258 Psychology. Historical-critical Reviews and Current Researches. 2018, Vol. 7, Is. 5B

UDC 159
The impact of the EU political integration process
on the psychological and social state of regional rural elites

Anna S. Elagina

PhD in Economics, Associate Professor,

Department of Economics,

Jewish University,

127273, 6, Otradnaya st., Moscow, Russian Federation;
e-mail: yelagina.anna@gmail.com

Ol’ga O. Smirnova

PhD in Economic Professor,

Slavic Greek Latin Academy,

105000, 20, Radio str., Moscow, Russian Federation;
e-mail: 00s39@mail.ru

Abstract

The purpose of the work is to determine the impact of the political process of EU integration
on rural development and to assess the possibilities and limitations of the application of the
existing institutional model in the practice of implementing the provisions of the Concept of
Agreed Agrarian Policy of the Eurasian Economic Union regarding the development of rural
territories in general and the agricultural sector in particular. In the modern institutional model of
the political process, the role of the state to this day remains key in choosing the amount of
financing for rural development. At the stage of choosing development institutions, the influence
of the EU Commission is most significant, and at the stage of development and implementation
of programs - of local authorities. Another limitation of the effectiveness of the institutional model
of the political process of territorial development is that, despite some successes in the
development of rural areas of the EU, a key problem remains the mechanism for implementing
collective responsibility for decisions. Modern studies have shown that the most effective form
of the political process of territorial development is the inclusion of supranational, national
government and government in the process of resource allocation. The evolution of the political
process of rural development in the EU indicates that the goals and objectives defined by the
program documents are in most cases not applied in practice, and national governments play a
key role in determining the amount of financing for development programs. Certain successes of
the past 50 years are associated more with the limited influence of local political elites on rural
development institutions. When choosing the institutional form of development of rural territories
of the countries-participants of the Eurasian Economic Union, it is necessary to take into account
the EU experience in studying the level of socio-economic development and applying its results
when choosing goals and priorities.

Anna S. Elagina, Ol'ga O. Smirnova

Publishing House "ANALITIKA RODIS" (analitikarodis@yandex.ru) http://publishing-vak.ru/


mailto:oos39@mail.ru

Psychology of rural life 259

For citation
Elagina A.S., Smirnova O.0. (2018) The impact of the EU political integration process on
the psychological and social state of regional rural elites. Psikhologiya. Istoriko-kriticheskie
obzory i sovremennye issledovaniya [Psychology. Historical-critical Reviews and Current
Researches], 7 (5B), pp. 258-264.

Keywords
Political process, rural areas, development programs, EU Commission, agricultural policy,
local political elites.

Introduction

The development of rural territories is a very relevant area of research, since the disparity in living
standards in both developed and developing countries has not yet been overcome and is associated both
directly with economic factors and with the need to ensure the individual’s right to self-determination,
the need to maintain a lifestyle indigenous peoples. The development of the socio-economic situation
of the rural population is carried out using various tools, while the possibilities of political management
of these processes, including at the supranational level, are underestimated.

The political process in the field of rural development in the framework of European integration is
a unique experience for the analysis and synthesis, the search for opportunities and limitations of
regulation. The EU’s experience is also important for the development of integration processes in the
context of the implementation of the Concept of Agreed Agricultural Policy adopted by member
countries of the Eurasian Economic Union, the implementation of which will also affect the
development of rural areas of Armenia, Belarus, Kazakhstan and Russia. The search for an effective
institutional form of rural development in the implementation of the provisions of this document should
include EU experience in this area.

Main content

The first studies in the field of the development of integration processes showed that the most
significant is not the number of parties involved in the formation of the political process and the level
of interaction between them, but certain relations between government and supranational bodies,
including in the field of authority [Filkins, Allen, Cordes, 2000, 72; Marks, 1993]. More recent studies
have shown that in an integration process, national governments cannot retain all of their powers.
Studies based on several rural districts in Germany showed that only regional management is not
enough for effective development in the region, a systematic political process is required at least at the
national level [Bruckmeier 2000]. Researchers from Spain have come to similar results [Barke,
Newton, 2007]. However, studies have also revealed that the opposite is also true: public
administration, on average, does not have sufficient qualifications to solve specific rural problems. In
this regard, further studies were associated more with the definition of the role of each participant in
the political process of rural development. By 2008, the most widespread model, according to which
the political process for the development of rural areas was carried out simultaneously using several
levels. However, this model also included a number of shortcomings and was not effective for the EU
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countries because of the different level of inclusion of its participants in the political process [Knickel,
2009].

