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IEVADS

Temas pamatojums un aktualitate.

Vienadi domajosu individu apvienibas savu intereSu aizstavéSanai dazadas
pasaules valstis pastav jau vismaz no 18.gs. beigam, kad vérojama sabiedribas
apvienosanas nevalstiskajam organizacijam lidzigas grupas, 1945. gada iegtstot
oficialu statusu — Nevalstiskas organizacijas (NVO). Sakotngji $o organizaciju
funkcijas bija saistitas ar sabiedribas labklajibas uzlaboSanu un, sasniedzot
sakotngjos mérkus un redzot, ka $ada veida ir iesp&ams panakt rezultatu,
organizacijas turpinaja vienoties par jauniem mérkiem, palielinot darbibas jomu
daudzveidibu, bet saglabajot savas galvenas iezimes — vienadi domajosu
individu apvienibas sabiedribas intereSu parstavésanai nekomerciala noluka bez
bitiskas valdibas ietekmes. P&c darbibas virziena NVO var iedalit divas grupas:
1) sabiedribas labklajibas uzlabo$ana, socialo jautajumu risinaSana, un
2) politisko procesu un normativo aktu izstrades ietekm&Sana. NVO darbibas
jomas paplasingjas, pieméram, musdienas vErojama ari aktiva nevalstisko
organizaciju darbiba lauksaimnieku intereSu aizstavé$ana ar mérki bat klat ar
nozari saistitas politikas TstenoSana. Pasaules vadoSo zinatnieku (Salamon,
Anbheier, 1997; Ishkanian, 2006; Lewis, 2014) pétijumi ir veikti, lai izpé&titu
nevalstisko organizaciju lomu socialo procesu ietekmésana, Tpasi sabiedribas
labklajibas uzlabosana jaunattistibas valstis. Ir veikti pétfjumi (Rivza et al.,
2010; Upite, Pilvere, 2011; Bojnec, Latruffe, 2013; Sokolova, et al., 2015;
Hauka, Rivza, 2015; Todorova, 2016; Balezentis et al., 2019) par Kopgjo
lauksaimniecibas politiku (KLP), Eiropas Savienibas (ES) finansu instrumentu
ietekmi nozares attisttba vai nozares strukturalajam izmainam u.c., bet
zinatnieki maz ir veikusi pétijumus par lauksaimnieku organizaciju nozimi
lauksaimnieciba kopuma — ES vai tas dalibvalstu ITmeni. Pieejamajos p&tijumos
par organizaciju un lauksaimniecibas nozimi zinatnieki (Pertev, King, 2000;
Grabowski, 2016; Diao et al., 2016; Stamnova, Gveroski, 2016) analiz&jusi
NVO lomu jaunattistibas valstts nabadzibas mazinaSana vai valsts
makroekonomisko raditaju veicinasana, kur likumsakarigi lauksaimniecibai ir
biitiska nozime ekonomikas izaugsme, bet attistitas valstis riipnieciba kliist
nozimiga valsts kop&ja ekonomika. Neatkarigi no valsts attistibas ITmena,
lauksaimnieciba joprojam saglaba biitisku lomu darbavietu radiSana, partikas
nodrosinasana, vides un ainavas saglabasana, valsts makroekonomisko raditaju
uzlabosana u.tml., kas arT nosaka pétfjuma aktualitati un NVO Iidzdalibas
nepiecieSsamibu So uzdevumu TstenoSana, lai lauksaimnieku intereses biitu
aizstavetas salidzinajuma ar citam nozar€m un sabiedribas grupam, ka ari
dazadas normativajos aktos noteiktas saimniecisko darbibu ierobezojusas
prasibas bitu reali izpildamas saimniecibu Iimen.
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Lauksaimnieku organizacijas ir izveidojusas katra ES dalibvalstt, un to
skaits ir atkarigs no nozares attistibas intensitates. Latvija nav ierobezojumu
lauksaimnieku NVO skaitam, un ikviens péc savas gribas var dibinat
organizacijas un piesaistit tam jaunus biedrus. Nepilnvértiga NVO Kklasifikatora
del, nav iespgjams noteikt precizu lauksaimnieciba iesaistito nevalstisko
organizaciju skaitu, bet pec Centralas statistikas parvaldes datiem, NACE 2.0.
red. 2018. gada Latvija A kategorija ir 61 organizacija. P&tjjums atklaj, ka
Latvija lauksaimnieku nevalstisko organizaciju konkurence un funkciju
parklasanas ir vérojama horizontalo organizaciju limeni, tas veic lidzigas
funkcijas, vienadi aktuali risinamie jautajumi, atSkirigs ir tikai to viedoklis par
lauksaimniecibas attistibu, biedru saimniecibas darbibas specifika un
saimniecibu struktiira, jo tas nav specializ&jusas atskirigos sektoros, ka
piem&ram, nozaru lauksaimnieku organizacijas. Latvija lauksaimniecibas un
lauku attistibas nakotni NVO veido atbilsto$i savu biedru interesém, kas
visbiezak aptver tikai dazus no daudziem lauksaimniecibas sektoriem,
nesaskanojot to ar citiem, radot istermina, konkrétam sektoram atbalstosu
politiku. Kompromiss starp dazadajiem lauksaimniecibas sektoriem jeb vienota
nacionala Iimena pozicija ir specigaks un ietekmigaks lob&Sanas instruments,
organizacijam stradajot ar vienu kopigu viedokli. Lob&Sanas kapacitate
nevalstiskajas organizacijas ir atSkiriga, vadoties péc to resursiem, katrai
piesaistot specialistus atSkirigas pozicijas aizstavé$anai. Lauksaimnieku skaits
un apstakli lauksaimnieciskajai razoSanai Latvija nav tik atSkirigi, lai viena
jautajuma lob&Sanas aktivitateém piesaistitu lielu specialistu skaitu.

Pec zinatniskaja literatlira atrastas definicijas, NVO ir jabut no valdibas
ietekmes neatkarigam, bet petijums norada uz pretgjo, jo o apgalvojumu pilniba
nav iesp&ams attiecinat uz lielakajam Latvijas lauksaimnieku horizontalajam
nevalstiskajam organizacijam, kam ir noteicosa loma lauksaimniecibas un lauku
attistibas politikas veidoSana, un kas piedalas Zemkopibas ministrijas (ZM)
Konsultativaja padomé. Piekritot citu valstu zinatnieku apgalvojumam
(Hrebenar et al., 2008; Schrama, Zhelyazkova, 2018), ka sabiedribas aktivitate
Austrumeiropas valstls ir zema, sabiedriba neapzinas savas lidzdalibas
ieguvumus, nevalstiskajam organizacijam ir maza pieredze un liels attistibas
potencials, likumsakarigi, ka NVO sektora un sabiedribas aktivitates stimul&Sanai
ir nepiecieSams valsts finansialais atbalsts lauksaimnieku organizacijam, lidz tas
sasniedz sp&u stradat saskapa ar pasfinans€Sanas principiem. Latvija
lauksaimnieku NVO tiek dotetas kops 2001.gada un ZM vairakkartigi ir
sapémusi aizradijumus, ka nav skaidras metodikas dotaciju pieskirSanas kartibai
un finans§juma izlietoSanas atbilstibas noverteéSanai. Dotaciju pieejamiba rada
finansialas droSibas sajlitu, turpinot organizacijam veikt savus ierastos
uzdevumus, bet ir riskants finan§u instruments ilgtermina attistibas
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nodroS§inasanai. Dotaciju samazinaSanas gadijjuma daudzas no organizacijam ar
pamatdarbibas ien@mumiem nespé&tu nosegt darbibas izdevumus.

Izteiktie apgalvojumi nenorada, ka, partraucot organizaciju finans€Sanu,
atrisinatos konstatétas problémas, bet tieSi pretgji, organizacijas jaturpina dotet
to vajas attistibas dél, vienlaikus pilnveidojot dotaciju pieskirSanas mehanismu
un organizaciju sist€tmu Latvija, tadejadi pakapeniski samazinot dotaciju
Tpatsvaru. Jebkura gadijuma organizaciju iep€mumu struktira var paradities
valsts institlciju finans€jums, bet tam jabiit par noteiktu uzdevumu izpildi,
neitralitates nodrosinasanai. leprieks raksturotas problémas un pétijuma veikta
lauksaimnieku aptauja norada uz nepiecieSamibu veikt sektora pilnveidoSanu.

No pétijuma izvertétajiem un piedavatajiem risindgjumiem, nozares
profesionali, ZM un Lauku atbalsta dienesta parstavji ka labako risinagjumu
atzina NVO konsolidaciju vienota “jumta” organizacija. lesp&jamais risinajums
ir izstradats, novert€jot lauksaimniecibas lomu tautsaimnieciba, raksturojot
nevalstiska sektora organizaciju lomu un funkcijas, analiz&jot lauksaimnieku
organizacijas un to finansialo stavokli Latvija, ka arT analizgjot lauksaimnieku
nevalstisko organizaciju sektoru Vacija un Ungarija.

Pétijuma ierobeZojumi.

Latvija ir vairak neka 70 dazadu lauksaimniecibas nozaru un ietekmes
limena lauksaimnieku organizaciju, bet §is pétijums ir veikts par 5 galvenajam
horizontalajam lauksaimnieku nevalstiskajam organizacijam, kuram ir
noteico$a loma lauksaimniecibas un lauku attistibas politikas veidosana, jo tas
apvieno lauksaimniekus un nozaru organizacijas, aktivi veic savas funkcijas
nacionala un starptautiska meéroga, ir Zemkopibas ministrijas lauksaimnieku
Konsultativas padomes biedres, un sanem valsts budzeta dotacijas. Starp
daudzveidigajam analiz€jamo lauksaimnieku organizaciju darbibas funkcijam,
petijuma vairak tiek raksturotas un analizétas organizaciju aktivitates saistiba ar
lauksaimniecibu saistitas politikas veidoSanu un TstenoSanu, ka par galveno
pamatdarbibas funkciju un organizaciju dibinasanas iemeslu.

Pétijuma ir analiz€ts daudzveidigs statistiskais materials ar atSkirigu datu
periodu, ko ietekmgja ierobezota datu pieejamiba, ka arT atseviSkos raditajos 1sa
laika perioda nav veérojamas butiskas izmainas salidzinajuma ar garaku laika
periodu, sniedzot iesp&ju veikt notikumu salidzinasanu makroekonomikas
ItmenT un kopuma par notiekoSajiem procesiem sabiedriba.

Starptautiska pieredze lauksaimnieku NVO darbiba tika izvert€ta Vacija un
Ungarija, izveli noteica vairaki faktori: 1) tas ir ES dalibvalstis; 2) tajas ir
lidzigi politiskie un saimnieciskas darbibas apstakli ka Latvija; 3) ir vienota
lauksaimnieku nevalstiska organizacija nacionala un starptautiskd ITment;
4) abas valstis saskatija par nepiecieSamibu reorganizét NVO sektoru,
apvienojot lauksaimnieku organizacijas valsts regionos, kas noteikta laika
perioda ir devis pozitivus rezultatus. Nacionala Iimena organizacijas ir
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dibinatas ar Lietuva un Igaunija, bet, atSkiriba no Vacijas un Ungarijas, tas
nefunkciong pilnvertigi nacionala un starptautiska limeni, autoram secinot no
profesionalas pieredzes un COPA-COGECA, lielakas un ietekmigakas Eiropas
ltmena lauksaimnieku organizacijas, biedru analizes.

Promocijas darba hipotéze: Novértéjot lauksaimnicku nevalstisko
organizaciju darbibas trikumus Latvija, un, izmantojot citu valstu
lauksaimnieku organizaciju darbibas pieredzi, ir iesp&ams pilnveidot
lauksaimnieku nevalstisko organizaciju darbibu nozares attistibai Latvija.

P&tijuma  meérkis: Izvertét nevalstisko organizaciju  aktivitates
lauksaimniecibas nozaré Latvija, lai izstradatu to darbibas pilnveidoSanas
konceptu, izmantojot starptautisku pieredzi.

Meérka sasnieg8anai izstradatie un risinatie darba uzdevumi:

1. izpétit nevalstisko organizaciju veido$ands un attistibas vésturiskos,
teortiskos un juridiskos aspektus, darbibas uzdevumus un funkcijas
pasaulg, ka arT Latvija;

2. analizét lauksaimniecibas un  Eiropas Savienibas  Kopgjas
lauksaimniecibas politikas lomu tautsaimnieciba un lauku regionu
ilgtsp@jigas attistibas veicinasana Latvija;

3. novertét lauksaimnieku nevalstisko organizaciju darbibas modeli un
analiz€t to finansialo stavokli Latvija;

4. izpétit lauksaimnieku nevalstisko organizaciju attfstibas un darbibas
pieredzi Vacija un Ungarija;

5. izstradat iesp&amo lauksaimnieku nevalstisko organizaciju darbibas
pilnveidosanas koncepciju Latvija, izmantojot starptautisku pieredzi.

P&tijuma objekts — lauksaimnieku nevalstisko organizaciju darbiba nozares
attistibai  Latvija. P&tjjuma priekSmets — lauksaimnieku nevalstisko
organizaciju darbibas pilnveidosanas iesp&jas Latvija.

Izmantotas péetijuma metodes.

Nevalstisko organizaciju veidoSanas un darbibas vesturisko un teoretisko
aspektu, normativo aktu regul&§juma analizei izmantota monografiski
aprakstosa, grafiska, analizes, sint€zes un dokumentu analizes metode.

Lauksaimniecibas un nevalstisko organizaciju raksturoSanai, finansialas
situacijas novert€Sanai izmantota datu vakSanas, grafiska, kartografijas,
dinamikas rindu, korelacijas, salidzinaSanas metode.

Lauksaimnieku viedoklis par pasreiz€jo organizaciju darbibu tika iegits,
izmantojot aptaujas metodi, rezultatus apstradajot ar statiskas analizes metodem
MS Excel un SPSS programmas. Organizaciju darbibas pilnveidoSanas
iesp&jamie risinajumi noverteéti ar T. Saaty (2008) hierarhiju analizes (Analytic
Hierarchy Process) un ekspertu intervijas metodém. Iespg&jama lauksaimnieku
organizaciju darbibas pilnveidoSanas modela izstradé izmantota grafiska
metode un SVID analize.
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Pétfjuma izmantota informacija:

earzemju un Latvijas zinatnieku atzinas par nevalstiska sektora
organizacijam, to darbibu, ES KLP, lauksaimniecibu un lauku attistibu;

¢ ES normativie akti par Kopg€jo lauksaimniecibas politiku un ES
Parredzamibas registru;

e Latvijas Republikas (LR) likumi, Ministru kabineta (MK) noteikumi un
normativo aktu anotacijas par biedribam un nodibinajumiem,
lauksaimniecibu un lauksaimnieku NVO;

e Latvijas un ES Iimepa lauksaimniecku nevalstisko organizaciju
informacija par to darbibas aktivitatém un vesturisko attistibu;

e LR Centralas statistikas parvaldes, Eurostat, Lursoft (uzpémumu datu
baze), LR Uzpémumu registra, LR Zemkopibas ministrijas, LR Valsts
kancelejas, Sabiedribas integracijas fonda, Latvijas Pilsoniskas alianses,
Eiropas Komisijas (EK) Budzeta un EK Lauksaimniecibas
generaldirektorata pétijumi un statistikas apkopojumi;

e lauksaimnieku aptauja un ekspertu intervijas (t.sk. arT hierarhiju analizg)
iegiita informacija.

Petijuma zinatniskais nozimigums.

Veiktais pétijums papildina Latvijas pétijjumu bazi ar unikalu zinatnisko
darbu par lauksaimnieku nevalstiskajam organizacijam un to darbibas
pilnveidosanas iesp&ju izvért€§jumu. PEtljuma rezultatu aprobacijai izstradatas
un publicétas zinatniskas publikacijas papildina starptautiskas zinatniskas
datubazes ar jauniem ierakstiem par lauksaimnieku nevalstiskajam
organizacijam pasaules attistito valstu Itmeni.

Statistikas datu analize par nevalstisko organizaciju sektoru, akronimu
lietosanu, klasifikaciju u.tml. sniedz informaciju par aktualo situaciju, un ir
izmantojama ka salidzinajums iepriek§ veiktiem citu zinatnieku pétijumiem, lai
novertetu sektora izmainas, attistibu, iepriekS definéto problému risinasanu vai
izteiktu nakotnes prognozes. Iegiitie p&tijuma rezultati ir izmantojami akadémiskaja
procesa un citos pétijumos gan ekonomikas, gan socialo zinatnu nozares.

Izmantotas p&tijuma metodes paplasina to pielietojuma jomas un norada uz
to atbilstibu ar lauksaimniecibu saistitos pétfjumos, ka ar1 atvieglos metozu
izveli jaunos ar nozari saistitos p&tijumos.

Petijjuma tautsaimnieciska nozime.

Pétljuma rezultati ir praktiski izmantojami lauksaimnieku nevalstisko
organizaciju sistémas pilnveidoSanai Latvija. Organizaciju sisteémas sakartoSana
raditu profesionalu lauksaimnieku organizaciju sadarbibai ar valsts un ES
lémgjinstiticijam, ka arT citu valstu lauksaimnieku organizacijam, un
sabalansétu lauksaimniecibas nozaru intereSu parstavéSanu, neatkarigi no
nozares lieluma vai ieguldijuma valsts makroekonomiskajos raditajos. Tiktu
labak koordin€tas un nodalitas funkcijas un uzdevumi dazadam iesaistitajam
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lauksaimnieku intereSu parstavosajam un konsultgjosam organizacijam.
Pétfjuma rezultati butu noderigi ZM, pilnveidojot sadarbibu ar lauksaimnieku
nevalstiskajam organizacijam péc LR Valsts kontroles (2019) ieteikumiem.

Petijuma veiktaja lauksaimnieku aptauja tika iegiita plasSa informacija par
lauksaimnieku iesaistiSanas aktivitati NVO, neiesaistiSanas iemesliem un
vispargju organizaciju darbibas noveértéjumu. Lai arT lauksaimnieku aptauja tika
veikta 2018. gada otraja pusgada, nav vérojama bitiska sabiedribas Iidzdalibas
aktivitates palielinaSanas Latvija, un iegltie aptaujas rezultati joprojam ir
izmantojami problémjautajumu identificéSanai.

Statistikas datu analizes rezultati par lauksaimniecibas attistibas raditajiem,
nozares ieguldijumu valsts ekonomika, razoSanas izmaksu salidzinajums ar
citam ES dalibvalstim u.c. pétljuma rezultati ir izmantojami politikas
planoSanas procesa vai savienojuma ar citiem pé&tfjumiem, analiz€jot un
pamatojot nozares nozimigumu.

Pétijuma novitates:

e izstradats iesp&jamais lauksaimnieku organizaciju sist€mas pilnveidoSanas
modelis Latvija, veicot izverstu lauksaimnieku nevalstisko organizaciju
darbibas un finanS$u analizi Latvija, ka arT izmantojot lauksaimnieku
nevalstisko organizaciju pieredzi Vacija un Ungarija;

e veikta padzilinata vadoSo lauksaimnieku nevalstisko organizaciju
darbibas un finanSu analize Latvija un noradits uz iesp&amajiem

e noverteti iesp&jamie sadarbibas virzieni lauksaimnieku organizacijam
Baltijas valstu ltment;

e analiz€ti nevalstisko organizaciju sektora teorétiskie aspekti un aktuala
situacija Latvija, noradot uz iesp&jamajiem trikumiem, lai panaktu lielaku
parskatamibu par ta aktivitatem, finansu plismu un iesaistitajam personam,
pasi organizacijam, kuras iesaistas politikas planosanas procesa.

Aizstavamas tezes.

1. Nevalstisko organizaciju attistiba, to skaita palielinajums un aktivitates
dazadas pasaules valstis, ir radijusi biitiskas problémas organizaciju
defingjuma un klasifikacija.

2. Eiropas Savienibas un nacionala limeni nav normativo aktu, kas tiesi
regul€tu vai ierobezotu lauksaimnieku nevalstisko organizaciju darbibu.

3. Lauksaimnieciba ir nozimiga nozare Latvija, kas dod ieguldijumu valsts
tautsaimnieciba, lauku vides un ainavas saglabasana, ilgtsp&jigas lauku
regionu ekonomiskas aktivitates veicinasana.

4. Lauksaimnieku nevalstisko organizaciju darbibas pilnveidoSanas
priekslikumi Latvija izstradati, veicot organizaciju darbibas un
finansiala stavokla analizi, ka arT lidzigu nevalstisko organizaciju
attistibas izp€ti Vacija un Ungarija.
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5. Pilnveidojot lauksaimnieku nevalstisko organizaciju darbibu Latvija, ir
iespgjams uzlabot lauksaimnieku iesaistiSanas aktivitati tajas, veicinot
lidzdalibu politikas veidosana un sabiedribas izglitoSana.

1. NEVALSTISKO ORGANIZACIJU VEIDOSANAS UN
DARBIBAS VESTURISKIE UN TEORETISKIE ASPEKTI,
NORMATIVAIS REGULEJUMS

Nodalas apjoms ir 44 Ipp., ar 2 tabulam un 4 att€liem. Izvirzitas t€zes:
1) Nevalstisko organizaciju attistiba, to skaita palielindjums un aktivitates
dazadas pasaules valstis, ir radijusi biitiskas problémas organizaciju
definéjuma un klasifikacija;, 2) Eiropas Savienibas un nacionald liment nav
normativo aktu, kas tiesi regulétu vai ierobezotu lauksaimnieku nevalstisko
organizaciju darbibu.

Darba pirmaja nodala izpé&tita nevalstisko organizaciju vesturiska attistiba
un darbibas uzdevumu un funkciju veidoSanas atbilstosi pasaules attistibas
tendenc€m, analiz€ta nevalstisko organizaciju definéSana, akronimu lietoSana
un klasifikacijas metodes dazados pasaules regionos, izpétita lauksaimniecibas
un lauksaimnieku nevalstisko organizaciju loma nozares un lauku regionu
attistibas un dazadibas veicinaSana, ka ar analiz&ti saistiba ar pétijuma te€mu
Eiropas Savienibas (ES) un nacionala Iimena normativie akti.

1.1. Nevalstisko organizaciju attistibas vésture pasaule

Nevalstiskas organizacijas ir augsta ltmena sabiedrisko procesu dalibnieki
gan vietgja, gan starptautiska ltmeni, ka politisko jautajumu advokats mazak
aizsargato personu un kopienu intereses (Young, Dhanda, 2013). NVO darbiba
ir daudz senaka, ka §1 fraze ieguva popularitati. NVO péc savas bitibas ir
vienadu intereSu aktivistu apvienoSanas kada problémjautajuma risinasana.
Neviena literatiiras avota zinatnieki vel nav precizi noradijusi, kura bija pirma
nevalstiska organizacija pasaulg, vien uzsverot, ka So organizaciju pirmsakumi
meklgjami Amerikas Savienotajas Valstis (ASV). D. Levis (Lewis) (2009)
norada, ka NVO dazadas formas pastavéjuSas jau gadsimtiem ilgi, bet savu
nosaukumu un atpazistamibu tas ieguvusas 20.gs. beigas, palielinoties to
skaitam un veicot aktivaku darbibu starptautiska méroga. D. Lewis (2009),
T.R. Davis (Davies) (2007) un S. Carnovics (Charnovitz) (1997) uzsver, ka
misdienu izpratné pazistamo NVO vésture aizsakas 18.gs. Eiropas rietumu
valstis, kad mazas nacionalas organizacijas apvienojas un, palielinot savu
ietekmi, kluva atpazistamas starptautiska ITmeni, iegilistot nosaukumu
Starptautiskas nevalstiskas organizacijas (International Non-Governmental
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Organizations), lai daudzu valstu sabiedribai aktudlos jautajumus, ka vergu
tirdznieciba un sabiedribas briva parvietoSanas, kopigi risinatu starptautiska
méroga. Literatliras avotos pirmas mingtas organizacijas ir 1833. gada ASV
dibinata Amerikas Pretverdzibas kustiba (American Anti-Slavery Society);
1838. gada Apvienotaja Karalisté dibinata Pret graudu likumu liga (Anti-Corn
Law League), kura iestajas par brivo tirdzniecibu; 1839. gada Apvienotaja
Karalisté dibinata Pretverdzibas kustiba (Anti-Slavery Society), kura iestajas par
cilvektiesibam u.c. Literatiiras avotos zinatnieki apskata un analiz€ starptautiskas
NVO (INVO), kas ir vairak atpazistamas un darbiba ir versta ilgtermina, mazak
pieversot uzmanibu nacionala Itmena organizacijam, kas ir aizsakums INVO.

Oficialu statusu un nozimi akrontms Nevalstiskas organizacijas ieguva lidz
ar Apvienoto Naciju Organizacijas (ANO) nodibinasanu 1945. gada. ANO bija
péctecis organizacijai Tautu Savieniba (League of Nations (1920.) miera
nodro§inasanai pasaulé péc Otra pasaules kara (United Nations, [b.g.]). ANO
statitu 10. nodalas 71. pants paredzéja, ka ANO Ekonomikas un socialo lietu
komiteja (The Economic and Social Council (ECOSOC)) var konsultéties ar
nevalstiskajam organizacijam, kuras nodarbojas ar ANO kompetence esoSajiem
jautajumiem. NVO klustot pamanitakam un uzklausitam, turpinaja palielinaties
to aktivitate un skaits nacionala un starptautiska méroga. PaplaSinoties to
darbibas jomam, organizaciju iedalfjums NVO un INVO guva lielaku aktualitati.
D. Lewis un N. Kanji (2009) uzsver, ka 20.gs. 80.-90.-tajos gados bija vérojams
strauj$§ NVO skaita pieaugums, un ticamas un visaptverosas statistikas trikuma
del, nav iesp&jams precizi novertét kopgjo NVO organizaciju skaitu pasaulé. Péc
Starptautisko  organizaciju asociacijas (2019) (Union of International
Associations) noradeém, 2019. gada sakuma salidzingjuma ar 1990. gadu, INVO
skaits bija palielinajies no 6 lidz 70 tikstosiem. Galvenie $o organizaciju skaita
pieaugumu veicinos$ie faktori bija tehnologiju un jaunattistibas valstu attistiba,
t.sk. ar1 bijuso Padomju Savienibas valstu.

Analizgjot zinatniskas literatiiras avotus, autors secina, ka ari miisdienu
Latvijas teritorija nevalstiskas organizacijas, t.sk. lauksaimnieku nevalstiskas
organizacijas pastavéjuas jau no 19.gs. beigam. So organizaciju dibinasanas
iemesli ir I1dzigi ka citas valstis, kas bija saistiti ar dzimtbGiSanas atcelSanu un
lielaku sabiedribas iesp&u brivi rikoties kopigu risinajumu mekleSanai,
apvienojoties biedribas. Organizacijas lauksaimnieciba primari tas tika raditas ar
mérki, lai nodro§inatu jaunizveidotas saimniecibas ar darba rikiem, lopiem, s€klu,
mineralméslojumu u.c., ka arT veica izglitoSanu, statistikas apkoposanu, organizgja
kulttiras dzivi lauku teritorija u.tml. Organizacijas pastavéja lidz Otrajam pasaules
karam, kura laika biedribu aktivitates zaud&a aktualitati, un p&c Latvijas
okup&Sanas, tas biedribas, kas nepauda jaunajai varai draudzigu ideologiju,
pamazam tika apspiestas no jaunas varas puses (LAB, 2019).
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Autoraprat, toreiz€jo biedribu funkcijas Latvijas teritorija bitiski neatSkiras no
misdienu lauksaimnieku biedribu darbibas aktivitatem. Tomer tolaik vel neattistitos
tehniskajos un komunikacijas apstaklos, biedribam bija liela loma lauksaimnieku
kooperacija, izejmaterialu un resursu iegadé un produkcijas realizacija. Ari toreiz
biedribu darbiba tika pilnveidota, pielagojoties aktualajai situacijai, ka arl
lauksaimnieki jau tolaik secindja, ka biedribam ir jaapvienojas ‘jumta”
organizacija, t.sk. veidojot sadarbibu Baltijas valstu limeni (Bilmans, 1928).

Neskatoties uz NVO ilgo pastavésanas laiku, organizaciju skaita pieaugumu,
darbibas jomu paplasinasanos un dazado attistibu pasaules regionos, tas joprojam
saglaba savas pamatfunkcijas sabiedribas intereSu aizstavé$ana un pakalpojumu
nodrosinasana, darbojoties mijiedarbiba ar citiem sektoriem, ka valsts institicijas,
komersanti un organizacijas neiesaistita sabiedribas dala, veidojot starpnieka
lomu noteiktu funkciju izpildisana un informacijas parnesé. Organizacijam nav
strikti noteiktas funkcijas vai veicamas aktivitates, kas var bitiski atSkirties péc
organizacijas lieluma, darbibas sféras, méroga u.c. faktoriem. Papildus biedru
intereSu parstavésanai, R. Bodzickis (Bodziacki) (2018); H. Hallema (Hallemaa)
un U. Mandera (Mander) (2009); un PEF (2013) raksturo visparigas NVO
funkcijas ka uzraudzit valsts institliciju aktivitates, konsultét un izglitot biedrus
un sabiedribu, generét jaunas idejas — veicinot to istenoSanu, iedzivotaju
iesaistiSanos sabiedriskajas aktivitat€s un savu tiesibu aizstavesana u.tml. NVO
lielums un aktivitate ir atkariga no to sasniedzamajiem mérkiem, nozares/sektora
aktivitates, pieejama finansGjuma, biedru aktivitates, spgjas pielagoties
parmainam sabiedriba, politiskajos un ekonomiskajos procesos. NVO skaita un
darbibas jomu palielinasanas norada, ka tas tiek uzklausitas, ir ietekmigas un
sasniedz izvirzitos mérkus. Vienlaikus strauja sektora attistiba kops 19.gs. beigam
ir sarezgijusi ta parskatamibu, un veicingjusi nepiecieSamibu veidot vienotu
sektora defingjumu, akrontmu lietoSanu un klasifikaciju.

