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Abstract. The purpose of the study was intended to understand whether the Russian Federation
and Turkey are efficient in wheat and mandarin trade in comparison with other significant exporters.

The neighbourhood is an important aspect for developing and maintaining trade contacts.
Within this perspective, the Russian Federation has been the main purchaser of Turkish fruits and
vegetables. On the other hand, one of the major export products of Russia sold to Turkey is wheat in
addition to energy and industrial inputs. Well knowing the importance of these product groups to both
countries, it was intended to evaluate these countries rivalry in export markets concerning for their
competitive countries.

Authors used methods that allow to directly or indirectly assessing the degree of export
competitiveness of the state: methods of comparative advantage analysis (RCA) and comparative
export indicators (CEP). Wheat export of Russia and mandarin export of Turkey were compared with
competitive exporters via calculation and interpretation of trade indices from 2000 to 2019.

The findings indicated that Russian exports are superior to their competitors when some years
were set apart. The specific overriding country has been Kazakhstan for Russian wheat, even if the
productive capacities cannot be compared. Besides, Turkey ranks second after Spain for mandarin
exports due to the comparative advantages. However, assessment of the findings in details indicated
that there is a need to develop supporting policy and tools for two cases to increase the profitability
and efficiency of the export. This is due to lower per-unit export gains and should be intervened to
improve and strengthen the countries’ trade positions.

Keywords: fresh fruits and vegetables market (FFVs); grain market; agro-industrial complex
market; comparative advantage; wheat; tangerines; Turkey; Russia

Introduction

Agricultural production is vital for any country to maintain livelihoods [4; 5; 10; 12]. However,
it is not possible to produce all sorts of products for all countries due to lack of endowments [3]. Once
the reasoning of wars and the intention to conquer new lands was meeting the nutrition demand of
societies. After many millennia full of wars, trade had eased off the product exchange and achieving
self-sufficiency. Therefore, the unmet agricultural demand of societies had brought agricultural and
food trade into agenda a long time ago. Concerning trade of agricultural and food products, the
proximity of destinations remained its importance. Therefore, neighbourhood relations have been
important for perishable and durable agricultural trade. Accordingly, missing endowments are met
from the closest possible place and this signifies the trade relationships between the Russian Federation
and Turkey. Two countries exchange products specific to their productive capacities and requirements.
While Turkey is a main fresh fruits and vegetable supplier for the Russian Federation, the country
receives grains, mainly wheat, in return.

Around 35 % of Turkish exports to Russia encompass fresh fruits and vegetables (FFVs) sales
and these FFVs sales to Russia constitutes 31 % of total agricultural exports of Turkey [2]. Among
FFVs, citrus fruits, especially mandarin, ranks first followed by tomatoes that 55 % of Turkish
mandarin exports was to the Russian Federation in 2017 [9]. According to the FAO data, Turkey
ranked third in mandarin production after China and Spain with 1,65 million tonnes and 4,8 %
contribution in 2018. It is important to note that China supplied 55,5 % of world mandarins then. Yet,
respecting Turkey’s stance in terms of exports, the country ranks after Spain and is being considered
as a major mandarin exporter with a 14 % contribution to the world in 2017 [1].

In contrast, Turkey initially purchases energy and industrial raw materials from Russia and
wheat imports rank the first among agricultural products sold to Turkey [8]. Turkey is one of the major
grain producers and has sufficiency to some extent. However, exporting high-quality grains to
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European countries and importing wheat for flour and pasta making is the main logic behind wheat
imports of Turkey from Russia. Russia ranked the third due to the production amount in 2018 after
China and India with 9,8 %. However, the Russian Federation is the first wheat exporter of the world
by far with 16,8 % share in overall exports and 151 million tonnes in 2017 [1].

When the bilateral trade is considered between Turkey and the Russian Federation, it is
important to emphasize once more that the Russian Federation sells wheat to Turkey at most and buys
mandarin in return.

The importance of these countries to each other can be understood from these data. However,
what about their position as being the major providers in the world? Or in other words, are they,
efficient exporters, when they are compared with other main exporters? Accordingly, within this paper,
it was intended to understand whether the Russian Federation and Turkey are efficient in wheat and
mandarin trade in comparison with other significant exporters. Revealed comparative advantages of
the Russian Federation and Turkey were calculated and evaluated in this scope respecting their position
in the last 20 years.