Further research was devoted to the development of the ideas of the uneven inclusion of regional
governing bodies, social movements and organizations, political parties and national governments as
institutional constraints on the development of rural territories. As a result, it was shown that this
problem can be solved only by applying an alternative approach. According to some researchers, it
should consist in the distribution of roles in the political process between the state and society by
identifying the institutions responsible for making decisions in the field of resource allocation. This
approach began to be universally applied in the formation of the political process of development of
rural areas of the EU and required a more open decision-making procedure, development of approaches
to self-assessment of the role of each of the institutions, and rethinking of the current management
practice. In addition, when informing about the role of each of the participants in the political process,
the goals and objectives that they set for themselves are more obvious, the decision-making process
itself becomes more transparent.

Moreover, in later studies it was shown that only such an approach can be implemented in modern
conditions, since the uneven participation in the political process of any of its participants leads to the
political dominance of a particular institution. In addition, the study uses the analysis of the
transformation of the institutions of interaction between the state and civil society in the formation of
decision-making mechanisms regarding the development of territories, determining its goals and
priorities.

For the first time, the need to “equalize” the level of social development of urbanized and rural
territories was noted in the Treaty concluded in Rome on March 25, 1957 between Belgium, France,
Italy, Luxembourg, the Netherlands and Germany. However, his conclusion did not actually affect the
policies of national governments regarding rural areas. At the same time (1958), two foundations began
to operate: the European Social Fund and the European Agricultural Guidance and Guarantee Fund,
whose activities were initially aimed at a number of projects to finance regional development
measurements [Nergaard, 2014]. New initiatives aimed at creating a coherent policy to find solutions
to the ever widening gap between the social development of rural and urban populations. Moreover, in
the early stages, the goals of this political process were understood as the formation of compensatory
mechanisms for the development of rural territories [Ciutacu, Chivu, Andrei, 2015].

The transformation of this approach was carried out in the mid-1980s and was associated with a
paradigm shift in the political process of rural development. The reason for this change was the
formation of a single European market, which began in 1986. Moreover, for the first time, the goal of
developing rural territories was included as one of the key tasks, which led to the creation of new
documents in the field of determining the priorities and goals of regional policy [Lanfranchi, Giannetto,
2014]. In particular, funding for the least socially developed rural areas was increased and criteria for
assigning to such categories were determined. For example, the regions with the lowest level of
economic development included those whose GDP per capita did not exceed 75% of the average for
the national economy. At that time, these territories included rural settlements of Ireland and the
Mediterranean countries [Camaioni, 2013]. Support was also provided for rural areas, which stopped
the production of traditional types of products as a result of the globalization process.

In the future, the EU Commission began to play a more significant role in the development of rural
territories by attracting participants in the political process at the regional and local level. All this led
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to the fact that the importance of national governments in the development of rural territories decreased,
the effectiveness of the political process of rural development increased, and the influence of local
political elites on the social development of regions decreased, which became instruments for
developing the democratic process in making decisions about the allocation of resources. 2000s, the
EU has an institutional form of the political process of rural development, including primarily the
activities of four funds formed from membership fees of participating countries.

Conclusion

The European Regional Development Fund assesses the development of rural infrastructure, as
well as determines the level of their economic development. The European Social Fund is working to
reduce unemployment through the development of educational programs. There are also specialized
funds supporting the agri-food sector: the European Agricultural Guidance and Guarantee Fund, which
invests in modernizing farms, organizing agricultural markets and promoting the economic activity of
rural areas, as well as Financial Instrument for Fisheries
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AHHOTANUA