1.2. Nevalstisko organizaciju definéSanai izmantota
terminologija un akronimi

Vienotas klasifikacijas, defingjumu un akrontmu lietoSanas sist€mas
izveide, paSi pieaugot starptautiskajai sadarbibai, butu noderiga sektora
parskatamibai globala méroga. Tomér zinatnieki dazados pasaules regionos $o
ideju neatbalsta vienpratigi, v€loties saglabat organizaciju vesturiskas iezimes.
Pirmie meéginajumi definét sektoru bija ta noskirSana no cita veida
organizacijam un institicijam. T. Levits (Levitt) (1975) rosinaja ieviest “Tresa
sektora” ideju, iedalot organizacijas un institiicijas trTs veidos:

o [ sektors: Valdibas iestades;
o II sektors: Biznesa un uz pelnu orientétas institiicijas;
o Il sektors: Nevalstiskas organizacijas, kas nav klasificgjamas pie
pirmajiem diviem sektoriem jeb “Tresa sektora” organizacijas.
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Termina “TreSais sektors” mérkis ir aizstat daudzveidigo NVO akrontmu
sarakstu ar vienu universalu apzim&umu, tomér L. Salamons (Salamon) un
H. Anheiers (Anheier) (1992) apSauba “Tresa sektora” definicijas lietderibu, jo
daudzveidigie akronimi ir vesturiski veidojusies, balstoties uz senam tradicijam
un kultiiru, un pasaulé pastavo$as organizacijas nav vienadi meramas un
klasificgjamas. Pasauleé popularakie NVO defingjumi un akronimi péc
D. Lewis (2014) domam ir:

¢ bezpelnas organizacijas (Nonprofit Organization (NPOs));

e brivpratigas vai labdaribas organizacijas (Voluntary (VOs) or Charity
Organizations);

e sabiedriskas organizacijas (Civil Society Organisations (CSOs)).

20.gs. beigas A. Najama (Najam) (1996) jau bija identific&jusi 48 pasaulé
biezak lietotos akronimus NVO apziméSanai, bet D. Lewis (2014) apgalvo, ka
saraksts ir talu no pilnibas un to skaits ir krietni lielaks. “Tresa sektora” definicija
ir viens no vienkar$akajiem un universalakajiem veidiem, ka noskirt nevalstiskas
organizacijas no pargjam institlicijam, bet $ads iedalijums neraksturo nevalstisko
organizaciju darbibas jomu vai regionu. Savukart Pasaules ekonomikas
forums (2013) (World Economic Forum) pétijuma noradits, ka musdienas
mainoties nevalstisko organizaciju funkcijam un uzdevumiem, vésturisko tris
sektoru iedalfjumu papildina “Ceturtais sektors”, kas ir ta sabiedriba dala, kura
nav iesaistijusies nevalstisko organizaciju aktivitates, kas ipasi attiecas uz valstim
ar zemu sabiedribas iesaistiSanas Iimeni organizaciju aktivitatés. Palielinoties
NVO un INVO skaitam, darbibas jomam un popularitatei pasaulg, zinatnieki saka
pieverst lielaku uzmanibu organizaciju klasifikacijai un sektora definicijas
radiSanai, sektora parskatamibai globala meéroga. Zinatnieku pé&tijumos nav
vienpratibas, kadas pamatfunkcijas javeic organizacijai; vai nacionala Itmena
NVO un INVO, ka arT organizacijas jaunattistibas valstis, sabiedribas labklajibas
un dzives Iimepa uzlaboSanas jautajumos, un citu jomu organizacijas ir
vienlidzigi pieskaitamas NVO sektoram.

Sektora sakartosanai, L. Salamon un H. Anheier (1997) iesaka 5 organizaciju
raksturlielumus, ka: 1) aktiva, 2) privata bez valsts institiiciju dalibas un ietekmes,
3) bezpelnas, 4) autonoma — neatkariga 1émumu pienemsana, un 5) brivpratigo
lidzdaliba; lai tas butu piederigas nevalstiskajam jeb “Tresa sektora”
organizacijam, ka arT noraditu, ka tas ir sabiedribas raditas un neatkarigas no
valsts institiciju ietekmes. A. Vakils (Vakil) (1997), A. Fovlers (Fowler) (1997)
un S. Morisa (Morris) (2000) atdzist, ka iepriek§ minétie 5 raksturlielumi ir
piem@roti sektoram atbilstoSo organizaciju definéSanai dazados pasaules
regionos, bet sektora aktivitaSu palielinaSanas dél, ta parskatamiba un
salidzinasana ir iesp&jama, veicot organizaciju klasifikaciju péc darbibas jomas.

Par vienu no veiksmigakajiem klasifikatoriem tiek uzskatits 1996. gada
John Hopkins universitates (ASV) pétnieku raditais Starptautiskais bezpelnas
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organizaciju Kklasifikators  (International Classification of Nonprofit
Organizations (ICNPO)), kam par pamatu izmantots ANO Starptautisko
standartu klasifikators (International Standard Industrial Classification (ISIC)).

Universitates pétnickus radit ICNPO rosindja tolaik ISIC 3. redakcija bez
NVO sektoram dazam butiskam kategorijam, ar kuram ISIC tika papildinats
4.redakcija. L. Salamon etal (2017) norada, ka klasifikaciju sarezgi
organizacijas ar vairakam darbibas aktivitateém, galveno aktivitati nosakot p&c
organizacijas lielaka ienakumu avota (finansgjuma vai brivpratigo organizaciju
gadfjuma - péc dalibnieku specializacijas). Autorprat ICNPO ar 27 poziciju
iedalfjumu ir veiksmigs risinagjums NVO sektora klasifikacijai, jo tam par
pamatu ir izmantots ISIC, no ka ir arT veidots Eiropas Kopienas saimnieciskas
darbibas statistiskais klasifikators (NACE), tadejadi padarot NVO sektoru
vieglak salidzinamu ar citiem sektoriem. Tomér nacionala Iiment ICNPO vairak
izmanto ka pamatu individuala klasifikatora radiSanai, ko norada ari
H. Hallemaa, U. Mander (2009), P. Ba¢mans (Bachmann) (2013) u.c. zinatnieki,
ka nacionala Iimena nevalstiska sektora klasifikacija dazadas valstis ir veidota,
pielagojot kadu no pasaulé vadoSajiem klasifikatoriem, atbilstosi situacijai un
NVO sektora attistibas tendencem valsti.

Nacionala limena klasifikatora veidosanu Latvija uzsaka 2005. gada. Latvijas
Pilsoniska alianse (LPA) (2005) ieteica izmantot INCPO ka veiksmigako
globala méroga klasifikatoru, bet Latvijas Republikas Ipasu uzdevumu ministra
sabiedribas integracijas lietas sekretariats (2008) noradija, ka piemérotaks butu
COPNI jeb Majsaimniecibas apkalpojoSo bezpelnas institiiciju klasifikators
(Classification of the Purposes of Non-Profit Institutions Serving Households),
kam nepiekrit LPA (2005) noradot, ka COPNI ir parak mazs jomu iedalfjums.
Ka arT abos pétijumos tiek uzsverts, ka starptautiskas klasifikacijas sisteémas
jaievie$, pielagojot Latvijas NVO sektora apstakliem, ka arT nebiitu ieteicams
izmantot NACE Klasifikatoru, ta plasa iedalfjuma d&l.

Latvija kop§ 2016. gada ir nacionala limena klasifikators, darbibas jomu
iedalijumu nosakot MK 2015. gada 22. decembra noteikumiem Nr. 779 par
Biedribu un nodibinajumu klasificesanu. L1dzigi ka citas valstis, lai izvairitos no
kategoriju sadrumstalotibas, Sis klasifikators klasific€ jomas ar lielu organizaciju
skaitu, tadejadi neieglistot visparigu sektora parskatamibu, neatkarigi no
organizaciju skaita konkr&ta nozarg, t.sk. lauksaimnieku organizacijam.

Autors uzskata, ka pielagota NACE Kklasifikacijas sistéma, papildinot ar
NVO tipiskam kategorijam, biitu piemérotakais variants nevalstisko
organizaciju klasifikacijai, tieSi daudzveidiga kategoriju iedaljjuma dgl.
Pieaugot organizaciju skaitam un ietekmei, klasifikacijai ir butiska loma
sektora informacijas sakartosana un sistematiz€Sana, ko veicinatu lidzigu
klasifikacijas sistéemu lietoSana dazados sektoros. Klasifikacijas sist€mas
nepilnibas apgriitina arT lauksaimnieku organizaciju aktivitasu parskatamibu.
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Lai gan lauksaimnieki ir salidzino$i maza sabiedribas dala, to skaitam ir
tendence sarukt, bet to organizaciju lobija speks ir vienlidz efektivs vai pat
lielaks par citam jomam, kur tiek aizstavetas krietni liclakas sabiedribas dalas
intereses (Bednarikova, Jilkova, 2012).

1.3. Eiropas Savienibas Kopéjas lauksaimniecibas politikas un
lauksaimnieku nevalstisko organizaciju vesturiska attistiba, un savstarpéja
mijiedarbiba

Lauksaimnieciba ir uzskatama par vienu no senakajam nozarém, kura
visbiezak asocigjas tikai ar partikas razoSanu. Lauksaimnieciba, atbilstosi ES
NACE Kklasifikacijai, Latvija ietver tris apaksSnozares - lauksaimniecibu,
mezsaimniecibu un zivsaimniecibu. Lai gan §is tris nozares nav ciesi saistitas,
tomér tas tiek klasificEtas ka viena nozaru kopa, jo tas izmanto primaros
resursus un nodro$ina to saglabasanu nakamajam paaudzem. Primaro nozaru
apaksnozaru veids un patsvars katra regiona ir atSkirigs. Papildus partikas
produktu razosanai, lauksaimniecibai nozimiga loma valsts ekonomika un
socialo funkciju nodroSinasana lauku regionos. A. Stamnova (Stamnova),
M. Gverovskis (Gveroski) (2016); L. Jazs (Yazc) (2015) nozares lomu un to
nozimigumu raksturo, uzsverot galvenos uzdevumus:

e darbavietu radiSana;

o valsts makroekonomisko raditaju uzlabosana;

o partikas nodro$inasana;

e klimata parmainu ierobezosana;

e patérétajam drosas partikas razosana;

e vides un ainavas saglabasana;

e tiirisma un infrastruktiiras attistibas veicinasana;

e izejvielu ieglisana sekundarajam nozarém;

¢ nelauksaimnieciskas uznémeéjdarbibas attistiSana; u.c.

Vienlaikus lauksaimnieciba ir sarezgita nozare, ar ierobeZotiem zemes
resursiem, to nav iesp&jams parcelt uz citu, izdevigaku regionu vai jebkura bridi
regulét razoSanas apjomus. I. Upite, I. Pilvere (2011) norada, ka butiskakie
lauksaimniecibu ietekmgjoSie faktori ir laikapstakli, ierobezZoti zemes resursi,
tirgus svarstibas, tehnologiju trukums, vides politika, politiska nostaja u.c.
Nozares sarezgitibas dél, lauksaimnieki ES jau v@sturiski tiek finansiali
atbalstiti, un lai lauksaimnieciska razoSana ierobezotos apstaklos nenodaritu
kait€jumu videi, un tiktu nodrosinata sabalanséta ieprieks raksturoto uzdevumu
un funkciju izpilde, lauksaimniecisko darbibu jau kops 20.gs. 50-tajiem gadiem
ES regulé un ierobezo Kopégja lauksaimniecibas politika (KLP). ST ir viena no
vecakajam politikam ES, un taja veiktas daudzas reformas, pielagojoties
klimatisko apstaklu mainai, tirgus izmainam un citiem procesiem pasaulg, kas
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ietekmé lauksaimniecisko razoSanu un patérétaju pirktsp&u. Arvien lielaka
uzmaniba tiek pieversta ilgtspgjigai razosanai, kas nav savienojama ar
nepardomatu resursu izmanto$anu, tie$a atbalsta sisttmu no razoSanas
atbalstiSanas orientgjot uz videi draudzigu saimniekoSanu, KLP ieklaujot arvien
jaunas vidi saudzgjosas prasibas (DG AGRI, 2013). KLP klistot par sareZgitu
(Kuhmonen, 2018, White, 2017) un videi draudzigu politiku (Alons, 2017,
Cortignani, Dono, 2018), palielinoties ES dalibvalstu skaitam ar loti atSkirigiem
saimnickoSanas apstakliem un lauksaimniecibas attistibas Iimeni tajas, butiski
pieaug lauksaimnieku nevalstisko organizaciju nozime ar lauksaimniecibu
saistitas politikas radisana, prasibu sabalanséSana ar reali izpildamiem
nosacijumiem, un nosacijumu izskaidroSana lauksaimniekiem.

Nacionala Itmengu lauksaimnieku organizaciju pirmsakumi Eiropas
Savieniba un misdienu Latvijas teritorija ir mekl&jami jau 19.gs. beigas (skatit
1.1. apak$nodalu). Pieméram, Vacija pirma lauksaimnieku organizacija tika
dibinata 1893. gada, bet misdienu aktiva Vacijas lauksaimnieku asociacija
(“Deutscher Bauernverband - DBV”) ir dibinata 1948. gada. Latvija un Vacija
jau 20.gs. sakuma lauksaimnieki saprata, ka vienota nacionala ITmena “jumta”
organizacija ir sp&cigakais risinajums lauksaimnieku intereSu parstavésanai
(Bilmans, 1928; Spickermann, 2001). Savu otro atdzim$anu lauksaimnieku
organizacijas Latvija piedzivoja 20.gs. 90-tajos gados péc Latvijas neatkaribas
atgiSanas (skatit 2.3. un 2.4. apak$nodalu), méginot tuvinaties Rietumu
pasaulei. Lidz ar to bijusajas Padomju Savienibas valstis Centraleiropa un
Austrumeiropa, t.sk. Latvija sabiedribas iesaistiS8anas pieredze nevalstiskajas
organizacijas ir butiski mazaka neka Vacija vai citas Rietumeiropas valstis
(Schrama, Zhelyazkova, 2018). Tomér velme pietuvoties rietumu valstu
attistibas Itmenim, iestaties ES, bija motivgjoss faktors veidot nevalstiskas
organizacijas, bet to nostiprinaSanos kavgja tsais laika posms Latvija, kad
jaundibinatajam NVO bija jaklaist konkurétsp&jigam ar senajam Rietumeiropas
lauksaimnieku NVO, aizstavot nozares intereses ES. Jo senaka ir NVO
attistibas vesture kada no valstim, jo vairak sabiedriba apzinas to nozimi, un
tam ir nostiprinatas sp&cigakas intereSu lob&Sanas iespgjas.

Veidojoties kopigam valstu politikam (sakotn€ji Eiropas Ekonomiskaja
Kopiena, $obrid ES), veidojas kopigas dalibvalstu nevalstiskas organizacijas
lauksaimnieku intereSu aizstavéSanai komunikacija ar Eiropas institlcijam
politikas planoSanas un TistenoSanas jautdjumos. Viena no senakajam un
lielakajam Eiropas Itmena lauksaimnieku “jumta” organizacijam komunikacija
ar ES institdcijam ir 1958. gada dibinata COPA-COGECA, kas apvieno visu
ES dalibvalstu nacionala limena lauksaimnieku organizacijas (COPA..., [b.g.];
COGECA..., [b.g]). COPA-COGECA ietekmi ES institiicijas raksturo tas ilgais
pastavésanas laiks, plaSs parstavéto lauksaimniecibas sektoru skaits, un ir
lielakais starp 68 Eiropas Komisijas (EK) Lauksaimniecibas generaldirektorata
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(DG AGRI) konsultativajiem partneriem (lauksaimnieku, partikas razotaju un
tirgotaju, vides un dzivnieku labturibas organizacijam u.c.). COPA-COGECA
parstavji piedalas visas 13 EK DG AGRI Sociala dialoga darba grupas, kopa
ieglistot 25.9% atmaksato ekspertu vietas starp 68 konsultativajam
organizacijam (DG AGRI, [b.g.]). No Latvijas COPA-COGECA ir iestajusas
5 lielakas horizontalas lauksaimnieku organizacijas, kuru parstavji ar1 piedalas
EK DG AGRI Socialas dialoga darba grupas.

Miisdienas visas ES dalibvalstis savas valsts pozicijas un intereses aizstav ES
institlicijas, t.sk. ari lauksaimnieku organizacijas. Tikai katra dalibvalsti ir
atkirigs veids, ka informacija nonak ES institlicijas. Pieméram, Vacija,
Ungarija, Austrija aktivitates ES Iimeni tiek koordingtas caur vienu nacionala
Itmena organizaciju ar vienu kopigu lauksaimnieku poziciju, kamer Latvija katra
lauksaimnieku organizacija savu iesp&ju robezas veic aktivitates ES institficijas
ar atSkirigam lauksaimnieku pozicijam.

Nacionala Itmena NVO sadarbiba ar ES institlicijam ir iesp&jama caur ES
limena lauksaimnieku organizacijam ka COPA-COGECA u.c., kas ir ES
institiciju noteiktie konsultativie partneri. Savukart daliba Sajas ES Iimena
lauksaimnieku organizacijas ir atkariga no NVO finansialajiem resursiem —
sp&jas nosegt dalibas maksu un komand&uma izdevumus. Atskiriba no citam
valstim ar vienu sp&cigu nacionala Iimena lauksaimnieku “jumta” organizaciju,
Latvijas lauksaimnieku organizaciju dalibu ES Iimena pasakumos lidzfinansg
Zemkopibas ministrija. Vienota nacionala Iimena organizacija butu finansiali
spécigaka un ietekmigaka, optimiz&jot resursu izmantoSanu, izvairoties no
veicamo aktivitaSu dubléSanas, un stradajot ar vienotu nacionala Iimena
lauksaimnieku poziciju.

NVO loma un ietekme sabiedriba tiek vertéta pretrunigi, tomér
Rietumeiropas valstu un Eiropas limena lauksaimnieku organizaciju darbiba
vesturiski ilga laika posma apliecina NVO spgju izpildit noteiktas funkcijas.
Lauksaimnieku organizaciju funkcijas un uzdevumi ir dazadi, vadoties no
parstavétas nozares un sasniedzamajiem mérkiem. Viena no visbiezak
dzirdeétajam lauksaimnieku organizaciju funkcijam ir biedru intereSu
aizstavéSana politikas planoSanas jautdjumos, bet kop&jais funkciju apjoms ir
plasaks, raksturojot NVO lomu konkréta nozarg, bitiski neatSkiroties no
visparigam NVO funkcijam. Galvenas organizaciju funkcijas p&c S. Stiverta
(Stewart), J.N. Dolbauma (Dollbaum) (2017), B. Kollera-Koha (Kohler-
Koch) (2009) un autorprat ir:

e veikt apmacibas, inform&joso, izglitojoso un skaidrojoso darbu;

e iesaistit lauksaimniekus pe@tniecibas projektos un ieviest nozaré
inovacijas;

e informét sabiedribu un masu mé&dijus par nozares socialekonomisko
ieguldijumu;
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e aktiviz€t vietgjas iniciativu grupas;
e iesaistit sabiedribu organizaciju aktivitates;
¢ nodroSinat valsts institlicijas ar informaciju par aktualo situaciju nozarg.

Sabiedribas izpratne par NVO funkcijam ir atkariga no informacijas masu
médijos un NVO aktivitates socialajos tiklos, kur visbiezak tiek informéts tikai
par nozimigakajiem notikumiem, pieméram, panaktajiem rezultatiem politikas
planosanas un TstenoSanas procesos, nepietickami akcentgjot citas
iepriekSminétas organizaciju funkcijas, kas rada bitisku socialekonomisko
ieguldijumu lauku regionos un lauku vides attistiba.

Lauksaimnieku NVO aktivitates un darbiba atSkiriba no citam nozarém ir
viscie$ak saistita ar normativajiem aktiem un to izmainam. No vienas puses
normativie akti regulé vai ierobezo lauksaimnieku darbibu, bet no otras puses
NVO piedalas normativo aktu izstradg, lai rezultata lauksaimnieku intereses
tiktu tiesiski nostiprinatas.

1.4. Nevalstisko organizaciju darbibu reguléjoSie normativie akti Latvija

Saistiba ar petijuma t€mu normativie akti ir iedalami trs kategorijas pec to
nozimiguma: 1) ES Itmena; 2) LR likumi; 3) LR MK noteikumi. Turklat
normativos aktus var iedalit ka tie$i un netie$i lauksaimnieku organizaciju
darbibu ietekm&josus. ES normativo aktu ITmeni nav normativo aktu, kas tiesi
regulétu vai ierobeZotu nevalstisko vai sabiedrisko organizaciju darbibu. Ari
Latvijas Republikas (LR) Biedribu un nodibindjuma likuma (2004) (BN) nav
noradita atsauce uz ES limena regul&jumu, kas tie$a veida biitu attiecinams uz
NVO sektoru vai tiesi lauksaimnieku organizaciju darbibu. BN likuma vienigi
noraditas informativas atsauces uz ES direktivam, kas nosaka vienadu atticksmi
neatkarigi no etniskas piederibas; profesijas; dzimuma; valsts piederibas u.tml.
Plasaks normativo aktu kopums analiz€jamo NVO darbibu ietekm& netiesi,
respektivi, Sie normativie akti neregulé organizaciju darbibu, bet var ietekmét
organizaciju ikdienas aktivitates. NetieSie normativie akti ir iedalami ka
nacionala un starptautiska limena dokumenti, turklat starptautiskas aktivitates
kluva nozimigas péc pievienosSanas ES.

Galvenie netieSie lauksaimnieku NVO darbibu ietekmgjo$ie starptautiska
méroga normativie akti ir saistiti ar KLP, un 2014.-2020. gada planoSanas
perioda KLP regulé ¢etras galvenas regulas:

¢ 1305/2013 par atbalstu lauku attistibai no Eiropas Lauksaimniecibas
fonda lauku attistibai (ELFLA);

¢ 1306/2013 par kopgjas lauksaimniecibas politikas finans€Sanu,
parvaldibu un uzraudzibu;

¢ 1307/2013 par lauksaimniekiem paredzEtiem tieSajiem maksajumiem,
kurus veic saskana ar kopgjas lauksaimniecibas politikas atbalsta shemam;

26



¢ 1308/2013 ar ko izveido lauksaimniecibas produktu tirgu kopigu
organizaciju.

Lauksaimniecisko darbibu regulgjoSie noteikumi nosaka lauksaimnieku
organizacijam veicamas aktivitates, kas iegulda lielu darbu dazado noteikumu
izstrade, vispirms aizstavot lauksaimnieku intereses, un, péc normativo aktu
staSanas speka, izglitojot lauksaimniekus par jaunajam prasibam.
Organizacijam veicot lob&Sanas aktivitates ES instittcijas, jabut registrétam ES
Parredzamibas registra (EU Transparency Register). Registrs sniedz ieskatu par
NVO darbibas virzieniem, finansu Iidzekliem, to izcelsmi, darbibas mérogu,
iesaistitajam personam u.tt.

Nacionadla Iimeni NVO darbibu sekmégjosais galvenais dokuments ir
LR Satversme, kur 102. pants nosaka, ka ikvienam ir tiesibas apvienoties
biedribas, politiskas partijas un citas sabiedriskas organizacijas. Latvija nav
normativo aktu, kas konkreti regulétu lauksaimnieku organizaciju darbibu. Tas
ir paklautas visparigajiem noteikumiem, kuri attiecinami uz nevalstisko
sektoru. LPA (2016) papildina ka uz nevalstiska sektora organizacijam
attiecinamo normativo aktu kopums ir salidzinosi mazaks ka citam juridiskam
personam, jo NVO darbibas mérkis nav pelnas giSana, tas ir sabiedribas
raditas, un parak liels normativais slogs mazinatu sabiedribas aktivitati, kas
NVO darbojas uz brivpratigas principa.

No 1992. gada, péc Latvijas otras neatkaribas atgfiSanas, nevalstiskas
organizacijas tika definétas ka Sabiedriskas organizacijas, to darbibu regulgja
likums Par sabiedriskam organizacijam un to apvientbam (1992.), un tas bija
registrétas Sabiedrisko organizaciju registra, vienkopus ar citam sabiedriskam
organizacijam ka arodbiedribas, politikas partijas u.c. Pieaugot kop&am
sabiedrisko organizaciju skaitam, un palielinoties to darbibas funkciju un
mérku atSkirtbam, nevalstiska sektora organizacijas tika nodalitas no pargjam
sabiedriskajam organizacijam, izveidojot atsevisku Biedribu un nodibinajumu
registru, un jaunu Biedribu un nodibinajumu likumu (2004.). Pareju uz jauno
registru regulja Biedribu un nodibindjumu likuma speka stasands
likums (2004). BN likuma tiek saglabata nevalstisko organizaciju darbibas
butiba, ka tas ir personu brivpratigas apvienibas statiitos noteikta merka
sasniegSanai bez pelnas giiSanas noliika, ko nosaka likuma 2. pants, iedalot tas:

e biedriba ir brivpratiga personu apvieniba, kas nodibinata, lai sasniegtu
statfitos noteikto merki;

¢ nodibinajums ir mantas kopums, kas nodalits dibinataja noteikta mérka
sasniegSanai.

BN likuma merkis ir veicinat biedribu un nodibinajumu darbibu un to
ilgtermina attisttbu, sekmé&t demokratiskas un pilsoniskas sabiedribas
nostiprinaSanu, ka arT regulét biedribu un nodibingjumu darbibas
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pamatprincipus, organizatorisko strukttru, likvidaciju un reorganizaciju
(Biedribu un nodibinajumu likums, 2004).

Vienlaicigi organizacijam ir jaievéro normativie akti, kas regul€ juridisku
personu saimniecisko darbibu, ka Likums par nodokliem un nodevam (1995.);
Likums par iedzivotdju ienakuma nodokli (1994.); MK 2006. gada 3. oktobra
noteikumi  Nr. 808 Par biedribu, nodibindjumu un arodbiedribu gada
paskatiem u.c. Attieciba uz finanSu parskatamibu, autorprat Sajos MK
noteikumos biitu javeic papildingjumi, jo to 3. sadala par ieneémumu-izdevumu
parskata sagatavoSanu, nenosaka poziciju “citi iepemumi” un “citi izdevumi”
maksimalo apméru ienémumu-izdevumu parskata. Palielinoties $o abu poziciju
apméram, palielinas finans€juma apmérs, par kuru nav iesp&jams noteikt ta
izcelsmes avotus un liectoSanas mérki (skatit 2.5. apaksnodalu).

Pedgjo gadu biutiskakie normativo aktu papildinajumi attieciba uz NVO
sektoru ir Brivpratiga darba likuma (2016.) un MK 2015. gada 22. decembra
noteikumos Nr. 779 par Biedribu un nodibindjumu klasificeSanu (klasificéSanas
noteikumi). KlasificéSanas noteikumi lauj precizak atlasit konkréta joma iesaistitas
organizacijas un izvertet to darbibas virzienus, laujot parliecinaties par to atbilstibu
politikas planosanas un koordingSanas procesa. Turklat potencialie finans€juma
donori var parliecinaties par finansgjuma nonak$anu konkrétas jomas problému
risina$anai (Biedribu un nodibingjumu likums, 2004). Izvértgjot klasificgsanas
noteikumu pielikuma noradito Bideritbu un nodibindjumu darbibas jomu
iedalfjumu, autorprat noteikumi nespgj klasificét jomas ar mazu organizaciju
skaitu un organizacijas ar vairakam darbibas jomam, t.sk. lauksaimnieku
organizacijas (skafit 1.2., 2.3. un 2.5. apaksSnodalu). Savukart Brivpratiga darba
likums (2016.) paredz samazinat birokratisko procesu un neaplikt ar Iedzivotaju
ienakuma nodokli brivpratiga darba veicgjiem izmaksatas kompensacijas, kuru
apméru nosaka MK 2010. gada 21. septembra noteikumi Nr. 899 Likuma “Par
iedzivotaju ienakuma nodokli” normu piemérosanas kartiba. Autorprat pozitivi
vert€jama valsts institliciju iniciativa atbalstit brivpratigi nodarbinatos, bet tomer
MK noteikumos 54.21.4. punkta noteiktd viena méne§a kompensacijas likme
50 EUR mgnesi par degvielas izmantoSanu privata transportlidzekll veicot
aktivitates organizacijas uzdevuma, neatbilst realajiem brivpratiga darba veicgja
izdevumiem, un biitu palielinama, vienlaikus palielinot 54.2.1. punktd noteikto
kopgjo taksacijas gada izdevumu apméru.

Iesp&ju lidzdarboties valsts parvald€ nevalstiskajam organizacijam sniedz
Valsts parvaldes iekartas likuma (2003.) 6. dala, kura nosaka un regulé
Sabiedribas lidzdalibu. ST likuma 48. panta noradits, ka sabiedribas lidzdaliba ir
neatnemama sastavdala likuma mérka sasniegSanai, nodrosinat demokratisku,
tiesisku un sabiedribai pieejamu valsts parvaldi (Valsts parvaldes iekartas...,
2002). Savukart MK 2009. gada 25. augusta noteikumi Nr. 970 Par sabiedribas
lidzdalibas kartibu attistibas planosanas procesa nosaka sabiedribas lidzdalibas
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iespg€jas attistibas planoSanas jautajumos, kur So noteikumu mérkis ir sekmét
atklatu, efektivu un atbildigu sabiedribas lidzdalibu, kas So noteikumu 3. panta
izpratngé var biit formalas un neformalas organizacijas, intereSu grupas vai
fiziskas personas (Sabiedribas lidzdalibas kartiba..., 2009).

Iespgju lidzdarboties lauksaimnieku organizacijam Zemkopibas ministrijas
(ZM) aktivitates paredz MK 2019.gada 30.aprila noteikumi Nr. 187
Zemkopibas ministrijas nolikums. ST nolikuma 5.9, 5.11 un 5.13 punkts attiecigi
nosaka, ka ZM ir jainformé sabiedriba par nozares politiku un ministrijas
uzdevumu izpildi; ka ta nodroSina dialogu ar sabiedribu par lauksaimniecibu un
tas apaks$nozarém; un normativo aktu noteiktaja kartiba nodrosina sabiedribas
lidzdalibu attistibas un politikas planoSanas procesa (Zemkopibas ministrijas
nolikums, 2019). Lauksaimniectbas un lauku attistibas likuma (2004.) 12. panta
1. punkts nosaka, ka Zemkopibas ministrija, izstraddjot un Tstenojot
lauksaimniecibas un lauku attistibas politiku, konsultéjas ar LOSP. Si panta
2. punkts precizak raksturo LOSP funkciju, ka ta ir konsultativa institiicija, pati
apstiprina savu nolikumu, kura ir noteikti Lauksaimniecibas organizaciju
sadarbibas padomes merki un galvenie uzdevumi (Lauksaimniecibas un
lauku..., 2004) bet reala situacija konsultativo partneru loks ir plasaks, kas ir
apstiprinats ar Zemkopibas ministrijas 2019. gada 10. oktobra rikojumu Nr.120
"Par Lauksaimnieku nevalstisko organizaciju konsultativo padomi" (Par
Lauksaimnieku nevalstisko..., 2019). Ja arT normativajos aktos nebitu ieklauti
punkti par valsts parvaldes un NVO sadarbibu, vienalga sabiedriskas
organizacijas varétu piedalitos politisko procesu ietekmésana, pamatojoties uz
Biedribu un nodibinajuma likumu (2004.) un LR Satversmi, kas nosaka, ka
ikvienam ir tiesibas apvienoties biedribas un paust savu viedokli.