1. Material and methodology

In the paper, secondary data of trade retrieved from FAO and the UN COMTRADE statistical
databases were used to evaluate the competitiveness of the Russian Federation and Turkey. The strong
competitive countries demonstrated below were selected due to regional dispersion and taking the
importer region in consideration rather than the volume of exports.

Russian Federation — wheat — 2000 & 2018 Turkey — mandarins — 2000 & 2019
Kazakhstan, Romania, Germany, Bulgaria, Hungary Spain, ltaly, Greece, Israel, South Africa

National value of export converted in US Dollars was used to calculate two trade indices for
indicating the competitiveness. In the analysis, Revealed Comparative Advantage (RCA) and
Comparative Export Performance (CEP) indices were used accordingly. RCA index was developed by
Balassa [6] and provides information on the rivalry of one country over other(s) respecting a
pre-selected industry. CEP index on the other hand was developed recently by Serin and Civan [11] in
order to ease interpretation of the supremacy of country. The indices refer to incorporation of
comparative CEP index, on the other hand, was developed recently by Serin and Civan [11] to ease
interpretation of the supremacy of the country. The indices refer to the incorporation of comparative
export data, while there is one more applicable index named Revealed Competitiveness (RC)
incorporating import data as well. Initially, it was designed to make the difference between export and
import [13-16]. Yet, for the selected products, as there have been almost negligible imports, RC index
was disregarded. The equation for RCA and CEP are as following:

EX;; EXy;
EX;  EX,

In the equation:

RCAIij = Revealed Comparative Advantage of country i on commodity j over country n;
EXij = Product j exports of country i to the world;

EXit = Country i’s total exports of the commodity group where product j takes place in;

EXnj = Product j exports of country n to the world;

EXnt = Country n’s total exports of the commodity group where product j takes place in.
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Here the commodity j and belonging product group classified by the UN COMTRADE are as
following.

j = Wheat j = Mandarins — fresh or dried
Product group = Cereals Product group = citrus fruits — fresh or dried

CEP index, on the other hand, is the logarithmically normalised version of RCA index. RCA
varies between 0 to +oo and as higher is the index, as competition in the country i over country j.
Besides, a value over ‘1’ indicates the superiority of the country and a value between 0 and 1 means
lack of exact competitive power. Yet, CEP taking value from —o to +oo signs an absolute lack of
competitiveness when the value is negative.

The indices were used for agricultural comparison in many studies before. In a recent study,
analyses for Turkish grape and cherries markets were undertaken and the impacts of changing
exchange rates over the indices were measured [7]. The RCA index indicated that Turkey has a
significant advantage in grape export over China, France, Spain and the Netherlands. Yet, in cherries
market, Turkey appeared as superior over Spain, Italy and the Netherlands when dominant Chile and
US exports were excluded. Serin and Civan [7] compared Turkish exports of tomatoes, olive oil and
fruit juices. Turkey appeared advantageous over its Mediterranean neighbours, Greece, Spain and Italy
for olive oil and juices while there had been unexpected lower competitiveness for tomatoes.

2. Findings
2.1 Performance of Russian federation in wheat exports

Considering the changing export volume in tonnes and export revenue in US Dollars between
years, Russian Federation overrides its competitors. Taking 2005 as a reference due to UN
COMTRADE dataset, the wheat exports had risen from 10,4 million tonnes to 44 million tonnes
indicating more than four-fold rise. Yet, the export revenue had risen by more than seven-fold from
1,1 to 7,4 billion Dollars. The closest competitors in terms of quantity exported were Germany with
10,8 million tonnes and 2,4 billion Dollars in 2015 and Kazakhstan with 5,4 million tonnes and
1 billion Dollars in 2019. Especially, Kazakhstan had reach three times of its production in 2005 and
4,5 times in revenue.

