13 0 16 0 1 10 
1066 2 2.50 5 12 0 11 0 1 II 
11180 2 3.00 8 17 0 23 0 1 15 
1900 7 1.00 7 .... 0 51 0 33 10 

1986-90 averag, 3 1.73 6 111 0 24 0 7 10 

1991 11 I.SS 17 4 0 21 0 1 12 
1992 10 1.50 15 12 0 27 0 II 10 

Hungary: 
1011e 23 2.22 51 34 15 70 0 10 80 
19117 3CI 1.Bl tIS 0 35 30 0 11 16 
1988 00 1.58 104 0 35 6G 0 53 15 
19119 54 2.15 116 0 35 81 0 58 22 
1900 33 1.33 44 0 15 2G 0 1" 10 

1988-90 avetago 42 1.711 76 7 27 58 0 30 25 

1991 22 2.18 48 0 20 28 0 17 10 
1992 20 2.50 50 0 15 35 0 17 17 

Pollll'ld: 
1011e 0 0.00 0 \1 0 8 0 0 8 
19117 0 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1066 0 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1gag 0 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1900 0 0.00 0 5 0 5 0 0 0 

1986-90 avetllgo 0 0.00 0 2 0 2 0 0 

1991 0 0.00 0 50 0 50 0 0 46 
1992 0 0.00 0 10 0 70 0 0 tIS 

Romania: 
1011e 312 1.51 472 440 0 gog 25 81 643 
1067 350 1.00 350 400 0 7t1S 10 10 150 
11)88 340 1.00 340 100 0 435 15 10 420 
19119 512 0.59 304 481 0 771 35 30 731 
1900 190 0.14 141 350 0 4D6 30 15 478 

1986-go avarego 341 0.94 321 355 0 875 23 25 tI44 

11191 130 0.77 100 300 0 405 25 15 S65 
1992 150 1.00 150 300 0 450 25 15 <130 

Yugoslavia: 
1986 ge 2.34 225 20S 0 430 0 20 410 
1067 105 2.20 237 240 0 477 0 32 446 
1008 110 1.84 180 235 10 405 0 35 370 
lll80 88 2.33 20Q 199 0 408 0 38 370 
19110 111 1.87 152 150 0 302 0 32 270 

1986-go avaragg 06 2.05 201 20G 2 404 0 31 373 

1991 80 2.00 160 115 0 335 0 35 300 
1992 80 2.00 180 60 0 240 0 30 210 

CEEtolal: 
11160 484 1.815 80S 753 15 1,540 30 97 1,432 
1067 S2II 1.31 6Gl 727 35 1,3l1li 14 58 1,328 
1066 558 1.20 86G 422 46 1,041 19 104 1124 
Ill80 8118 0.117 875 778 35 1,3118 39 132 1,2«1 
19110 338 I.OG 3511 624 15 1173 34 103 tlSl 

1986-go ave:age 521 1.23 640 eel 2Q 1,270 27 9Q 1,157 

1!XI1 254 1,34 . 340 814 20 1139 211 73 847 
1992 210 1 ..... ago 547 15 1122 2Q 16 627 

Zaros IndICate viiluo 1_thiiii 1.000000\onII or net aviill8blii. 
 
0.. for 1991l1(li prallmlnary. 
 
om.. for 1992 811& es\lmatoo. ,.. 
 

SOI.JIC8: USDA. 
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Appendix table 14--Supply and use of oilseeds in Central and Eastern Europe, 1986·92 

Cotnry 
and Ar8e ToIai Total Tolal Ending Feed, IGOO, Amount 
YMf hIrwsIed YIGld Prodll:tlon 1"",01111 1IIIp0l11l conaUlT1ltlon a10ckl andwllllle CMlhect 

1,000 Tons per 

BulgarIa: 
hac!.­ heel... ----------------------------­ 1 ,000 tona ---­---------------­----­ --­

1gee 320 1.73 552 50 10 eoo 30 25 575 
19o7 314 1 • .w 452 105 5 S53 2SI 25 528 
111M 317 1.31 414 87 5 50Q 18 25 4IW 
1* 2Sll 1.70 4Q4 100 5 1101 4 25 570 
1goo 207 1.49 3;7 100 5 4;2 4 25 407 

ll1M-ro IIWIrIIII8 302 1.53 -02 110 8 551 17 25 520 

1991 2113 1.5Q 405 110 5 670 4 25 545 
1~ 2Il2 1.45 423 110 5 528 " 25 503 

CzchollovAlda: 
111815 100 2.14 3M 03 0 "'49 0 0 438 
19a7 1117 2.24 419 ag 0 488 0 0 472 
II11l8 1;2 2.41 402 111 0 523 0 8 S07 
1gag 1110 2.44 478 82 0 540 0 8 524 
Iggo 208 2.31 401 87 0 5110 0 40 519 

ll1M-ro avetaga 1;3 2.31 445 110 0 514 0 14 4;2 

1991 282 2.32 1107 41 84 5110 0 9 540 
1~ 2110 2.27 590 24 85 529 0 17 503 

Hungary: 
1gao 478 2.18 1,034 39 157 888 33 43 83ll 
1987 472 2.04 IN54 5 138 844 20 44 791 
19l1li 474 l.ro 900 1 80 832 3 81 740 
1989 
1goo 

4lIII 
435 

1.Q4 
1.67 

1109 
815 

21 
21 

104 
55 

8.."" 
781 

0 
0 

88 
40 

738 
730 

ll1M-lIO avareg8 405 1.99 ;24 17 108 835 11 80 789 

1991 428 1.98 846 21 ;3 774 0 45 724 
1~ 420 1.99 847 21 78 7ro 0 45 740 

Poland: 
1gao 545 2.41 1,313 59 524 874 14 89 785 
1987 527 2.28 1,2m 0 344 831 42 ro 741 
19ao SOl 2.42 1,214 0 378 795 85 80 715 
1* 800 2.1k' 1,597 3 72S1 871 85 91 780 
Iggo 530 2.30 1,217 5 488 789 30 79 705 

IIIM-OO lMIfagG 541 2.42 1,309 13 492 832 51 80 745 

1991 478 2.19 1,~ 110 4SO 738 0 78 855 
1~ 420 2.04 855 70 220 705 0 75 625 

ROITIIlII1la: 
1gao 915 1.71 1,563 445 30 1,970 44 183 1,7m 
19a7 Q42 1.15 1,083 402 0 1,505 24 43 1,452 
1980 914 1.09 995 100 0 1,002 27 49 1,033 
1* 1,045 0.98 1,027 487 0 1,4115 48 55 1,424 
1990 648 1.14 700 350 0 I,OO!I 00 35 1,051 

1980-ro &vor£g8 8;3 1.21 1,081 357 8 1,432 35 89 1,351 

1991 584 1.15 I!71 300 0 977 30 35 ;31 
1992 eoo 1.23 735 300 0 1,035 30 35 990 

Yugoslavia: 
111815 342 2.36 808 253 1 1,058 0 57 993 
19a7 3;3 2.07 812 204 10 1,006 0 I!7 991 
1008 3411 1.89 C!59 2tlO 13 900 0 1!J7 831 
1989 325 2.14 894 271! 7 IIC!3 0 79 871! 
IIl!1O 341 1.89 C!43 203 2 844 0 75 761 

ll1M-ro lWorage 350 2.07 723 251 7 967 0 89 800 

1991 289 2.00 577 257 0 834 0 75 751 
1992 301 1.1.18 sgo 121 0 717 0 70 C!43 

CEEloIaI: 
1980 2,71lO 2.03 5,C!54 917 722 5,839 121 383 5,425 
19117 
1gao 

2,835 
2,747 

1.74 
1.89 

4,933 
4,844 

845 
50Q 

1\97 
480 

5,287 
4,857 

115 
131 

277 
310 

4,975 
4,310 

1989 
Iggo 

2,925 
2,429 

1.78 
1.77 

5,11l9 
4,280 

9411 
7110 

845 
550 

5,299 
4,570 

135 
70 

344 
300 

4,918 
4.233 

1OIIe-OO &Vorage 2,743 1.80 4,944 797 1119 5,130 114 323 4,773 

1991 2,334 1.81 4,214 839 832 4,481 34 207 4,152 
1~ 2,299 1.71! 4,040 648 388 4,304 34 207 4,004 

Zeroe Indicate value lou than 1,000 tons or net avalillbla. 
DIiIa for 1991 aro preliminary. 
Daa for 1~ 1118 8Bllmattlll. 