Tie$a veida lauksaimnieku organizaciju darbibu ietekmé MK 2013. gada
17. decembra noteikumi Nr. 1524 Noteikumi par valsts atbalstu lauksaimniecibai
4.2. sadala (no 174. lidz 182. pantam), nosakot atbalstu lauku un lauksaimnieku
biedribu un nodibinajumu savstarpgjas sadarbibas veicinasanai un dalibai
starptautiskajas organizacijas. Atbalsts paredz€ts lauksaimnieku organizacijam
par noteiktu ZM uzdevumu izpildi, un dalibas maksas segSanu starptautiskas
lauksaimnieku organizacijas (Noteikumi par valsts..., 2013). Autorprat pozitivi
vertgjams, ka MK noteikumu 176. un 180. punkts nosaka organizaciju atbilstibas
krit€rijus valsts dotaciju sanemsanai, bet v€lamajiem darbibas uzdevumiem MK
noteikumos nav noteikti minimali sasniedzamie kvantitativie rezultati, kas butu
Tpasi velams par sabiedribas (lauksaimnieku un lauku iedzivotaju) iesaistiSanas
aktivitattm ar lauksaimniecibu saistitas politikas veidosana atbilstosi MK
noteikumu 176.4.1. punktam.
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2. LAUKSAIMNIECIBAS UN LAUKSAIMNIEKU
NEVALSTISKO ORGANIZACIJU RAKSTUROJUMS
LATVIJA, VACIJA UN UNGARIJA

Nodalas apjoms ir 73 Ipp., ar 15 tabulam un 25 att€liem. Izvirzitas tézes:
1) Lauksaimnieciba ir nozimiga nozare Latvija, kas dod ieguldijumu valsts
tautsaimnieciba, lauku vides un ainavas saglabasana, ilgtspejigas lauku
regionu ekonomiskas aktivitates veicinasanda, 2) Lauksaimnieku nevalstisko
organizaciju darbibas pilnveidoSanas priekslikumi Latvija izstradati, veicot
organizaciju darbibas un finansiala stavokla analizi, ka art lidzigu nevalstisko
organizdciju attistibas izpéti Vacija un Ungarija.

P&tijuma otraja nodala ir analizEta lauksaimniecibas loma tautsaimnieciba,
KLP un nacionala finans€juma izlietojums, nevalstiska sektora attistiba, vadoso
lauksaimnieku organizaciju darbibas un finan$u stavokla izvertejums Latvija,
un salidzinata lauksaimnieku organizaciju darbiba Vacija un Ungarija, sisteémas
pilnveidosanai Latvija.

2.1. Lauksaimniecibas raksturojums Latvija

Lauksaimnieciskaja razoSana viens no galvenajiem resursiem ir zeme.

Latvija no sauszemes kopgjas platibas 64.6 takst.km2 2018. gada 36.6% tika
izmantoti lauksaimnieciba un 48.0% meZzsaimnieciba (par 6% vairak neka
vid&ji ES). No 1.937 milj.ha lauksaimnieciba izmantojamas zemes (LI1Z) —
66.8% ir aramzeme, 32.7% plavas, ganibas un 1.6% aizaugusas platibas
(Latvijas lauksaim..., 2019). P&c Centralas statistikas parvaldes (CSP) datiem
1991. gada Latvija bija 2.5 milj.ha LIZ, bet turpmakajos gados LIZ platibas
pakapeniski samazindjas, gan attieciba pret ieprick$€jo gadu, gan pret
1991. gadu (Augkopiba, 2019). Lidz 2000. gadam Latvija LIZ bija
samazinajusies par 37.4% jeb 947 tukst.ha salidzinajuma ar 1991. gadu. LI1Z
samazinasanos galvenokart ietekmgjis neapsaimniekoto lauku aizaugSana ar
krimajiem, pilsétu teritorijas paplasinasanas un nedaudz arT mezu
paplasinasanas (Mezsaimnieciba, 2019). No 2001. gada notika léna LIZ
atgrieSana razoSana lidz ar nacionala atbalsta lauksaimnieciba picaugumu un
pirmo ES KLP veicina$anas instrumentu ievieSanu Latvija. Nakamais LIZ
pieaugums bija no 2004. Iidz 2007. gadam, kas bija rezultats ES tieSo
maksajumu pieejamibai, péc tam LIZ pieaugumu samazinaja ekonomiskas
krizes iestaSanas, kas ietekm&a ar1 lauksaimniecibu. 2018. gada
lauksaimnieciskaja razo$ana izmantota zeme bija 1.93 milj.ha, salidzinajuma ar
2015. gadu platibas ir palielinajusas par 2.8% jeb 53.1 tikst.ha (Augkopiba,
2019). Iestasanas ES radija iespgu bitiski palielinat lauksaimniecisko
razoSanu, jo kluva pieejami daudzveidigi KLP atbalsta instrumenti, pieméram,
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ES strukttrfondi un tieSie maksajumi, tapéc lauksaimnieku NVO funkcijas bija
atbalstit ZM iestaSanas procesa sarunas un p&c pievienoSanas ES, skaidrot
lauksaimniekiem KLP politikas ievieSanas nosacljumus saimniecibas.

20.gs. 90-tajos gados Latvija notika radikalas politiskas un sociali
ekonomiskas parmainas, un péc Latvijas neatkaribas atgiSanas 1991. gada
norisindjas zemes reforma jeb privatizacija ar mérki padomju laika kolhozu un
sovhozu sisttmu nomainit ar Latvijas valsts pirmas neatkaribas struktiiru -
individualam saimniecibam. Privatizacijas process bija haotisks un
nekoordinéts, parmainu laika saimniecibam trika lidzeklu investicijam, kas
samazinaja to produktivitati un s€jumu platibas (Vanwambeke, et al., 2012).
Haoss lauku regionos un neapmierinatiba ar valdibas attieksmi pret
lauksaimniekiem, veicinaja lauksaimnicku apvieno$anos nevalstiskajas
organizacijas ar mérki stabilizgt situaciju lauku regionos sev vélamaja virziena,
un piedalities lauku attistibas politikas planoSana. Attistot vairakus darbibas
virzienus saimnieciba, t.sk. veicot ar1 produktu parstradi un tirdzniecibu,
paplasinajas probléemjautajumu loks, kas veicinaja nozaru organizaciju attistibu.

Péc CSP datiem Latvija 2017. gada bija 80.2 tikstoSi saimniecibu un
salidzinajuma ar 2005. gadu saimniecibu skaits ir samazinajies par 39.6%.
Tomér dazados informacijas avotos saimniecibu skaits médz atskirties, bet
visos ir vérojama samazinajuma tendence (skatit 1. tabulu).

1. tabula
Lauksaimnieciba, meZsaimnieciba un zivsaimnieciba iesaistito saimniecibu
skaits dazados informacijas registros Latvija, 2005.-2017. gada, tukst.; un
saimniecibu skaita dinamika 2017. gada pret 2005. gadu, %

Raditajs/Informacijas registrs | 2005 | 2013 2017 2017 /2005
Lauku saimniecibu skaits (CSP) 133.0| 81.7 80.2 -39.6%
Ekonomiski aktivi uznémumi (CSP) - 28.2 26.7 -5.31% (pret 2013.)
36.1 (A01)

Nodoklu maksataji (VID) - - 9.8 (A02) -
0.598 (A03)

Subsidiju sanéméji (DG AGRI) 68.1 | 62.9 59.8 -12.2%

Avots: autora veidots péc Lauku saimniecibu struktira, 2007; 2016; Uzpémumu skaits, 2017;
Nodokju maksataju skaits, 2018, CAP funding, 2018
Lielako saimniecibu skaitu 80.2 tiikstosi 2017. gada ir noradijusi CSP Lauku
saimniecibu struktiiras apkopojuma, kur ir apkopota informacija par visa veida
saimniecibam, neatkarigi no to lieluma vai nomaksato nodoklu apméra. Lielo
saimniecibu skaitu veido mazas gimenes saimniecibas, kuras, visticamak,
neveido biitisku ieguldijumu valsts makroekonomiskajos raditajos, bet nodroSina
lauku vides apdzivotibu un iesp&jams nakotn€ palielinas raZzoSanas apjomus.
Otru lielaku saimniecibu skaitu ir uzradijis DG AGRI — 59.8 tikstosi
2017. gada, kas ir tieSo maksdajumu sanéméju skaits. Tomeér Sie dati precizi
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nenorada aktivo lauksaimnieku skaitu, jo starp subsidiju sanéméjiem ir LIZ
1pasnieki, kuri neveic lauksaimniecisko darbibu, bet ir zemes 1pasnieki un uztur
to laba lauksaimniecibas un vides stavokli.

Savukart Valsts iepemumu dienesta (VID) nodoklu maksataju skaits norada
to saimniecibu skaitu, kuru pamatdarbiba ir uzp@mejdarbiba un tiek veikta
nodoklu nomaksa. 2017. gada lauksaimnieciba bija 46.5 tuksto$i nodoklu
maksataji, no kuriem 77.6% darbojas lopkopiba un augkopiba; 21.1%
mezsaimnieciba un 1.3% zivsaimnieciba. Savukart peéc CSP Ekonomisko aktivo
uzpémumu skaita peéc NACE 2.red. iedalfjuma, “A” kategorija noraditi
26.7 tukstosi saimniecibu, kas ir juridiskas personas, bet VID sava statistika
papildus juridiskam personam pieskaita ari saimnieciskas darbibas veicgjus un
individualos komersantus. Tadejadi CSP Fkonomisko aktivo uznémumu skaits
visprecizak norada to saimniecibu skaitu, kuru lauksaimnieciska darbiba rada
pievienoto veértibu. P& Latvijas lauksaimnieciba 2019 (2019) datiem,
dizeldegvielai ar samazinato akcizes nodokli bija pieteikusSies tikai 17.3 tukst.
lauksaimnieciskas produkcijas razotaju 2018. gada, kas liek apSaubit ieprieks
raksturotos skaitlus par realo saimniecibu skaitu, ja nem veéra, ka dizeldegviela
ir viens no galvenajiem resursiem lauksaimnieciskaja raZo$ana.

Analizgjot saimniecibu lielumu, Latvija biitiski samazinas saimniecibas, kas
apstrada nelielas LIZ platibas, un pieaug to saimniecibu ipatsvars, kas apstrada
platibas lielakas par 100 ha. Salidzinot 2016.gadu ar 2003.gadu, ir
samazinajusas mazas saimniecibas platibu kategorijas lidz 49.9 ha (saimniecibu
skaits no 97% uz 90% un apsaimniekotas LIZ no 60.2% uz 33%), savukart
saimniecibas ar apsaimniekojamo platibu virs 100 ha palielinajusas (saimniecibu
skaits no 1.2% uz 4.7% un apsaimniekotas LIZ no 29.6% uz 56.6%).

Saimniecibu struktiiras sadrumstalotiba veicina atSkirigu lauksaimniecibas
attistibas redz€jumu, saimnieciba esosas LIZ platibas pielagojot rentablako
produktu razosanai, tadejadi veicinot daudzo NVO veidoSanos $o dazado
saimniecibu grupu interesu parstavésanai. Saimniecibu grupam ar atskirigam
darbibas jomam nav piemérota vienada lauksaimniecibas politika, un vinu
parstavoSajam organizacijam ir jarod kopgjs risinajums politikas veidoSana.

No iekSzemes kopprodukta (IKP) viedokla, attistitas  valstis
lauksaimniecibas Tpatsvars nav augsts, un ekonomikai attistoties, tam ir v€lams
samazinaties, bet katra situacija vert€§jama individuali, un ja valsti ir loti labi
apstakli lauksaimnieciskajai razoSanai, tad IKP Tpatsvars var biit augstaks.
Latvija IKP patsvars lauksaimnieciba bez partikas parstrades 2018. gada bija
1.038 milj.EUR jeb 3.6%, samazinoties par 2.2 procentpunktiem salidzinajuma
ar 2000. gadu (skatit 1. att€lu). Raditajs Latvija ir nedaudz zemaks ka pasaules
vidgjais un divas reizes augstaks ka ES vid&jais. Savukart Latvijas kopgjais IKP
bija 29.15 mljrd.EUR, 2018. gada.
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mmmm [mports lauksaimnieciba, milj.EUR
mmmm Eksports lauksaimnieciba, milj. EUR
—e— Argjas tirdz. bilance lauksaimnieciba, milj. EUR
—a— Lauksaimniecibas Tpatsvars kop€ja eksporta vertiba, %
—=— Mezsaimniecibas un kokapstrades Ipatsvars kop&ja eksporta vertiba, %

Avots: autora veidots pec Precu areja tirdznieciba, 2018b; Latvijas lauksaimnieciba, 2018,
lekszemes kopprodukts, 2020
1. att. Lauksaimniecibas (augkopibas, lopkopibas, zivsaimniecibas un
partikas) produktu eksports un imports 2000.-2017. gada, mljrd.EUR;
lauksaimniecibas, meZsaimniecibas un kokapstrades eksporta ipatsvars
kopéja Latvijas eksporta 2006.-2017. gada un IKP lauksaimnieciba, %.

Lauksaimniecibas un partikas eksports 2017. gada sasniedza 21.6% apméru,
un kopa ar mezsaimniecibu un kokapstradi tas veido 38% no kopgja valsts
eksporta 2017. gada. Analizgjot tirdzniecibas bilanci japievér§ uzmaniba datu
izcelsmei, jo ir gadfjumi, kad raksturojot tirdzniecibas bilanci lauksaimnieciba,
nav precizi nodefingts, vai lielumi ieklauj partikas parstradi. Saja attela
tirdzniecibas bilances aprékinos ir ieklauti partikas produkti, tadel ari lidz
2012. gadam ta ir negativa, augsta partikas importa de] (skatit 1. att€lu).
Savukart lauksaimniecibas primaro produktu tirdzniecibas bilance ir pozitiva,
kur augstaku raditaju vertibu nodrosina graudkopiba.

Raksturojot lauksaimniecibas apakS$nozaru neto apgrozijjumu, lidz
2016. gadam domin€ mezsaimnieciba, ko apsteidz augkopiba un lopkopiba. No
2006. gada lidz 2017. gadam mezZsaimniecibas neto apgrozijums ir palielingjies
no 434 milj.EUR lidz 945.5 milj.EUR, savukart augkopibas un lopkopibas
attiecigaja  laika perioda no 229.1 milj.EUR lidz 1042.2 milj.EUR
(Uznémgjdarbibas finanses, 2018). Lauksaimnieciba, Tpasi meZsaimnieciba bija
Latvijas eksporta dzingjspeks péckrizes perioda (ekonomiska krize no 2008.
lidz 2010. gadam), par ko liecina eksporta raditaju, nozaru apgrozijuma un IKP
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Ipatsvara  palielinaSanas. Lauksaimniecibai no ekonomiskas krizes
atveselojoties atrak, atkartoti apstiprinajas iepriek§ mintais fakts par
lauksaimniecibas nozares nozimi jeb lomu tautsaimnieciba, ka dazados
ekonomiskos vai politiskos saspilegjumos, lauksaimnieciba nodroSina
pamatresursus, kas talaka apstrade veicina tautsaimniecibas atjauno$anos.

P&c sarazoto precu vértibas domingjosa apaksnozare ir augkopiba, 2017. gada
salidzinagjuma ar 2004. gadu augkopibas Tpatsvars ir palielinajies par
5.2 procentpunktiem Iidz 57.2%, bet lopkopibas T1patsvars attiecigi par
5.2 procentpunktiem samazindjies lidz 42.8%. Bet 2017. gada salidzinajuma ar
2016. gadu augkopibas Ipatsvars ir samazindjies par 4.0 procentpunktiem no
61.2%, un paliclinajies lopkopibas Tipatsvars kopgja struktira par
3.9 procentpunktiem no 38.8% (Latvijas lauksaimnieciba, 2006; Latvijas
lauksaimnieciba, 2018). Lopkopibas raditaju pieaugumu 2017. gada
salidzinajuma ar 2016. gadu veicindja razoSanas apjomu palielinaSanas piena
lopkopiba, putnkopiba un ctkkopiba. Galvenas lauksaimniecibas nozares Latvija
pec lauksaimniecibas produktu galastruktiiras ir graudkopiba un piena lopkopiba.

Augkopiba un lopkopiba salidzinagjuma ar mezsaimniecibu ir sarezgitakas
nozares no razosanas viedokla, nodrosinot daudzveidigaku produktu klastu, tas
tiek stingri kontrolétas no uzraugo$o iestaZzu puses, un regulari saskaras ar
jauniem izaicindgjumiem vides saudz&Sana, partikas kvalitates un ilgtspgjas
nodros§inasana u.c. Tas arT izskaidro lielo lauksaimnieku organizaciju skaitu
Sajas augkopibas un lopkopibas apaks$nozarés, kas aizstavot savu biedru
intereses, cens$as panakt sabalansétu nozares politiku, lai 1&émgjinstitiiciju
prasibas butu reali izpildamas un ieviesamas ikdienas darba.

Par lauksaimniecibas attistibu Latvija un tas konkur€tsp&ju salidzinajuma ar
citam tautsaimniecibas nozarém norada saimniecibu vidgjie rentabilitates,
maksatsp&jas un likviditates raditaji. Rentabilitates raditaji 2006.-2017. gada
lauksaimnieciba (2017. gada=14.2%) ir vid&ji Cetras reizes augstaki ka vidgji
tautsaimnieciba (2017. gada=4.9%), turklat saglabajot pozitivu tendenci. PaSu
kapitala Tpatsvars bilances pasivos $aja laika perioda lauksaimniecibas
uzn€mumos (2017. gada=57.7%) ir vidgji 1.6 reizes augstaks ka tautsaimnieciba
kopuma (2017. gada=38.2%) (Uzpéméjdarbibas finanses, 2018).

Misdienas nevalstiskas organizacijas vairs nav tikai savu biedru intereSu
aizstavis politisko procesu ietekm&Sana, bet nodroSina atbalstu ar ikdienas
darbibu saistitos jautdjumos, ka nodarbinatiba, izglitiba, videi draudziga
saimniekoSana, 1etaku izejvielu iegade u.c. Ar nozari saistito probleému un
ierobezojumu dg], lauksaimniekiem un arT lauksaimnieku NVO ir iesp&ja
sanemt finansialu atbalstu.
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2.2. Finansialais atbalsts lauksaimniecibai un lauku attistibai Latvija

Lauksaimnieciba ir nozare, kuras darbiba jau vesturiski ir finansiali atbalstita,
ipasi mainigu laikapstaklu un nestabilas tirgus situacijas dé]. Sis nozares specifika ir
ta, ka to nevar parcelt uz citu vietu, ekonomiski aktivaku regionu. Lauksaimniecibai
ir raksturiga 1€na attistiba, ta ir mazak elastiga, reag€jot uz tirgus parmaipam.
Nozares sarezgitibas dé], NVO ir lauksaimnieku ikdienas paligs, aizstavot vinu
intereses un izskaidrojot politikas prasibas. Lauksaimnieku NVO veic atbildigu
darbu lauksaimniecibas politikas plano$ana un izstradg, jo no vienas puses ir
iesp&jams panakt labakus finanséjuma nosacijumus, no otras puses pietickami
neaizstavot lauksaimnieku poziciju, var tikt raditas jaunas, nozari ierobezojusas
prasibas, kas var radit papildus finansialo slogu.

Palielinoties ES dalibvalstu skaitam, ES finans€jums KLP ir palielinajies no
21 mljrd.EUR 1980. gada Iidz 48 mljrd. EUR 2018. gada, bet kopgja ES budzeta
struktlira attiecigaja laika perioda KLP finans€juma Ipatsvars ir samazinajies no
73% 1idz 37.2%, un vidgjais KLP finans€juma ipatsvars 2014.-2020. gada
planosanas perioda ir 38% gada.
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2. att. Latvijas iemaksas un sanemtais finanséjums no ES budzeta, valsts
un ES atbalsts lauksaimniecibai Latvija 1994., 1999., 2004.-2018. gada,
milj.EUR, un ES finanséjuma lauksaimnieciba ipatsvars kopéja ES
atbalsta struktara Latvija 2004.-2018. gada, %.

Latvija, 2004. gada klastot par ES dalibvalsti, ir tiesiga sanemt KLP un citu

ES atbalsta instrumentu finans€jumu atbilsto§i ES noteiktajam normativajam

regul§jumam. 2000.-2006. gada planosanas perioda Latvija pievienojas pie
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funkciongjosSa budzeta ar tam noteikto normativo reguléjumu. Savukart jau
nakamos divus plano$anas periodus 2007.-2013. gada un 2014.-2020. gada
Latvijas valsts institiicijam un lauksaimnieku NVO bija iesp&ja lob&t savas
intereses EK, iegtistot v€lamos nosacijumus, dalgji arT finans€juma apméru.

2014.-2020. gada planosanas perioda Latvija kopuma no ES finans€juma
sanems 7.5 miljardus EUR. Jau kop§ iestasanas ES Latvija sanem lielaku
finans€jumu, neka ir tas veiktas iemaksas kopgja ES budzeta. No 2004. gada
lidz 2018. gadam Latvija par katru iemaksato eiro sanéma vidgji 3.83 EUR,
skatit 2. att€lu. Vertgjot pec atbalsta apméra, lielako finansgjumu
lauksaimniecibai nodro$ina ES finanSu atbalsta instrumenti, starp kuriem
lauksaimniekiem bitiskakais ir tieSo maksajumu un lauku attistibas
finans€jums. 2005. gada valsts un ES atbalsta apjoms lauksaimnieciba
sasniedza 157.8 milj.EUR, kas bija 4 reizes vairak neka 2003. gada, un ES
finansialais atbalsts nozarei bija 30.7% no kopgja ES finans€juma Latvijai.
Turpmakajos gados ES finans€jums lauksaimniecibai un lauku attistibai
turpindja palielinaties, 2018. gada nozarg ieguldot 450.3 milj.EUR. Valsts un
ES lauksaimniecibas finans€juma struktiira, ES finans€juma Ipatsvars no
2005. gada I1dz 2018. gadam ir palielinajies no 75.8% lidz 98.1%.

2014.-2020. gada planosanas perioda Latvijai piecjamais ES finans€jums
1. pilaram — tieSajiem maksajumiem un tirgus atbalstam ir 1.717 miljardi EUR,
un 2. pilaram — Lauku attistibai - 966 milj. EUR. Kopégjais finansialais atbalsts
2. pilara aktivitattm ir 1.53 mljrd.EUR, kur 564 milj.EUR ir nacionalais
lidzfinans&jums.

Galvenais ES atbalsts, par kuru ES institdcijas aktivi cinds ZM un
lauksaimnieku NVO, ir tiesie maksajumi, un 2018. gada tie veidoja 47% no
kopgja Lauku atbalsta dienesta (LAD) izmaksata atbalsta apjoma (Lauku
atbalsta..., 2019). Salidzinot ar citam ES dalibvalstim, Latvija lauksaimnieki
sanem vienus no mazakajiem tieSajiem maksajumiem, rékinot vidgji uz 1 ha L1Z
(2017. gada 48.5% no ES vidgja tieSo maksajumu apmeéra — 266 EUR). Tiesi Sis
ar1 ir viens no argumentiem ZM un NVO, lauksaimnieku interesu aizstavibai ES,
pieprasot tieSo maksajumu palielinasanu vismaz ES vidgja Itmeni. NVO
kapacitate lauksaimnieku intereSu aizstaveésana KLP jautajumos ir atkariga no
biedru aktivitates, jo 1. pilars neparedz atbalstu lauksaimnieku NVO.

No Lauku attistibas programmas jeb 2. pilara atbalsta pasakumiem
2014.-2020. gada planosanas perioda lielaka finansgjuma dala — 490 milj.EUR
jeb 31.9% paredzeti saimniecibu modernizacijai. Ka ar1 Saja perioda ir
paredz&tas tadas atbalsta apakSprogrammas, ka pieméram, Pamatpakalpojumi
un ciematu atjaunoSana lauku apvidos — 8.2% no kopgja finans€juma,
Biologiska lauksaimnieciba — 9.9%, Konsultacijas lauksaimniekiem — 0.6% un
17.4% paredzets ka atbalsts par Apgabaliem, kuros ir dabigi vai citi specifiski
ierobezojumi, tadejadi papildinot tieSos maksajumus lauksaimniekiem
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attiecigajas teritorijas. 2. pilara aktivitates paredz arl sabiedribas iesaistiSanu
Lauku attistibas programmas 1stenoSana - LEADER, ZindSanu parneses un
informdcijas, Sadarbibas u.c. pasakumus (LAD, 2019b).

Péc Latvijas neatkaribas atjauno$anas 1991. gada valsts atbalsts
lauksaimniecibai pirmo reizi tika noteikts 1994. gada 6.2 milj.EUR apmeéra.
Valsts atbalsts, salidzinot ar ES maksajumiem, ir neliels valsts budzeta
ierobezoto resursu dg]. Lidz 2003. gadam wvalsts atbalsta apmers
lauksaimnieciba bija palielindjies 1idz 55.8 milj.EUR, un to turpindja maksat ar1
pec iestasanas ES, saskanojot ar EK (Pilvere, 2008). No 2004. lidz 2014. gadam
divi galvenie valsts atbalsta veidi lauksaimnieciba bija: 1) nacionalas
subsidijas; 2) PVTM/PPVA (Papildu valsts tieSie maksajumi/Parejas posma
valsts atbalsts), bet no 2014. gada, palielinoties ES finanséjuma apmé&ram, tikai
nacionalas subsidijas. No 2012. lidz 2017. gadam vid&jais valsts atbalsta
apmérs bija 9 milj.EUR gada, kas ir vid&ji 2.5% no ES un valsts kopgja atbalsta
lauksaimniecibai. Lielakais valsts atbalsta apmeérs tika izmaksats 2006. gada
82.8 milj.EUR apmera (Latvijas lauksaim...., 2016; 2019). Lauksaimniecibas un
lauku attistibas likums (2004.), kura 5.pants nosaka, ka valsts atbalsts
lauksaimnieciba nevar bt mazaks par 2.5% no valsts pamatbudzeta izdevumiem
(neieskaitot iemaksas ES budZeta) (Lauksaimniecibas un lauku..., 2004).

Valsts atbalsta apmérs 2019. gada ir vairak neka 8.7 milj.EUR. No kopgja
valsts atbalsta 614.7 tukst. EUR ir paredzeti starptautiskas sadarbibas
aktivitatem, t.sk. 494.2 tukst. EUR novirziti biedribu un nodibinajumu
savstarp&jas sadarbibas veicinasanai un dalibai starptautiskajas organizacijas
(Noteikumi par valsts..., 2013).

Ka uz negativu tendenci lauku attisttba un ES finans€juma apguvé EK
norada, ka ES 2017. gada vidgji 80% tieSo maksajumu finans€juma sanéma
20% lauksaimnieku, un 76% lauksaimnieku tieSajos maksajumos sanéma lidz
5 tikst. EUR (CAP funding, 2018). Savukart Latvija tieSo maksajumu sanémeju
struktiira ir vienmerigaka un salidzinajuma ar ES, 2017. gada saimniecibas
lielakas par 250 ha (2%) sanem tikai 43% tieSo maksdjumu. Salidzinajuma ar
2006. gadu vérojama tendence samazinaties tieSo maksajumu sanéméju skaitam
saimniecibu kategorijas ar mazu apsaimniekojamo platibu. Saimniecibu grupa
ar platibu virs 250 ha tieSo maksajumu sapeméeju skaits ir palielinajies par
1.1 procentpunktu un tieSo maksajumu Tpatsvars par 16.5 procentpunktiem
(LAD, 2018; CAP funding, 2018). Autors nenorada, ka kada saimniecibu grupa
péc apsaimniekojamas platibas negativi ietekmé lauksaimniecibu, bet uzsver,
ka laukos jabut dazada lieluma un veida saimniecibam. Katra saimniecibu
grupa sniedz pozitivu ieguldijumu lauku vides veidoSana.

ES turpinas darbs pie 2021.-2027. gada planoSanas perioda budzeta
izstrades. Baltijas valstu lauksaimnieku organizacijam ir 11dzigi sasniedzamie
merki, kadel KLP jautagjumos ir verojama tris valstu lauksaimnieku
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organizaciju sadarbiba. Meérkis ir panakt tieSo maksajumu palielinaSanu un
finans€juma izlidzinasanu starp dalibvalstim. NepiecieSamibu pec lielaka ES
finans€juma lauksaimniecibai Latvija norada ar1 LIZ platibu palielinasanas, no
2004. Iidz 2018. gadam palielinoties par 18% jeb Iidz 1.94 milj.ha. Ja kopgjais
finans€jums netiktu palielinats, palielinoties platibam, nebiitu iesp&jams kapinat
maksajumu likmi par katru hektaru vai lauksaimniecibas dzivnieku, kas
savukart veicinatu nevienlidzigu konkurenci starp dalibvalstim.

2.3. Nevalstiska sektora raksturojums un ta organizaciju iesaistiSanas
valsts institiiciju aktivitatés Latvija

P&c valstiskas neatkaribas atjauno$anas 1991. gada, mainoties socialisma
sisteémai uz demokratisku valsts iekartu, tika dibinatas nevalstiskas organizacijas.
Sakotngji visas nevalstiskas organizacijas Latvija tika sauktas par Sabiedriskam
organizacijam, neatkarigi vai ta bija NVO vai politiska partija. PEc iestaSanas ES
sabiedriskas organizacijas tika sadalitas pa veidiem, katram izstradajot atsevisku
normativo regulgjumu. Tomér defingjums sabiedriskas organizacijas dazados
literatiiras avotos vai statistikas resursos joprojam tiek izmantots. Lai gan STm
dazadajam organizacijam ir atSkirigas funkcijas, tas apvieno vienadi domajosas
individu grupas kopigu mérku sasniegSanai. P&c Lursoft statistika (2019) datiem
2018. gada Latvija bija 27 683 dazadas sabiedriskas organizacijas, starp kuram
liclaka dala bija biedribas — 79.2% un nodibinajumi — 5.7%, arodbiedribas —
0.9%, politiskas partijas — 0.3% un 13.9% ir citas organizacijas ( korporacijas,
apvienibas, politiskas organizacijas u.c.). Lidzigi ka citas pasaules valstis ari
Latvija ir registrétas NVO dazadas darbibas sféras - vides aizsardziba,
lauksaimnieciba, socialie pakalpojumi, kulttira u.c.

Statistiku par NVO sektoru Latvija péc atSkirigam metodikam apkopo
Lursoft un CSP. Lursoft organizaciju skaita dinamikas analizei izmanto LR
Uzp€mumu Registra datus, un CSP NVO sektora analizei izmanto Valsts
iep€mumu dienesta (VID) informaciju par NVO gada parskatiem. VID
analiz€jot NVO gada parskatus, nosaka ekonomiski aktivas organizacijas, kas
aktivi veic darbibas noteikto mérku sasnieg$ana, un to gada parskatos ir
novérojama pozitiva finansiala aktivitate jeb finanSu raditaju izmainas
salidzinajuma ar iepriek$gjo periodu.