Yet, with reference to UN COMTRADE dataset, the other selected countries experienced
appreciation as well. However, there were fluctuations observed within years for most competitors but
Russian and Bulgarian supplies had risen throughout the period. Besides, Bulgaria seemed to supply
four-fold of its 2005 production with 4,9 million tonnes and received more than seven-fold revenues
with 950 million Dollars. Yet, these figures demonstrated the supremacy of Russian wheat exports.

However, the comparative situation concerning existing cereal export potential needed to be
considered. The calculated RCA indices between competitors were demonstrated in figure 1.

Figure 1 indicated that the Russian Federation has been considerably competitive. However,
the highest competitive situations were towards Romania in 2001 with 19,66 RCA value and Hungary
in 2011 with 4,25 value. However, especially Kazakhstan seemed to be competitive respecting wheat
exports share in cereal exports in most of the years. In order to understand the competitive change the
CEP indices were demonstrated in figure 2.

Figure 2 demonstrated the years indicating less competitiveness better. Kazakhstan seemed to
be more competitive leaving a few years back. Russian seemed to override this country in 2004, 2008
and 2014 significantly. Yet, observing the data Romania seemed to exceed the Russian a few years
namely, 2005, 2007 and 2012.
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Figure 1. RCA index of Russian wheat exports over its competitors (source: UN COMTRADE)
Pucynok 1. Huoexc svisignennoco cpasnumensrozo npeumywecmea (unoexc RCA) poccutickoeo
9KCHOPMA NUEHUYbL NO CPABHEHUIO ¢ KOHKypeHmamu (ucmounuk: basa oannvix OOH

no mopeosne «UN COMTRADE»)

It may not be possible to talk about Kazakhstani supremacy over the Russian Federation. To
infer on this situation, it is essential to check the importing situation of the country. Due to UN
COMTRADE data, Kazakhstan has been importing wheat as well. The country imported 62,4 million
kg of wheat with 13 million Dollars, which rose to 337 million kg and 52 million Dollars. Yet, when
the exports data for 2019 was revisited, it was understood that the country made 5 million tonnes of

sales and received 1 billion dollars of revenue.
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Figure 2. CEP index of Russian wheat exports over its competitors (source: UN COMTRADE)
Pucynok 2. Hnoexc cpasnumenvhvlx sxkcnopmuvix noxkazamereti (unoexc CEP) poccuiickozo

IKCNOPMA NUEHUYBL NO CPABHEHUIO C KOHKYpenmamu (ucmounux: basza oannvix OOH
no mopeoene «UN COMTRADE»)
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Therefore, positive wheat trade balance for Kazakhstan indicated proper utilisation of resources
for wheat production and sales under given conditions. But for this inference, the position of Russia in
terms of overall market power should be kept in mind. Following an assessment of Russian wheat, the
commercial power of Turkey with regards to mandarin trade was evaluated.

2.2 Performance of turkey in mandarin exports

Turkey was compared with its Mediterranean competitors. Yet, prior to proceeding, it was
considered essential to evaluate the changing situation of Turkey. By 2001, Turkey had exported 140
thousand tonnes of mandarins with the return of 49,2 million Dollars. The amount sold had risen by
4,74 times to 665 thousand tonnes but export revenue rose by 6 times to 297,7 million Dollars from
2000 to 2019due to UN COMTRADE dataset.

The closest competitor Spain used to export more than Turkey all the time, yet its exports had
raised stably. 1,35 million tonnes of 2000 was actualised as 1,48 million tonnes and revenue rose from
891 million Dollars to 1,45 Billion Dollars in 2016. The stability was valid for Italy as well. However,
Greek exports were 127 thousand tonnes and 60 million Dollars in 2016, 3,8 and 5,3 times that of
2000. Israeli exports in 2019 were 152 thousand tonnes to 143 million Dollars. South Africa sold 280
thousand tonnes for 260 million Dollars in 2019 far higher than 36 thousand tonnes and 18 million
Dollars of 2000. When the figures were evaluated disrespecting the uprising trend in all countries,
Turkey ranks second in mandarin exports. After this overview, it is again good to check the indices to
evaluate the performance. The RCA index is demonstrated in Figure 3. But due to the changes in the
calculation methodology of UN COMTRADE, the data indicated covers the period between 2000 and
2016.