Souroe: USDA. 
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Appendix table 15--Supply and use of soymaal in Central and Eastern Europe, 1986-92 

COuntry 
and 
yll8l' 

011..-1. 
cMhId 

Extraction 
rale Prcxluclloo 

Telal 
IlTl'orte 

Telal 
4Ilq)orts 

Telal 
COIlIIun'oplion 

Ending 
81acka 

F*.-*. 
andwllllle 

1,000 ProducllOiij 
lena oIll1011d. crushed ---------------------­ 1,000 lono -------------------------

Bulglllla: 
19811 106 0.76 83 5S5 0 S96 62 sge 
1987 105 0.76 62 US 0 0311 70 e3II 
Igss 110 0.78 l1li 500 0 601 55 601 
11169 110 0.79 67 500 0 802 40 802 
11100 85 0.79 87 500 0 562 25 562 

1I11III-00 ovOfagO 103 0.76 01 524 0 604 50 604 

1l1li1 lIS 0.79 75 500 0 5110 10 5110 
1m 95 0.06 6 500 0 506 10 506 

Czechc8lovaldll: 
19l1li 7 0.66 6 574 0 560 0 560 
11167 10 0.60 6 450 0 456 0 456 
Igss 
1ge9 
11100 

9 
15 
10 

0.76 
0.60 
0.60 

7 
12 
8 

546 
560 
550 

0 
0 
0 

553 
572 
556 

0 
0 
0 

553 
572 
550 

1008-00 ovOfage 10 0.80 6 536 0 544 0 544 

1l1li1 12 0.83 10 500 0 510 0 510 
1m 10 0.60 8 400 0 406 0 406 

Hungary: 
Igss 
1ge7 
Igss 
1ge9 
11100 

60 
18 
15 
22 
10 

0.60 
0.76 
0.87 
0.62 
0.60 

40 
14 
13 
18 
8 

510 
610 
643 
8SO 
654 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

550 
624 
656 
866 
562 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

550 
624 
656 
866 
562 

1008-00 aVOfage 25 0.81 20 613 0 834 0 634 

1l1li1 10 0.00 8 8SO 0 656 0 856 
1m 17 0.76 13 8SO 0 883 0 883 

Poland: 
19l1li 6 0.83 5 1,03J 0 1,015 100 1,015 
11167 0 0.00 0 1160 0 1,000 60 1,000 
Igss 
11169 

0 
0 

0.00 
0.00 

0 
0 

1,26> 
457 

0 
91 

1,26> 
43a 

60 
10 

1,200 
4:.6 

1990 0 0.00 0 550 60 470 10 470 

1008-00 OVOfagll 0.83 655 34 836 56 836 

11191 45 0.60 38 700 0 726 20 726 
1m es 0.82 53 700 0 753 20 753 

Romania: 
1986 043 0.82 600 22 0 695 47 695 
1987 750 0.82 615 57 0 eoo 26 eoo 
1986 425 0.60 340 83 0 429 20 429 
1969 731 0.78 570 435 0 1,000 25 1,000 
1900 476 0.76 382 300 0 677 10 671 

1008-00 overage 645 0.60 515 1711 0 6119 26 6119 

1001 38S 0.78 301 200 0 501 10 501 
1m 430 0.60 342 200 0 542 10 542 

Yugoslsvla: 
19l1li 410 0.78 320 173 5 466 0 466 
1967 445 0.78 347 130 4 473 0 473 
11188 370 0.78 289 113 4 378 0 376 
1ge9 
11100 

370 
270 

0.76 
0.78 

269 
211 

2aD 
350 

10 
20 

503 
541 

0 
0 

503 
541 

1I11III-00 overage 373 0.78 291 195 10 477 0 477 

1l1li1 300 0.70 234 325 10 549 0 549 
1m 210 0.48 101 185 0 266 0 266 

CEE lelaI: 
11166 
1967 
11166 

1,432 
1,3:28 

Q29 

0.60 
0.60 
0.79 

1,152 
1,006 

735 

2,884 
2,7112 
3,125 

5 
<I 
4 

3,934 
3,887 
3,677 

2()g 

178 
155 

3,934 
3,887 
3,077 

1969 
11100 

1,246 
851 

0.76 
0.77 

978 
656 

2,832 
2,004 

107 
100 

3,781 
3,411) 

75 
45 

3,761 
3,411) 

1966-00 overage 1,156 0.79 917 2,900 44 3,794 132 3,794 

1991 847 0.76 664 2.875 10 3,534 40 3,534 
1m 627 0.03 525 2,615 0 3,140 40 3,140 

Zeroa Indfcate valueless lhan 1,000 Ions or net avalltlble. 
 
Data lor 1l1li1 8Ie prllUmlnary. 
 
Data for 1992 8Ie esllmates. 
 

SOUICII: USDA. 
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Appendix table 16-Supply and use of ollmeal In Central and Eastern Europe, 1986-92 

Country 
and OUlMI8ds Extraction Tela! Toll! Tclal Ending FIIOd. MIld. 
ysar cMhod rata Production II'J"4)OIIs ocporta cone~tlcn IIccI<:a IIndw.le 

1.000 Productlon/ 
tone oIlseeds crushed - ---------------------- - 1.000 tone -----------------'-----­

Bu/getla: 
1986 575 0.4(1 2G4 5&4 0 NIl 0 7118 
11187 
1986 

528 
484 

0.47 
0.411 

247 
23G 

600 
521 

0 
0 

e3Q 
772 

0 
0 

e3Q
n2 

ll1GQ 5715 0.47 272 510 0 7117 0 7117 
1lIII0 4(17 0.47 220 5015 0 741 0 741 

11156-110 avoraga 5215 0.47 24(1 542 0 7611 0 711Q 

1l1li1 545 0.47 254 5011 0 n8 20 ne 
1l1li2 478 0.34 161 500 0 870 20 870 

Czacholliovalda: 
IIl66 43Il O.SS 241 878 0 1117 0 1117 
11187 472 O.SS 281 570 0 831 0 831 
11188 512 0.57 2110 845 0 D35 0 1135 
ll111Q 524 0.57 2l1li 857 0 1158 0 951 
1lIII0 <C1I4 0.54 2117 817 0 884 0 1184 

11156-110 averaga 488 0.58 272 e33 0 lIDS 0 0004 

1l1li1 5111 O.SS 283 sea 0 851 0 851 
1l1li2 500 0.54 272 470 0 7<$2 0 742 

Hungary: 
1986 639 0.44 3e8 5152 0 Il30 0 Il30 
HI87 7111 0.42 331 705 0 1.036 0 1.035 
11188 74(1 0.42 314 735 0 1.()4g 0 1.0411 
11189 731 0.48 348 732 0 1.0lI0 0 1.000 
1lIII0 730 0.47 342 721 0 1.0e3 0 l.om 

11180-110 avorag" 707 0.44 341 I!ISll 0 1.032 0 1.032 

1l1li1 724 0.47 343 718 0 1.0511 0 1.0511 
1l1li2 740 0.4(1 352 717 0 1.05 0 1.05 

Polend: 
1986 l.oaJ 0.411 525 1.380 111 1.835 152 1.835 
11187 IIa2 0.51 500 1.11!2 47 1.1525 1152 1.1525 
11188 1150 0.411 467 1.477 84 1.1113 129 1.1113 
11189 984 0,52 513 484 155 1107 84 1107 
1lIII0 flO7 0.52 484 570 218 8e3 17 883 

1900-00 avaregD on 0.51 4114 1.0111 100 1.42.l 105 1.4211 

1l1li1 8411 0.53 444 72!1 70 1.087 30 1.087 
1l1li2 815 0.53 4,'11 735 so 1.1~ 20 1.1215 

Romanla: 
11188 1.8!i2 0.59 l.oee 4(1 0 I.OW 78 1.00 
1987 1.502 0.81 1111 114 0 I.De 37 1.0«1 
1988 l.oee O.SS 5l1li 124 0 7215 32 7211 
11189 1.4111 0.157 l1li5 4(17 0 1.4Sl 34 1.450 
11190 1.081 o.es 704 339 0 1.002 15 1.002 

1900-110 &VGr&ge 1.3lI8 0.81 857 214 0 1.077 30 1.077 

1l1li1 1.081 0.85 827 237 0 004 15 1184 
1l1li2 0 0.85 671 240 0 1111 15 1111 

YUGOSIIM8: 
ll/a11 1.000 0.54 542 270 112 730 0 730 
11187 1.001 O.SS 541! 230 n 703 0 703 
lillie 841 O.SS 4511 1110 71 578 0 5711 
IIl1111 
lllOO 

68/l
nl 

0.53 
0.51 

474 
391 

343 
42" 

81 
45 

758 
no 

0 
0 

758 
no 

11156-00 avarego 000 0.54 4(12 2111 87 707 0 707 

1l1li1 781 0.52 3117 404 25 n8 0 n8 
1l1li2 841 0.38 241 217 10 448 0 448 

CEEtolal: 
lillie 5.7815 0.52 3.02! 3.SliD 100 8.307 230 8.307 
1987 5.278 0.53 2.7118 3.371 124 8.om lli111 8.0lI0 
ll1e8 4.6111 0.51 2.3e15 3.eGIi! 135 5.1175 101 5.1175 
100II 5.170 0.58 2.l1li1 3.1113 218 5.11«1 98 5.1141 
1lIII0 4.430 0.54 2.38I!l 3.177 2e3 5.3!O 32 5.383 

19116-00 avwaga 5.058 0.53 2.800 3.3111 11511 5.1l38 144 5,1137 

1l1li1 4.479 0:5:< 2.3411 3.180 115 5.415 85 5.415 
1l1li2 3.174 0.87 2.1~ 2.888 60 4.11815 SS 4.11815 

Zaroa IncUcllta vilue IIlU tliiiii 1.000 tone or noIaviliilbie: 
0.. lor 1l1li1 _ prllllmlnll!Y. 
Data lor 111112111'111i11111l11111d. 

SOU/CG: USDA. 
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Appendix table l1-Cattle inventory in Central and Eastern Europe. 1986-92 

Country 
and 
year 

ToCaI cattle 
Inwntory 

DaIry 
cows 

Bed 
cows 

Call 
orop 

ToCaI 
IlTl'crts 

Tolal 
GlCPort. 