Analizgjot nevalstiska sektora p&tijumus, petnieki visbiezak izmanto Lursoft
informaciju, kas papildus skaita dinamikai sniedz informaciju par p&dgam
dibinatajam organizacijam, dibinataju subjektiem un to valstisko piederibu,
sadalifjumu Latvijas novados u.c. Gan péc Lursoft, gan CSP lielakais
organizaciju skaits un ta procentuala attieciba regionos 2017. gada bija Rigas,
Pierigas un Kurzemes regiona (skatit 2. tabulu). No 2013. Iidz 2016. gadam bija
verojama ekonomiski aktivo organizaciju skaita palielinasanas no 10 294 Iidz
11 472 organizacijam, bet 2017. gada to skaits ir samazinajies lidz 10 772.

38



Raksturojot ekonomiski aktivo organizaciju patsvaru registréto organizaciju
kopskaita, 2017. gada salidzinajuma ar 2013. gadu to Ipatsvars ir samazinajies
no 56.7% lidz 47.3%, kas liecina par to, ka registréto organizaciju skaita
pieaugums ir bijis straujaks ka ekonomiski aktivo organizaciju skaita
palielindgjums, un vairak ka puse no visam registrétajam organizacijam nav
ekonomiski aktivas (Uzp€mumu skaits, 2017).

2. tabula

Biedribu, nodibinajumu un fondu skaita dinamika un atSkiribas Latvijas
regionos péc Lursoft un CSP datiem, Ekonomiski aktivo organizaciju
Ipatsvars pret kopéjo organizaciju skaitu 2013. un 2017. gada, %

Lursoft CsP CSP gab.
pret Lursoft
Raditajs 2013 2017 2013 2017 gab., %

% gab. % gab. % gab. % gab. | 2013 | 2017
Rigas 4.6 7819 | 35 9897 | 94 4056 | 9.4 4241 | 51.8 | 42.8
Pierigas 16.8 2954 | 17.6 4010 | 17.4 1791 | 18.7 2012 | 60.6 | 50.1
Kurzemes | 12.9 2259 | 13.0 2957 | 13.6 1402 | 14.3 1540 | 62.0 | 52.0
Zemgales | 8.9 1564 | 9.1 2077 | 9.7 998 | 85 920 | 63.8 | 44.2
Vidzemes | 7.9 1390 | 85 1938 | 9.7 998 | 9.0 973 | 71.7 | 50.2
Latgales 8.9 1564 | 8.2 1868 | 10.2 1049 | 10.1 | 1086 | 67.0 | 58.1

Kopa 100 | 17550 | 100 | 22747 | 100 | 10294 | 100 | 10772 | 58.6 | 47.3
Avots: Autora veidots péc Lursoft statistika, 2019, Statistika, 2019

Atskirigu informacijas avotu izmanto$ana sektora raksturosana var ietekmét
rezultativos raditajus. Pieméram, izsakot NVO blivumu valsts regionos jeb
organizaciju skaits uz 1000 iedzivotajiem, p&c Lursoft datiem 2017. gada
liclakais organizaciju blivums bija v€rojams Riga un Rigas regiona -
13.2 organizacijas, Kurzeme 12.0, Vidzeme 9.7, bet mazakais — Zemgalé 8.2 un
Latgalé 7.7, un valsts vidgjais blivums 11.7. Bet péc CSP datiem vidgjais
organizaciju blivums uz 1000 iedzivotajiem Latvija, 2017. gada bija 5.5 jeb par
6.2 organizacijam mazak ka p&c Lursoft datiem. Blivuma attieciba regionos péc
CSP datiem ir lidziga ka p&c Lursoft datiem, augstakais raditajs vérojams Rigas
regiona (6.6) un zemakais Latgales regiona (3.4). Blivuma izteik8ana péc
Ekonomiski aktivo organizaciju skaita precizak raksturo patieso NVO skaitu un
iedzivotaju pilsonisko aktivitati valsts un regiona méroga.

Latvija NVO ir kluvuSas par neatpemamu sabiedriskas aktivitates
sastavdalu, kas norada uz valsts demokratijas pakapi, sniedzot iesp&ju
lidzdarboties un ietekmét valsts parvaldes procesus. Par valsts institiciju vélmi
iesaistit nevalstiskas organizacijas [émumu pienemsana norada 2005. gada starp
LR Ministru kabinetu un 57 NVO noslégtais Nevalstisko organizaciju un
Ministru kabineta sadarbibas memorands. 2019. gada $adu memorandu ir
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parakstijusas jau 436 organizacijas. Sakotngji ta merkis bija nodrosinat valsts
parvaldes un sabiedribas sadarbibu, iesaistot sabiedribas parstavjus diskusijas
un nodro§inot ar informaciju, bet 2014. gada tas tika papildinats ar merki
veicinat sabiedribas dalibu [émumu pienemsSanas procesa, izpildé un kontrolg.
Sabiedribas lidzdalibu p&c MK noteiktam vadliijam nodroSina visas 13 LR
ministrijas un to paklautibas iestades (Valsts kanceleja, 2019). Statistiku par
NVO Ilidzdalibas aktivitatém nacionala Itmeni sadarbibas memoranda ietvaros
apkopo LR Valsts kanceleja. Pedgjais aktivitasu apkopojums ir pieejams par
2015. gadu. Valsts institliciju un nevalstisko organizaciju sadarbibu raksturo
daliba abu pusSu rikotos pasakumos, valsts institiiciju konsultativo padomju
organiz&Sana, un NVO atzinumu sniegS$ana par ministriju izstradatajiem tiesibu
aktu projektiem un politikas plano$anas dokumentiem.

Lauksaimnieku sabiedriba un lauksaimnieku NVO skaits nav liels, bet
organizacijas ir aktivas sadarbiba ar valsts institicijam. ZM 2015. gada
organiz€ja 18 konsultativas padomes, un iesaistfja 151 organizaciju. Lielaks
konsultativo padomju skaits ir Kultliras ministrija — 20, bet iesaistot 100 NVO.
Autorprat, valsts institicijam, kas organizé konsultativas padomes ar NVO
klatbtitni, biitiska uzmaniba japiever§ organizaciju atbilstibas izvertesanai, lai
izvairitos no Sauru intereSu grupu parstavétu organizaciju dalibas, nacionala
limena politikas jautajumu lem§ana.

Sagatavoto normativo aktu skaits arT ZM ir viens no augstakajiem,
2012.-2015. gada izstradajot vidgji 217 dokumentus gada, un, pieméram,
Ekonomikas ministrija (EM) 200, Tieslietu ministrija (TM) 147. Savukart sniegto
NVO atzinumu ipatsvars ZM ir 64.5%, EM 59.7%, TM 32%. NVO sniegto
atzinumu skaits ir viens no raditajiem, kam biitu jabut ar pieauguma tendenci.
Savukart ministriju izstradato dokumentu projektu un organizéto sanaksmju
skaits nav no raditajiem, kuru pieaugums noraditu uz pozitivu ietekmi. MK
sadarbibas memoranda abas puses tiek aicinatas uz konstruktivu diskusiju un
laika resursu ekonomiju (Valsts kanceleja, 2019).

Palielinoties NVO sektora aktivitatém, autors secina, ka statistikas
datubaz&s pieejama informacija nepilnigi raksturo sektora aktivitates. Par
parskatamibas trikumu NVO sektora norada ari LPA (2016) NVO sektora
petijumi. Sektora parskatamiba bitiska probléma ir vaji attistita nevalstiska
sektora klasifikacija, jo organizaciju darbibas jomu dazadiba parsniedz
klasifikatora iedalijumus. Statistikas datubazes informaciju par sektora
aktivitattm piedava tikai pec NACE 2. red. iedalijuma, kur 2017. gada gandriz
puse jeb 4935 ekonomiski aktivu NVO ir “S” sadaja “Citi pakalpojumi”.
Savukart detalizetak analiz€jot §Ts kategorijas apakskategorijas, 4187 jeb 38.9%
no visam ekonomiski aktivajam organizacijam klasificétas “S 94.99” “Citur
neklasificetu organizaciju darbtba” sadala un “S 94.12” “Profesionalo
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organizdciju darbtba” ar 309 organizacijam. Sajas abas sadalas ir klasificétas ari
lauksaimnieku horizontalas organizacijas ar specializaciju vairakos novirzienos.

Savukart nozaru organizacijam, kas ir ierindotas klasifikatora “A” sadala,
statistikas datu baz€ noradita darbibas joma sakrit ar to biedru darbibas virzienu.
“A” kategorija jeb Lauksaimniecibas, mezsaimniecibas un zivsaimniecibas
organizacijas ir viena no mazakajam kategorijam, kura 2013.-2018. gada
organizaciju kopgjais skaits ir samazinajies no 93 lidz 61, ka ari neviena
organizacija nav noradita ar specializaciju mezsaimnieciba un zivsaimnieciba
(Uzpémumu skaits, 2018), lai gan Latvija, pieméram, ir aktiva "Latvijas Meza
IpaSnicku biedriba", kas apliecina iepriek§ apgalvoto, ka daudznozaru
organizacijas tiek klasificgtas “S 94.99” vai “S 94.12 " kategorijas.

Klasifikacijas trikums apgriitina sektora analizes veik$anu, jo ta ir
iespgjama veicot individualu lauksaimnieku organizaciju analizi, bet S§is
nepilnibas nesamazina NVO lomu Latvija.

2.4. Lauksaimnieku nevalstisko organizaciju raksturojums Latvija

Misdienu lauksaimnieku nevalstiskas organizacijas Latvija tika dibinatas
pec neatkaribas atgtisanas 20.gs. 90-to gadu vidi. Lauksaimnieku apvienos$anos
organizacijas veicingja lauksaimnieku un valsts institliciju atSkirigs skatfjums
uz lauksaimniecibas attistibu. Juridiski nostiprinata organizacija bija veids, ka
tas biedriem piedalities politikas veido$ana un sniegt ieteikumus normativo
aktu un politikas planosanas dokumentu izstradé. Aktivakas lauksaimnieku
organizacijas joprojam saglaba savu ietekmi, kas norada, ka organizacijas spgj
aizstavét lauksaimnieku intereses, ir nozimigs partneris valsts institicijam un
veido sabiedribas izpratni par lauksaimniecibas lomu un nozimi.

Lauksaimnieku organizaciju hierarhijas pamatu Latvija veido nozaru jeb
profesionalas organizacijas/asociacijas, kuras iedala pe&c razojamo produktu
veida, pieméram, gala, piens, darzeni u.c. (skatit 3. att€lu). Pie mazajam
lauksaimnieku organizacijam klasific€jas arT Rajonu lauksaimnieku apvienibas
(RLA), kas darbojas katra Latvijas regiona un ir biedrs kadai no nacionala
Iimena horizontalajam organizacijam. Samazinoties lauksaimnieku skaitam,
samazinas RLA skaits un aktualitate lauku regionos, to funkcijas parnemot
nozaru NVO. 2018. gada Latvija bija 22 RLA.

Nozaru organizaciju aktivitate ir atkariga no lauksaimniecibas sektora un
lauksaimnieku aktivitates, bet autors uzskata, ka §is organizacijas pilda savas
funkcijas, apvienojot biedrus nacionala méroga un tas ir specializ&jusas noteikta
joma. Kopgju nozaru organizaciju skaitu nav iesp&jams noteikt, bet aktivakas no
tam ir LOSP biedri. 2019. gada LOSP apvienoja 58 lauksaimnieku organizacijas.
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3. att. Lauksaimnieku organizaciju hierarhiska struktiira
Latvija, 2019. gada.

Horizontala Itmepa organizacijas apvieno nozaru organizacijas un veido
sadarbibu gan ar Zemkopibas ministriju, gan ar Eiropas Iimena lauksaimnieku
organizacijam, sniedzot atbalstu agraras politikas veidosana. Horizontalajam
organizacijam §aja procesda ir nozimiga loma, nodroSinot l€mgjinstitiicijas ar
informaciju un statistiku par aktualo situaciju lauksaimnieciba. Saja posma
horizontalas organizacijas pilda starpnieka lomu nozaru organizaciju
informéSana, viedoklu apkopoSana un saskanosana, pirms tas tiek nodots
lemgjinstitiicijam. Lauksaimnieki p&c saviem ieskatiem vienlaikus ir biedri
vairakas NVO, gan nozaru gan horizontalo organizaciju Iimeni, iznemot LOSP,
kas atbilstosi savam funkcijam apvieno tikai nevalstiskas organizacijas.

Pec iestasanas ES, agrara politika tiek saskanota un apstiprinata Eiropas
Komisija, lidzigi ka to dara pargjas ES dalibvalstis, kas pastiprina NVO lomu ne
tikai nacionala, bet arT starptautiska méroga. NVO daliba starptautiska meroga
aktivitates ir atkariga no to resursiem, lai sp&tu nosegt starptautisko organizaciju
biedru naudas iemaksas un komand&juma izdevumus, kas ir iesp&jams finansiali
spécigam organizacijam, vairakam organizacijam apvienojot finansialos resursus
vai piesaistot valsts atbalstu. Latvija ZM sniedz finansialu atbalstu lauksaimnieku
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NVO starptautiskajam aktivitattm, kas ieklauj biedru naudas iemaksas un
komandgjuma izdevumu kompenséSanu. No vienas puses tas ir liels atbalsts
lauksaimnieku organizacijam, sniedzot zinamu finansialas droSibas sajutu, bet
neveicina organizaciju savstarpgjo sadarbibu un vienotas pozicijas veidoSanu.
Starptautiska I[imena diskusijas ir svarigi piedalities ar vienotu valsts poziciju, jo
EK wvai starptautisko lauksaimnieku organizaciju sanaksmes ir jaspgj atri un
kodoligi pamatot valsts nostaju starp paréjam ES dalibvalstim.

Latvija par ietekmigakajam horizontalajam organizacijam ir uzskatamas ZM
Konsultativas padomes sastava ietilpstosas 9 organizacijas Zemnieku saeima
(ZSA), Latvijas Zemnieku federacija (LZF), Lauksaimnieku statitsabiedribu
asociacija (LSA), Latvijas Lauksaimniecibas kooperativu asociacija (LLKA),
Jauno zemnieku klubs (JZK), Lauksaimnieku apvieniba (LA), Latvijas Partikas
uznémumu federacija (LPUF), Latvijas Biologisko lauksaimnieku asocidacija
(LBLA) un Lauksaimnieku organizaciju sadarbibas padome (LOSP), kas ir
galvenais sabiedriskais partneris konsultacijam un strat€gisku jautajumu
risinaSanai. Vienlaikus LOSP ir ar1 Lauksaimniecibas un lauku atfistibas
likumd (2004.) noteiktais ZM konsultativais partneris, pildot lauksaimnieku
organizaciju “jumta” organizacijas funkcijas. Bet realitate LOSP neapvieno visas
lauksaimnieku organizacijas, to atskirigo interesu dél, un ZM Kkonsultativa
partnera funkciju izpilda Konsultativa padome.

Teorétiski konsultativaja padomé ir jabiit parstavétam vadoSam horizontala
limenpa organizacijam, kas parstav atSkirigas lauksaimniecku grupas un risina
atSkirigus lauksaimniecibas politikas jautajumus. Vértgjot 9 konsultativas padomes
biedrus, 2 lauksaimnieku organizacijas ka ZSA un LZF butiba parstav vienadu
lauksaimnieku grupu intereses, LA nav nacionala limena organizacija un LSA,
vertejot pec organizacijas nosaukuma, parstav lauksaimniekus, kuru juridiska
forma praktiski neatbilst LSA dibinasanas mérkim. Tadejadi LSA funkcionali ir
lidziga ZSA un LZF. Turklat 6 no 9 konsultativas padomes daliborganizacijam ir
LOSP biedri, kas ir pretruna ar LOSP uzdevumu — biit “jumta” organizacijai un
ZM konsultativajam partnerim. Teorétiski LOSP ir javeido organizacijas pozicija,
vadoties no biedru intereseém, bet Konsultativaja padomé katram parstavim ir
iespgja paust individualu viedokli, kas ir pretruna ar LOSP funkcijam. Autors
neapSauba ‘“jumta” organizacijas nozimi nacionala Iimeni, bet nordda uz
nepilnibam horizontalo organizaciju savstarpgja sadarbiba ar valsts institficijam.
Katrai organizacijai noraditie darbibas mérki saskan ar organizacijas
pamatdarbibas funkcijam, saglabajot kopigu iezimi — konkurétspgjas, lauku vides
un taja dzivojosas sabiedribas labklajibas uzlaboSana. JZK darbiba vairak ir
orientéta uz jaunieSu piesaisti un izglitosanu lauksaimnieciba, bet LLKA ir
lauksaimnieku kooperativus apvienojosa organizacija.

Organizaciju daliba starptautiskajas aktivitates ir papildu aktivitates raditajs,
kas liecina par to velmi vel vairak iesaistities lauku attistibas politikas
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veido$ana. Organizacijas var brivi izvéleties, kuras starptautiskajas aktivitates
iesaistities, t.sk. izvert€jot savas finansialas iesp&jas. COPA-COGECA, kas
aptver visus lauksaimniecibas sektorus un nozares horizontalos jautajumus, no
Latvijas ir iestajusas 5 lauksaimnieku organizacijas — ZSA, LOSP, LSA, LZF
un LLKA. Savukart LBLA un Latvijas MeZaipasnieku biedriba (LMIB)
uzskata, ka COPA-COGECA parak vaji aizstav o biedribu parstavétas nozares,
tade] tas sadarbojas ar citam lauksaimnieku organizacijam Brisel€, attiecigi
Biologiskas lauksaimniecibas starptautiskaja federacija Eiropas regiona (IFOAM
(The International Federation of Organic Agriculture Movements) un Eiropas
meza Tpa$nieku konfederacija (CEPF (The Confederation of European Forest
Owners)). Piemé&ram, JZK ir Eiropas jauno lauksaimnieku organizacijas (CEJA
(The European Council of Young Farmers)) biedrs.

Lielaka aktivitate ir noverojama tam lauksaimnieku organizacijam, kas
piedalas COPA-COGECA darba grupas, kas salidzinajuma ar citam ES Iimena
lauksaimnieku organizacijam norisinas biezak. Informaciju par organizaciju
dalibu COPA-COGECA, EK un citas starptautiskajas aktivitate€s apkopo
Latvijas Lauku konsultaciju un izglitibas centra (LLKC) Valsts lauku
tikla (VLT) Lauksaimniecibas un lauku attistibas lietu birojs (ES birojs) (VLT,
[b.g.]). No 2012. lidz 2018. gadam 5 COPA-COGECA daliborganizacijas
apmeklGjusas vidgji 66 dazadas darba grupas gada, lielako apmekl&jumu
sasniedzot 2013. gada — 99, bet mazako 2016. gada — 35. Saja laika perioda
ZSA vidgji gada apmekl§jusi 25 darba grupas jeb 30%, vislielako skaitu
sasniedzot 2014. gada, apmeklgjot 35 darba grupas. Savukart LZF vidgjais
apmekl&jums gada ir 17 darba grupas, augstako vertibu sasniedzot 2013. gada —
30 darba grupas. Organizaciju parstavju aktivitate analizEtaja perioda ir
svarstiga, jo organizaciju mérkis nav apmeklét katru gadu lielaku skaitu
pasakumu, bet gan radit iesp&jami lielaku pievienoto vértibu katra pasakuma
daliba. Organizaciju starptautiskas aktivitates tieck finans€tas no organizaciju
pasu lidzekliem (5%), Zemkopibas ministrijas lidzfinansgjuma (45%) vai
Eiropas Komisijas finansgjuma (50%).

ES biroja izveide ir lidzigs piemérs nepiecieSamibai un ieguvumiem no
lauksaimnieku organizaciju konsolidacijas. Latvijas lauksaimnieku NVO
COPA-COGECA saka pakapeniski iestaties no 2004. gada, savukart ES birojs
tika izveidots 2011. gada. COPA-COGECA Latvijas daliborganizacijas bija
formali vienojusas, kadas nozares darba grupas katra piedalisies, bet
savstarpgjas komunikacijas trikums noveda pie problémam, ka starp
organizacijam nebija informacijas apmainas par darba grupu apmeklgjumu un
tajas diskutto. Darba grupas iegtita informacija palika konkrétas organizacijas
biedru loka, neskatoties uz to, ka ikgadgjo dalibas maksu nosedza ZM, bet
komandgjuma izmaksas EK un ZM lidzfinans€jums. Logisks un racionals solis
bija ES biroja izveide, ar NVO nesaistits un neatkarigs, nodrosinot vienlidzigu
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lemumu piegpemsanas procesu un atrisinot iepriekS raksturotas problémas.
Rezultata organizaciju starptautiskas aktivitates kluva parskatamakas, ZM
giistot parliecibu par finans€jumu izlietoSanas atbilstibu, kas bija motivéjoss
faktors ZM turpinat finansét lauksaimnieku organizaciju starptautiskas
aktivitates. ZM finans€jums lauj organizacijam piedalities arT citas darba grupas
un sanaksmes, kas nav EK atmaksatas. Savukart jaunas organizacijas
dibinasana prasitu ilgaku laiku rezultata sasniegSanai, kamér potencialie
finans€taji novertetu organizacijas un tas parstavju ricibspeju.

Turpmak pétijjuma tiks analizétas piecas aktivakas nacionala un
starptautiska ITmena horizontalas organizacijas — LOSP, LZF, ZSA, LSA un
LLKA. Analizgjot S0 5 organizaciju dibinaSanas statiitus, tas ir noradijusas, ka
ir neatkarigas un uz brivpratibas pamata apvieno LR Uzpémumu registra
registrétas juridiskas personas — zemnieku saimniecibas, citas lauku
uznémgejsabiedribas, lauksaimnieku biedribas un lauku paSparvaldes
organizacijas un fiziskas personas, kas nodarbojas ar lauksaimniecisko darbibu.

Analizeto organizaciju galvenas funkcijas ir saistitas ar biedru interesu
parstavésanu valsts un ES institiicijas, konsultaciju un apmacibu sniegSanu,
sabiedribas izglitoSanu par lauksaimniecibu un ar lauksaimniecisko razoSanu
saistitiem jautajumiem, veicinot nozares attistitu un konkurétsp&u. Katra
organizacija ir specializ&jusi savu darbibu, vadoties péc biedru parstavétajam
lauksaimniecibas nozarém, tomér katras organizacijas aktudlo risinamo
jautajumu loka nav vérojamas bitiskas atSkiribas, jo tas visas ir horizontalas
organizacijas, tadel ikdienas darba notiek risinamo jautajumu parklasanas, ka
ar1 ir lauksaimnieki un asociacijas, kas vienlaikus ir biedri vairakas ieprieks
mingtajas lauksaimnieku organizacijas. Bitiskaka atskiriba ir organizaciju
aktivitate nacionala un starptautiska meéroga, kas ir atkariga no finansialajiem
resursiem un kapacitates. Lauksaimnieku organizaciju finansiala analize sniedz
prieksstatu par to sp&ju veikt savas funkcijas ilgtermina, novertgjot to ienakumu
avotu un valsts dotaciju Ipatsvaru ienakumu strukttira.

2.5. Lauksaimnieku nevalstisko organizaciju darbibas
finanSu analize Latvija

Organizaciju aktivitate ir atkariga no to finansialajiem resursiem, lai vienlaikus
spetu nosegt ikdienas izdevumus un veidot nelielus uzkrajumus nakotnes darbibas
nodro$inasanai ien€mumu svarstibu gadijuma. Finansiali specigakas organizacijas
spgj efektivak aizstavet savu biedru intereses, attiecigi ieguldot lielakus resursus
darbinieku atalgojuma un veicamajas aktivitates. Atalgojums ir bitisks faktors
darbavietas izvélei un motivacijai, ka arT nevalstiska sektora atalgojumam jabut
konkurgtspgjigam ar citiem sektoriem.

Biezak sastopamos NVO finansgjuma piesaistes veidus var iedalit ka fiesie un
netiesie, kas organizacijas iep€mumu struktira var atSkirties péc tas darbibas
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specifikas. Galvenos ienemumus organizacijas veido tiesie ienemumi — iepémumi
no pamatdarbibas pakalpojumiem (ietver biedru naudu vai ziedojumus no
ieinteres€tajam pusém par biedru noteikto darbu izpildi), projektu konkursi
(LEADER, Horizon 2020, Erasmus+, u.c.), valsts dotacijas u.c.

Netiesa veida valsts atbalsta organizacijas ar nodoklu atvieglojumiem,
pieméram, samazinats nodoklu apmérs nodarbinot brivpratigos atbilstosi
Brivpratiga darba likumam (2016.).

Organizaciju finansialo stabilitati var noteikt, veicot finanSu analizi, kas
visbiezak asoci€jas ar uzpémumu finansiala stavokla novertésanu, bet
N. Priveta (Privett) un F. Erhtns (Erhun) (2011) norada, ka aizvien
palielinoties NVO skaitam un to nozimei valsts ekonomika, ir japievers liclaka
uzmaniba §1 sektora organizaciju finansiala stavokla analizei un lidzeklu
izcelsmei. Finansu analizes galvenais informacijas avots ir juridiskas personas
finansu jeb gada parskats, kas Latvija ir publiski pieejams dokuments un ieklauj
informaciju par finanSu rezultatiem parskata perioda sakuma un beigas.
Uzpnémuma finanSu parskats sastav no bilances, pelnas/zaudéjumu aprékina,
savukart biedribu un nodibinajumu gada parskats sastav no bilances un
ien@mumu-izdevumu parskata (Leibus u.c., 2018). Gada parskata sastadiSanas
atSkiribas izskaidro, kadeél NVO sektora analizei pielieto no uznémgjdarbibas
sektora atSkirigas metodes, kur galvena at$kiriba ir, ka NVO darbibai nav
pelnas gtsanas nolika. NVO finanSu analizes daudzpusiba ir atkariga no
pieejamas informacijas, kur publiski pieejama informacija mazak izskaidro
NVO darbibas procesus ka to ickS$ieng pieejama informacija.

Vertgjot peéc ienémumu apjoma lielakas organizacijas ir LOSP un ZSA,
2017. gada attiecigi 328 tikst. EUR un 407 tukst. EUR. Organizaciju iep€mumi ir
mainigi, tos veido biedru nauda, dotacijas, ieneémumi no saimnieciskas darbibas,
daliba projektos u.c. Abam organizacijam, sakot jau no to dibinasanas,
iep€mumiem ir pieauguma tendence, bet galvena atskiriba organizacijas ir to
iep@mumu strukttira jeb galvenie finans€juma avoti. LOSP péc bitibas ir valsts
budzeta organizacija, un tas ien€mumu struktira galvenais ien€mumu avots ir
valsts dotacijas. Dotaciju Tpatsvars no organizacijas darbibas pirmsakumiem lidz
2007. gadam vidgji bija lidz 95%, organizacijai pakapeniski attistoties, lidz
2017. gadam, dotaciju Tpatsvars ir samazindjas lidz 76.8%. lenémumu struktiira
biedru naudas Ipatsvars no 2007. gada Iidz 2017. gadam ir palielin3jies no 3.3%
lidz 7.1%, un citu iep€mumu Tpatsvars no 3% Iidz 14.5%. Galvenos ieneémumus
veidojosas valsts dotacijas nav paredzetas tikai organizacijas ikdienas
izdevumiem un atalgojumam, bet daJu no dotacijam — 2017. gada 37% novirzot
lauksaimnieku nozaru organizacijam, rajonu lauksaimnieku apvienibam un
dalibas maksai starptautiskajas lauksaimnieku organizacijas. LOSP meérkis nav
git ienakumus no biedru naudam, bet gan apvienot un iesaistit lauksaimnieku
organizacijas lauku politikas veidoSana. 52 LOSP daliborganizacijas ir mazas
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nozaru NVO, kas arT ierobezota finans€juma dél, nav sp&jigas veikt biedru naudas
iemaksas tada apmera, lai nosegtu LOSP darbibas izmaksas.

ZSA jau kops dibinasanas iep€mumu struktira doming€ biedru naudas
iemaksas. Palielinoties citiem ien€mumu avotiem, biedru naudas patsvars
kopgja ienemumu struktira no 2007. lidz 2017. gadam ir samazinajies no
47.0% 1idz 32.8%, valsts dotaciju Ipatsvars ir samazinajies no 7.0 uz 6.6%, bet
“Citu ienémumu” patsvars palielinajies no 35.0% lidz 47.3%. 80% apméra
“Citu iepémumu” struktiru veido ienémumi par starptautisko projektu
aktivitattm. Analiz€jot ZSA iepémumu struktiru, “Citi iepémumi” nO
aprekiniem butu jaizslédz, lai precizak raksturotu organizacijas pamatdarbibas
finansialos raditajus. Izslédzot no aprékiniem “Citus ienémumus”, realais
biedru naudas ipatsvars kop&ja ienémumu struktiira 2007.-2017. gada vidgji ir
62.4%, palielinoties no 69.1 tokst. EUR lidz 133.7 tikst. EUR, bet vidgjais
dotaciju T1patsvars 13.7%, faktiska naudas izteiksmé palielinoties no
10.3 titkst. EUR lidz 26.9 tiikst. EUR. So abu ienémumu pozicijas palielinajums
ien@mumu struktiira norada uz ZSA stabilajam pozicijam un ietekmi nozaré.

Savukart ienémumu zina mazaka organizacija ir LZF, kur biedru naudas
Tpatsvars 2017. gada bija 17.9% jeb 7660 EUR. Vid&jais biedru naudas
ipatsvars no 2007. lidz 2017. gadam bija 13.4%, augstako vértibu sasniedzot no
2012. Iidz 2015. gadam, kad iemaksu apjoms bija robezas no 5.4 tukst. EUR
lidz 9.8 tikst. EUR.

Valsts dotacijas sanem visas analiz€jamas organizacijas, un to Tpatsvars
ienémumu struktiira 2017. gada ZSA ieskaitot ari “Citus ienémumus” ir 6.6%
(vidgja vertiba 2007.-2017. gada 8.2%), LLKA 39.2% (25.8%), LSA 47%
(31.3%), LZF 63.3% (39%), LOSP 76.8% (78.5%). Valsts dotacijas veicina
NVO iesaistiSanos aktualo jautajumu risinaSana, normativo aktu izskatiSana,
sabiedribas inform&s$anu par ES jautdgjumiem, ZM delegéto uzdevumu veikSanu
un nodro$ina iesp&ju piedalities starptautiskajas aktivitates.