4,00
3,48 3,68
3,50 -
3,00 -
2,50 - = Spain
2.00 == [taly
Greece
1,50
=== |srael
1,00 A = South Africa
0,50 -
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Figure 3. RCA index of Turkish mandarin exports over its competitors (source: UN COMTRADE)
Pucynok 3. Hnoexc svisisnennozo cpasnumenvrozo npeumyuecmsa (unoexc RCA) mypeykozo

IKCNOPMA MAHOAPUHOS NO CpasHeHuto ¢ Koukypenmamu (ucmounuk: baza oannvix OOH no
mopeaoeie «UN COMTRADE »)

The RCA index for Turkey and Spain ranging below 1 indicated the supremacy of Spain
throughout the period, which is not surprising. The calculations showed that Turkey is specifically
superior to South Africa and Greece. Yet, despite very few years, in which the index was so close to
1, Italy and Israel have been in lower positions as well. This situation was demonstrated with CEP
index as in figure 4.

CrpaHnua 6 n3 13
04ECOR320

WznarenscTBo «Mup Haykm» \ Publishing company «World of science http://izd-mn.com


https://resources.today/
http://izd-mn.com/

HurtepHer-:kypHaa «OTX01bI H pecypeb» 2020, Ne3, Tom 7 ISSN 2500-0659

Russian Journal of Resources, Conservation and Recycling 2020, No 3, Vol 7 https://resources.today

4u1,9_:

2 —

20

20
m South Africa
m [srael

- Greece
-_ l m ltaly
2005 | ® Spain
2004 !
= T !
-1,00 -0,50 0,00 0,50 1,00 1,50

Figure 4. CEP index of Turkish mandarin exports over its competitors (source: UN COMTRADE)
Pucynok 4. Hnoexc cpasnumenvruix sxcnopmuwix noxazamernetl (unoexc CEP) mypeyxux

MAaHOapuHos no cpasnenuio ¢ konkypeumamu (ucmounux: baza dannvix OOH
no mopeosie «UN COMTRADE»)

Due to CEP findings, Turkey was slightly disadvantageous against Italy with values ranging
between -0,5 and 0 from 2009 to 2012 and Israel in 2015 and 2016. Yet, the findings indicated the
second rank of Turkey. Here it is not essential to check import figures for these concerned countries.
However, export revenue per unit sold should be considered to evaluate the position of Turkey. The
prices had been fluctuating for all countries. Yet, the changing prices for all countries were checked.
Table 1 indicates that Turkish superiority after Spain was not valid in terms of export revenues. While
Turkish export prices were higher than that of Greek prices, the comparison set forward indicated
higher profitability of other countries. Yet, Israel and South Africa seemed to appear as more profitable
than Spain as well.

Table 1/Ta6anna 1
Export prices of mandarins per kilogram for selected years /
BKCHOPTHBIC HEeHbI MAHAAPUHOB 3a KWJIOrpaMMm, B OTA€C/IbHBIC I'OAbI

0,35 0,66 0,42 0,34 0,54 0,49
0,44 0,96 0,61 0,51 0,68 0,64
0,68 1,14 0,76 0,59 0,92 0,78
0,48 0,98 0,70 0,48 0,98 1,00

Source: UN COMTRADE
HUcmounux: basa oannvix OOH no mopeosne « UN COMTRADE»

As mentioned above, profitability of mandarin production and export should be considered
within another perspective both for Turkey and for competing countries.

3. Results and discussion

Bilateral agricultural trade is inevitable for all countries due to varying needs and wants of the
societies. Countries mostly prefer to execute trade relations within their neighbourhood. The import
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demand of countries is related to the lacking resource and agricultural outputs and internal demand for
these lacking commodities. Due to their geographical proximity and historical bounds, Russian
Federation and Turkey have strong trade relationships and these encompass agricultural and food
products as well. With abundant agricultural production and trade capacity, Turkey mainly meets FFVs
demand of Russian households. Yet, Russian producers have been meeting the gap for grains,
specifically wheat in Turkish markets.