Toial 
slaughter 

1,000 hIoad 
Bulgaria: 

19811 
1967 
19811 
196Q 
lQOO 

1,706 
1,078 
1,6411 
1,615 
1,577 

0 
632 
625 
624 
CIOO 

670 
21 
21 
24 
23 

esl 
512 
504 
616 
584 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

25 
17 
15 
6 

12 

sgo 
516 
514 
848 
616 

lQ86-1IO llVerage 1,045 496 152 573 0 15 577 

11191 
19112 

1,524 
1,512 

575 
575 

22 
22 

567 
567 

0 
0 

8 
8 

ses 
585 

CzecholilCYalda: 
19811 
1967 
19611 
19'.l9 
1,/110 

5,0e5 
5,073 
5,044 
5,075 
5,129 

1,615 
1,7112 
l,eal 
1,775 
1,rge; 

45 
50 
55 
40 
40 

1,ea; 
1,7ee 
1,810 
1,745 
1,705 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

20 
25 
20 
20 

180 

1,572 
1,5111 
1,851 
1,801 
1,eal' 

1968-go average 5,077 1,801 4lI 1,7tf1 0 53 1,590 

legl 
19112 

4,II2l 
4,838 

1,744 
1,700 

40 
40 

l,a56 
1,615 

0 
0 

200 
100 

1,420 
1,420 

Hung/.IIY: 
19I1II 
1967 
1968 
1989 
1m 

1,7ee 
1,725 
1,664 
1,6110 
1,5Ql 

eo4 
el1 
611 
614 
608 

64 
es 
52 
49 
38 

804 
575 
59a 
523 
sea 

0 
0 

21 
0 
0 

ISO 
147 
1611 
14(1 
92 

372 
3711 
343 
3811 
410 

1968-110 average 1,68Q 610 80 572 4 142 379 

11191 
19112 

1,5'l1 
1,500 

596 
570 

32 
35 

535 
0\115 

0 
0 

lID 
80 

411 
3e5 

Poland: 
19811 
1967 
1968 
1969 
1m 

10,774 
10,522 
10,200 
10,::.22 
10,143 

5,331 
5,021 
4,630 
4,800 
4,000 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

4,842 
4,406 
4,32 
4,521 
4,383 

0 
0 
1 
0 
0 

303 
416 
S03 
667 
734 

4,322 
4,047 
3,511 
3,:\56 
4,493 

1968-110 average 10,392 4,916 0 4,457 0 537 3,9415 

11191 
19112 

9,024 
8,030 

4,7m 
4,3tll 

0 
0 

4,050 
3,900 

63 
0 

700 
400 

4,147 
3,451 

R0ITIIIll!8: 
llHl11 
1967 
19811 
1969 
1m 

7,077 
7,225 
7,11.12 
8,418 
8,21lG 

2,eso 
2,600 
2,457 
2,030 
l,ggQ 

520 
550 
540 
475 
4e3 

l,lI5O 
1,750 
1,293 
1,400 
1,2Il5 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

35 
50 
45 
40 
28 

1,3Sl 
1,543 
1,547 
1,413 
2,025 

19M-1lO average 8,637 2,361 510 1,478 0 39 1,516 

11191 
19112 

5,437 
5,017 

1,800 
1,500 

431 
390 

1,230 
1,IW 

0 
10 

130 
100 

1,~ 
1,005 

Yugcollll/la: 
19811 
11167 
1968 
1969 
1m 

5,034 
5,031 
4,881 
4,7S1 
4,702 

2,915 
2,893 
2,goo 
2,858 
2,818 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

2,3GO 
2,395 
2,379 
2,348 
2,313 

e 
14 
31 
74 

196 

123 
310 
227 
217 
150 

2,173 
2,148 
2,2m 
2,187 
2,453 

1968-1lO average 4,881 2,877 0 2,365 es 205 2,230 

11191 
10112 

4,527 
4,415 

2,784 
2,720 

0 
0 

2,21.12 
2,238 

100 
30 

115 
go 

2,189 
2,118 

CEEToIaI: 
19611 
1967 
19611 
1969 
1m 

31,422 
31,253 
30,1.120 
29,tf17 
29,432 

13,315 
13,I.I2Il 
13,254 
12,701 
12,709 

1,319 
MIl 
878 
568 
564 

11,742 
11,406 
10,1112 
l1,l5Q 
10,840 

e 
14 
53 
74 

196 

CI62 
967 

1,039 
I,OIIG 
1,194 

10,3711 
10,152 
9,773 
11,573 

11,000 

l~gOaverage 30,521 13,122 767 11,212 flQ IlIl2 10,2111 

11191 
1m 

27,008 
25,312 

12,008 
11,4211 

525 
487 

10,3111 
10,005 

163 
40 

1,2G3 
778 

10,172 
S,Il53 

Zeros Indlcala vll!ua 1_than 1,000 tons or not avalleblli, 
 
Data for 11l918f8 prollmlruy, 
 
0«. for 1992 arvlllltlmlll8l, 
 

Scuroe: USDA. 
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Appendix table 18-Swine inventory in Central and Eastern Europe. 1986-92 

Country 
and El4lglnnlng Pig TOOl! Total Total Saw othlar 
year Inventory Saws crop IlTllort. IIlq)OIIs .Iaught.... .Iought.... 'Iought.... 

1,000 head 
Bulgaria: 

1986 3,012 401 5,100 0 0 4,87il 0 4,870 
1087 4,050 m lI,oeII 0 0 5,045 00 5,855 
10811 4,034 394 6,027 0 0 5,777 00 5,lI67 
l00Q 4,132 30lI 5,110 0 0 5,4111 80 5,338 
1000 4,352 :lee 15,004 0 0 5,076 100 5,678 

108G-00 average 4,0!llI 3811 5,801 0 0 5,597 12 5,525 

lQOl 4,340 360 !I,om 0 0 5,670 83 5,751 
1002 4,3110 0 lI,oeD 0 0 5,076 10 5,006 

Czacho8lC7olakla: 
lOOl1 0,1151 455 0,100 50 0 5,3115 0 8,316 
1087 11,833 414 0,21!4 25 0 8,122 0 8,122 
10811 1,235 4011 0,5Il6 10 0 e,OO!! 1115 8,821 
l00Q 1,348 401 0,Il00 0 0 0,100 Il18 8,034 
1000 1,41l8 493 O,~ 0 0 0,225 Il18 9,050 

108G-00 average 1,113 483 0,380 17 0 8,150 QO 8,550 

lQOl 1,000 493 0,120 0 200 8,611) 115 8,485 
1002 6,800 470 9,071) 0 100 8,611) 110 8.41lO 

Hungary: 
10811 8,200 655 12,:391 200 304 10,295 0 10,:295 
1987 8,lI87 101 13,050 0 405 11,381 0 11,381 
10811 8,218 674 12,825 0 4lI5 10,549 0 10,5411 
1080 8,327 lI80 13,110 0 800 11,54lI 0 11,54lI 
1Il00 1,6m 1524 12,381 0 210 10,207 0 10,201 

1988-00 overage 8,234 6lI5 12,764 40 400 10,796 0 10,796 

1991 8,000 624 11,200 0 320 9,930 0 0,930 
1002 1,400 550 9,900 0 300 8,050 0 8,050 

Poland: 
10811 19,170 1,045 23,018 0 0 19,116 292 18,824 
1081 11l,819 1,930 22,lllIl Il18 0 10,145 290 18,855 
10811 111,373 1,942 23,898 22Q 0 20,006 291 111,165 
1080 IIl,ms 1,016 20,395 3n 0 20,134 511 19,823 
1Il00 18,!l85 1,791 23,283 119 2 19,5Q8 300 19,298 

108Il-00 overage 10,200 1,905 22,481 116 0 19,610 331 19,273 

1991 11l,739 1,984 26,000 10 30 22,000 300 21,100 
IIl1l2 20,122 1,951 25,200 10 100 23,000 500 22,SIlO 

ROfTWIla: 
lOOl1 14,319 1,123 15,000 0 0 14,000 420 13,580 
1981 14,111 1,139 15,SIlO 0 0 14,116 430 13,746 
10811 15,224 1,141 15,495 0 0 14,144 445 14,299 
1089 14,350 1,265 11,000 0 0 12,101 400 11,191 
1000 11,659 1,028 12,SIlO 200 0 9,568 350 9,218 

1986-90 overaga 14,1:63 1,13:1 13,899 40 0 12,006 409 12,521 

1991 12,066 081 II,goo 0 0 9,120 320 8,800 
11l1l2 11,940 1,000 12,300 0 0 0,940 340 8,800 

Yugoclavla: 
10811 1,821 1,2n 14,goo 183 0 12,446 650 11,m 
1087 8,4511 1,3515 16,000 10 0 13,845 630 13,215 
10811 8,323 1.(1)1:"'4 14,6711 1119 0 14,15C! 755 13,401 
IgsQ 1,39C! 1,261 14,1!O1 484 0 13,15C! 610 13,146 
1Il00 1,231 1,311 15,264 355 0 13,035 ClOD 13,235 

1911O-00 ovamaa 7,846 1,319 15,112 238 0 13,!l)8 C!411 12,a 

lQOl 1,356 1,312 15,2112 150 0 12,650 550 12,300 
1002 7,050 1,270 14,SIlO 50 0 13,100 530 12,570 

CEEToIlIl: 
10811 60,153 5,855 19,512 413 304 119,045 1,382 67,e83 
1ge7 152,3511 5,903 81,1l52 201 405 72,614 1,440 71,114 
1988 152,405 C!,031 82,516 408 4lI5 14,268 1,146 12,522 
1989 61,15C! 5,1182 14,!l85 8111 ClOD 12,145 1,167 70,378 
1000 51,085 5,833 7e.e95 1114 272 CIB,411 1,5111 66,005 

1988-90 overage 60,1132 5,8!lI 79,512 511 400 71,:15)1 1,568 119,730 

"'91 
,.Q2 

58,S113 
58,:302 

5,740 
5,241 

79,S112
n.05O 

180 
80 

550 
500 

CIB,430 
117,128 

1,421 
1,1110 

01,002 
811,118 

Zerce Indicate valus 1_ then 1,000 tons Of no! ovalleblo. 
 