Papildus biedru naudas un valsts dotaciju iepemumiem, organizacijas giist
ienakumus no saimnieciskas darbibas, kas ietver dazadu nozari popularizgjosu
pasakumu organizéSanu un lauksaimnieku intereSu aizstavéSanu starptautiskas
lauksaimnieku organizacijas un ES institlicijas, tomer Sie iepemumi nav stabili,
lai uz tiem balstitu organizacijas darbibu nakotné.

Analiz€jamajam organizacijam ir [idziga izdevumu struktiira, kur galvenas
izdevumu pozicijas ir atalgojums un “Citi izdevumi”. 2007.-2017. gada vidgjais
atalgojuma Tpatsvars ieskaitot Valsts socialas apdros§inasanas obligatas
iemaksas ZSA veido 21.8%, LZF 32.7%, LOSP 41.4%, LLKA 45% un LSA
40%. len@mumu un izdevumu struktiiras poziciju vid€jas vertibas organizacijas
ir atSkirigas, kas ir arT skaidrojams ar gramatvedibas uzskaites metodiku. Ka ar1
paradas tendence, ka biitiska dala izdevumu tiek iegramatoti ka “Citi izdevumi”
2017. gada ZSA 80.8% (vidgja vertiba 2007.-2017. gada 70.4%), LLKA 35.1%
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(50.4%), LSA 0.2% (1.1%), LZF 46% (58%), LOSP 43.7% (21.5%).
Pieméram, LOSP un LSA S§is pozicijas vidgja vértiba ir zemaka ka citam
organizacijam, bitisku izdevumu dalu iegramatojot pozicija Materidalu un
statitos noradito merku izdevumi. 11dziga situacija novérojama ari sadala “Citi
iepémumi” 2017. gada ZSA 47.3% (vidgja vertiba 2007.-2017. gada 43.1%),
LLKA 0.9% (16.1%), LSA 21.4% (29.1%), LZF 0% (0.2%), LOSP 14.6%
(11.9%). Uz Iidzigu tendenci NVO sektora norada arT LPA (2016) pétfjums, ka
iepémumu-izdevumu parskata $is abas pozicijas sasniedz vismaz 30% kopgja
iep€mumu un izdevumu struktiira, palielinoties organizaciju iep€mumiem un
izdevumiem, palielinas $o abu poziciju faktiskais lielums, tadejadi nespgjot
noteikt o poziciju finanséjuma izcelsmi un lietoSanas mérki. Izteiktie
apgalvojumi par nepilnibam finans&juma parskatamiba NVO sektora nav tiesi
attiecinami uz Sabiedriska labuma organizacijam (SLO). SLO statuss sniedz
papildus nodoklu atvieglojumus ziedojumu veicgjiem, savukart §1 statusa
organizacijam ir stingraki noteikumi ieneémumu un izdevumu parskatamiba.

Nevalstisko organizaciju finansialaja analizg ir iesp&jams noteikt likviditati,
apgrozamos lidzek]us attiecinot pret istermina saisttbam, vai absoltto likviditati,
naudas lidzek]us attiecinot pret istermina saistibam. Tomér autors norada, ka
analizg€jamo lauksaimnieku NVO gadijuma §is abas metodes nav piemérotas
analizei, organizaciju bilances postenu ipatnibu dél. Organizacijam, attiecigi
vertgjot to iep€mumus, ir izdevies uzkrat finansu lidzeklus un tam praktiski nav
Istermina saistibu. AtsevisSkos periodos lielaku Tstermina saistibu vértibu veido
vel neatmaksati projektu vai atalgojuma izdevumi, bet kopuma istermina saistibas
2007.-2017. gada neparsniedz vidgji 7.9% no pasivu vertibas, savukart
apgrozamie lidzek]i attiecigaja perioda veido vid€ji 94.9% no bilances aktivu
vertibas analizetajas organizacijas. Videji 90% no apgrozamajiem Iidzekliem ir
nauda, pargjie 10% ir debitoru paradi un krajumi. Sadas lielas raditaju atskiribas
likviditates aprekinasanai, koeficienta veértibu palielina Iidz pat vairakiem
simtiem, zaudgjot aprékinu objektivitati. Ka arT attiecigaja perioda analiz€tajam
organizacijam nav ilgtermina saistibu. Analiz€jot konkr&to lauksaimnieku
organizaciju likviditati, autors iesaka Tstermina saistibas aizstat ar izmaksu
galveno poziciju — atalgojumu, likviditati aprekinot ka apgrozamo lidzekju
vertibu attiecinot pret galvenajam izdevumu pozicijam (vai ménesa videjiem
izdevumiem) vai naudas lidzekju attieciba pret atalgojuma izdevumiem.
Piem&ram, NVO atskiriba no razojoSiem uzp€mumiem, galvenais resurss ir
cilveks, kurs par savu darbu sanem atalgojumu. Organizaciju pamatizmaksas
veido arT tehniskie vai biroja uzturéSanas izdevumi, un Sie izdevumi atSkiriba
no atalgojuma izmaksam ir elastigi, to samazinaSana var neietekmét
organizacijas sniegto pakalpojumu kvalitati.
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3. tabula
Lauksaimnieku NVO naudas lidzeklu attieciba pret atalgojuma
izdevumiem 2011.-2017. gada

Organizacija| 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015 | 2016 | 2017 | orioda vértiba:
Vidéja| Max | Min
ZSA 1o 12[ 10] 10] 10| 10| 12| 10 12 10
LZF 15 11| 22[ o9 05| o8| 05| 11 22 o5
LOSP 08 13 15 20/ 13 18 12] 14 20 o8
LLKA 08 20| 21| 21| 13 18 17| 17 21 os
LSA 12[ 14] 22] 22| 25| 30| 26| 22 30 12

Avots: autora veidots pec Lursoft [b.g.]

No 2011. gada organizaciju vid&ja naudas lidzeklu attieciba pret atalgojuma
izdevumiem ir lielaka par 1 (skatit 3. tabulu), kas 2017.gada lauj nosegt
atalgojuma izmaksas vismaz viena gada apméra, iznpemot LZF, kas spgja
atalgojuma izmaksas nosegt apméram pusgada apméra, bet augstakais raditajs ir
LSA un LLKA, attiecigi 2.6 un 1.7. Papildus janem vera ar citas organizaciju
aktualas Tstermina saistibas, bet, pieméram, LSA un LLKA 2017.gada tas
attiecigi ir 5.2% un 0.19%, kas velreiz norada uz tradicionalas likviditates
formulas nepiemérotibu analizgtajam lauksaimnieku NVO.

4. tabula
Lauksaimnieku NVO kreditoru 1patsvars bilances aktivos
2011. - 2017. gada, %

Organizacija | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015 | 2016 | 2017 | L erioda vertiba:

Vidéja| Max | Min
ZSA 411 418 425 403 986 810 79.1| 60.6] 986 403
LzF 53] 43 236] 63 92/ 86 118 99 236 43
LOSP 102] 126 02 02 54 38 110 62 126 02
LLKA 00| 548 03] 04/ 00 04 02 80 548 00
LSA 108 70 52 42 37 44 52 58 108 37

Avots: autora veidots péc Lursoft [b.g.]

Analiz€to lauksaimnieku organizaciju Kreditoru 1ipatsvars bilances
aktives (kreditoru apmers attiecinats pret bilances kopéjo vertibu) ir
salidzino$i zems, neparsniedzot 12% 2011.-2017. gada (skatit 4. tabulu).
Atseviskos periodos $is Tpatsvars ir augstaks, bet tam nav tendences ienemt
biitisku Tpatsvaru kopgja bilances struktiira. Organizaciju saistibas galvenokart
veido neizmaksatais atalgojums, nenomaksati nodokli vai paradi par
sanemtajam precém un pakalpojumiem. Atskiriba no pargjam organizacijam,
ZSA saistibu Tpatsvars bilances aktivos ir vidgji divas reizes augstaks ka citam
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organizacijam (skatit 4. tabulu) un, pieméram, 2010. gada sasniedza pat 134%,
bet 2015. gada bija gandriz 100%.

Saistibu augsto Ipatsvaru veicinaja bitisks izmaksu parsvars par iep€mumiem,
attiecigi  -38.3 tikst EUR  (2010. gada), -60.2 takst.EUR (2015. gada) un
2010. gadu organizacija noslédza ar negativu Dbilances fondu postena
atlikumu -25 tikst EUR. Sada situacija ir skaidrojama ir attiecigaja gada
uzpemtajam saistibam, kas tiks nosegtas nakamaja perioda, par to liecina arl
nakama perioda ienémumu struktiira. Augstaks organizacijas stermina kreditoru
ipatsvars neliecina par to finansialajam gritibam, bet gan par gramatvedibas
politiku, kad mérkis nav istermina saistibas nokartot tekosa gada laika.

NVO neizmantoto ienémumu raditajs (ienémumu un izdevumu starpiba
attiecinata pret kopéjiem ienémumiem) norada, kadu dalu no kopgjiem
ienemumiem organizacijas neizlieto sava darbiba. ST raditaja apmérs nav stingri
noteikts, bet parlieku zems, vai negativs raditajs norada uz nepietickamiem
ien@mumiem, kas var trauc€t mérku sasniegSanu, bet parak augsts raditajs var
liecinat par neizmantotu Iidzeklu dalu, ko vartu izmantot organizacijas
darbibas uzlabosanai. Sim raditajam ir jabat pozitivam, lai veidotu pakapenisku
lidzeklu uzkrajumu organizacijas turpmakas darbibas nodroSinasanai un
neparedz€tu izmaksu segSanai. Ja organizacijai ienémumu parpalikums ir
negativs (kalendara gada izdevumi lielaki par ienémumiem), tad $is raditajs ari
biis negativs, ka tas ir vérojams 2015. gada, kad visam organizacijam, iznemot
LSA, bija negativs raditajs robezas no -13% lidz -20%, lidzigu iezimi
saglabajot ar 2017. gada, kad visam organizacijam, iznemot LSA, bija negativa
raditajs ir zemaka vertiba, kas saistits ar lielakiem izdevumiem.

Operativas rezerves raditajs (pieejamos aktivus, izpemot pamatlidzeklus,
attiecinot pret kopéjam izmaksam) norada organizaciju sp&ju nosegt savus
izdevumus ar brivi pieejamajiem aktiviem (nauda un debitoru paradi) bez
papildus saistibu uzpemsSanas. Raditajam jabtt vismaz 25% vai 3 méneSu
izdevumu apmeéra. Tam nav biitiska nozime organizacijas finansialas sp€jas
raksturoSana, ja tai ir stabila un sabalanséta naudas plisma.

Zemakais raditajs 2017. gada analiz€tajam organizacijam ir ZSA un LZF,
attiecigi 22.1% un 24.9%, bet pargjo organizaciju raditajs ir LOSP 66.4%, LLKA
108.2% un augstakais ir LSA 118.9%. Raditajs lielaks par 100% liecina par
pietiekami uzkratiem finanSu Iidzekliem vairak neka viena gada kopg€jo izdevumu
apmera. Lai gan ZSA daudzos aprekinos ir zemaki raditaji ka citam organizacijam,
janem vera organizacijas liela aktivitate un daudzie darbibas virzieni, un
organizacijas ien€mumi un izdevumi ir aptuveni 8 reizes lielaki ka LZF, 1.2 reizes
lielaki ka LOSP, 5 reizes lielaki ka LLKA un 7 reizes liclaki ka LSA.

Pilnvertigai finanSu analizei ir javeic rezultatu salidzinaSana ar NVO
sektora vidgjiem vai citu organizaciju raditajiem. PaSreiz€ja situacija Latvija
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NVO sektora salidzinasana ir iesp&jama, veicot individualu analizi par katru
organizaciju. Analitiska datu baze Lursoft un CSP piedava daudzveidigu
juridisko personu gada parskatu bilanc¢u informaciju, bet ta tiek iedalita pé&c
NACE 2.red. Klasifikatora, kur nav iespgjams atlasit gada parskatu informaciju
péc juridiskas formas — uzpémums vai NVO. Lai gan 38.9% NVO ir ierindotas
“S” sektora (S94), tomer datubaze neveic detalizétaku informacijas iedalfjumu
lidz klasifikatora cetriem cipariem aiz sadajas apziméjuma vai pa juridisko
personu veidiem, ka rezultata “S” sektora kopa ar NVO (20.5%) ir iek]autas arT
pasnodarbinatas personas (62.9%) un citas juridiskas personas (16.6%), kam ir
atSkirigi darbibas merki, t.sk. pelnas gliSana, kas biitiski maina sadalas finansialo
raditaju struktiiru. Lai arT CSP datos ir iesp&ja iegit juridisko personu finansialos
raditajus par “S94” sadalu, tomér $aja sadala ir klasificEtas tikai 4055 jeb 38.9%
no ckonomiski aktivajam nevalstiskajam organizacijam, kas ir parak mazs
patsvars, lai raksturotu NVO sektora kopgjo finansialo situaciju.

Vertgjot analiz€jamo organizaciju aktualo finansialo stavokli, autors secina,
ka tas ir nostabiliz&jusas darbibu, finansialos ienémumus un bez kardinalam
izmainam ien€mumu struktfira var turpinat darbibu. Pat nelielas ienémumu
svarstibas tas sp&j nosegt ar uzkratajiem naudas Iidzekliem. Tomér vertgjot
organizaciju stabilitati nakotng, ir jasecina, ka tam nav lieli lidzeklu uzkrajumi,
un valsts dotaciju Tpatsvara samazinajums ienémumu struktiira var apdraudét
NVO pastavésanu. Analizgjot organizaciju izdevumus, tam nav lieki izdevumi,
kurus varétu samazinat, samazinoties ienémumiem. Iepémumu svarstibas
organizacijas var kompensét, palielinot biedru naudu vai aktivak veicot
saimniecisko darbibu, pieméram, sniedzot konsultacijas un apmacibas. Valsts
atbalsta samazinaSana organizacijam ir reals risks, kas var iestaties, mainoties
valsts politikai un nostajai pret lauksaimniecibu un lauksaimnieku NVO.
Autors uzskata, ka Latvija ir iesp&jams pilnveidot lauksaimnieku organizaciju
darbibas modeli, izmantojot citu ES dalibvalstu pieredzi.

2.6. Lauksaimnieku nevalstisko organizaciju raksturojums citas Eiropas
Savienibas dalibvalstis

Lai rastu risinajumus lauksaimnieku nevalstisko organizaciju sist€émas
pilnveidosanai Latvija, autors analiz€s Vacijas un Ungarijas lauksaimnieku
NVO pieméru. Abas valstis funkcion€ spéciga lauksaimnieku ‘“jumta”
organizacija. Lauksaimnieki Vacija jau 19.gs. beigas secinaja, ka interesu
parstavésanai nacionala Iiment janotiek caur vienotu organizaciju, kur $adam
nolikam 1893. gada tika dibinata Lauksaimnieku apvieniba (“Bund der
Landwirte ” (Agrarian League), kas ir priekstecis miisdienas zinamajai Vacijas
lauksaimnieku apvienibai (Deutscher Bauernverband (DBV)), kas tika dibinata
1948. gada, un ka nacionala Iimena “jumta” organizacija darbojas jau vairak
neka 70 gadus. Savukart Ungarija, lidzigi ka Latvija, lauksaimnieku
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nevalstiskas organizacijas izveidojas 20. gs. 90-tajos gados p&c Ungarijas
neatkaribas atgfiSanas, un 2013. gada organizacijas secinaja, ka ir javeic
apvienoSanas darbibas funkciju un sniegto pakalpojumu uzlabo$anai. Abas
valstis saskatija par nepiecieSamibu reorganizét NVO sektoru, apvienojot
lauksaimnieku organizacijas valsts regionos, kas noteikta laika perioda ir devis
pozitivus rezultatus, pieradot, ka “jumta” organizacija ir funkcion&t sp&jigs
risingjums NVO sistémas pilnveidoSanai. Autors nesalidzinas lauksaimnieku
organizaciju darbibas piemérus Lietuva un Igaunija — lai gan abas valstis ir
lauksaimnieku kamera, tomér ta nefunkcioné tik augsta limeni ka Vacijas vai
Ungarijas organizacijas, un nacionala Iimeni ir nov€rojama vairaku
organizaciju konkuréSana par ietekmi nozar€. Secindjumus par organizaciju
darbibu Lietuva un Igaunija autors pamato ar profesionalo darbibas pieredzi un
COPA-COGECA biedru analizi.

Raksturojot lauksaimnieku organizaciju sisttmu Vacija, ir noverojams liels
skaits dazadu lauksaimnieku organizaciju, bet atSkiriga TpaSiba starp
organizacijam ir to ietekme un loma politikas veidoSana. Viennozimigi
ietekmigaka lauksaimnieku organizacija ir Vacijas Lauksaimnieku apvieniba
(DBV). ST ir horizontala limena organizacija interesu aizstavibai nacionala un
starptautiska ITmeni, parstavot visus lauksaimniecibas sektorus. DBV
(lauksaimnieku organizacija) un Vacijas kooperativu apvieniba (Deutscher
Raiffeisenverband) ir vienigie COPA-COGECA biedri no Vacijas. Tas arT
pierada, ka DBV ir “jumta” organizacija, jo sadrumstalotai nacionala limena
organizaciju struktiirai nebtitu pietiekami resursu aktivai darbibai starptautiska
méroga, un dalibas maksas nosegsanai ES Itmena lauksaimnieku organizacijas.
Vacija un ES limeni pastav arT citas lauksaimnieku organizacijas papildus
iepriek§ nosauktajam, tomér to loma un ietekme nav tik speciga. Atsevisku
organizaciju veidosanas nav nosodams process, tas var kliit par profesionaliem
nozaru parstavjiem, un lielo organizaciju partneriem, jo ari nacionala Itmena
“jumta” organizacijas aktivi sadarbojas ar nozaru organizacijam.

Vacijas lauksaimnieku apvieniba sevi saredz ka vertibu kopienu un socialo
varu lauku apvidos, intere$u aizstavi un partneri vacu lauksaimnieku gimeném.
DBV struktiira ir Iidziga LOSP, vieniga atskiriba no DBV, ka LOSP galvenos
biedrus veido nozaru un partneru organizacijas. DBV ir “jumta” organizacija
pavalstu, regionu un citam lauksaimnieku un ar lauksaimniecibu saistitam
organizacijam. DBV biedri tieSa veida nav pasi lauksaimnieki. DBV biedrus
var iedalit divas kategorijas: 1) galvenie biedri; 2) asociétie biedri. Galvenie
biedri ir 18 pavalstu lauksaimnieku organizacijas, Lauksaimnieku
talakizglitibas apvieniba un Vacijas kooperativu apvieniba (Deutscher
Raiffeisenverband). Savukart asociétie biedri ir 46 ar lauksaimniecibu saistitas
organizacijas, veidojot sadarbibu jomas, kurdas nav spéciga DBV. Asocigto
biedro parstavétas nozares un jomas ir darzkopiba, meZsaimnieciba, zemes
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1pasnieki, lopkopiba, dzivnieku labturiba, vinkopiba, sievietes laukos, jaunie
lauksaimnieki,  netradicionala  lauksaimnieciba,  partikas  industrijas
organizacijas u.c. Butiba asociétie biedri parstav specifiskas un individualas
nozaru organizacijas. DBV biroja darbiba norit ciesa sadarbiba ar galvenajiem
biedriem, kam ir reala komunikacija ar lauksaimniekiem, kuri apzina problémas
lauksaimnieciba. Savukart Birojs nodroSina atgriezenisko saiti par panakto
rezultatu vai politiskajiem notikumiem nacionala un starptautiska limeni. DBV
biroja darbs tiek organizéts divos virzienos — profesionalo un organizatorisko
jautajumu risinaana. Galvenais virziens ir profesionalo jautagjumu risinaSana,
kur biroja darbinieki sadarbiba ar ekspertiem no pavalstu lauksaimnieku
organizacijam risina ar nozari aktualos jautajumus.

Viena no lielakajam pavalsts Iimepa organizacijam ir Bavarijas
lauksaimnieku apvieniba (BBV), atrodoties viena no saimniekoSanas
apstakliem sarezgitakaja regiona. BBV struktiira salidzindgjuma ar Latvijas
meéroga organizacijam atgadina nacionala ITmena organizaciju, kas skaidrojams
ar pavalsts lielo platibu (70.6 tiikst.km?) un biedru skaitu (145 tikstosi). BBV ir
horizontala ltmena organizacija, kuras struktiira iedalas 4 Iimenos (no zemaka
uz augstako):

1) ciematu Itmenis — organizacijas pamats — lauksaimnieki un
meZsaimnieki. Saja ITmeni vidgji uz katriem 6 ciematiem ir viens
brivpratigais aktivists, viet€§jo lauksaimnieku ieveléts, kurs§ ir galvena
kontaktpersona starp lauksaimniekiem un pilsétas limena biroju.

2) pilsetu limenis — Kkontaktpersona starp lauksaimniekiem (ciematu
limeni) un pavalsts regiondlo biroju. Sads pilsétas limena birojs atrodas
katra pilseta, Kopuma BBV ir 55 §adi biroji.

3) pavalsts regionu Iimenis — Bavarija ir sadalita 7 regionos, katra regiona
ir regionalais BBV birojs, kas ir paklauts Centralajam birojam un
nodrosina saikni starp pilsétu birojiem un centralo biroju.

4) pavalsts Itmenis — BBV Centralais birojs un vadiba, atraSanas vieta
Minhene, Bavarijas lauksaimnieku organizacijas vaditajs ir ievelets
Prezidents, bet Centrala biroja un regionu biroju parraudzibu nodro$ina
generalsekretariats.

Lauksaimnieku tie§a komunikacija ar organizaciju notiek regionu liment,
savukart regionu organizacijas problémjautajumus risina kopigi ar BBV Centralo
biroju, kas tadejadi nodrosina koordingtu darba procesu starp visam regionalajam
organizacijam. L1dzigi ka DBV arT BBV Centralais birojs ir ka Bavarijas “jumta”
organizacija, kurai nav tieSa sadarbiba ar pasiem lauksaimniekiem.

Galvenos Bavarijas lauksaimnieku organizacijas ienémumus veido biedru
naudas iemaksas. No §1 finans€juma BBV jaspgj nodrosinat savas darbibas
funkciongSanu un iemaksu veikS§anu DBV. Art DBV ir no valsts finans€juma
neatkariga organizacija, kuras galvenos iepémumus veido Pavalstu
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lauksaimnieku organizaciju iemaksas, projektu aktivitates, iengmumi no nomas,
procenti no ieguldijumiem finansu instrumentos U.C.

Lidzigi ka Vacija, Ungarijas lauksaimnieku kameru (ULK) veido 19 rajonu
lauksaimnieku apvienibas. Pedgja ULK reorganizacija norisinajas 2013. gada,
sakartojot regionu organizaciju un “jumta” organizacijas savstarp&jo sadarbibu,
funkcijas, atbildibas jomas utt. Lidz reorganizacijai katra regionala organizacija
bija juridiski individuala persona, un neatkariga no “jumta” organizacijas un
sadarbiba norisindjas uz liguma pamata. Lai arT visu regionalo organizaciju
pamatfunkcija ir lauksaimniecibas attistibas veicinasana, tomer organizaciju
iesp&jas un kapacitate bija dazada, veidojot nevienmérigu funkciju nodrosinajumu
valsts regionos. Regionalo organizaciju biedri ir lauksaimnieki un cita veida
juridiskas personas (t.sk. partikas uzpémumi un pakalpojumi sniedzgji), kuru
darbiba ir saistita ar lauksaimniecibu, mezsaimniecibu, zivsaimniecibu un
medniecibu. Reorganizacijas rezultata ULK un tas regionalas nodalas ir viena
juridiska persona, vienota nacionala limena kamera. Péc reorganizacijas regionalas
organizacijas saglaba savas funkcijas un biedrus regionos, un ieguvumi ir vienads
funkciju un pakalpojumu nodro§indjums regionos, parskatamaka un koordingta
organizaciju darbiba, kas butiski veicinaja kop&jo biedru skaita pieaugumu no
11 takstoSiem 2012. gada lidz 400 tikstosSiem 2017. gada. Vienota nacionala
limepa organizacija nodroSina labaku parskatamibu par aktudlo situaciju un
problémam regionos, un ir spécigaks intere$u aizstavis nacionala un starptautiska
méroga. Lielo biedru skaitu (t.sk. mezsaimnieki, zivsaimnieki un medibu aktivisti)
nodrosina ULK sniegto pakalpojumu daudzveidiba, un lauksaimnieki vidg&ji ir
viena tresa dala no visiem biedriem.

Papildus tradicionalam NVO aktivitatém, ka lauksaimnieku viedoklu
apkoposana, intereSu aizstavéSana, problému apzinasana, juridiska palidziba
biedriem, lauksaimnieku izglitoSana par aktualitatém lauksaimnieciba un
normativajos aktos, ULK papildus veic arT konsultaciju pakalpojumus, lidzigi ka
Latvija LLKC, stingri nodalot atbildibas jomas no NVO funkcijam. Galvenas
ien€mumu pozicijas ir biedru naudas iemaksas, ligumdarbi (sadarbiba ar Ungarijas
lauksaimniecibas ministriju) un finans€jums no Lauku attistibas programmas.

IntereSu parstavéSanai starptautiska ItTmeni ULK lidzigi ka DBV ir birojs
Briselg, $adu funkciju nenodrosSina lauksaimnieku organizacijas Latvija.
Parstavnieciba Brisele sniedz iesp&ju apmekl&t operativas sanaksmes
lauksaimniecibas politikas jautajumu lemsana. ULK poziciong sevi ka no valsts
finansgjuma neatkarigu organizaciju.

Vacijas un Ungarijas “jumta” organizacijas ir piemers lauksaimnieku
organizaciju sistémas pilnveidosanai Latvija, iesp&jamos risinajumus novertgjot
nozares ekspertiem.
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3. LAUKSAIMNIEKU NEVALSTISKO ORGANIZACIJU
DARBIBAS PILNVEIDOSANAS RISINAJUMI LATVIJA

Nodalas apjoms ir 30 Ipp., ar 6 tabulam un 9 att€liem. Ilzvirzita téze:
Pilnveidojot lauksaimnieku nevalstisko organizdaciju darbibu Latvija, ir
iespéjams uzlabot lauksaimnieku iesaistiSands aktivitati tajas, veicinot
lidzdalibu politikas veidoSand un sabiedribas izglitosand.

Darba tresaja nodala, veicot lauksaimnieku aptauju, nozares ekspertu
intervijas un T. Saati (Saaty) (2008) Hierarhiju analizes metodi (Analytic
Hierarchy Process), tika novértéta lauksaimnieku organizaciju pasreiz&ja darbiba
un analizétie iesp&jamie lauksaimnieku organizaciju pilnveidosanas risinajumi
Latvija. Pamatojoties uz iegltajiem rezultatiem, tika izstradats iesp&jamais
lauksaimnieku organizaciju darbibas pilnveidosanas modelis, aprekinatas
planotas darbibas uzsakSanas izmaksas, un iesp&jamais darbibas modelis
novertets, izmantojot stipro un vajo pusu, ka ar7 iesp&ju un draudu analizi.

NVO sava butiba ir dinamiskas un mainigas, tam jaspgj pielagoties
notieko$ajiem procesiem politika, sabiedriba vai uznémgjdarbiba (Korten, 1990),
un tapec aktualitati nezaude to darbibas iespgjama pilnveidoSana. Lai novertetu
iespgjamos lauksaimnieku nevalstisko organizaciju sistémas pilnveidosanas
risinajumus Latvija: 1) tika veikta esosas situdcijas analize, izmantojot
lauksaimnieku aptauju; 2) iesp&jamo pilnveidoSanas risinajumu novert€sana,
izmantojot Hierarhiju analizes metodi (AHP) un 3) ekspertu intervijas.

3.1. Lauksaimnieku vértéjums par nevalstisko organizaciju
darbibu Latvija

Pétijuma ietvaros no 2018. gada augusta lidz 2019. gada janvarim tika
veikta lauksaimnieku aptauja “Par lauksaimnieku viedokli par lauksaimnieku
nevalstiskajam organizacijam”. Aptaujas metodikas izstradé piedalijas
Weihenstephan-Triesdorf augstskolas parstavji Vacija, un ta tika saskanota ar
SKDS pétfjumu centru. Aptaujas anketa sastav no tris dalam — 9 slégtajiem un
1 atverta jautajuma. Pirma aptaujas anketas dala raksturo respondentu un vina
saimnieciskas darbibas veidu, otra - respondenta iesaisti lauksaimnieku
organizacijas un tre§a dala - respondenta attieksmi par lauksaimnieku
organizacijam un to iesaistiSanos politikas veidoSanas procesa.

Aptaujas meérkis bija sasniegt péc iespgjas plasaku lauksaimnieku auditoriju
visos Latvijas regionos ta, lai to saimniecibam biitu dazada specializacija un
lauksaimnieku aktivitate nevalstiskajas organizacijas. Aptaujas objekts —
lauksaimnieku  iesaistiSanas  aktivitates = novert§jums  nevalstiskajas
organizacijas. Aptaujas priekSmets — lauksaimnieku viedoklis par
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lauksaimnieku NVO pilnveidosanas iesp&jam, lai veicinatu vinu iesaisti$anos
NVO aktivitates.

Aptaujas rezultati tika apstradati ar MS Excel un SPSS datorprogrammu,
izmantojot statistiskds datu apstrades, strukturSanas, salidzinaSanas un
novertéSanas pagémienus.

Kopuma aptauja sasniedza 1060 respondentus, no kuriem 86.8% respondenti
interveti, izmantojot tieSsaistes aptaujas platformu un 13.2% respondenti aptauju
aizpildija papira formata. Aptauju ir aizpildijusi respondenti 106 no 110 Latvijas
novadiem. Latgale — 25.5%, Vidzeme — 20.8%, Zemgale — 19% un Kurzemes
regiona — 17.6% no kopgjo respondentu skaita.
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4. att. Lauksaimnieku aptaujas respondentu aktivitate Latvijas regionos
péc to dalibas lauksaimnieku NVO.

Vertgjot respondentu dalibu lauksaimnieku organizacijas péc respondenta
saimniecibas atraSanas vietas (skatit 4. att€lu), Hi-kvadrata tests
(p-veértiba 0.001) norada uz sakaribu, ka regionos ar aktivaku lauksaimniecisko
darbibu (Zemgalé un Rigas regiona) respondenti ir aktivaki organizaciju biedri
ka citos Latvijas regionos, bet korelacijas analize parada, ka §T sakariba ir vaja
(A=0.023), jo augstaka respondentu aktivitate ir vérojama tikai divos Latvijas
regionos, un tikai 44% respondenti ir kadas organizacijas biedri.