[ens pabOTHI 3aKTIOYAETCS B OTIPEICTICHUH BIUSHUS TOJIMTUUECKOTO TIpotiecca unrerpaiuu EC
Ha Pa3BUTHUE CEJIIbCKUX TEPPUTOPUM M B OLEHKE BO3MOKHOCTEM M OTrPaHUYCHUN NPUMEHEHUS
CIOKMBIIEHCS MHCTUTYUHOHAJIIBHOM MOJZIENIA B MPAKTUKE pean3aluu mnoyioxkeHnit Konueniuu
COTJIACOBAaHHOM arpapHoOM MOJUTUKK EBpa3zvilcKOro »KOHOMHYECKOrO COK3a B YacTH Pa3BUTHS
CEIbCKUX TEPPUTOPUIM B LEJIOM M arpapHoro CeKTopa B YaCTHOCTU. B coBpeMeHHOM
WHCTUTYIIMOHAJIBHOW MOJIENId TMOJUTHYECKOr0 Mpolecca pPoJib TOCyJapcTBa 10 HACTOSIIETO
BPEMEHH OCTaeTCs KIIOUYeBOM Tpu BBIOOpe oOBeMa (DMHAHCHUPOBAHUS PA3BUTHUS CEIbCKHUX
TeppuTopuii. Ha sTane Be160opa MHCTUTYTOB pa3BuTHsA Hanbosee 3Haunmo Biusinue Komuccnn EC,
a Ha JTare pa3pabOTKU U peasiu3aIliy IPOrpaMM — MECTHBIX OPTaHOB BJIACTH. TaKkke OrpaHHYCHHE
3¢ (HEeKTHBHOCTH MHCTUTYIIMOHATHLHOW MOJENH MOJUTHYECKOTO MpOoIecca Pa3BUTHs TEPPUTOPUN
3aKJIIOYAETCS B TOM, YTO, HECMOTpsI Ha ONpEIeNIEHHbIE yCIEXH B 00JIACTH Pa3BUTHUS CEIbCKUX
tepputopuit EC, ximroueBoil mpoOneMoil ocTaeTcs MeXaHW3M peaju3allid  KOJUIEKTUBHOU
OTBETCTBEHHOCTH 3a NPUHUMAaEMbIe pelnieHus. B COBpEMEHHBIX HMCCIIEIOBAHUAX MOKAa3aHO, YTO
HanOosiee A(pdexTuBHON (GOPMON TOJUTUYECKOTO TMPOIEcca Pa3BUTUS TEPPUTOPUN SBIISCTCS
BKJIFOUEHUE HAJHALUMOHAJIBHOIO, HALMOHAJIBHOTO MPABUTEIBCTBA M OPraHOB BIIACTH B IPOLECC
pacmpeneneHns pecypcoB. DBOIIOLMS MOTUTUYECKOTO IPOLECCa PA3BUTHSL CEIBCKUX TEPPUTOPHUI
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EC yka3biBaeT Ha TO, 4TO LENM U 3a/layd, ONpPEIENsieMble MPOrPaMMHBIMHU JIOKyMEHTaMHU, B
OOJIBIIMHCTBE CIIyYaeB HE MPUMEHSIOTCS Ha MPAKTUKE, U HAI[MOHATbHBIC TIPABUTEILCTBA UTPAIOT
KJIFOUEBYIO POJIb IIPU OMpeesieHnu o0beMa pUHAHCHPOBAaHUS Iporpamm pa3Butus. OnpeneneHHbIe
ycrexu nocieqaux 50 et cBsizaHbl B OOJIBIICH CTENCHW C OTPAaHWYEHUEM BIUSHUS MECTHBIX
MOJIMTUYECKUX OJUT HAa MHCTUTYTHl pa3BUTUSL celbckux Tteppuropuil. [lpu  BbIOOpE
MHCTUTYLHMOHAILHON (HOPMBI Pa3BUTHUSL CEIBCKUX TEPPUTOPHUIl CTpaH-yuyacTHUKOB EBpazuiickoro
IKOHOMHYECKOTO COr03a He00X0uMO YUIUTHIBAaTh ONBIT EC B yacTH M3y4eHUs: YPOBHS COIHAIILHO-
HSKOHOMMYECKOTO Pa3BUTHsI U IPUMEHEHHUSI €T0 Pe3yJIbTaTOB IPHU BHIOOpE 1ieNiel U MPUOPUTETOB.
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