Oata fOf 1991 818 preliminary, 
 
Oata for 19928188S1Ima1l1S, 
 

Source: USDA. 
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Appendix table 19-5heep inventory in Central and Eastern Europe, 1986-92 

CounIry 
and 
yew 

Boglnnlng 
Il'IY8I'1Iay E_ 

lAmb 
crcp 

TcUI 
1"lXIfIa 

TcUI 
4DfPCIfIa 

TcUI 
alqhter 

Ew. 
slaughter 

Lerrt> 
.Iaught.... 

1,000 hoN>d 
BulQNiIl: 

lQ88 11,724 11,350 7,001 0 1,250 6,7112 0 0 
11167 
lQ88 

1I,5e3 
8,1166 

11,403 
11,000 

11,455 
5,eae 

0 
0 

1,075 
000 

5,7S{ 
4,Q115 

1,000 
1,000 

3,000 
3,000 

1I11III 
1lIII0 

e,soo 
7,9!l6 

5,251 
5,11» 

5,024 
4,Il00 

0 
0 

eoo 
700 

",7m 
4,7al 

000 
900 

3,4111 
3,370 

1l1li6-90 average 8,1151 5,&etl 15,010 0 1145 5,404 700 2,557 

1l1li1 7,300 5,oas 4,8112 0 700 4,000 600 2,800 
1l1li2 7,241 5,0e5 4,Il00 0 lIDO 4,000 eoo 2,eoo 

Czechoelovskla: 
11180 1,087 550 620 0 183 280 0 0 
11187 1,104 550 1120 0 2211 280 0 0 
lQ88 1,075 550 1120 0 228 280 0 0 
1I11III 1,047 550 1120 0 1118 200 0 0 
1lIII0 1,051 550 1120 0 184 280 0 0 

1 l18li-110 average 1,073 550 1120 0 200 280 0 0 

1l1li1 1,087 550 820 0 200 280 0 0 
1l1li2 1,087 550 820 0 200 280 0 0 

HungBl)': 
11186 
11187 

2,4e5 
2,337 

1,1146 
1,549 

1,547 
1,584 

0 
0 

1104 
1,000 

450 
330 

0 
0 

0 
0 

lQ88 2,3311 1,5al 1,072 0 1,200 307 0 0 
11189 2,216 1,442 l,ess 0 1,200 ;122 0 0 
1Il00 2,009 1,31115 1,41115 0 1,110 320 0 0 

1 l18li-110 average 2,2e5 1,511 1,5111 0 I,O!ll 3415 0 0 

1l1li1 l,ees 1,313 1,478 0 1,050 320 0 0 

11192 1,723 1,236 1,335 0 808 310 0 0 

p('....... 
~.~ 4,7al 2,053 2,5:il6 0 see 1,1116 0 0 

i .. ·.17 4,725 2,030 2,0lIl5 0 751 1,654 0 0 

IIl88 4,075 1,925 2,413 2 1106 1,408 0 0 
111811 4,300 2,400 2,420 0 688 1,347 0 0 
1lIII0 4,11115 2,455 2,405 0 768 1,687 0 0 

1l18li-90 llVWage 4,403 2,173 2,374 0 n8 1,542 0 0 

1l1li1 3,7118 2,213 2,200 0 700 ~,Q.46 0 0 

1m. 2,000 1,700 1,700 0 750 1,100 0 0 

Romania: 
lQ88 ~~.e:~9 10,!163 7,5al 0 tI50 11,500 1,Il00 4,200 

11187 10,m 10,384 7,300 0 eso 8,100 1,700 4,000 

11188 lB,roo 10,425 5,Il00 0 750 5,800 1,7«) 3,1500 
1l18li 
1990 

111,2;0 
15,442 

9,Il00 
9,664 

7,Il00 
7,400 

0 
0 

850 
200 

7,116 
B,len 

2,100 
2,000 

A,418 
5,SIX) 

1l18li-00 average 17,565 10,255 7,124 0 820 e,7rrT 1,686 4,344 

1l1li1 13,868 8,683 8,300 0 1,300 e,m 1,800 4,500 

11192 13,<106 6,500 8,100 0 1,000 6,400 1,600 4,200 

Yugoalavla: 
1118tl 7,IIQG 5,6:il6 5,350 0 11 4,688 0 4,200 
11187 1',6111 5,756 5,800 :2 24 5,253 SOO 3,700 
1366 7,824 5,804 5,4~ 0 111 5,470 496 4,124 

1I11III 7,5304 5,612 5,5112 16 30 5,2e5 512 3,683 

19110 7,51115 5,5615 5,272 00 13 5,2N 850 3,D2l 

IIIM-IlO avClfage 7,8l1li 5,674 5,456 20 111 5,238 472 3,g(j7 

1l1li1 
1l1li2 

1,431 
7,~ 

5,451 
5,3O<! 

5,1815 
5,100 

10 
8 

8 
15 

5,125 
A,goo 

670 
eeo 

3,775 
3,63J 

CEETot&I: 
1968 44,2118 26,1/10 25,486 0 3,564 2O,<Ige 1,600 8,400 

11187 44,310 26,674 23,655 2 3,7211 I11,rrT4 3,200 10,700 

11168 43,006 26,312 21,871 2 4,003 18,2le 3,238 10,724 

1l18li 
lQgO 

311,~ 
31,342 

25,1113 
25,050 

22,1JIO 
21,9113 

111 
Nl 

3,1164 
2,955 

19,136 
20,452 

3,512 
3,700 

11,717 
12,7!XI 

1Q6e-1IO IIlI.rage 41,Q95 26,026 23,175 20 3,643 19,545 3,100 10,868 

lQOl 
1002 

35,rrTe 
33,eBl 

23,008 
22,rrT2 

22,8I5e 
21,i'D5 

10 
6 

3,956 
3,373 

18,8113 
17,050 

3,470 
3,260 

11,075 
10,Ill!' 

Zeros ;;ldlcat.-v8!ue 1_ Ih8Ii 1 ,000 lona or not avilliibiil. 
 
0aIa fer 199111fQ preUmlrwy, 
 
Data fC( 1~ 1119 e&1lmatlllll. 
 

~:USDA. 
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Appendix table 20-Supply and use of beef and veal in Central and Eastern Europe. 
1986·92 

Country 
and Tole! Tole! Tolel Ending 
yB8/' Slaughter Production lfT1lorls ""Pori. conaumpllon mocks 

1,000 
I19I)d ------------------ 1,00010l1Il -----------------------, 

Bulgaria: 
1006 590 163 0 3 las 10 
1007 516 132 0 12 120 10 
IIl80 514 131 0 12 119 10 
1989 646 138 0 II 133 5 
1990 616 137 0 6 131 5 

1986-00 sverl!C19 577 140 0 8 134 8 

1991 565 126 0 6 120 5 
1992 565 126 0 3 123 5 

CzechoslOYakla: 
1006 1,572 457 10 55 412 5 
1987 1,519 458 10 45 423 5 
1986 l,asl 451 10 40 421 5 
It>8!/ 1,801 468 20 50 456 5 
1990 1,807 454 10 50 414 5 

1986-90 merage I,SlXl 462 12 46 426 5 

1001 1,4m 391 4 50 345 5 
1992 1,42:) 390 0 F'J 340 5 

Hungary: 
19811 372 112 3 39 80 13 
llla7 379 114 13 44 I:S 11 
1986 343 93 103 37 76 9 
1989 389 108 15 47 78 7 
1900 410 110 4 35 71 15 

11l86-90 average 379 107 11 40 78 11 

1001 411 111 5 39 00 23 
1992 3!!5 100 8 39 ell 23 

Poland: 
1986 4,322 854 2 49 818 73 
1987 4,047 835 0 53 805 50 
1988 3,511 763 44 55 810 12 
1989 3,355 729 90 46 782 1 
1990 4,493 838 3 57 779 20 

1986-90 average 3,946 808 28 52 790 31 

1001 4,147 726 30 10 756 10 
1992 3,4llO 654 50 20 089 5 

Romania: 
19811 1,350 195 0 100 100 20 
lre7 1,543 210 0 115 125 20 
1006 1,5'17 ~,.30 0 120 115 15 
1989 1,413 210 0 100 115 10 
l00c 2,025 370 80 0 430 30 

1986-90 average 1,576 240 16 87 177 19 

1901 1,440 280 10 5 295 20 
1992 1,0C6 205 20 0 230 15 

Yugoslavia: 
1986 2,173 317 30 30 305 55 
1987 2,148 317 41 25 305 83 
1986 2,207 301 53 32 325 ISO 
1989 2,167 309 80 28 322 00 
1990 2,453 352 72 25 370 128 

1986-90 average 2,200 319 51 20 325 80 

1001 2,181l 320 20 19 350 99 
1992 2,118 310 18 3S 330 62 

CEEToIaJ 
1060 10,379 2,098 45 276 1,880 1715 
1987 10,152 2,098 64 294 1,603 179 
1986 9,773 1,g/lQ 125 296 1,6e6 131 
1989 9,573 1,900 las 281 1,111!8 127 
1990 II,me 2,261 169 173 2,1;6 203 

1986-90 avllfagll 10,297 2,085 118 264 1,938 163 

1991 10,172 1,954 69 129 1,935 162 
1m 0,953 1,700 96 147 1,7111 115 

L:i;;'lndlCahlviiluel1lll8 tfiliii 1,000 Ions 01' not aviilliiblil. 
 
Data 101' 1991 are preliminary. 
 