Vertgjot respondentu viedokli par nepiecieSamibu pilnveidot lauksaimnieku
nevalstisko organizaciju darbibu, 75% respondentu noradija, ka ir javeic
uzlabojumi, ka arT Hi-kvadrata tests (p-vértiba 0.049) noradija, ka regionos ar
zemaku lauksaimnieciskas darbibas aktivitati (Vidzemé, Kurzemé) respondenti
vairak iesaka veikt uzlabojumus, bet korelacijas analize parada, ka $1 sakariba ir
loti vaja (A=0.000).
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Respondenti parliecino$i noradija, ka lauksaimnieku organizacijam ir
jasanem valsts lidzfinans€jums (74.1%) darbibas attistibai, un, ka wvalsts
institlicijas nevar veidot ar lauksaimniecibu saistito politiku bez lauksaimnieku
NVO klatbiitnes (84.8%). Hi-kvadrata tests un korelacijas analize nenorada uz
sakaribu starp respondenta saimniecibas atraSanas vietu un attiecigajiem
jautajumiem, p-vertibai parsniedzot 0.05 un A=0.000. Kopuma veiktas aptaujas
rezultati liecina, ka Zemgales regiona respondenti ir aktivi nevalstisko
organizaciju biedri, mazak norada, ka nepiecieSams veikt parmainas, kas
skaidrojams ar to, ka vini ir apmierinati ar organizaciju darbibu un parmainas
var€tu negativi ietekmét lauksaimniecibas politiku attiecba uz viniem.

Lielaka dala jeb 56% respondentu nav lauksaimnieku NVO biedri, 25%
respondentu noradot, ka “Nesaskata ieguvumus no dalibas organizacija”, bet
lielaka dala jeb 29% noradija, ka “Nav pietiekami informdcijas”, kas motivetu
vinus iesaistities. Sie 29% respondentu ir potencialie organizaciju biedri, kuru
parliecinasanai organizacijam ir javeic aktivakas informe&Sanas darbibas. 25%
respondentu, kuri nesaskata ieguvumus no dalibas NVO, parstav tradicionalas
lauksaimniecibas nozares. So lauksaimnieku parliecinasana nakotné klit par
biedriem kada NVO ir krietni sarezgitaka, jo par vinu intereSu aizstavésanu
partipgjas valsts vai organizacijas, ka par nacionali primaram lauksaimniecibas
nozarém.

Aptaujas rezultati norada ari negativo tendenci lauksaimnieciba jeb
lauksaimnieku sabiedribas novecosanos, jo tikai 26.8% respondentu ir vecuma
lidz 40 gadiem. Lielaka dala jeb 39.5% no kopgja respondentu skaita bija
vecuma grupa no 41 Iidz 53 gadiem. Hi-kvadrata tests un korelacijas analize
nenorada uz bitiskam sakrittbam, ka respondentu vecums ietekmétu vinu
dalibas aktivitati lauksaimnieku organizacijas vai viedokli par lauksaimnieku
organizacijam un nepiecieSamajiem uzlabojumiem. Respondentiem vecuma
lidz 40 gadiem jeb jauno lauksaimnieku viedoklis butiski neatSkiras no citu
vecuma grupu respondentu atbildém.

Kopuma var secinat, ka lauksaimnieki noverteé un tos interesé sabiedriskas
aktivitates, un jauna nevalstisko organizaciju modela radiSana, iesp&jams,
atjaunotu sabiedribas uzticésanos NVO sektoram. Aptaujas respondenti, kuri jau ir
nevalstisko organizaciju biedri vai potencialie biedri, no NVO sagaida
finans€juma plismas parskatamibu un vairdk informacijas, t.sk. sabiedribas
izglitoSanas pasakumus. Autors secina, ka organizacijas katra individuali ir vajas,
lai sasniegtu to lauksaimnieku sabiedribu, kas nav iesaistijusies NVO, tadel
organizacijam ir jasadarbojas ar citam nozares institticijam un uznémumiem, kopa
veidojot plasu kontaktu datu bazi, lielaka lauksaimnieku skaita sasniegSanai.
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3.2. Lauksaimnieku nevalstisko organizaciju darbibas pilnveido§anas
iesp€ju izvertéjums Latvija
Lauksaimnieku nevalstisko organizaciju darbibas pilnveidoSanas iesp&jas

Latvija tika izvertétas ar 4 limepu AHP metodi. 1. Iimeni definéts analizes
sasniedzamais mérkis - Lauksaimnieku NVO darbibas pilnveidosana.

5. tabula

AHP analizes eksperti un vinu vértéjums 2. limena intereSu grupu
kritériju salidzinasanai par lauksaimnieku NVO darbibas pilnveido$anu

Raditajs |Eiropas Savieniba Valsts Lauksaimnieks | Sabiedriba
Vidgja 0.097 0.285 0.52 0.098
Min 0.05 0.11 0.29 0.05
Max 0.14 0.54 0.62 0.22
Eksperti |Aivars Lapins, ZM ?nlgijltz'fvié_ute,.ZM SKIa}iR?Sr;z;;CLSM,, E\Li]?:érzilga,
Indulis Abolins, LAD

Avots: autora veidots pamatojoties uz hierarhiju analizes rezultatiem

2. limeni definétas 4 ieinteres€to pusu grupas — 1) Eiropas Savieniba,
2) Valsts; 3) Lauksaimnieks; 4) Sabiedriba, kur eksperti noradija, ka lielaka
ieinteres€tiba mérka sasniegSana ir lauksaimniekam — prioritates vektora
vertiba 0.52 (izkliede no 0.29 Iidz 0.62), skatit 5. tabulu.

3. IimenT katrai ieintereséto pusu grupai ir definéti tris vérté$anas kritériji,
to svarigumu, savstarpgji salidzinot, vértéja eksperti, nosakot butiskako
uzdevumu meérka sasniegSanai. ES Iimeni eksperti novértgja, ka no
lauksaimniecku NVO darbibas pilnveidosanas tiek sagaidits zinoss politikas
diskusiju partneris 0.55 (izkliede no 0.19 Iidz 0.66); Valsts limeni —
atgriezeniskas saites nodroSinasana par notiekoso lauksaimniectba — 0.41
(izkliede no 0.19 lidz 0.72); Lauksaimnieku limeni — Interesu aizstavesana
naciondla un ES limeni — 0.7 (izkliede no 0.64 Iidz 0.78); un Sabiedribas
Iimeni (ietver to sabiedribas dalu, kas nav aktivi lauksaimnieki, veic
saimnieko$anu hobija limeni un tiem ir izpratne par nevalstisko organizaciju
veidiem un darbibu) eksperti visaugstak ir novértgjusi lesaisti sabiedriskaja
darba — 0.47 (izkliede no 0.11 lidz 0.72).

4. Iimen1 defingti iesp&jamie risinajumi jeb alternativas mérka sasniegSanai,
ekspertiem nosakot, ar kuru no alternativam bitu labak istenot 3. limeni
noteiktos uzdevumus.
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6. tabula
Ekspertu vértéjums par lauksaimnieku NVO darbibas pilnveidoSanas
iespéjam péc Scenariju/Alternativu izvértéjuma

Alternativu kopgjais veértéjums

Raditajs Jaunas republikas Eso3o horizontalo | Baltijas valstu regiona
Iimena organizacijas organizaciju NVO izveidoSana
dibinasana (1.) konsolidacija (2.) |komunikacijai ar ES (3.)

Vidgjais 0.21 0.51 0.28
Min 0.16 0.33 0.16
Max 0.33 0.65 0.40

Alternativu izvértéjums péc mérka sasniegS§ana ieintereséto pusu

X grupam
ES Valsts Lauksaimnieks |  Sabiedriba

Alternativa | 1. 2. 3. 1. 2. 3. 1. 2. 3. 1. 2. 3.
Vidgjais | 0.09| 0.28{0.64] 0.16{0.65| 0.19] 0.15|0.60 | 0.25] 0.32|0.43 | 0.25
Min 0.06| 0.19| 0.48] 0.08| 0.43| 0.08] 0.11| 0.52| 0.14] 0.08| 0.19| 0.08
Max 0.14| 0.46| 0.72] 0.19| 0.72| 0.49] 0.18| 0.68| 0.37] 0.41| 0.54| 0.72

Avots: autora veidots pamatojoties uz hierarhiju analizes rezultatiem

Alternativie risinajumi tiek aprékinati un analizéti divos veidos. Pirmaja
gadijuma tiek aprékinats vid€jais raditajs starp visiem vértéSanas kriterijiem (skatit
6. tabulu) jeb kopgjais analizes vidgjais raditdjs, savukart otraja gadijuma tiek
skatits alternativu ipatsvars katra krit€riju grupa. Pirmaja gadijuma autori visaugstak
novertejusi Esoso horizontalo organizaciju konsolidaciju —0.51.

Otraja gadijuma vért§jot katru grupu individuali — ES liment noteikto NVO
darbibas pilnveidoSanas kriteriju TstenoSanai piemérotakais risingjums bitu
3. alternativa par kopigu Baltijas valstu regiona limena lauksaimnieku
organizaciju (0.43), noradot, ka lielaka regiona vienotai pozicijai ir lielaks speks,
vienigi jautagjumu loks vienotai pozicijai varétu but stipri ierobezots. No Valsts
interesu (0.65) un Lauksaimnieku (0.60) skatfjuma doming 2. alternativa par Esoso
horizontalo organizaciju konsoliddciju, jo eso$as organizacijas jau ir iestradajusas,
parzina situaciju un spétu atrak sasniegt rezultatu. NO Sabiedribas intereSu
viedokla doming 2. alternativa (0.43) ar nelielu parsvaru par 1. alternativu (0.32).

Lai gan teorétiski 1.alternativa — jaunas republikas /imena NVO izveide ir
iespgjams risinajums, un jauns speks problémjautajumus, iespgjams, veiktu ar
jaunu aktivitati, salidzinot ar jau funkciongosam organizacijam, tomér Latvijas
meroga §T alternativa guva mazako vertejumu. Eksperti noradija, ka Latvija jau ir
pietieckams horizontalo lauksaimnieku organizaciju skaits un jaunas organizacijas
dibinasana raditu nelabvéligu konkurenci biedru piesaistisana, kas, visticamak,
izpaustos ka esoSo NVO biedru parvilinasana. Jauna organizacija nesp&tu sevi
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finansiali nodrosinat, un tas prasitu papildu valsts finansgjumu situacija, kad
devinas lauksaimnieku organizacijas jau sanem valsts dotacijas.

Ekspertu intervijas laika tika aptaujati AHP analizes respondenti, lidzot
sniegt savu viedokli par 9 jautajumiem saistiba ar lauksaimnieku NVO darbibas
un aktivitates novert€Sanu, organizaciju nakotnes perspektivam, savstarpgjo
sadarbibu nacionala un starptautiska Iiment u.c., no kuriem 2 bija atverta tipa
jautajumi. 7. tabula ar relativa svariguma skalu ir izteikts 5 ekspertu atbilzu
vidgjais vertgjums 1., 4.-6. jautajumam.

7. tabula
Ekspertu interviju atbilZzu apkopojums par 1., 4.-6. jautajumu
Nr. Jautajums EKkspertu vértéjums
1 |Ka Jus vértjat sadarbibu ar NVO, t.sk. sniegto FH—O+—F+—
" |pakalpojumu kvalitati? 1 2 3 4 5
4 Sabiedribas iesaistiSanas sabiedriskajas |—.—|—|—|9
" |organizacijas? 1 2 3 4 5

Ka Jis vértéjat Latvijas lauksaimnicku NVO| | | | .)
dalibas nepieciesamibu COPA-COGECA? 1 2 3 4 5
| | |
6. |Ka vertgjat NVO lomu nakotng? J I I I .>
1 2 3 4 5
AtbilZu vertéejuma skala: 1 — vaji jeb zemakais vértéjums; 2 — apmierinosi; 3 —

videji; 4 —1abi, 5 - Joti labi jeb augstakais vertéjums.
Avots: autora veidots pamatojoties uz ekspertu interviju rezultatiem

Ekspertu aptauja tika secinats, ka lauksaimnieku NVO Latvija labi veic
savus uzdevumus, nodroSina atgriezenisko saiti sadarbiba ar politikas
lémgjinstiticijam un to darbiba saglabas savu aktualitati ari nakotng. Eksperti
noradija, ka organizaciju darbibas aktivitate un profesionalitate salidzinajuma
ar periodu pirms 5 gadiem viennozimigi uzlabojas, bet to joprojam ir iespgjams
pilnveidot, kur viena no iesp&jam ir horizontalo organizaciju apvieno$anas
“jumta” organizacija. Tas sniegtu ieguvumus gan nacionala, gan starptautiska
Itmena sadarbiba, jo daudzo organizaciju viedoklis apgriitina vienotas pozicijas
izveidoSanu un saskanoSanu, 1paSi tas nav v€lams starptautiska Itmena
lauksaimnieku organizaciju un ES 1&€mgjinstitiiciju darba grupas, ka starp
daudzajam ES dalibvalstim Latvijas lauksaimnieku organizacijas piedalas ar
dazadam nacionalajam pozicijam. Ekspertu aptauja iegiitais ekspertu viedoklis
sakrit ar hierarhiju aptaujas rezultatiem un pamato rezultatu ticamibu.
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3.3. Iespéjamais lauksaimnieku nevalstisko organizaciju pilnveidoSanas
modelis Latvija

Latvija ir daudzas sp&cigas NVO dazados lauksaimniecibas sektoros, tam
biitu v€lams veidot vienotu poziciju sarunas par nozares nakotni ar politikiem
Latvija un ES. Lai arT dazadas lauksaimnieku NVO ir sp&cigas attiecigaja sektora,
tomér lauksaimniecibas politikai kldstot sarezgitakai, tam ir jaspgj sadarboties
plasaka meroga, nosakot strategiskas prioritates. Nakotnes lauku atfistibas
politikas veidoSana ir jarékinas ari ar citu ES dalibvalstu NVO klatbiitni un
nepiecieSamibu vienoties, veidojot KLP nakotni 2021. - 2027. gada. Lai NVO
nezaudétu savu ietekmi un paaugstinatu kapacitati, to darbibu vienmér ir
iesp&jams pilnveidot, balstoties uz ekspertu ieteikumiem.

Lauksaimnieku aptauja “Par lauksaimnieku viedokli par lauksaimnieku
nevalstiskajam organizdacijam” 74% respondenti noradija uz nepiecieSamibu
pilnveidot NVO darbibu, kur AHP un ekspertu aptauja ka labako risinajumu
novertgja esoso horizontalo organizaciju konsolidaciju, ka art bitiski ir turpinat
esoso sadarbibu ar Baltijas un Ziemelvalstu lauksaimnieku organizacijam tam
kopigajos jautajumos.

Latvija galvena uzmaniba NVO sist€mas pilnveidosana tiek akcentSta uz
horizontala limena organizacijam. Tas apvieno nozaru organizacijas, veido
nacionalo poziciju un aizstav lauksaimnieku intereses starptautiska limeni. Par
nacionala limena horizontalajam organizacijam ir uzskatamas ZM Konsultativaja
padomé eso$as. Sektora problémjautajumi ir iedalami tris kategorijas, attiecinot
tos uz organizaciju darbibu, valsts dotacijam un ZM konsultativo padomi:

1. Parak liels vienada limena un funkciju organizaciju skaits noved pie:

e vienadu uzdevumu veikSanas un risinamo jautajumu loka;

e sadrumstalotas organizaciju struktiras, nepietickama finans€juma
nacionalajam un starptautiskajam aktivitateém, tadejadi saglabajot
atkaribu no valsts dotacijam;

e jaunu konkurgjosu organizaciju dibinasanas viedoklu nesakritibas dgl,
tadgjadi nevajadzigi “cinoties” par biedru piesaistiSanu, samazinot

biedru skaitu jau eso$ajas organizacijas;

o diametrali pretgja redz&juma par lauksaimniecibas nakotni;

o atSkirigam pozicijam diskusijas ar nacionala un starptautiska limena
institiicijam;

¢ nevienlidziga organizaciju speku sadalfjuma lob&Sanas aktivitasu veiksanai;

e atskirigiem pakalpojumiem un atbalsta iesp&jam, ko organizacijas
nodroS$ina biedriem, samazinot lauksaimnieku iesaistisanas aktivitati;

o atskirigas kvalitates atgriezeniskas saites organizaciju atSkirigas
kapacitates del;
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2. Valsts dotacijas:

e valsts dotaciju pieskirSanai nav noteikti sasniedzamo rezultatu kriteriji
un kontroles mehanismi rezultatu atbilstibas novértésanai;

o neparskatams lauksaimnieku organizaciju un ZM sadarbibas process;

e valsts atbalsta politikas izmainu un dotaciju samazinaSanas gadijjuma ir
apdraudéta atseviSku lauksaimnieku organizaciju pastavé$ana nakotng,
jo ien€mumu struktiira doming valsts dotacijas;

e viegla valsts dotaciju pieejamiba rada finansialas droSibas sajiitu,
neveicinot organizaciju savstarpg&jo sadarbibu, kompromisu rasanu un
sabalansétas politikas veidoSanu visam nozarém;

e netick nodroSinata vienlidziga informacijas pieecjamiba un dazado
lauksaimniecibas sektoru intereSu parstavésana valsts un ES finansétas
aktivitates;

e neveidojas parlieciba, ka organizaciju parstavji valsts un ES finansétas
aktivitates pauz kop&ju nozares viedokli;

3. ZM Konsultativa padome:

e iesaistitas vienada [Tmena un funkciju organizacijas, lai gan butu vélama
vadoSo horizontala Iimepa organizaciju daliba, lai tiktu parstavétas
atSkirigas lauksaimnieku grupas un risinatu atSkirigus lauksaimniecibas
politikas jautajumus;

o Lauksaimniecibas un lauku attistibas likums (2004) nosaka LOSP ka
ZM konsultativa partnera statusu lauksaimnieku viedokla apkoposana,
bet nacionala limena jautajumi tiek diskutéti ZM Konsultativaja
padomg, t.sk. kopigi ar citam organizacijam, kas nav LOSP biedri;

¢ LOSP ka nacionala ITmena organizacija ir delegéta parstavét savu biedru
viedokli, bet ZM Konsultativaja padomé ir iespgja piedalities arl
atseviskiem LOSP biedriem, ka neatkarigai organizacijai pauzot savu
individualo viedokli.

Katra lauksaimnieku NVO Latvija ir spéciga kada no nozarém. Atseviskos
jautajumos tam ir atsSkirigs viedoklis, katrai no tam ir savas stipras un vajas puses.
Tomeér klustot sarezgitakai lauksaimniecibas politikai un palielinoties spiedienam
no cita veida (arpus lauksaimniecibas) sabiedriskajam organizacijam,
palielinasies aktualo horizontalo problémjautajumu loks, kuru risinasanai, ja tas
savstarp€ji nesadarbojas, ir japiesaista papildu specialisti. Horizontalie jautajumi
ir attiecinami uz vairakam nozarém, nevis uz konkrétu sektoru, un tadejadi rodas
situacija, kad vairakas horizontalas organizacijas risina vienadu jautajumu loku,
neefektivi ter&jot resursus. Mingtas problémas raksturo ari lauksaimnieku
neiesaistiSanos nevalstiskajas organizacijas, radot apjukumu par piemérotakas
organizacijas izveli, un biedru naudas samaksas lietderigumu un atdevi.

Siir viena no horizontalo organizaciju vajam pusém Latvija, ka tam ir liels
interes€joso jomu skaits un to kvalitativa parraudziSana ir atkariga no NVO
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kapacitates un pieredzes. Nozaru nevalstiskajam organizacijam ir vairak
jasniedz atbalsts horizontalajam organizacijam jautajumos, kas skar visas
lauksaimniecibas nozares, lai neizveidojas situacija, kad viena organizacija par
saviem resursiem nodro$ina ieguldijumu lauksaimnieciba kopuma. Viens no
risindjumiem iepriek§ raksturoto problému noveérSana ir lauksaimnieku
organizaciju apvieno$anas nacionala Iimepa “jumta” organizacija, no ta
galvenie ieguvumi butu:

e koordinta organizaciju savstarpgja sadarbiba, un starp dazadajiem
lauksaimniecibas sektoriem sabalansgta lauku attistibas pozicija;

eiespSja rast finans€jumu patstavigas parstavniecibas darbibas
nodro§ina$anai Briselé, veicinot cieSaku ikdienas sadarbibu ar EK
institlcijam, atrakai informacijas apritei par gaidamajiem KLP
jautajumiem;

e viens nacionala Itmena partneris sadarbiba ar nacionala un starptautiska
meroga léméjinstitlcijam, sniedzot vienotu un saskanotu nozares
poziciju un cita veida informaciju;

e vienada informacijas un izglitojoSo pasakumu pieejamiba dazado
sektoru lauksaimniekiem;

e organizacijas  kapacitates  palielinaSana  atgriezeniskas  saites
nodros§inasana un personala atalgosana;

e konkur€tspgjigs atalgojums nevalstiskas organizacijas darbiniekiem, kas
sniegtu iesp&ju noteikt augstus personala atlases kritérijus, kompetenci,
izvairoties no personiskas ieinteresétibas vai saistibas ar privato sektoru;

o liclaka organizaciju darbibas parskatamiba, veicinot sabiedribas
uzticeéSanos un iesaistiSanos NVO aktivitates;

e iesp&ja koordinet apjomigus, lauksaimniekiem nepiecieSamo resursu
iepirkumus;

e vienotai ‘“jumta” organizacijai butu lielaks speks un ietekme, tas
aktivitates un finanséjuma pliisma biitu parskatamaka, ta bitu drosaks
sadarbibas partneris valsts instittcijam.

Lauksaimnieku organizaciju konsolidacija bitiski uzlabotu informacijas
apmainu par aktualitattm lauku attistibas jautajumos, lautu izvairities no
ikdienas uzdevumu dubultosanas, kliitu par spécigu valsts institliciju partneri
nacionala un starptautiska méroga, un uzticamu partneri lauksaimniekiem ar
plasaku pakalpojumu loku.

Latvija “jumta” organizacijas funkcijas veic ZM Konsultativa padome,
vienkopus pulcgjot galvenas nevalstiskas organizacijas, mekl&jot kopsaucgju un
koordingjot ricibu lauksaimniecibas politikas un citos jautajumos. Tomer
Konsultativas padomes norises ilgums un biezums nav pietickams liela skaita
specifisko jautajumu izskati$anai. Sada situacija izsledz iesp&ju radit vienotu
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poziciju, jo organizacijam ir atSkirigas intereses un skatijums uz
lauksaimniecibas un tas nozaru attistibu.

Eiropas Savienibas
Lemegjinstitacijas
Eiropas Komisijas
Konsultativie partneri (COPA-COGECA, IFOAM, CEPF u.c.)

i

[ LR Zemkopibas ministrijas sociilais partneris ]

(lauksaimnieku organizaciju ‘‘jumta” organizacija)

T
[ “Jumta” organizacijas biedri ]
Nozaru NVO: | Nozaru NVO: —— Partneri:
Laukaugi Piens Nozaru NVO: LLKC un LKB
Specializétas LLU, t.sk. 4 institdti
Horizontalds BIOR

Profesionalas izglitibas iestades

Nozaru NVO:
Netradzczonala Us

u.c. ar lauksaimniecibu un lauku
attistibu saistitas organizacijas

Lauksaimnieki }

vots: autora veidots pamatojoties uz pétijuma rezultatiem

Nozaru NVO: | Nozaru NVO:
Gala Darzkopiba
A

5. att. Iespéjama lauksaimnieku NVO darbibas shéma nakotné Latvija.

NVO sistemas pilnveidoSanai Latvija, “jumta” organizaciju ir ieteikums
balstit uz nozaru organizacijam (skatit 5. attélu), tadejadi aptverot visus
lauksaimniecibas sektorus, piesaistot profesionalus nozaru praktikus, izmantojot
un pilnveidojot LOSP darbibu. LOSP galvenas prieksrocibas biitu — nav japateré
resursi jaunas organizacijas dibinasanai, formalitasu kartosanai, bet ir tikai jasauc
Biedru kopsapulce un javienojas par turpmako darbibu. Atskiriba no esosas
sistémas, jaunaja lauksaimnieki bis tikai nozaru organizaciju biedri, un “jumta”
organizacijas biedri bis tikai nozaru organizacijas un partneri. Tas nozimé, ka
horizontalaja Itment ir tikai viena organizacija. Butiski ir saglabat esosas daudzas
horizontalas organizacijas, kam atbilsto§i biedru parstavétajam nozarém butu
japarstrukturiz€jas par nozaru organizaciju. Rezultata arm1 komunikacija ar
nacionala un starptautiska ITmena organizacijam/institlicijam norisinasies caur
vienu organizaciju, pretstata ka tas ir Sobrid, kad to dara katra organizacija.

Lai saglabatu NVO klatbitni lauku regionos, saikni ar lauksaimnieku
nodrosinatu LLKC Lauku konsultaciju biroji (LKB). LKB parstavji ir katra
Latvijas novada, ikdiena komunicgjot un sadarbojoties ar lauksaimniekiem.
LKB priekSrociba ir to nozaru specialisti, kas atbilst attieciga regiona
vadoSajam  lauksaimniecibas nozarém. Specialisti  spétu  uzklausit
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lauksaimnieku un p&c nozaru organizaciju liguma apsekot situaciju klatieng,
nepiecieSamibas gadijuma novertéjot problému, tas ietekmi, talak nododot $o
informaciju “jumta” organizacijai. Jau pasreiz LKB specialisti péc ZM vai
LAD liguma sniedz informaciju par aktualo situaciju lauku regionos, péc
saskanotas metodologijas nodro§inot datu ticamibu.

“Jumta” organizacija sadarbiba ar Latvijas Lauksaimniecibas universitati
(LLU), Partikas drosibas, dzivnieku veselibas un vides zinatnisko institlitu
»-BIOR” un izglitibas iestadém stiprinatu abas puses zinatnisko pé&tjjumu
veik§ana un to atzinu ievieSana prakse, ka ar jauno specialistu sagatavosana.
“Jumta” organizacija sniegtu informaciju par lauku attistibas jautajumiem un
praktisko pieredzi, bet partneri sniegtu ieguldijumu inovaciju veicinasana un
jaunako zinatnes atzinu ievieSanu nozar€. Organizaciju sistémas pilnveidosana
butisku tiktu uzlabota informacijas apmaina, lai sist€ma iesaistitie ir zinosi par
citu biedru aktivitatém, un neveiktu vienadas aktivitates.

Ikdienas uzdevumu veikSanu nodroSinatu “jumta” organizacijas Birojs.
Biroja atbildibas jomas biitu iesp&jams iedalit ¢etros segmentos: 1) horizontalie;
2) nozaru; 3) kooperacijas veicinaSanas; 4) administrativie jautajumi. Nozaru
jautajumos (augkopiba un lopkopiba) ekspertu funkcijas nodroSinatu nozaru
organizaciju parstavji, un Birojs piesaistitu savus specialistus tikai uz
horizontalajiem jautdjumiem un tiem, kas nav nozaru organizaciju parzina
(pieméram, augu veseliba, dzivnieku labturiba, augu aizsardzibas lidzeklu
lietoSana u.c.). Birojs piesaistitu koordinatorus, kuri profesionali organiz&tu
sadarbibu starp nozaru organizacijam, nodro$inot ar informaciju un
atgriezenisko saiti attiecigo ekspertu noteiktas problémas risinasana, veidojot
informacijas apmainu un diskusiju starp nozaru parstavjiem, izstradajot un
sagatavojot apkopojumu un kopgju poziciju, ko talak nodotu lémgjinstitiicijam
vai izmantotu lob&Sanas procesa.

Horizontalajos  jautajumos, kuros nav specializétas nevalstiskas
organizacijas, birojs piesaistitu patstavigi nodarbinatus ekspertus/koordinatorus
(lauku attistibas, KLP, vides, tirdzniecibas u.c. jautajumos). Tie veidotu
diskusiju ar attiecigo lauksaimniecibas nozaru parstavjiem kopg&jas pozicijas
veidoSana un sagatavotu vienotu, Iidzsvarotu lauksaimnieku poziciju, ko talak
nodotu I€émgjinstitiicijam vai izmantotu lob&Sanas procesa.

Nozaru organizacijas komunikaciju ar valsts institicijam veiktu sadarbiba ar
attiecigo Biroja koordinatoru, kur§ papildus vienas nozares viedoklim apzinatu
ar1 citu nozaru poziciju. Tapat arT valsts un ES institiiciju komunikacija ar
nozaru organizacijam norisinatos sadarbiba ar attiecigo koordinatoru. Nozaru
organizacijas ka lidz $im turpinas veikt savas funkcijas, tam bus jadelege
pastavigs parstavis sazinai ar “jumta” organizaciju.

Dalibu starptautiskajas aktivitatés peéc darba grupas specifikas nodrosinatu
nozaru organizaciju un biroja parstavji. Biroja parstavju daliba atrisinatu
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vairakas problémas, kas saistitas ar biezu ekspertu mainibu, neregularu iesp&ju
apmekl&t darba grupas un savienot aktivitates ar savu pastavigo darbu. Ja biroja
parstavji blitu no nozares vai industrijas neatkarigas personas, tas sekmétu
vienlidzigu skatfjumu uz visam lauksaimniecibas nozarém un lautu izvairities
no atsevisku sektoru lob&sanas.

Administracija nodro§inatu ar “jumta” organizacijas funkcion&Sanu saistitas
funkcijas, piemeram, lietvedibu, gramatvedibas uzskaiti, komunikaciju ar
médijiem un lauksaimniekiem, pasakumu organiz€Sanu, komand&umu
koording$anu u.c.

Meérka sasniegSana ir iespgjama nevalstiskajam organizacijam vienojoties
par sadarbibu vienota “jumta” organizacija, vai ZM mainot valsts dotaciju
pieskirSanas krit€rijus, kas stimulétu organizacijas apvienoties nacionala limena
lauksaimnieku “jumta” organizacija, tadejadi ZM sadarbibu ar lauksaimnieku
organizacijam veicot atbilstoSi Lauksaimniecibas un lauku attistibas likuma
(2004.) 12. pantam — “izstradajot un Tstenojot lauksaimniecibas un lauku
attistibas politiku, ta konsultéjas ar Lauksaimniecibas organizaciju sadarbibas
padomi”. Lidzigi ka EK, ta ar1 ZM, pamatojoties uz argument&tiem viedokliem,
var izvel&ties savus konsultativos partnerus.