The main aim of this paper was to overview two countries' position with regards to their most
powerful exportable agricultural products to each other. Turkey has been exporting mandarins and its
varieties, while mostly imported Russian crop has been wheat. Departing from this information, it was
aimed to measure the competitive power of these countries for wheat and mandarins concerning their
significant competitors serving to same destinations.

It was understood from calculation and evaluation of wheat export data of the Russian
Federation that the country has specific supremacy in the trade of this commodity in terms of quantity
exported and export revenue. There had been some years that the Russian Federation had lost its power
against its competitors relatively. However, the volume of exports is and will be promising for the
country.

When mandarin exports of Turkey were visited, the data indicated that Turkey ranks the second
after Spain, which was acknowledged through the literature as well. However, per unit earnings
indicated earnings of Turkey have been relatively lower. Therefore, policy-making and
implementation institutes should focus on supporting producers and trade dealers to increase return on
exports. This could be achieved by developing product quality or providing incentives to manage costs.

After per unit export revenue for Turkey was overviewed, it was considered beneficial to check
the situation Russian wheat exports. Being a major staple, no significant variation was observed for
wheat exports actually. However, there has been a declination on per capita revenue for Russia since
2014 that 0,25 Dollars per kg of revenue had declined to 0,19 Dollars in 2018. The recent revenue per
unit was lower than in Germany and Romania that received 0,21 and 0,23 Dollars in 2019. This change
might be related to import sanctions issued against Russia and responsive actions taken by Russia after
2014 [2].

Yet, even under these circumstances, it can be noted that Russian farmers and trade dealers
should be supported to some extent as well. Finally, the relative findings of this research indicated that
there is a need for further investigation of export markets in Russia and Turkey. This could be achieved
with in-depth surveys and analyses of the sector and stakeholders.

5. Conclusion

1. It is considered the main positions of bilateral agricultural trade between Turkey and
Russia from the perspective of understanding whether the Russian Federation and Turkey are efficient
in wheat and mandarin trade in comparison with other significant exporters. In other words, in the
scope of this paper, it was aimed to overview two countries' position with regards to their most
powerful exportable agricultural products to each other.

2. The authors point out that the neighbourhood is an important aspect for developing and
maintaining trade contacts. Within this perspective, the Russian Federation has been the main
purchaser of Turkish fruits and vegetables. On the other hand, one of the major export products of
Russia sold to Turkey is wheat in addition to energy and industrial inputs. Well knowing the
importance of these product groups to both countries, it was intended to evaluate these countries rivalry
in export markets concerning for their competitive countries.
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3. Authors used methods that allow to directly or indirectly assessing the degree of export
competitiveness of the state: methods of comparative advantage analysis (RCA) and comparative
export indicators (CEP). The indices were successfully used for agricultural comparison in many
studies before. So, wheat export of Russia and mandarin export of Turkey were compared with
competitive exporters via calculation and interpretation of trade indices from 2000 to 2019. It was
understood from calculation and evaluation of wheat export data of the Russian Federation that the
country has specific supremacy in the trade of this commodity in terms of quantity exported and export
revenue. There had been some years that the Russian Federation had lost its power against its
competitors relatively. However, the volume of exports is and will be promising for the country.

4. The findings indicated that Russian exports are superior to their competitors when some
years were set apart. The specific overriding country has been Kazakhstan for Russian wheat, even if
the productive capacities cannot be compared. Besides, Turkey ranks second after Spain for mandarin
exports due to the comparative advantages. However, assessment of the findings in details indicated
that there is a need to develop supporting policy and tools for two cases to increase the profitability
and efficiency of the export. This is due to lower per-unit export gains and should be intervened to
improve and strengthen the countries’ trade positions.

5. The research findings signed the need for detailed analysis of on agricultural trade
relationships between competitors and trade partners.
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00 3¢ (PpeKTUBHOCTH TOPIOBJIX IMIEHULEH
U MaHaapuHaMu Mexay Poccuiickoit @enepanuen u Typuueit

AnHoTauus. llenpro uccienoBaHus SBUIOCH IONYYEHHE OTBETAa Ha BOIPOC, HACKOJIBKO
s¢dextuBHbl Poccuiickas ®denepanuss u Typuus B TOpropie NIICHUIIEW W MaHIapUHAMHU IO
CPaBHEHHIO C IPYTHMH KPYITHBIMH 3KCIIOPTEPAMH.