Dala 101' 1992 ar8 ootlmat98. 
 

Source: USDA. 
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Appendix table 21--Suppiy and use of pork in Central and Eastern Europe, 1986-92 

Country 
and Tetal Tetal Tetal Ending 
year Slaughter Production Ilt1lorta exports COIlIUrTlltlon stocks 

1,000 
 
hMd - --------------- 1,000 tons -------------------------, 
 

Bulgaria: 
1986 4,870 434 0 10 414 10 
1987 5,945 416 0 4 412 10 
1986 5,m 404 0 5 3119 10 
198Q 5,416 424 0 5 4111 10 
1000 5,078 422 0 5 417 10 

11166-go avarag" 5,5W 420 0 6 412 10 

1l1li1 5,670 400 0 5 3Q5 10 
1m 5,1178 420 0 0 410 10 

CzeohoslOYakla: 
111M 6,316 659 5 30 1.134 5 

80( ...·•1987 643 5 25 623 5I· ... 

1986 6,Q85 II:J6 5 35 QOII 5 
198Q 9,100 Il60 5 <W 925 5 
1000 11,225 1142 5 40 go7 5 

11166-00 average 6,700 906 5 34 879 5 

1l1li1 6,eeo 6114 0 40 834 25 
1992 6,eeo 6114 0 40 e54 25 

Hungsry: 
1986 10,295 982 0 133 829 5 
1967 11,381 1,064 0 123 1138 8 
1986 10,549 986 0 133 651 10 
198Q 11,546 1,079 0 135 1137 17 
1Il00 10,207 1170 0 210 734 43 

11166-go average 10;/'96 1,012 0 147 656 17 

Iggl 11,93) 893 0 200 706 30 
1992 6,OEO 725 0 160 555 20 

Poland: 
1986 19,116 1,749 12 73 1,676 165 
1987 10,145 1,745 14 75 1,7:i!4 125 
1986 20,005 1,8015 II 711 1,776 12" 
1989 20,134 1,670 20 73 1,805 136 
1990 19,5Il8 1,1170 36 50 1,681 42 

11166-W average 19,610 1,6111 16 69 1,772 118 

1001 22,000 2,085 60 30 2,105 52 
1m 23,000 2,165 10 50 2,137 eo 

Romania: 
1986 14,000 840 0 135 700 25 
1987 14,1711 000 0 150 750 2S 
1986 14,744 640 0 140 710 15 
1989 12,191 600 0 160 410 25 
1990 9,see e20 70 0 e65 30 

1II66-go average 12,WIl 760 14 121 651 24 

1l1li1 9,120 600 10 26 S89 25 
1992 8,940 15 50 565 15sgo 

Yugoslavia: 
1986 12,446 7115 27 21 7113 164 
1987 13,845 671 14 27 635 In 
1986 14,156 819 42 24 M2 152 
198Q 13,756 7111 43 20 7115 171 
1Il00 13,835 700 84 23 645 1116 

11166-90 average 13,CD6 615 42 23 824 tee 

1001 12,660 720 20 15 600 111 
1l1li2 13,100 740 15 30 757 79 

CEETotal: 
111M 611,045 5,11:."9 44 402 5,230 384 
1987 72,1114 6,1131 33 40< 5,4112 350 
1986 74,2118 5,832 53 413 5,soe 3111 
198Q 72,145 5,7:i!4 ee 453 5,2In 334 
1Il00 ee,411 5,623 1115 326 5,4!!11 31" 

1006-90 !lVerllgG 71,297 5,731 79 400 5,397 342 

1l1li1 ee,430 5,5Q2 go 3111 5,~2Q 253 
1l1li2 67,726 5,554 40 350 5,278 200 

Zaros Indicate viilue 1_1han 1,000 tons or not lWiilleble. 
 
Data lor Iggl are prollmlnery. 
 
Data lor 19921119 estlmalos. 
 

SOUI'CG: USDA. 
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Appendix table 22-Supply and use of lamb/mutton in Central and Eastern Europe, 
1986·92 

CounIry 
lind Tel.. Total Tolel Ending 
v- Slqhlw Production IrrpOltll ~. ClOfIIUIT1ltlon stocks 

1,000 
huod ----------- I,OOOtono -----------------------------

Bulgaria: 
111M 15,700 113 1 30 157 0 
1087 S,7ST 011 0 1 g7 4 
1118/) <I,Dli6 8G 0 1 611 .. 
1000 4,716 78 0 0 715 <I 
lGGO 4,72> 77 0 0 77 .. 

lI1M-GO_~ 5,40'2 gl 0 15 as 3 

Igg1 4,000 70 0 0 70 .. 
1m 4,000 70 0 0 70 4 

CzactlOllloYakla: 
1* 200 10 0 3 7 0 
lG117 2110 10 0 3 7 0 
19M 280 10 0 3 7 0 
lGeG 280 10 0 3 7 0 
lGGO 2CO 10 0 3 7 0 

lQM-GO-ago 280 10 0 3 7 0 

Igg1 280 10 0 3 7 0 
1m 280 10 0 3 7 0 

Hungl!ly: 
IIl8e 450 5 0 3 2 0 
11187 330 5 0 3 2 0 
111611 307 4 0 2 2 0 
1118{j 322 .. 0 2 2 0 
lGGO 320 0 2 2 0" 

lQM-GO overage 34lI .. 0 2 2 0 

Igg1 320 0 2 2 0 
1m 310 4 0 2 2 0 " 

Poland: 
19611 1.11111 30 0 0 30 0 
10117 1,1!.<;4 2G 0 0 2G 0 
1l16li 1,400 25 0 0 2S 0 
1WIllI 1,347 22 0 0 22 0 
lGGO 1,530 28 0 0 211 0 

11181l-GO 8VQfaga 1,511 27 0 0 27 0 

1991 2,04e 33 0 0 33 0 
1m 1,100 20 0 0 20 0 

RomanIa: 
IIl8e 11,750 117 0 45 22 4 
11187 11,300 1!3 0 45 18 4 
111611 11,000 80 0 45 111 3 
lGeG 7,118 72 0 50 21 4 
lGGO 8,lt1!! GO 0 0 8G 5 

19M-go -age 11,887 70 C 37 33 " 
Igg1 1I,G2l 78 0 0 70 4 
Igg2 11,400 73 0 0 73 " 

YugoolllVla: 
111M 4,886 1!2 0 .. 52 10 
lG1!7 5,253 115 0 II 59 10 
1* 5,4711 70 0 5 (12 13 
lGeG 5,285 611 0 5 e? 15 
lGGO 5,279 67 1 2 II(! 15 

11181l-GO _ego 5,2311 07 0 4 80 13 

Igg1 5,125 as 0 2 1!3 IS 
lWo! 4,1XoO 1!3 0 3 111 14 

CEETotaI: 
10116 20,2114 282 1 1!2 1011 14 
lG1!7 19,244 2I!S 0 55 210 18 
1* 18,159 254 0 54 108 20 
'!G8G 18,81(1 251 0 58 1110 23 
lGGO Ig,G75 272 1 I; 2117 24 

lG611-GO IffllfBgII Ig.2G8 2I!S 0 51 213 20 

Igg1 18.373 25tl 0 5 2S2 23 
1m 1(1,770 238 0 8 231 22 

Zaroa liidlCilla yii!uel_ tf\Oii 1,000 tons or not av8lliilblQ. 
oaa lor Igg1 If. preliminary. 
DaIa lor 1m .... "",mat.... 
SCUC4I: USDA. 
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Appendix table 23--Supply and use of pouHry in Central and Eastern 
Europe, 1986-92 

Country 
end 
y9Br Producllon 

Tclal 
l"",orIs 

Tallil 
expOll1l 

Tclal 
conalJlTllllon 

Ending 
.'ocka 

Bulglll1e: 
1,OOO10flll 

111M 
1l1li7 

167 
leg 

0 
0 

211 
2"1 

13a 
145 

0 
0 

ll1e8 
1gag 
1900 

183 
1l1li 
200 

0 
0 
0 

30 
30 
30 

153 
lee 
170 

0 
0 
0 

ll111e-QO IIVIlfBge 183 0 211 165 0 

11191 200 0 30 170 0 
1~ 200 0 30 170 0 

CzlIChoslovakfa: 
1l1li6 
1l1li1 

176 
181 

5 
5 

23 
Ig 

168 
171 

4 
0 

1l1li8 211 5 15 201 0 
1989 216 5 10 211 0 
1900 211 5 10 20e 0 

111116-QO 8Vwage 1119 5 15 leg 

11191 210 5 10 205 0 
11192 210 5 10 205 a 

Hungary: 
1l1li6 
1987 

"145 
470 

a 
0 

181 
205 

245 
252 

411 
50 

1l1li8 485 0 234 251 30 
1989 420 0 174 243 42 
1900 420 a 169 235 75 

1l1li6-00 8V1!f3(le 445 a lQ7 245 52 

1091 405 0 185 235 60 
1~ 430 a 165 245 60 

Poland: 
1l1li6 332 0 13 310 15 
1987 343 0 16 335 7 
1l1li6 351 0 23 321 14 
1l1li9 348 5 16 335 10 
'!?oo 326 1 21 311 5 

1966-00 average 340 10 322 10 

1091 340 5 15 330 5 
1m 352 7 16 341 5 

Romania: 
1l1li6 465 0 60 300 15 
1987 425 10 110 325 15 
1l1li6 370 7 125 257 10 
1009 3GS 7 120 264 5 
1900 425 48 0 463 16 

1l1li6-00 average 406 14 83 336 13 

1091 410 32 0 448 12 
1m 349 41 0 392 10 

YugoslllVla: 
19M 3211 0 13 299 19 
1l1li7 323 0 17 311 14 
1l1li8 330 0 12 317 15 
1l1li9 520 1 15 310 11 
1900 2115 2 11 m 5 

1086-00 average 319 14 306 13 

1991 308 9 300 5 
1m 315 12 308 1 

CEETalaI: 
1986 
1987 
1l1li6 
1009 
1900 

1,904 
1,911 
1,910 
1,667 
1,ee5 

5 
15 
12 
16 
68 

319 
391 
439 
357 
201 

1,540 
1,530 
1,500 
1,521 
1,618 

119 
95 
76 
71 

101 

1086-90 ""erage 1,695 21 355 1,556 eo 
1091 
11192 

1,873 
1,856 

43 
64 

229 
265 

l,aae 
1,eel 

102 
96 

Zeros lildlclJlevaiue IGSs than 1,000 tons or noIlIVailebla. 
 