Ieprieks jau tika analizgts, ka salidzino$i zemas lauksaimnieku iesaistes dél,
nevalstisko organizaciju iendmumu struktiira doming€ valsts dotacijas. ZM
vairakkartigi, t.sk. arf no Valsts kontroles (2019), ir sanémusi parmetumus par
neparskatamu un neizprotamu organizaciju finanséSanas modeli. Tadejadi
pasreizéja lauksaimnicku NVO dotaciju sistéma ir nestabils un riskants
ilgtermina finanSu instruments, jo, no vienas puses, LOSP darbiba visbiitiskak
ir atkariga no valsts dotacijam, bet, no otras puses, LOSP veic bitisku
ieguldijumu vairak neka 50 dazadu organizaciju parstavésana un viedoklu
apkoposana. Valsts dotaciju partrauk$ana nebiitu racionals solis un raditu tikai
papildus slogu ZM komunikacija ar daudzajam lauksaimnieku organizacijam.
Saprotot, ka S$T nav ilgtsp€jiga valsts dotaciju sistema, ta butu japilnveido.
Iesp&jamais parmainu modelis - mainot dotaciju sist€mu, stimul&tu vienotas
“jumta” organizacijas izveidi, pilnveidojot LOSP darbibu un atrisinot ieprieks
raksturotas organizaciju sadarbibas un finans€juma parskatamibas problémas.
Jaunaja sisteéma, ka jau ieprieks tika mingts, netiek ierobezota vai partraukta
esoSo lauksaimnieku organizaciju darbiba, tam turpinot veikt savas funkcijas.
PievienoSanas “jumta” organizacijai nozime, ka tas biedru organizacijas p&c
parstavétajiem darbibas virzieniem sadala atbildibas jomas un apnemas kopigi
sadarboties mérku sasniegSana.

Vienota “jumta” organizacija Latvija neatrisinas uzreiz dazadas
lauksaimnieku un vinu nevalstisko organizaciju problémas, bet tas ir solis uz
savstarp&ju sadarbibu un velmi radit kopigu lauksaimniecibas politiku, veicinot
gan lauksaimnieku iesaistiSanos sabiedriskajas aktivitates, gan palidzot valsts
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institdcijam veidot lauksaimniecibas un lauku attistibas politiku, kas biitu
pienemama visiem lauksaimniecibas sektoriem. Vienota “jumta” organizacija
nozimé, ka taja jabut uzklausitam un janem vera visu lauksaimniecibas nozaru
aktivie parstavji, neatkarigi no to saimniecibas sasniegtd standartizlaides
apjoma vai ieguldijuma iekSzemes kopprodukta, nodoklu nomaksa vai citos
rezultativajos raditajos, veicinot lauksaimnieciskas darbibas dazadibu.

GALVENIE SECINAJUMI

1. Miusdienu nevalstiskajam organizacijam Iidzigas, no valdibas ietekmes
neatkarigas, aktivistu grupas sabiedribas intereSu parstavéSanai pasaule
pastav jau vismaz no astoppadsmita gadsimta, bet Latvijas teritorija - no
19.gs. beigam. NVO, attistoties dazados pasaules regionos, saglaba Iidzigas
iezZimes veicamajas funkcijas un darbibas uzdevumos. Tas vispirms risina
sabiedribas labklajibas uzlaboSanas jautajumus, bet, sektoram attistoties,
pilnveidojoties un pielagojoties apkartgjiem apstakliem, to aktivitate
miisdienas ir noverojama visdazadakajas sféras, pieméram, izglitiba,
veseliba, pétnieciba, lauksaimnieciba, vides, konfliktu risinasanas u.c.
jomas, kur sektora darbibas dazadibu nacionala Iimeni nosaka valsts un
organizaciju attistibas [imenis.

2. Eiropas Savienibas un nacionala Iimeni nav specidalu normativo aktu
lauksaimnieku organizaciju darbibas regulé$anai. STm organizacijam ir
jaievero vispargjie nevalstisko sektoru darbibu regulgjosie normativie akti.
Komunikacijai ar Eiropas Savienibas lémgjinstiticijam tam ir jabit
registrtétam FEiropas Savienibas Parredzamibas registra. Nevalstisko
organizaciju darbiba ir brivpratiga, tapec atzistami ir vert€jama valsts
parvaldes iniciativa neierobezot sabiedribas lidzdalibu organizacijas.

3. Lauksaimnieciba joprojam saglaba nozimi valstS tautsaimnieciba,
nodroSinot socialas un vides funkcijas lauku regionos - radot darba vietas,
nodro§ingjumu ar droSu partiku, saglabajot vides un ainavas daudzveidibu,
ierobezojot klimata parmainas, veicinot tirismu u.tml. Lauksaimnieciba So
dazado uzdevumu TstenoSanu un sabalanséSanu ar citu sektoru un nozaru
interesém nodroSina viena no vecakajam politikam Eiropas Savieniba -
Kopgja lauksaimniecibas politika (no 1962. gada). Pielagojoties
pieaugosajam sabiedribas vajadzibam péc droSas un kvalitativas partikas,
vides jautajumu risinaSanas un negativo klimata parmainu mazinasanas,
veicot atbilstoSas reformas, KLP joprojam turpina funkciongt. Tapec
politikas jautdjumu sagatavoSana un TstenoSana butisks atbalsts ir
lauksaimnieku nevalstiskas organizacijas, jo tas palidz radit lidzsvaru starp
lauksaimniekiem, sabiedribu un valsts institiicijam.
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4. Latvija 2004. gada, pievienojoties ES un KLP, ieguva iespgjas pieklat
daudzveidigiem ES finanSu instrumentiem, kas bitiski veicinaja
lauksaimniecibas attisttbu 2004.-2018. gada, palielinoties nozares IKP
vertibai no 0.31 Iidz 1.038 mljrd.EUR, apsaimniekojamajam LIZ platitbam
par 18% Iidz 1.9 milj.ha, lauksaimniecibas produktu eksportam 13 reizes
lidz 2.6 mljrd. EUR, un lauksaimniecibai (21.6%) kopa ar meza nozari
(18.1%) veidojot 39.7% no kopgjas valsts eksporta vertibas 2018. gada.
Galvenie ES finansu instrumenti ir tieSie maksajumi un Lauku attistibas
programmas atbalsta pasakumi (investicijas saimniecibu, parstrades un
lauku infrastruktiras modernizacijai, lauku vides infrastrukttras
atjauno$anai, kompensaciju maksajumiem vides joma, LEADER u.c.).
2004.-2018. gada kopégjais valsts un ES atbalsts veidoja 4.3 mljrd.EUR, no
ta 90.1% ir bijis ES finansgjums.

5. Latvija lauksaimnieku nevalstisko organizaciju hierarhisko struktiiru veido tris
Itmenu organizacijas: 1) horizontalas, 2) nozaru un 3) rajonu lauksaimnieku
apvienibas. Tam nav specigas nacionala Iimena “jumta” organizacijas.
Nevalstiskas organizacijas pilda funkcijas atbilstosi to noteiktajiem darbibas
merkiem, bet horizontalaja Iimeni ir nov€rojami veicamo uzdevumu un
funkciju parklasanas, ka ari savstarpgja konkurence par biedru piesaistiSanu.
Vienadu funkciju un limena organizacijas veicina sektora notickoSo aktivitasu
neparskatamibu un apgriitina jaunu biedru piesaistiSanu.

6. PE&tfjuma analizéto horizontalo lauksaimnieku organizaciju bilancg ir zems
kreditoru ipatsvars robezas no 0.2% lidz 11.8% 2017. gada, bet ienémumu
struktira 30% Iidz 77% apmeéra dominé LR Zemkopibas ministrijas
ikgad@jas dotacijas, kas rada riskus organizaciju maksatspgjai peksnu valsts
dotaciju samazinajuma gadijuma. Tas nozimé€, ka nevalstiskas organizacijas
var nespét samaksat algas darbiniekiem un veikt citus ar darbibas
nodros§inasanu saistitus izdevumus. Nevalstisko organizaciju pasu ienémumi
veido iespgjas nodroSinat darbibu tikai 0.5 Iidz 2.6 gadus. Iengémumu
samazinajuma gadijuma operativakais risinajums butu palielinat biedru
naudas, tomer tas var radit biedru skaita samazinaSanas risku.

7. Ungarijas un Vacijas lauksaimnieku “jumta” organizacijam ir atSkirigs
darbibas laiks, tom&r $ajas valstis tas ir veiksmigs piemers sakartotai NVO
sisttmai, darbojoties speécigai nacionalai un starptautiska Itmena
lauksaimnieku nevalstiskajai organizacijai. Latvija lauksaimnieku aptauja
(74% no 1060 respondentiem) un nozares ekspertu intervijas norada uz
nepiecieSsamibu pilnveidot lauksaimnieku nevalstisko organizaciju darbibu
nozares attistibai un stiprinasanai. Ka labako risinajumu, pielietojot
Hierarhiju analizes metodi, eksperti piedavaja — esoSo lauksaimnieku
organizaciju konsolidaciju (ipatsvars 0.51 (izkliede no 0.33 Iidz 0.65)).
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8. Latvija ir iesp&jams pilnveidot lauksaimnieku NVO sistemu, izmantojot
petijuma ieteiktos risindjumus un to IstenoSanas mehanismus. Risinajuma
reala realizacija nakotn€ bus atkariga no iesaistito pusu velmes veikt
parmainas. Starptautiska pieredze pierada, ka sakartota NVO sist€ma
veicina koordin€tu un lidzsvarotu problému risinasanu, lauksaimnieku
aktivaku iesaisti organizacijas, sektora notiekoSo aktivita§u parskatamibu un
koording$anu, un sasniegtie rezultati ir atkarigi no sp&jas argumenteti
aizstavét nozares viedokli un rast kompromisus starp dazadajiem
lauksaimniecibas sektoriem.

PROBLEMAS UN TO RISINAJUMI

1. Probléema

Analiz€jot nevalstiska sektora p&tijumus Latvija, autoraprat, ir japalielina
valsts institlciju konsultativajas padomes darbojoSos nevalstisko organizaciju
parskatamiba. P&c Valsts kanceleja (2019) datiem Nevalstisko organizaciju un
Ministru  kabineta sadarbibas memoranda ietvaros valsts institiciju
konsultativajas padomés 2015. gada darbojas tikai 997 organizacijas jeb 10%
no ekonomiski aktivajam, tade] piedaloties politikas planosanas procesa, kas
biitiba ietekmé visas sabiedribas intereses, jabiit parliecibai par organizaciju
patiesajiem darbibas mérkiem.

PriekSlikumi problémas risinasanai:

Valsts institiicijam, kas organizé konsultativas padomes ar nevalstisko
organizaciju lidzdalibu, ir jaizstrada atlases kriteriji, nosakot prasibas
organizacijam, lai tas biitu tiesigas piedalities konsultativaja padomé ka
sabiedribas interesu parstavji. Kriteériju meérkis blitu samazinat Sauru interesu
grupu parstavétu organizaciju dalibu nacionala ITmena politikas jautadjumu
lemsana. Noteiktajam prasibam atbilsto$ajam organizacijam biitu jasniedz
skaidrojums par organizacijas finanSu lidzeklu izcelsmi, ieneémumu strukttru,
biedru struktiiru, par organizacijas vadibas un konsultativas padomes parstavju
izvairiSanos no interesSu konflikta u.tml. Biitu arT janosaka minimalais biedru
skaits procentuali no sabiedribas loceklu vai uznémumu skaita, kuru interes€s
attieciga organizacija veic savu darbibu. Minimalais biedru skaita nosacijums
veicinatu biedribu sadarbosanos jomas ar lielu skaitu mazu biedribu un
sabiedribas iesaistiSanos, kas nodroSinatu biedribas darbibai nepiecieSamos
finanSu resursus funkciju veikSanai un samazinatu atsevisku donoru
finans€juma Tpatsvaru ien€mumu struktiira.

2. Probléma
Nevalstiska sektora organizacijam ir ierobezoti finanSu resursi un biezi
iesaistitas personas aktivitates organizacijas interes€s veic brivpratigi, tade]
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brivpratiga darba veicgjiem, kas atbilst Brivpratiga darba likuma (2015.)
nosacijumiem, biitu japaredz lielakas likmes kompensacijam par izdevumiem,
kam netiek piemé@rots iedzivotaju ienakuma nodoklis.

PriekSlikumi problémas risinasanai:

LR Finan$u ministrijai Ministru kabineta 2010.gada 21.septembra
noteikumos Nr. 899 Likuma “Par iedzivotdju iendkuma nodokli” normu
pieméroSanas kartiba japaredz lielakas ar nodokliem neaplickamas
kompensaciju likmes brivpratiga darba veicgjiem nevalstiska sektora
organizacijas. Pasreiz noteiktas likmes ir zemakas neka realie brivpratiga darba
veicgja izdevumi, nodroSinot aktivitates nevalstiskas organizacijas intereses,
kur ieguvgjs ir ne tikai pats darba veicgjs, bet sabiedriba kopuma atbilstosi
NVO definicijai. Janosaka liclaka taksacijas gada izdevumu kopg&ja likme
vismaz 1800 EUR (150 EUR menesi, jo aktuala kopgja gada summa ir
1000 EUR 2019. gada) un izdevumiem par degvielu vismaz 100 EUR menes1
(ir 50 EUR 2019. gada). Degvielas attaisnotas likmes paaugstinasana veicinatu
Latvijas attalako regionu NVO parstavjiem iesp&u vismaz 2 reizes ménesi
sasniegt galvaspils€tu vai apmeklet nevalstisko organizaciju pasakumus citos
regionos. Savukart bitiska nozime butu kopEjo attaisnoto izdevumu
palielinaSanai, jo 1000 EUR ir nepietiekama summa, ja saskaita paredzétas
kompensacijas vairakas izdevumu pozicijas. Nevalstiskajam organizacijam
atvieglojumus vajadz€tu piemérot uz noteiktu periodu, pieméram, 5 gadiem,
tadejadi ar ietaupito finans€jumu laujot sasniegt darbibas stabilitati, lai
atvieglojumi netiktu izmantoti negodpratigi. Likmju palielinaSana veicinatu
brivpratigo un sabiedribas aktivitati kopuma, palielinot biedru skaitu un
organizacijas iep€mumus.

3. Problema

Pasreizgjie NVO KklasificeSanas noteikumi Latvija (Ministru kabineta
2015. gada 22. decembra noteikumi Nr. 779) liedz iesp&ju atbilstosi darbibas
jomai klasificEt nozares ar mazu organizaciju skaitu, t.sk. lauksaimnieku
organizacijas. Lai ar1, piem&ram, lauksaimnieku nevalstisko organizaciju skaits
nav liels, tas piedalas ES KLP finans€juma un atbalsta instrumentu planosana,
kur tiek lemts par biitisku dalu no kopg&ja ES budZzeta izlietojuma.

Priekslikumi problémas risinasanai:

Nevalstisko organizaciju klasifikacijai par pamatu jaizmanto NACE 2.0.red.
klasifikators, izslédzot tas kategorijas, kas neattiecas uz organizacijam. Tam
organizacijam, kuras ir specializgjusas kada konkréta nozares joma, tiek
piemérots attiecigas nozares jomas kategorijas klasifikacijas kods.
Organizacijam, kas ir specializ€jusas vairakas jomas viena nozaré jeb
horizontalam organizacijam, biitu japapildina klasifikators ar jaunu nozares
kategorijas kodu — pieméram, lauksaimniecibas, augkopibas vai lopkopibas
u.tml. profesionala organizacija. Tadejadi bitu precizaka informacija par
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sektora organizacijam, ka ar1 vienads klasifikators sniegtu iesp&u novertet
organizaciju skaitu salidzinajuma ar attiecigas nozares uznémumu skaitu. Speka
esoso klasifikatoru izstradaja LR Kultliras ministrija, bet NVO klasifikatoru
pilnveidot autors ieteiktu LR Ekonomikas ministrijai, kurai ir lielaka
kompetence un zinasanas par sektoriem un nozarém valst1.

4. Problema

LR Zemkopibas ministrija Ministru kabineta 2013. gada 17. decembra
noteikumos Nr. 1524 Par valsts atbalstu lauksaimniecibai ir paredzgjusi
finansialu atbalstu lauksaimnieku organizacijam, bet nav noteikusi
sasniedzamos rezultatus finanséjuma sanemsanai.

Priekslikumi problémas risinasanai:

Zemkopibas ministrijai kopigi ar lauksaimnieku organizacijam bitu
janosaka sasniedzamie rezultati un jaizstrada sist€éma to noveértéSanai. Autors
neapstrid organizaciju ieguldijumu lauksaimniecibas politikas planosana, bet
sasniedzamo rezultatu noveért€Sana un motivejoSa sistéma sniegtu iespju
noteikt finans€juma atbilstibu organizaciju darba rezultatam un kvalitatei, laujot
izvairities no valsts kontrolgjoSo institiciju un citu sabiedribas grupu
parmetumiem par neparskatamu finanséjuma izlietoSanu.

5. Problema

Analizgjot nevalstiska sektora pétijumus Latvija, autors secina, ka nacionala
limeni nav izstradata sistéma, lai apkopotu valsts institliciju izmaksatas
dotacijas nevalstiskajam organizacijam.

Priekslikumi problémas risinasanai:

LR Valsts kasei biitu jaizstrada sist€ma valsts institiciju maksajumu
uzdevumu apkoposanai, lai sp&tu noteikt valsts finans€juma apmeru
nevalstiskajam organizacijam. Uzskaites sisttma biitu janorada finansg€juma
san@mejorganizacija, finans€juma maksatajs, finanséjuma apmérs un aktivitate,
par ko finansgjums tiek maksats. Sada sistéma sniegtu iesp&ju noteikt valsts
dotaciju Tpatsvaru organizacijas iene@mumos, nozare vai sektora kopuma.

6. Problema

No autora veiktas lauksaimnieku organizaciju finanSu parskatu analizes un
Latvijas Pilsoniskas alianses (2016) NVO sektora pe@tijuma izriet, ka
nevalstiska sektora organizacijas vismaz 30% ienémumu ir noraditi ka “citi
ienémumi” un izdevumu ka “citi izdevumi”, atsevi§kos gadijumos parsniedzot
pat 60%, kas ir bitiska finans€juma dala, kam nav iesp&jams noteikt faktisko
izlietojumu.

Priekslikumi problémas risinasanai:

LR FinanSu ministrijai javeic grozijumi MK 2006. gada 3. oktobra
noteikumos Nr. 808 Par biedribu, nodibinajumu un arodbiedribu gada
paskatiem, nosakot, ka poziciju “citi ien€mumi” un “citi izdevumi” apmers
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nedrikstétu parsniegt 30% no attiecigi no organizacijas ienémumiem un
izdevumiem, paredzot arT papildus iep€émumu un izdevumu postenus poziciju
atSifréSanai.

INTRODUCTION

Substantiation and relevance of the topic.

Associations of like-minded individuals for defending their interests in
various countries have existed since at least the 18" century when social groups
began uniting into groups similar to modern non-governmental organizations,
eventually gaining official status, i.e. non-governmental organizations (NGOs),
in 1945. Initially, the functions of non-governmental organizations related to
improving public welfare, and, achieving the original goals and seeing that it is
possible to achieve results in this way, the organizations continued agreeing on
new goals, thereby expanding the diversity and scope of their activities while at
the same time retaining their key feature — being associations of like-minded
individuals representing public interests for non-commercial purposes and
having no significant government influence. NGOs could be classified into two
categories by their field of activity: 1) NGOs improving public welfare and
solving social issues, and 2) those influencing political processes and the
making of laws and regulations. The scope of NGO activities has expanded, for
example, nowadays NGOs are active in defending the interests of farmers with
the aim of being present in the implementation of policies related to the
agricultural industry. Research investigations by the world’s leading scientists
(Salamon, Anheier, 1997; Ishkanian, 2006; Lewis, 2014) have been conducted
to examine the role of NGOs in influencing social processes, especially in
improving public welfare in developing countries. Research investigations have
been done (Rivza et al., 2010; Upite, Pilvere, 2011; Bojnec, Latruffe, 2013;
Sokolova et al., 2015; Hauka, Rivza, 2015; Todorova, 2016; Balezentis et al.,
2019) into the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP), the effects of European
Union (EU) financial instruments on the development of the industry or into
structural changes in the industry etc., yet the scientists have done little
research on the role of farmer organizations in agriculture as a whole — at the
EU or Member State levels. In the available research on the roles of farmer
organizations and agriculture, some scientists (Pertev, King, 2000; Grabowski,
2016; Diao et al., 2016; Stamnova, Gveroski, 2016) have analysed the role of
NGOs in reducing poverty or contributing to the national macroeconomic
situation in developing countries where agriculture naturally plays the key role
in economic growth, whereas in developed countries the manufacturing
industry plays the key role in the economy. Regardless of the level of
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development of an economy, agriculture still plays an important role in job
creation, food security and environmental and landscape preservation,
contributing to the macroeconomic situation etc., which also determine the
relevance of the present research and the need for the participation of NGOs in
achieving the mentioned objectives so that the interests of farmers in
comparison with those of other industries and social groups would be protected
as well as various requirements for economic activities specified in laws and
regulations would be realistically enforceable at farm level.

Farmer organizations have been set up in every EU Member State, and their
numbers depend on agricultural development intensity. There are no
restrictions on the number of farmer NGOs in Latvia, and everyone may
establish an organization and involve new members in it. Due to the incomplete
classification of NGOs, it is not possible to determine the exact number of
agricultural non-governmental organizations; however, according to the NACE
Rev. 2 data from the Central Statistical Bureau, there were 61 category A
organizations in Latvia in 2018. The research revealed that in Latvia,
competition among and overlapping functions of farmer non-governmental
organizations were observed at the level of horizontal organizations, as they
performed similar functions and dealt with equally urgent problems, and only
their opinions on agricultural development and the specifics of their member
farms and farm structure differed because, unlike the farmer organizations of a
particular agricultural industry, they had not specialized in a certain kind of
agricultural business. In Latvia, the future of agriculture and rural development
is shaped by NGOs in accordance with the interests of their members, which
most often cover only some of the many agricultural industries and are not
aligned with those of others, thereby creating short-term and industry-specific
policies. A compromise among various agricultural industries or a united
national-level position is a stronger and more influential lobbying tool, as
organizations have one common opinion. The lobbying capacities of non-
governmental organizations were different and based on their resources, and
each organization hired specialists to defend a different position. The number
of farmers and the conditions for agricultural production in Latvia are not so
different as to hire a large number of specialists for lobbying for one issue.

According to a definition available in the scientific literature, NGOs have
to be independent of government influence, yet the research has revealed the
opposite, as this assertion cannot be fully applied to the largest national farmer
horizontal non-governmental organizations, which play the key role in shaping
agricultural and rural development policies and participate in the Advisory
Council of the Ministry of Agriculture (MoA). Agreeing with an assertion of
scientists from other countries (Hrebenar et al, 2008; Schrama,
Zhelyazkova, 2018) that public activity in Eastern European countries is low, the

73



public are not aware of the benefits of their participation and NGOs have little
experience and great potential for development; consequently, stimulating the
activity of the NGO sector and the public requires national financial support for
farmer organizations until they reach the ability to operate in accordance with the
principles of self-funding. In Latvia, farmer NGOs have been subsidized since
2001, and the Ministry of Agriculture has repeatedly received reprimands for the
lack of clear eligibility criteria for awarding the subsidies and assessing whether
the subsidies were used for intended purposes. The availability of subsidies
creates a sense of financial security, as organizations continue performing their
usual functions, yet it is a risky financial instrument for long-term development.
In the event of a reduction in subsidies, many of the organizations would not be
able to cover their operating costs by their operating revenues.

The mentioned assertions do not indicate that suspending the provision of
funding to organizations would solve the problems identified; on the contrary,
the organizations should continue to be subsidized due to their weak
performance while also improving the subsidy award mechanism and the
organizational system in Latvia, thereby gradually reducing the proportion of
subsidies in their budgets. In any case, organizational budgets may receive
funding from national institutions, yet the funding must be allocated for
performing certain functions to ensure neutrality. The problems described
above and a survey of farmers conducted by the author of the doctoral thesis
indicate the need to improve the sector.

From among the solutions assessed and proposed by the research, industry
professionals and representatives of the Ministry of Agriculture and the Rural
Support Service acknowledged the consolidation of NGOs into a single
“umbrella” organization as the best solution. The potential solution was
developed by assessing the role of agriculture in the economy, describing the
role and functions of non-governmental sector organizations, analysing national
farmer organizations and their financial positions, as well as analysing the
sectors of farmer non-governmental organizations in Germany and Hungary.

Research limitations.

In Latvia, there are more than 70 farmer organizations representing various
agricultural industries and having various levels of influence, yet the author of the
doctoral thesis examined five main horizontal farmer non-governmental
organizations playing the key role in shaping agricultural and rural development
policies, as they united farmers and sectoral organizations, actively performed
their functions at the national and international levels, were members of the
Advisory Council of the Ministry of Agriculture and received government budget
subsidies. Among the various operational functions of the farmer organizations
analysed, the research focused on and analysed the activities of organizations
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related to shaping and implementing agricultural-related policies as the main
function, as well as the reason for establishing organizations.

Due to the limited availability of data, the research analysed a wide range of
statistical data for different periods; some short-term indicators did not show
significant changes compared with longer-term ones that provided an
opportunity to compare events at the macroeconomic level and the ongoing
processes in society in general.

International experience regarding the performance of farmer NGOs was
assessed in Germany and Hungary, and the choice of the countries was
determined by several factors: 1) both countries are EU Member States; 2) both
countries have similar political and economic conditions as in Latvia; 3) there is a
single farmer non-governmental organization at the national and international
levels; 4) both countries saw the need to reorganize the NGO sector by merging
farmer organizations in their regions, which yielded positive results over some
period. National-level organizations were also established in Lithuania and
Estonia; however, unlike those in Germany and Hungary, they did not function
fully at the national and international levels — the author concludes it from his
professional experience and an analysis of the members of COPA-COGECA -
the largest and most influential European-level farmer organization.

Hypothesis of the doctoral thesis: assessing shortcomings in the
performance of national farmer non-governmental organizations and using the
experience of foreign farmer organizations, it is possible to enhance the
performance of national farmer non-governmental organizations for the
development of the agricultural industry in Latvia.

Research aim: to assess the activities of non-governmental organizations in
the agricultural industry in Latvia in order to develop a conception for
enhancing the performance thereof by using relevant international experience.

To achieve the aim, the following specific research tasks were set:

1. to examine the historical, theoretical and legal aspects of formation and
development of non-governmental organizations and the operational
objectives and functions thereof in the world as well as in Latvia;

2. to analyse the role of agriculture and the Common Agricultural Policy of
the European Union in the national economy and in the promotion of
sustainable development of rural areas in Latvia;

3. to assess the operational pattern of farmer non-governmental
organizations and analyse their financial positions in Latvia;

4. to examine the experience of development and operation of farmer non-
governmental organizations in Germany and Hungary;

5. to develop a potential conception for enhancing the performance of
farmer NGOs in Latvia based on foreign experience.
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The research object is the performance of farmer non-governmental
organizations for the development of the agricultural industry in Latvia. The
research subject is opportunities for enhancing the performance of farmer non-
governmental organizations in Latvia.

Research methods used.

The monographic, descriptive and graphic methods, analysis, synthesis and
document analysis were used to analyse the historical and theoretical aspects of
formation and operation of non-governmental organizations and the relevant
regulatory framework.

The data collection, graphic and cartographic methods, statistical analysis,
correlation analysis and comparison were employed to describe agricultural and
non-governmental organizations and assess their financial positions.

Farmers’ opinions on the performance of current organizations were
obtained using the survey method, and the data were processed by statistical
analysis methods in MS Excel and SPSS. Potential solutions to enhancing the
performance of organizations were evaluated by T.Saaty's (2008) Analytic
Hierarchy Process and expert interviewing. The graphic method and SWOT
analysis were used for designing a potential model for enhancing the
performance of farmer organizations.

Information used in the present research:

o findings of foreign and national scientists on non-governmental sector
organizations, their activities, the EU CAP, agriculture and rural
development;

e EU legislation regarding the Common Agricultural Policy and the EU
Transparency Register;

e laws of the Republic of Latvia, regulations of the Cabinet and
annotations of laws and regulations concerning associations and
foundations, agriculture and farmer NGOs;

e information from national and EU-level farmer non-governmental
organizations about their activities and historical backgrounds;

e research investigations and statistical summaries provided by the Central
Statistical Bureau of the Republic of Latvia, Eurostat, Lursoft (database
of enterprises), the Register of Enterprises of the Republic of Latvia, the
Ministry of Agriculture of the Republic of Latvia, the State Chancellery
of the Republic of Latvia, the Society Integration Foundation, the
Latvian Civic Alliance, the EC Directorate General for Budget and the
EC Directorate General for Agriculture and Rural Development;

e information obtained from the surveys of farmers and expert interviews
(including from a hierarchy analysis).
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Scientific significance of the research.

The research done complements the national research base by a unique
research investigation into farmer non-governmental organizations and
opportunities for enhancing their performance. The research papers produced
and published to test the research results supplement the international scientific
databases with new records on farmer non-governmental organizations at the
level of developed countries of the world.

The analysis of statistical data on the NGO sector, use of acronyms,
classifications etc. provides information on the current situation and could be
used for comparison with previous research by other scientists to assess
changes in the sector and relevant developments, deal with predefined problems
or make forecasts. The research results could be used in the academic process
and other research in both the economic and social sciences.

The research methods used expand the scope of their application and
indicate their relevance to agricultural research as well as facilitate the selection
of research methods for new industry-related research.

Economic significance of the research.

The research results are practically applicable to the improvement of the
system of farmer non-governmental organizations in Latvia. Structuring the
organizational system would create a professional farmer organization for
cooperation with national and EU decision-making bodies as well as farmer
organizations from other countries and balance the advocacy of interests of
agricultural industries, regardless of their size or contribution to the national
economy. The functions and objectives of various organizations advocating
farmer interests and advising farmers would be better coordinated and
separated. The research results would be useful for the Ministry of Agriculture,
thereby improving cooperation with farmer non-governmental organizations in
accordance with the recommendations of the State Audit Office of the Republic
of Latvia (2019).

The survey of farmers provided extensive information on the involvement
of farmers in NGOs, the reasons for non-involvement and a general assessment
of the performance of organizations. Even though the survey of farmers was
conducted in the second half of 2018, there was no significant increase in
public participation in Latvia, and the results of the survey could still be used
for identifying relevant problems.

The results of the analysis of statistical data on agricultural development, the
contribution of the agricultural industry to the national economy, the comparison
of production costs with those in the other EU Member States and other research
results could be used for shaping policies or analysing and substantiating the
importance of the industry in combination with other research investigations.
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Research novelties:

e a potential model for the improvement of the system of farmer
organizations in Latvia was developed by conducting an extensive
analysis of the activities and finances of farmer non-governmental
organizations in Latvia as well as using the experience of farmer non-
governmental organizations in Germany and Hungary;

e an in-depth analysis of the activities and finances of leading farmer non-
governmental organizations in Latvia was performed and possible
shortcomings in the long-term stability of the organizations’
performance were identified;

e potential priorities of cooperation for farmer organizations at the level of
the Baltic States was assessed;

o theoretical aspects of the NGO sector and the current situation in Latvia
in relation to the NGO sector were analysed, pointing to potential
shortcomings in order to achieve greater transparency in its activities,
financial flow and stakeholders, with a particular focus being placed on
the organizations involved in shaping policies.