JloGpococencTBO ABISETCS BaXKHBIM ACTEKTOM JUIS Pa3BUTHA U IOJAEPKAaHUS TOPTOBBIX
koHTakToB. C 3TOM Touku 3peHusi Poccuiickas ®enepaius sBISETCS OCHOBHBIM IOKYIATEIEM
Typeukux (ppykroB u oBomieil. C apyroif CTOPOHBI, OJHUM W3 OCHOBHBIX 3KCIIOPTHBIX MPOJYKTOB
Poccnn, mpomaBaembix B Typuuro, sBAsSeTCs NIIEHWIA, B JOINOJHEHHE K JHEPreTUYECKHM U
MPOMBIIIICHHBIM pecypcaM. [ToHHMas BaXXHOCTh 3THX TOBAapHBIX I'PYMI Ui 00€UX CTpaH, aBTOPHI
OLICHWJIH COIIEPHUYECTBO JIBYX CTPAH HA SKCIIOPTHBIX PhIHKaX OTHOCUTEJIBHO UX KOHKYPEHTOB.

B paborte ucrnonp3oBanM METOJVKH, MO3BOJSIONIME HANPSIMYH WJIM KOCBEHHO OLCHHTh
CTENEeHb KOHKYPEHTOCIIOCOOHOCTH JKCIOpTa TOCYJapCcTBa: METOJbl aHaINW3a CPaBHHUTEIBHBIX
npeumyiiectB (RCA) u cpaBHHTENBbHBIX 3KCIOPTHBIX Mokazateneit (CEP). Dkcnopt mmieHuIbl U3
Poccuu u sxcnopt MaHaapuHOB U3 TypIMU CPaBHUBAIKCH C KOHKYPEHTOCIIOCOOHBIMHU SKCIIOPTEpAMH
MyTeM pacdera u nHTepnperanuu Toprooix uHaekcoB ¢ 2000 mo 2019 rox.

[TonydeHHbsle pe3ynbTaThl MMOKAa3aIM, YTO POCCHICKHI HSKCIOPT MPEBOCXOAUT CBOUX
KOHKYPEHTOB, JakKe KOTJa CTPaHbl B TEYCHHE HECKOJBKHX JIET OBbUIM OTIAEICHBI JPYr OT Jpyra.
Crnenuduyeckoit JOMUHUPYIONIEH CTPAHOM I POCCUICKOM mieHuIbl 0pu1 KazaxcraH, HECMOTps Ha
HECOIMOCTaBUMOCTh MPOU3BOJICTBEHHBIX MOIIHOCTEeH. B TO xHee Bpemsi, Typuusi 3aHUMaeT BTOpoe
Mecto mocie Mcmanuu mno skcnopry B P® manpmapuHoB, Onaromapsi CBOUM CpPaBHHUTEIbHBIM
npeumyniectBaM. OgHAKO J€TajlbHAs OLEHKA MOJYUYEHHBIX PE3YJIbTATOB [10KA3aJla, YTO CYLECTBYET
HE0OXOIMMOCTh pa3pabOTKHU BCIIOMOTATENIbHON MOJUTHKUA W UHCTPYMEHTOB KakK JIJIsl MOBBIIICHUS
npUOBUIBHOCTH, TaK U 3((PeKTHBHOCTH 3KcropTa. DTO CBSI3aHO ¢ Oojiee HU3KUMH JOXOAAMU OT
9KCIIOpTa HA EIMHUILy NPOAYKIMH, YTO JOJDKHO YUYUTBHIBATHCA MJISl YIYYIIEHUS M YKpPEIJICHUS
TOPIOBbIX MO3ULUI 00EUX CTPaH.

KiroueBble cJ10Ba: PHIHOK CBEXUX (PYKTOB W OBOINCH;, pPBHIHOK 3epHa; pbiHOK AlIK;
CpaBHUTEIBHOE MPEUMYILIECTBO; MIIICHUIA; MaHaapuHbL, Typuus; Poccus
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