Dllta for 1991 8IQ preliminary. 
 
DlIla for 1992 are esllmatGS. 
 

SOUI'C9: USDA. 
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Appendix table 24--Supply and use of eggs In Central and Eastern Europe, 1986-92 

Ccuntry 
end Nurm.cf Ending 
YMl ~ Prcduollon IrT'4X'I\I Exports CoIwun1lIIon llookII 

1.000 
 
lavaro ----------------- Millon eggc ----------------------.


Ek.garla: 
lGee 0 2,82:1 0 Gl0 2,50$4 0 
11107 0 2,ae 0 Gl0 2,63G 0 
19118 0 2,1150 0 Gl0 2,540 0 
10IIII 0 "m 0 310 2,5«) 0 
19110 0 :;.as! 0 Gl0 2,3«) 0 

IIIM-OO avlllilge 0 2,1143 0 Gl0 2,541) 0 

ll1Gl 0 2,850 0 Gl0 2,540 0 
1m 0 2,1150 0 Gl0 2,540 0 

Czachoakwakla: 
1l18li 23 5,5511 0 100 5,41i8 0 
10117 24 5,544 0 100 5,444 0 
19l1li 24 5,5115 0 lIS 5,511 0 
II111l1 24 5,eaI 0 GS 5,1SaJ 0 
1911O 23 5,6C15 0 120 5:545 0 

1l18li-90 _age 24 5,5S15 0 88 5,510 0 

ll1Gl 23 5,400 0 150 5,250 0 
1m 23 5,350 0 150 5,200 0 

Hungary: 
ll10e 25 4,2110 0 lG7 3,IIGI3 190 
10117 28 4,237 0 145 3,1175 307 
19l1li 27 4,egs GS 1ISO 4,570 307 
II111l1 21 4,250 0 125 4,125 0 
1911O 28 4,300 0 100 4,200 0 

11l11&-90 average 27 4,3501 7 133 4,187 181 

Igg1 23 4,300 0 110 4,1110 0 
1m 23 4,300 0 110 4,I\lO 0 

Poland: 
1011e 58 8,300 0 38 11,20\ 303 
11187 50 7,1Im 0 25 7,1173 371 
1l18li 411 11,221 0 30 11,0111 4Il5 
1 gag 48 11,200 0 15 1I,2ttl 385 
1911O 58 7,841 eo 107 7,etIl 100 

1l18li-90 average 51 lI,oeII 12 43 8,020 329 

1l1li1 4e 7,Il00 70 10 7,860 100 
1m 54 11,000 30 50 7,lIII0 100 

Rommia: 
II11l8 50 7,Il00 0 Il25 7,250 100 
l1H17 50 11,000 0 52Il 7,456 120 
II11l8 52 7,1150 0 52S 7.136 110 
II111l1 52 7,Il00 0 535 7,075 100 
lQ90 411 7,100 200 0 7,200 200 

IIIM-IlO avlltage 51 7,1150 40 442 7,223 128 

111111 51 11,Il00 100 0 7,050 150 
1m 50 8,Il00 200 0 7,025 125 

YugOllavla: 
1* 37 4,770 lOll 166 4,7El1! 113 
10117 311 4,1122 11 100 4,5CrJ 375 
1l18li 3Q 4,1112 50 300 4,1lOIS 2111 
llH111 37 4,700 18 10 ",860 347 
1911O 37 4,5811 11& 8 4.721 132 

ll1M-90 avGrGgtl 311 4,7115 54 118 4,_ 252 

Iggl 37 4,1lIIO 18 12 4,725 111 
1l1li2 37 4,7:11 12 14 4,7211 90 

CEETcIaI: 
1geo 1111 33,841 lOi1 1,38!I 32,231 708 
11187 190 33,515 11 1,213 31,1140 1,173 
1l18li 1111 33,1183 lIS 1,410 32,Sl8 1,11iX1 
10IIII IIltl 33,m 18 1,030 32,a!IIl Il32 
1911O 1111 32,130 34Il M3 31,813 432 

lQt18-90 _age 190 33,2IIG 113 1,132 32,1159 1167 

ll1Gl 1153 31,Il00 111& 5Q2 31,816 341 
1m 190 32,000 242 834 31,1114 315 

ZOIOI liidlC!IIe viiluelilii lhiiii 1,000 lor. 0( na avllliiblIO 
 
Data for 1991arepraUmi/lIIIY, 
 
Data for 1111l2 .. oatlmel•. 
 

SotJf08: USDA. 
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Appendix table 25-Supply and use of milk In Central and Eastern Europe, 1986-92 

CounII'f 
and 
year 

Milk 
cows Froduollon 

Total 
1fl1l0l1a 

Tmal 
1IICP0ftII 

Told 
c:or-.urrpllon 

FIIIId 
UM 

Fluid 
use 

FDC\ay 
use 

1,000 
~ ________________-----­ -----1,0001"_----------------------------------

Bulgeria: 
lose 
19&7 
ll1t16 
1gag 
11190 

0 
a 
0 
0 
0 

0 
a 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

a 
0 
a 
a 
0 

a 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

1Q8(1-1IO lIVerage 0 0 0 0 0 a 0 0 

l1K11 
1m 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
a 

0 
0 

0 
0 

Clechc:laloYakIa: 
lQ116 
1l1li7 
11188 
1gag 
11190 

1,817 
1,791 
1,785 
1,612 
1,781 

7,015 
8,tnt 
8,083 
7,031 
8,681 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

7,081 
8,l1li5 
7,025 
7,0Q5 
8,1134 

400 
3ft() 

380 
40 
24 

1,500 
1,422 
1,4110 
1,&6 
1,500 

5,181 
5,183 
5,155 
5,450 
5,400 

1Q8(1-1IO avaroge 1,7~ 8,l15li 0 0 7,022 245 1,500 5,274 

1001 
1002 

1,esc 
1,750 

8,400 
6,200 

0 
0 

0 
0 

8,4m 
8,262 

382 
380 

1,400 
1,050 

4,700 
4,632 

HIIIl\lOIY: 
1988 
19&7 
1988 
1gag 
11190 

591 
585 
578 
580 
570 

2,732 
2,770 
2,7l1li 
2,840 
2,743 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
8 

28 

2,743 
2,782 
2,800 
2,1144 
2,725 

410 
410 
410 
410 
000 

gas 
1190 
1190 

1,000 
800 

1,348 
1,382 
1,400 
1,434 
1,325 

lQ8(1-QO /MIlage 581 2,715 0 7 2,779 44ll 953 1,378 

IOQI 
1002 

545 
505 

2,825 
2,475 

0 
0 

10 
10 

2,825 
2,475 

850 
450 

800 
650 

1,175 
1,175 

Polen<:!: 
1988 
1l1li7 
1968 
1gag 
1goo 

5,201 
4,1137 
4,8aI 
4,~ 
4,Il00 

15,747 
15,«17 
15,450 
18,371 
15,801 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

15,817 
15,537 
15,520 
111,441 
15,1171 

000 
700 
580 
800 
964 

5,754 
5,750 
5,700 
11,044 
5,Il00 

11,257 
9,087 
9,2m 
11,597 
9,007 

lQ8(1-IIO average 4,geII 15,767 0 0 15,837 766 5,8:Jl 11,242 

1001 
1002 

4,707 
4,3eG 

14,1108 
14,:JlO 

0 
0 

0 
0 

14,1158 
14,350 

1,000 
IlOO 

5,eoo 
5,400 

8,358 
8,050 

RomanIa: 
1l1li8 
1l1li7 
1l1li8 
1gag 
11190 

2,1111 
2.111 
2,075 
2,030 
l,gro 

4,239 
4,275 
4.300 
4,150 
4,715 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

",M; 
4,687 
",720 
4,eoo 
5,300 

325 
350 
380 
320 
350 

2,470 
2,1173 
2,758 
2,tl<Xl 
3,100 

1.870 
1,604 
1,ea! 
1,ea:J 
1,850 

Il1&8-ro _IQO 2,oes 4,348 0 0 ",794 341 2,720 1,733 

1001 
1002 

\,COO 
1,500 

4,100 
4,050 

0 
0 

0 
0 

",esc 
4,820 

300 
200 

2,400 
2.000 

1,1150 
2,000 

Y\IlIO&lavle.: 
ISl615 
1l1li7 
111M 
196Q 
11190 

2,800 
2,810 
2,58) 
2,530 
2,41!0 

4,081 
4,7315 
4.l12li 
4,5Q9 
4,500 

~ 
30 
44 
48 
74 

0 
0 
0 

12 
10 

4,834 
4,1120 
4,1121 
4,783 
4,700 

300 
200 
250 
280 
310 

2,051 
2,210 
2,135 
2,005 
2,020 

2,483 
2,43> 
2,4315 
2,518 
2,373 

1~IIO IIV8IIIg8 2,581 4,825 45 4 ",812 200 2,084 2,~ 

111111 
1m 

2.425 
2.470 

4,450 
4.500 

35 
,'0 

5 
8 

4.1110 
4.Cl72 

270 
m 

2.085 
2.006 

2.255 
2.2117 

CEEToIaI: 
lQfl8 
11187 
1l1li8 
19a9 
11190 

12.334 
12.004 
11,832 
11,948 
11,701 

34,3114 
34,11!1l 
34,130 
34,liGl 
34,1IlIO 

29 
30 
44 
48 
74 

0 
0 
0 

20 
3CI 

35.140 
34.1111 
34.eee 
35,763 
35,523 

2.241 
2.120 
1.1180 
1.Il00 
2,24& 

12.760 
13.045 
13.073 
13,254 
13,320 

2O.13Q 
111.748 
111,853 
20,11711 
111,955 

111118-QO~ 11,* 34,473 45 12 35,245 2,080 13,aIO 20,074 

1001 
1m 

10,m7 
10,588 

32,41111 
31,s.!5 

35 
40 

15 
18 

33,003 
32,3711 

2.582 
2,310 

12,2)5 
11,725 

lC1,43CI 
18,344 

Z_lildlciiieVilUQ kiiiI tfliil 1,000tana or net lIViuibli 
 
Data lor ll111j_pralmlna:y. 
 
Datil lor 1002 DIe estlmllls. 
 

~:USDA. 
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Appendix table 26-Supply and use of butter in Central and Eastern 
Europe, 1986·92 

Country 
and Tolal Total ToIlII Ending 
YGIIl Produ::llon 1",,0ItlI 8ICpOIta COI1IIRI'4:Itlon lIocki 

1,000torw 
8u1glllia: 

1gee 0 0 0 0 0 
19a7 0 0 0 0 0 
1gee 0 0 0 0 0 
10lI0 0 0 0 0 0 
Iggo 0 0 0 0 0 

ll1CG-ro awrege 0 0 0 0 0 

lDDl 0 0 0 0 0 
llK12 0 0 0 Cl 0 

Czacl\OllloYakla: 
1* 1511 0 5 151 0 
19a7 14P 0 4 145 0 
IIl&8 148 0 .. 144 0 
1\l6Q 1511 0 5 151 0 
Iggo 15P 0 10 14P 0 

ll1CG-PO _ega 154 0 II 148 0 

11101 150 0 10 140 0 
1002 145 0 3 13P 3 

Hungary: 
1!1811 33 0 1 32 1 
1987 33 0 1 32 1 
1988 35 (l 1 33 2 
10lI0 38 0 5 32 3 
lDDO 38 0 8 24 P 

1 g()II-PO average 35 0 3 31 3 

11191 2P 0 4 21 13 
1002 211 0 5 21 13 

Poland: 
1!1811 2PO 3P 0 338 43 
1987 2113 33 0 347 22 
11188 2P3 34 0 3211 23 
1gep 325 18 0 341 23 
Iggo 300 4 18 21M 15 

1l18li-00_l1li0 300 25 4 32P 25 

19111 220 30 5 250 10 
llK12 220 30 0 250 10 

Romania: 
111M 52 0 17 30 8 
1~7 42 2 20 27 3 
IIl88 40 0 19 21 3 
1gag 48 0 22 24 3 
Iggo 33 15 0 44 7 

lQM-POBVGrIlll" 43 3 18 29 4 

1991 41 2 0 44 8 
1002 40 12 0 51 7 

YlI;IOIlavia: 
lQ88 9 1 0 11 1 
1987 8 3 0 11 1 
1988 8 4 0 9 4 
1gag 12 3 0 12 7 
Iggo 11 7 0 19 8 

111811-PO averllQll 10 4 0 12 4 

lDDl 8 2 0 13 3 
1002 9 3 0 14 1 

CEETotl!J: 
1* 540 40 23 582 51 
1987 525 38 25 582 27 
1988 524 38 24 533 32 
1gag 577 19 32 580 00 
Iggo 541 211 38 530 37 

111811-oo_aga 541 32 28 54P 37 

lDDl 448 34 19 488 32 
19\12 440 45 8 475 34 

Zero. Indicate v81ue 1_ thali 1,000 tons or not avallilblii: 
 
0aIa lor 199t IW prellmlna/Y, 
 
0aIa lor 1002 aro estimates, 
 

SOUIC8: USDA. 
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Appendix table 27-Supply and use of cheese in Central and Eastern 
Europe, 1986·92 

CCii\lry 
and 
YMr Produclion 

Bulgatla: 
19ae 0 
1ge7 0 
1* 0 
I. 0 
IIlClO 0 

111115-GO~ 0 

0'''''' 01m 

CzlOhoelaveld.: 

IDee 134 

1ge7 142 

lGIID 148 

1IllIG 152 

1000 150 


II1!111-GO -.ga 145 


11191 140 

1m 135 


Hungwy: 

1GOO 50 

111&7 52 

lGe8 54 

lllOO 54 

lG1lO 114 


1118e-90 _/Ilge 65 


11191 68 

1m 68 


Poland: 
19&8 II. 

1ge7 123 

111M 133 

1gag 130 

Iggo 12e 


1I11III-90 lMRIgtI 125 


11191 1011 

1m 115 


FIonwnI4I: 

lillie 114 

1ge7 811 

1~ 114 

1IllIG 112 

1Il00 91 


19f18-901!11111'11g8 85 


19111 97 

1992 100 


Yugoelavlll: 

lD811 45 

1ge7 48 

19811 54 

19a9 511 

1goo 62 


lD88-90BV9ragl> 51 


11191 45

1m 411 


CEEToIlII: 

1986 427 

10/17 451 

1011e 471 

19a9 474 

lG1lO 4113 


ll11111-GO _age 451 


11191 «6 

1992 458 


TcIlII 

I""orta 


0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

0 
0 

1 

1 

1 

2 

2 


1 

I 

1 

0 

0 


0 
0 

II 


11"
5 

0 

6 


10 

Ii 

2 

2 

2 

0 

7 


3 


2 

3 


II 
.. 
5 

9 


as 

12 


II 

8 


18 

12 

20 

16 

« 
22 


111 

15 


ToIIII 
IICJ)OIII 

1.000 Ions 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

0 
0 

II 

9 


15 
" 
111 


12 


20 

5 


11 

II 


10 

14 

23 


13 


lD 

23 


2 

1 

1 

3 

7 


3 


2 

3 


10 

111 

18 

115 

0 


12 


0 
:'" 0 

1 

0 

1 

2 

1 


1 

2 


32 

32 

3Q 


52 

411 


41 


42 

33 


ToIIII 
-.wnptlon 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

0 
0 

127 

134 

138 

130 

134 


134 


121 

131 


40 

45 

45 

43 

35 


42 


35 

35 


122 

1211 

135 

132 

119 


127 


1111 

125 


711 

70 

lID 

113 

97 


75 


100 

102 


411 

48 

62 

69 

85 


511 


511 

110 


413 

423 

«JQ 
438 

470 


438 


430 

453 


EndIng 

IIcob 


0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

0 
0 

t5 

7 

7 

4 


10 


7 


14 

14 


14 

12 

20 

20 

20 


17 


111 

10 


4 

II 

5 

II 

7 


8 


II 

7 


II 

14 

20 

24 

25 


111 


17 

9 


31 

3D 

52 

54 

112 


411 


65 

40 


z8fCIlIhidlC8i. viiluul.. ih8ii 1.000 tons or not aviilllb" 
[)ala for IS1l1l1r8prellmllVllY. 
DMaforlm __tlmat... 
 

Source: USDA. 
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Appendix table 28--Supply and use of sugar in Central and Eastern 
Europe. 1986-92 

Country 
and 
yeA/' Production 

TcUI 
I~crt. 

Tela! 
IIXpcrti 

TellI 
C()I'1IjlJn1)tJon 

Ending 
atooka 

Bulglllll: 
lQ36 
1987 
11186 
111811 
IIl1lO 

107 
113 
75 
60 
00 

4311 
410 
405 
..og 
435 

1,oootOl1l 

100 
155 
35 
40 
35 

525 
450 
480 
480 
o4e5 

100 
1011 

113 
52 
77 

19M-9O_lIge 117 4111 65 472 92 

lS11l1 
1m 

eo 
70 

400 
400 

45 
30 

430 
430 

52 
m! 

CzechoGl()IJakJa: 
lQ36 
1;87 
11186 
1gag 
11l1lO 

1125 
IID2 
IlOO 
707 
11711 

1511 
110 
140 
140 
go 

3117 
270 
150 
140 

155 

II6Q 
760 
770 
775 
775 

177 
1111 
1~' 
71 

1l1li 

1 Q88-9O IoVIItIlgQ 1114 127 1l1li 748 141 

1SIll1 
1m 

700 
IlOO 

100 
25 

50 
30 

IlOO 
IlOO 

1411 
144 

Hungllty: 
1gee 
11187 
1gee 
1gag 
19110 

532 
5011 
450 
513 
fl30 

0 
0 

111 
70 
0 

044 
0 
0 

70 
60 

510 
522 
500 
525 
530 

911 
52 
50 
311 
711 

1 Q88-9O IIVIltIigG 520 18 35 511 "" 
1SIll 1 
1m 

550 
700 

0 
0 

55 
120 

525 
535 

48 
113 

PoIltId: 
1!1e8 
11187 
11188 
1l18li 
IIl1lO 

1,1111 
1,801 
1,823 
1,1125 
1,8il5 

0 
1111 
III 

243 
II 

142 
252 

811 
SIll 

221 

1,717 
1,1131 
1,1:145 
1,1178 
1,1141 

353 
102 
45 
311 
37 

1 Q88-90 lIVerage 1,843 "'" 1l1li 1,1144 133 

1l1li1 
1m 

2,174 
1,850 

5 
0 

570 
100 

1,5«) 
1,575 

l1li 
111 

ROI'IlIIl1la: 
111M 
11187 
11188 
11!11Q 
IIl1lO 

585 
5D2 
450 
425 
499 

113 
511 

303 
100 
21:14 

133 
II 
0 

125 
172 

IlOO 
1141 
IlOO 
4113 
591 

42 
30 
113 
10 
40 

11186-90 lIVarllgl 508 183 811 11111 43 

1S11l1 
10112 

334 
400 

200 
200 

0 
0 

5114 
5115 

-. 10 
15 

Yugoelavla: 
1l:18li 
11187 
1l:18li 
1l18li 
IIl1lO 

gag 
1170 

""'" lIIIO 
goo 

13 
0 

13 
250 

18 

08 
25 
eo 
30 
eo 

1:145 
gag 
goo 
m!4 
1150 

4011 
2112 
231 
1117 
203 

1 Q88-ro 1IVII(1IgI 8711 511 53 9211 2511 

lS11l1 
1m 

1185 
eoo 

117 
00 

106 
45 

1160 
1160 

1117 
142 

CEETcIaI: 
1l:18li 
11107 
1l:18li 
1l18l:I 
IIl1lO 

5,1115 
4,318 
4,906 
3,&rl1 
4,1132 

760 
737 
1,~ 
1,142 

1141 

1175 
1551 
5211 
434 
1123 

5,311 
4,771 
5,543 
4,63) 
5,130 

1,277 
711 
742 
3l1li 
705 

1 Q88-9O avarago 04,1110 m 1122 5,075 7114 

IS11l1 
11192 

4,705 
4,22IS 

772 
8115 

817 
205 

4,7~ 
4,7112 

812 
5311 

Z4Wtl8lndlciilaviilue I_thiiii 1 ,000 tons 0( nciav8lliibID. 
 
Data '0( 10111l1l1I pratlmlrwy, 
 
Data 10( 1maN es!lmatOll. 
 

Scuea: USDA. 
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Appendix table 29--Supply and use of cotton in Central and Eastern Europe, 1986-92 

Country 
end Area Total Total Toial Ending 
year ~Dd V111d Production I~ 1DIp0lla conIUlT'p11on !lIockl 

1,000 Tonap.
hecI_ hacI&ra .------------- 1,oc.o belllll (0180 b,bll)---------------------

Bulgaria: 
IIl8e 14 1.43 20 118 2 85 3 
1087 12 1.08 13 GG 2 118 3 
1088 12 1.00 12 113 2 73 3 
1089 11 I.W 12 50 2 50 3 
IggQ 13 1.23 HI 33 0 MS 5 

19M-1IO IMlIIIIIII 12 1.16 15 50 2 12 3 

logl 15 1.13 17 22 0 33 11 
1m 15 0.00 11 16 0 33 12 

CzIICh08lovalda: 
19&& 0 0.00 0 121 0 120 27 
1087 0 0.00 0 121 0 125 22 
1008 0 0.00 0 120 0 120 22 
1089 0 0.00 0 1(IQ 0 1(IQ 22 
IggQ 0 0.00 0 78 0 78 22 

19M-1IO averagll 0 0.00 0 lOll 0 110 23 

logl 0 0.00 0 7" 0 85 12 
1m 0 0.00 0 55 0 85 12 

Hungary: 
1008 0 0.00 0 111 2 03 18 
1087 0 0.00 0 113 2 113 15 
1988 0 0.00 0 110 2 go 13 
1089 0 0.00 0 78 2 18 11 
1000 0 0.00 0 « 0 « 11 

1986-110 IIIIlIIago 0 0.00 0 711 2 111 14 

log! 0 0.00 0 33 0 33 11 
1m 0 0.00 0 33 0 33 11 

Poland: 
108(1 0 0.00 0 141 0 155 21 
1987 0 0.00 0 1117 0 158 30 
1988 0 0.00 0 178 0 160 54 
1l18li 0 0.00 0 142 0 1411 50 
IggQ 0 0.00 0 70 0 8Q 30 

19M-1IO Il\Illfagll 0 0.00 0 140 0 142 311 

logl 0 0.00 0 711 0 85 21 
19:12 0 0.00 0 711 0 81 17 

AOI1lIlIlla: 
1008 0 0.00 0 IIQ 0 110 111 
1087 0 0.00 0 87 0 81 111 
1988 0 0.00 0 78 0 78 111 
II10Q 0 0.00 0 85 0 85 111 
IggQ 0 0.00 0 54 0 54 111 

11188-00 IMlIIIiIQ 0 0.00 0 74 0 74 111 

11191 Cl 0.00 0 « a « 111 
1m 0 0.00 a 54 0 54 111 

Yugoslavia: 
1966 0.00 0 114 0 115 25 
1987 0.00 0 108 1 108 25 
11165 0.00 0 103 0 118 10 
1980 0.00 0 98 0 11& 10 
lQQO 0.00 0 114 0 85 10 

11188-110 everagll 0.00 0 97 0 101 16 

log1 0.00 0 50 0 50 10 
1m 0.00 0 50 0 50 10 

CEEToIaI: 
1ge6 15 1.33 20 &24 4 858 1111 
1l1li7 13 1.00 13 oe2 5 fJlJ1 120 
1988 13 O.O'.! 12 1130 .. 1131 121 
19110 12 1.00 12 540 .. 554 115 
IggQ 14 1.14 111 341 0 374 117 

11188-110 IMlIIIQII 13 1.(IQ 15 5SO 3 578 114 

ll1Ql 18 1.08 17 301 0 310 84 
1m 18 1.08 11 2114 0 318 81 

Z.oe Indicate value lass than 1,00010IlI or notavllliiliji 
 
DaIa for ll1Q1lWprdlmlNI!Y. 
 
[)eta for lW2 _ GIeIIITIIII.... 
 

Source: USO"­
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Japanese and EC Investment in u.s. 
 
Agriculture in 1980's 
 

Japan 

Japanese investment in u.s. farmland and agribusi­
ness has grown to over $3 biIIion, but these hold­
ings represent less than 1 percent of total 

investmen t in U.S. agriculture. Japan ranks fourth 
among the foreign owners of U.S. agricultural land and 
agribusiness in tenns of value. Investments have been 
made in cattle ranches and livestock slaughterhouses, 
citrus groves and other orchards, vineyards, bottled 
water companies, food processing and beverage compa­
nies, bakeries, fisheries, grain storage facilities, restau­
rants, convenience foodstores, and grocery stores. 
International agreements like the 1988 U.s.-Japan Beef 
and Citrus Understanding have liberalized Japanese im­
ports, presenting both Japanese investors and American 
growers with opportunities to invest profitably in an ex­
panding market. 

The European Community 
West European countries, especially the United King­

dom, are the principal source of foreign investment in 
U.s. agricultural land and agribusinesses. But, such in­
vestment amounts to less than 1 percent of the total 
value of U.S. agricultural land and about 10 percent of 
the total assets of the U.S. food and beverage industry. 
European Community (Ee) companies had $29.4 bi\lion 
invested in these sectors by 1990. EC investors' land­
holdings were concentrated mainly in timber (3.25 mil­
lion acres) and pastureland 0.52 million acres). 

Where are Holdings Concentrated and 
Does the United States Benefit? 

Foreign direct investment (10 percent or more in an 
enterprise, as defined by the U.S. Department of Com­
merce) in the United States is partia\1y offset by U.s. in­
vestment abroad. Economic theory tells us that the host 
country benefits from foreign direct investment through 
increased employment and labor income. EC affiliates 

Number2,o.cemberl992 

employ 120,000 persons in the U.S. food and kindred 
products industries and another 204,000 persons in re­
tail foodstores and other retail trade. Only a sma\1 por­
tion of these jobs represents a gain in jobs since less than 
10 percent of the EC investments involves new invest­
ment; most represent just a change in ownership. Japa­
nese companies employ 10,000 persons in the food and 
beverage industry, 6,100 in textile products, 4,000 in 
wholesale trade, 24,000 in restaurants, and 3,600 in agri­
culture, forestry, and fisheries. These numbers repre­
sented less than 1 percent of the labor force in these 
sectors in 1989. 

To Order These Reports ... 
The information presented here is excerpted from 

The Japanese Presence in U.S. Agribusiness, FAER­
244, and The European Community's Prese"ce in 
U.S. Agribusiness, FAER-245, both by H. Christine 
Bolling. The cost is $8.00 each. 

To order, dial 1-800-999-6779 (to\1 free in the 
United States and Canada) and ask for the reports 
by title. 

Please add 25 percent to foreign addresses (in­
cluding Canada). Charge your purchase to your 
VISA or MasterCard. Or send a check or purchase 
order (made payable to ERS-NASS) to: 

ERS-NASS 
 
341 Victory Drive 
 
Herndon, VA 22070. 
 

We'\1 fill your order by first·-class mail! 



DATE: 

5-12-93 
 




~ 

alii 
 

Association for Information and 1m
1100W age Managoment 
SII ayne Avenue, Suite 1100 

ver Spring, Maryland 20910 

301/587-8202 

111111.25 111111.4 111111.6 
 

MRNUFRCTURED TO RIIM STRNDRRDS 
 
BY RPPLIED IMRGE. INC. 
 