Theses to be defended.

1. The development of non-governmental organizations and an increase in
the number and the activities thereof in various countries have created
significant problems in the definition and classification of the
organizations.

2. There are no legal enactments at the European Union and national levels
that would directly govern or restrict the activities of farmer non-
governmental organizations.

3. Agriculture is an important industry in Latvia, which contributes to the
national economy, preserves the rural environment and landscape and
facilitates sustainable economic activities in rural areas.

4. Proposals for enhancing the performance of farmer non-governmental
organizations in Latvia were developed by performing an analysis of the
activities and financial positions of the organizations as well as
examining the development of similar non-governmental organizations
in Germany and Hungary.

5. By enhancing the performance of farmer non-governmental
organizations in Latvia, it is possible to increase the involvement of
farmers in the organizations, thereby increasing the participation of
farmers in policy-making and public education.
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1. THE HISTORICAL AND THEORETICAL ASPECTS OF
FORMATION AND OPERATION OF NON-
GOVERNMENTAL ORGANISATIONS AND THE
RELEVANT REGULATORY FRAMEWORK

The chapter is 44 pages long and includes 2 tables and 4 figures. The
chapter put forwards a thesis: 1) The development of non-governmental
organizations and an increase in the number and the activities thereof in
various countries have created significant problems in the definition and
classification of the organizations. 2) There are no legal enactments at the
European Union and national levels that would directly govern or restrict the
activities of farmer non-governmental organizations.

The first chapter investigates the historical evolution of NGOs and the
formation of their operational objectives and functions in accordance with
global trends, analyses the ways NGOs are defined and classified and NGO
acronyms in various regions of the world, examines the role of agricultural and
farmer NGO in contributing to the development of the agricultural industry and
rural areas as well as analyses the European Union and national legislation in
relation to the research problem.

1.1. Historical evolution of non-governmental organisations in the world

Non-governmental organisations are high-level participants in social
processes both at the national and international levels and serve as a potential
advocate in the interests of less-protected individuals and communities (Young,
Dhanda, 2013). The activity of NGOs is much more ancient than the term itself.
By nature, NGOs represent activists with the same interests who join to tackle
some problem. Scientists have not declared in a single bibliographical source
which was the first such organization in the world, only stressing that the origin
of such organizations goes back to the United States of America (USA).
D. Lewis (2009) points out that NGOs have existed in different forms for
centuries, but their name and their name and recognition were acquired at the
end of 20" century owing to becoming more numerous and to their higher
activity at international level. D.Lewis (2009), T.R. Davies (2007) and
S. Charnovitz (1997) indicates that in the modern understanding, the history of
well-known NGOs began in Western countries in the 18" century when small
national organizations joined and increased their influence, become popular at
international level, acquiring the name International Non-Governmental
Organizations and that in many countries the issues of society, such as slave
trade and the free movement of individuals, were jointly addressed at
international level. The first organizations referred to in bibliographical sources
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were established in the USA — the American Anti-Slavery Society (1833); in
Great Britain — the Anti-Corn Law League (1838), which supported free trade
and the Anti-Slavery Society (1839), which fought for humans rights etc. In
bibliographical sources, researchers mainly review and analyse international
NGOs (INGOs), which are well-known and whose activity is focused on a
long-term, paying less attention to national level organizations, which represent
the beginning of INGOs.

The acronym NGO acquired an official status and role after the United
Nations (UN) organization was founded in 1945. The UN was the successor of
the League of Nations (1920) in keeping peace in the world after Wold War 11
(United Nations, [s.a.]). Article 71 of Chapter X of the UN Statues stipulates
that the Economic and Social Council (ECOSOC) of the UN may consult with
non-governmental organizations that deal with the issues being the
responsibility of the UN. NGOs, becoming more spotted and heard, continued
to increase their activity and in number at the national and international levels.
As their scope expanded, the division of the organizations into NGOs and
INGOs gained a greater stoplight. D. Lewis and N. Kanji (2009) indicates that a
dramatic increase in the number of NGOs was observed in the 1980-90s, and it
is not possible to precisely estimate the total number of NGOs in the world, as
no credible and comprehensive statistics are available. According to the Union
of International Associations (2019), at the beginning of 2019 in comparison
with 1990, the number of INGOs increased from 6 to 70 thousand. The main
factors that contributed to the increase in the number of the organizations were
the development of technologies and developing countries, including the
former countries of the Soviet Union.

After analysing bibliographical sources, the author concludes that also in
the territory of modern Latvia, non-governmental organizations, including
farmer non-governmental organizations, have existed since the end of the 19"
century. The reasons for establishing such organizations are similar to those in
other countries, which related to the abolition of slavery and the greater
freedom of society to seek common solutions through mergers in organizations.
Organizations in agriculture were established with the aim of providing newly-
established farms with equipment, livestock, seed, fertilisers etc., as well as
they carried out educational activities, compiled statistics, organized cultural
activities in rural areas etc. The organizations existed until World War I,
during which they lost their importance, and following the occupation of
Latvia, these organizations, which did not expressed an ideology friendly to the
new power, were gradually suppressed by the new power (LAB, 2019).

In the opinion of the author, the functions of the then organizations in the
territory of Latvia do not significantly differ from the activities of modern
farmer organizations. However, under the technical and communication

80



conditions of that time, organizations played a significant role in cooperation
among farmers, the purchase of raw materials and equipment and in the
realization of products. Also, in that time, the performance of organizations was
improved to adapt to the real situation, as well as already then farmers
concluded that organizations should merge into a single ‘“umbrella”
organization, as well as cooperate with the other Baltic States (Bilmans, 1928).

Despite the long existence of NGOs, the increase in the number of
organizations and the expansion of scope and the various developments in the
world’s regions, they continue to maintain their basic functions in defending
the society’s interests and providing services by acting in interaction with other
sectors, such as government institutions, business institutions and those parts of
the society that are not involved in organizations, thereby playing the role of an
intermediary in performing certain functions and in information transfer.
Organizations have not strictly defined the functions and activities to be
performed, which may significantly vary in size, scope, scale etc. of the
organization. In addition to representing the interests of members
R. Bodziacki (2018); H.Hallemaa un U. Mander (2009); un PEF (2013)
characterizes general functions of NGOs such as monitoring the activities of
governmental institutions, advising and educating the members and society,
generating new ideas — promoting their implementation, promoting public
involvement in social activities and the defence of their rights etc. The size and
performance of NGOs depends on their objectives, industry/sector activity,
available funding, members’ activity, ability to adapt to changes in the society
and political and economic processes. The increase in the number and scope of
NGOs indicates that they are being heard, are influential and achieve the goals
pursued. At the same time, the rapid development of the sector since the end of
the 19™ century has been complicating its transparency and has been
contributing to the need for a common definition of the sector, the use of
acronyms and a classification.

1.2. Terms and acronyms used to define the non-governmental
organisations

The establishment of a common system of classification, definitions and
acronyms, particularly with increasing international collaboration, could be
useful for the transparency of the sector on a global scale. However, scientists
in various regions of the world do not support this idea, wanting to preserve the
historical characteristics of organizations. The first attempts to define the sector
were its separation from other types of organizations and institutions.
T. Levitt (1975) encouraged introducing the “third sector” idea, dividing the
organizations and institutions into three ways:

e sector I: government institutions;
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e sector IlI; business and profit-making institutions;
e sector I1l: organizations that do not belong to the first two sectors or
“third sector” organizations.

The purpose of the term “third sector” is to replace the list of diverse NGO
acronyms with one universal designation, but L. Salamon and H. Anheier (1992)
doubt the usefulness of the “third sector” definition because diverse acronyms
have historically emerged based on ancient traditions and culture, and in the
world, existing organizations may not be equally measured and classified. The
world most popular acronyms and definitions by D. Lewis (2014) are:

¢ nonprofit organization (NPOs);
e voluntary (VOs) or charity organizations;
e civil society organizations (CSOs).

At the end of the 20" century in the world, A. Najam (1996) has already
identified 48 most commonly used acronyms for identify NGOs, but
D. Lewis (2014) claims that the list is far from the full, and the number is much
larger. The definition of the “third sector” is one of the simplest and universal
ways of distinguishing non-governmental organizations from other institutions,
but it does not describe the scope or region of activity of an organization.
Meanwhile, a study by the World Economic Forum (2013) shows that changing
the functions and tasks of non-governmental organizations, the historical division
into three-sectors is complemented with the “fourth sector”, which is part of a
society that has not involved in NGOs, which is particularly specific to the
countries with a low level of public engagement in non-governmental activities.
As the number, scope and global popularity of NGOs and INGOs increased,
scientists began to pay more attention to the classifications and creation of a
definition of organizations to improve the transparency of the sector on a global
scale. There is no consensus in scientific research on the basic functions to be
performed by organizations, as well as whether organizations in developing
countries, organizations for improving social welfare and living standards, NGOs
and INGOs are equal parts of the NGO sector.

For the arrangement of the sector, L. Salamon and H. Anheier (1997)
recommended 5 basic characteristics of organizations to belong to the non-
governmental or “third sector”; they are societies established and independent of
the influence of governments: 1) formal; 2) private — institutionally separate from
governments; 3) non-profit-distributing; 4) self-governing; un 5) voluntary —
some degree of voluntary participation. A. Vakil (1997), A. Fowler (1997) and
S. Morris (2000) recognize that the above-mentioned 5 basic characteristics are
suitable for defining specific organizations in various regions of the world, but
due to the increase in the sector’s activities, its transparency and comparison can
be achieved by classifying the organizations by scope.
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One of the most successful sector classifications is the International
Classification of Non-profit Organizations (ICNPQO) developed by John
Hopkins University on 1996, which is based on the International Standard
Industrial Classification (ISIC) developed by the UN.

The university’s researchers were encouraged to create ICNPO because in
that time ISIC revision 3 lacked some important key categories for NGOs, which
were added in ISIC revision 4. L. Salamon et al. (2017) indicate that the
classification is complicated by organizations with several activities, where the
main scope is determined by the largest source of finance (by funding, or in
voluntary organizations by specialisation of the members). In the opinion of the
author, ICNPO with 27 categories is a successful solution to the NGO
classification because it is based on ISIC, from which the Statistical classification
of economic activities in the European Community (NACE) was derived, thereby
making the NGO sector more easily comparable with other sectors. However, at
national level, ICNPO is used as a basis to create the individual classification, as
confirmed by H. Hallemaa and U. Mander (2009), P. Bachmann (2013) and other
scientists that the national-level classification in various countries is developed by
adapting one of the world’s leadings classifications to the situation and
development trends in the NGOs sector in the state.

The development of a national level classification in Latvia started in 2005.
The Civic Alliance - Latvia (CAL) (2005) recommended introducing INCPO as
a successful global classification, yet the Secretariat of the Special Assignment
Minister for Social Integration Affairs (2008) recommended introducing
COPNI (Classification of the Purposes of Non-Profit Institutions Serving
Households), which the CAL (2005) did not agree with because COPNI had
too small a division of categories. Both studies highlighted that the
international classification systems should be implemented by adapting to the
conditions of the NGO sector in Latvia, and would not recommend the use of
the NACE classification due to its wide scope.

Since 2016 in Latvia, the national level classification is regulated by
Cabinet Regulation No. 779 “Classification of Associations and Foundations
according to their Field of Activity”, adopted on 22 December 2015. As in
other countries, in order to avoid the fragmentation in the classification, this
classification classifies fields with a large number of organizations, thereby not
obtaining general NGO sector transparency, regardless of the number of
organizations in a specific field, incl. farmer organizations. Although the
number of farmer organizations is not large, the strength of their lobbying is
equally effective or even greater than that of organizations in other fields.

The author considers that an adjusted NACE classification, supplemented
with important NGO categories, could be a more suitable opportunity for NGO
classification, especially due the diversity of categories. As the number and
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influence of organizations grow, their classification plays an important role in
arranging and systematising information, which would be promoted by using
similar classification systems in different sectors. The shortcomings in the
classification system hamper the transparency of activities of farmer
organizations. Although farmers are a relatively small part of society, their
numbers tend to decrease, but the strength of their lobbying is equally effective
or even greater than organizations in other fields, where the interests of a much
larger part of society are defended (Bednarikova, Jilkova, 2012).

1.3. Historical evolution and interaction of the European Union’s Common
Agricultural Policy and farmers non-governmental organisations

Agriculture is considered to be one of the most ancient industries that is
often associated with only food production. In Latvia, according to the
statistical classification of economic activities (NACE), agriculture consists of
three subindustries: crop and livestock farming, forestry and fisheries. Even
though these three subindustries are not strongly interrelated, they are classified
as a single group of industries because they use primary resources and maintain
them for future generations. The kind and significance of subindustries differ
by region. In addition to food production, agriculture plays an important role in
the national economy and in providing social function in rural areas.
A. Stamnova, M. Gveroski (2016); L. Yazc (2015) describe the role and
significance of agriculture by the following main tasks it performs:

e employment promotion;

e improvement of macroeconomics performance;

e supply of food;

o climate change mitigation;

e production of safe food,;

e environment and landscape preservation;

e contribution to tourism and infrastructure;

e production of agricultural raw materials for secondary industries;
e promotion of non-agriculture business development; etc.

At the same time, agriculture is a complicated industry, affected by
restricted agricultural area resources, it also could not be transferred to other,
more favourable regions or output could be not regulated at any period. I. Upite
and |I. Pilvere (2011) point out that the most significant factors affecting
agriculture are weather conditions, constrained land resources, market
fluctuations, a lack of technologies, environmental policy, a political position
etc. Due to the complexity of agriculture, farmers in the EU have historically
been financially supported, that agricultural production does not harm the
environment in limited circumstances and ensure a balanced performance of the
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tasks and functions described above, agricultural activity in the EU since the
1950s has been regulated and restricted by the Common Agricultural
Policy (CAP). The CAP is one of the oldest policies in the EU, and many
reforms have been made to adapt to changes in climate conditions, changes in
the market and other global processes, which affected agricultural production
and customer purchasing power. Increased attention is being paid to sustainable
production, which is not compatible with imprudent use of resources, shifting
the direct support system from production support to environmental friendly
farming and incorporating more environmental friendly requirements in the
CAP (DG AGRI, 2013). The CAP is becoming a complicated
(Kuhmonen, 2018, White, 2017) and increasingly green policy (Alons, 2017;
Cortignani, Dono, 2018), and an increasing number of EU Member States with
different farming conditions and agricultural development levels significantly
increased the role of farmer organizations in developing agricultural policies,
balancing policy demands with realistic farming conditions and explaining
policy conditions to farmers. The origin of national-level farmer non-
governmental organizations in the EU or modern Latvia territory date back to
the end of the 19™ century (see sub-chapter 1.1). For example, the first farmer
organization in Germany was established in 1893, but today’s German Farmers
Association (“Deutscher Bauernverband - DBV”) was established in 1948.
Already at the beginning of the 20" century, farmers understood that a common
national level “umbrella” organization is the strongest solution for representing
the interests of farmers (Bilmans, 1928; Spickermann, 2001). The second
revival of farmer organizations was experienced in Latvia after 1990 when the
country regained the second independence (see sub-chapters 2.3 and 2.4) in an
attempt to make closer links with the Western countries. That is why civic
participation in NGO activities in the post-communist countries of Central and
Eastern Europe, incl. Latvia, is several times lower than in Western Europe
(Schrama, Zhelyazkova, 2018). However, the attempt to move closer to the
level of development of the Western countries, joining the EU was a motivating
factor to establish non-governmental organizations, yet their strengthening was
affected by the short period after joining the EU, when newly-established
NGOs had to become competitive with long-experienced Wester European
countries’ farmer NGOs defending their industry interests in the EU. The
longer the development of NGOs in a country is, the more the public is aware
of their importance, and they have better opportunities for interest lobbying.

For the development of common policies for Member States (initially in the
European Economic Community, currently in the EU), a common non-
governmental organization of the Member States was formed to defend the
interests of farmers and communicate with European institutions on policy-
making and implementation issues. One of the most ancient and largest
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European-level farmer “umbrella” organization for communication with
European institutions is COPA-COGECA established in 1958, which brings
together national-level farmer organizations from all the Member States
(COPA..., [s.a.]; COGECA..., [s.a]). The influence of COPA-COGECA in EU
institutions is characterised by its long existence and a large number of
agricultural industries represented; it is the largest European Commission (EC)
Directorate-General for Agriculture and Rural Development (DG AGRI)
advisory partner among 68 various organizations (farmers, food producers and
traders, environmental and animal welfare organizations etc.). Representatives of
COPA-COGECA take part in all EC DG AGRI Civil dialog groups, accounting
for 25.9% of all the reimbursed expert places among the 68 advisory
organizations (DG AGRI, [s.a.]). As the members of COPA-COGECA from
Latvia, five largest national horizontal farmer organizations are involved; their
representatives also take part in EC DG AGRI Civil dialog groups.

Nowadays, all the EU Member States are defending their own positions and
interests in EU institutions, incl. those of farmer organizations. However, each
Member State has a different way to bring information to European institutions.
For example, in Germany, Hungary and Austria, European level activities are
coordinated through one national level farmer organization with one common
farmer position, while in Latvia, each farmer organization carrys out European
level activities based on their own possibilities and different farmer positions.
Collaboration between national NGOs and European institutions is possible
through EU level farmer organizations, which are advisory partners for the EU
institutions. Participation in these EU level farmer organizations depends on the
financial resources of the NGOs — the capacity to cover membership fees and
business travel expenses. Unlike in other countries with one strong national
level farmer “umbrella” organization, the participation of Latvian farmer
organizations in EU level activities is co-funded by the Ministry of Agriculture.
A single national level organization would be financially stronger and more
influential, optimising the use of resources, avoiding duplication of activities
and working with a single national level farmer position.

The role and influence of NGOs are viewed by the society controversially,
yet the functioning of Western European and European level farmer
organizations over a historically long period demonstrates the ability of the
NGOs to perform the functions assigned. The functions and tasks of farmer
organizations are various, depending on the industry represented and the
objectives to be achieved. The defending of farmer interests in the policy-
making process is one of the most heard farmer organization function, yet the
overall scope of functions is wider, describing the role of NGOs in a certain
industry, without significant differences from the general functions of NGOs.
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The key functions of organizations suggested by S. Stewart and
J.N. Dollbaum (2017), B. Kohler-Koch (2009) and the author are as follows:

e to do informative and explanatory activities;

e to involve farmers in research projects and to introduce innovations;

o to inform the society about the socio-economic contribution of agriculture;

e to activate local action groups;

e to involve the society in activities of organizations;

¢ to provide national institutions with information about the situation in

rural areas.

The comprehension of society about the functions of NGOs depends on the
information given by the media and NGO activity in social networks, where most
of them inform the society about the most significant activities, for example, the
results achieved in shaping or implementing policies, while the other above-
mentioned functions being insufficiently emphasised, which makes a significant
socio-economic contribution to the development of rural areas and the environment.

The activities and performance of farmer NGOs, unlike that in other sectors,
are very strongly affected by relevant regulations and amendments made
therein. On the one hand, regulations are governing or restricting the activities
of farmers, on the other hand, NGOs take part in the development of
regulations so that the farmer interests are made legally binding.

1.4. The legal framework governing non-governmental organisations
in Latvia

The legal documents relevant to the research problem could be divided into
three categories by importance: 1) EU-level documents; 2) laws of the Republic
of Latvia; 3) regulations of the Cabinet the Republic of Latvia. In addition, the
legal documents could be divided into those that directly and indirectly affect
the functioning of farmer organizations. At EU level, there are no legal
documents that would directly govern or restrict the functioning of non-
governmental or public organizations. The Law on Associations and
Foundations of the Republic of Latvia (2004) also does not have any reference
to EU-level legislation, which would be directly applicable to the functioning
of NGOs in general or farmer organizations in particular. The Law on
Associations and Foundations has references to EU directives concerning equal
treatment regardless of ethnicity; professions; gender; nationality etc. A wider
set of legal documents indirectly affects the functioning of the NGOs analysed,
namely, the legal documents do not govern the functioning of the organizations
but may affect the daily activities thereof. The relevant indirect legislation
could be divided into national and international; besides, NGO international
activities became important after Latvia joined the EU.
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The main pieces of indirect international legislation governing the
functioning of farmer NGOs relates to the CAP, and in the programming period
2014-2020 the CAP is governed by four main regulations:

e No. 1305/2013 on support for rural development by the European
Agricultural Fund for Rural Development (EAFRD);

e No. 1306/2013 on the financing, management and monitoring of the
common agricultural policy;

e No. 1307/2013 establishing rules for on direct payments to farmers under
support schemes within the framework of the common agricultural policy;

e No. 1308/2013 establishing a common organisation of the markets in
agricultural products.

The regulations governing agricultural activity prescribe the activities to be
carried out by farmer organizations that invest a lot of work in the development
of various rules, first of all, defending the interests of farmers and, after the
entry into force of the regulations, educating farmers about the new
requirements. Organizations lobbying at EU institutions must be registered with
the EU Transparency Register. The register gives an insight into the activities
done by NGOs, their financial resources, their origin, the scale of their
activities, the persons involved etc.

At national level, the main document contributing to the functioning of
NGOs is the Constitution of the Republic of Latvia — Section 102 stipulates that
everyone has the right to unite in associations, political parties and other public
organizations. In Latvia, there are no legal documents that would specifically
govern the functioning of farmer organizations — the organizations are subject
to the general rules applicable to the non-governmental sector. According to the
Civic Alliance — Latvia (CAL) (2016), the set of legal documents applicable to
non-governmental sector organizations is relatively smaller than that applicable
to other legal entities because the NGOs do not aim to make a profit, they are
created by the public, and too much regulatory burden would reduce public
voluntary involvement in NGOs.

From 1992, after the restoration of Latvia’s second independence, non-
governmental organizations were defined as public organizations, and they were
governed by the Law on Public Organizations and Associations thereof (1992)
and registered with the Register of Public Organizations, together with other
public organizations such as trade unions, political parties etc. As the total
number of public organizations increased and the differences in their functions
and goals increased, non-governmental sector organizations were separated from
other public organizations by establishing a separate Register of Associations and
Foundations and adopting a new Law on Associations and Foundations (2004).
The transition to the new register was governed by the Law on the Entry into
Force of the Law on Associations and Foundations (2004). The law has preserved
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the provisions regarding the functioning of non-governmental organizations, i.e. a
non-governmental organization is a voluntary association of persons aiming to
achieve the goal specified in the statute without making a profit, as by Section 2
of the law, dividing them into the following categories:
e an association — a voluntary association of persons established to
achieve the goal set in the statute;
¢ a foundation — an aggregate of property that has been set aside for the
achievement of a goal specified by the founder.

The purpose of the Law on Associations and Foundations (2004) is to
promote the activities of associations and foundations and the long-term
development thereof, as well as to facilitate the strengthening of a democratic
and civil society (Law on Associations and Foundations, 2004).

At the same time, organizations must comply with the laws and regulations
governing the economic activities of legal persons, such as the Law on Taxes
and Duties (1995); the Law on Personal Income Tax (1994); Cabinet
Regulation No. 808 of 3 October 2006 on the Annual Accounts of Associations,
Foundations and Trade Unions etc. With regard to financial transparency, in
the author’s opinion, amendments should be made to the Cabinet regulation, as
Paragraph 3, which stipulates preparation of a revenue and expenditure
account, does not set maximum amounts for the items “other revenue” and
“other expenditure” in the revenue and expenditure account. As the amounts for
the two items increase, so increasing the amount of revenue spent for
unidentifiable purposes (see sub-chapter 2.5).

In recent years, the most significant additions to the laws and regulations
regarding the NGO sector were the Volunteer Work Law (2016) and Cabinet
Regulation No. 779 of 22 December 2015 on the Classification of Associations
and Foundations (classification rules). The classification rules allow the
organizations involved in a particular field to be selected more accurately and
their activities to be assessed, making it possible to identify their relevance in
shaping and coordinating policies. In addition, potential donors can make sure
that their funding is used to solve problems in a particular area (Law on
Associations and Foundations, 2004). The classification of activities of
associations and foundations included in the Annex to the classification rules,
in the author’s opinion, fails to classify fields with a small number of
organizations and organizations with several fields of activity, incl. farmer
organizations (see sub-chapters 1.2, 2.3 and 2.5). The Volunteer Work
Law (2016), however, envisages reducing bureaucratic red tape and making
compensations, the amounts of which are set by Cabinet Regulation No. 899 of
21 September 2010 Procedure for the Application of Provisions of the Law on
Personal Income Tax, paid to volunteers exempt from the personal income tax. In
the author’s opinion, the initiative of national institutions to support volunteers
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could be viewed positively. However, the eligible monthly rate of EUR 50 for
fuel for private vehicles used to carry out activities on behalf of the organization
set by Paragraph 54% 1.4 does not correspond to the real expenses incurred by the
volunteer and should be increased; besides, total eligible expenditure for the
taxation year specified in Paragraph 542 1 should be increased as well.

An opportunity for non-governmental organizations to participate in public
administration is provided by Part 6 of the State Administration Structure
Law (2003), which stipulates and governs public participation. Section 48 of
the law stipulates that public participation is an integral part of the purpose of
the law, thereby ensuring a democratic, lawful, effective, open and publicly
accessible State administration (State Administration Structure..., 2002).
Cabinet Regulation No. 970 of 25 August 2009 Procedure for Public
Participation in the Development Planning Process prescribes opportunities for
public participation in development planning. The purpose of the regulation is
to contribute to open, effective and responsible public participation, which,
within the meaning of Paragraph 3 of the regulation, might take the forms of
formal and informal organizations, interest groups or natural persons
(Procedure for Public Participation..., 2009).

An opportunity for farmer organizations to participate in the activities of the
Ministry of Agriculture (MoA) is provided by Cabinet Regulation No. 187 of
30 April 2019 Statute of the Ministry of Agriculture. Paragraphs 5.9, 5.11 and
5.13 of the regulation stipulate that the MoA has to inform the public about
agricultural policies and the implementation of ministerial tasks given; that the
MoA makes a dialogue with the public on agriculture and its sub-industries;
and that in accordance with the procedures specified in laws and regulations,
the MOA ensures public participation in shaping policies and planning
development (Statute of the Ministry of Agriculture, 2019). Clause 1 of Section
12 of the Law on Agriculture and Rural Development (2004) stipulates that the
Ministry of Agriculture shall consult LOSP when developing and implementing
agricultural and rural development policies. Clause 2 of the same section
describes more precisely the functions of LOSP — it is a consultative body that
adopts its own statute, which sets out the goals and main objectives of the
Cooperation Council of Agricultural Organizations (Agricultural and Rural...,
2004), yet in a real situation the range of consultative partners is wider, what is
approved by Ministry of Agriculture Order No. 120 of 10 October 2019 On the
Consultative Council of Farmer Non-Governmental Organizations (On the
Consultative Council..., 2019). Even if the legal documents had no clauses on
cooperation between public administration and NGOs, public organizations
could still participate in influencing political processes in accordance with the
Law on Associations and Foundations (2004) and the Constitution of the
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Republic of Latvia, which states that everyone has the right to form and join
associations and express his or her views.

The performance of farmer organizations is directly affected by Section 4.2
Cabinet Regulation No. 1524 of 17 December 2013 Regulation regarding
National Support to Agriculture (Paragraphs 174-182) that stipulates support
for the promotion of cooperation among rural and agricultural associations and
foundations and for their participation in international organizations. Support is
provided to farmer organizations to perform certain tasks given by the Ministry
of Agriculture and to cover membership fees for international farmer
organizations (Regulation regarding National Support..., 2013). In the author’s
opinion, it is a positive fact that Paragraphs 176 and 180 of the Cabinet
regulation define eligibility criteria for organizations to receive subsidies, yet
for the operational tasks given to the organizations, the Cabinet regulation does
not specify the minimum quantitative targets to be achieved, which would be
particularly desirable for the public (farmers and rural population) involved in
shaping agriculture-related policies in accordance with Paragraph 176.4.1 of the
Cabinet regulation.

2. CHARACTERISTICS OF AGRICULTURE AND
FARMER NON-GOVERNMENTAL ORGANISATIONS IN
LATVIA, GERMANY AND HUNGARY

The chapter is 73 pages long and includes 15 tables and 25 figures. The chapter
put forwards a thesis: 1) Agriculture is an important industry in Latvia, which
contributes to the national economy, preserves the rural environment and
landscape and facilitates sustainable economic activities in rural areas;
2) Proposals for enhancing the performance of farmer non-governmental
organizations in Latvia were developed by performing an analysis of the activities
and financial positions of the organizations as well as examining the development
of similar non-governmental organizations in Germany and Hungary.

The second chapter analyses the role of agriculture in the economy, the
CAP and the use of national funding, non-governmental sector development,
assesses the performance and financial positions of leading farmer
organizations in Latvia and compares the performance of farmer organizations
in Germany and Hungary.

2.1. Characteristics of agriculture in Latvia

Agricultural land is one of the most significant resources for agricultural
production. In 2018, Latvia’s total land area was 64.6 thou km? of which
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36.6% was used in agriculture and 48.0% in forestry (6% more than on average
in the EU). Of 1.937 min. ha of the utilised agricultural area (UAA), 65% was
arable land, 32.7% was pastures and meadows and 1.6% was an overgrown
area (Latvijas lauksaimnieciba, 2019). According to the Central Statistical
Bureau (CSB), the UAA reached 2.5 min. ha in Latvia in 1991, while over next
years the UAA gradually decreased if measured against the previous year and
against 1991 as the base year (Augkopiba, 2019). Until 2000, the UAA
decreased in Latvia by 37.4% or 947 thou. ha in comparison with 1991. The
key reasons for the decrease in the UAA were an increase in the area unfarmed
and overgrown with shrubs, the expansion of urban territories as well as a slight
increase in the forest area (MeZsaimnieciba, 2019). From 2001, the UAA was
slowly reintegrated into agricultural production along with an increase in
national support for agriculture and the introduction of first EU and CAP
agricultural support instruments in Latvia. The next increase in the UAA was
observed from 2004 to 2007 due availability of EU direct payments, when an
economic crisis slowed down this increase, which also affected agriculture. In
2018, the utilised agricultural area was 1.93 min. ha, in comparison with 2015,
the UAA increased by 2.8% or 53.1 thou. ha (Augkopiba, 2019). Joining the
EU gave an opportunity to considerably increase agricultural output, as various
CAP support instruments were available, for instance, the EU Structural Funds
and direct payments, that is why the functions of farmer NGOs were to support
the Ministry of Agriculture in the negotiations on the accession process and to
explain the rules of CAP implementation for farmers after joining the EU.

In the 1990s in Latvia, radical political and socio-economical changes
occurred, and after regaining independence, a land reform or privatisation was
carried out in 1991, which aimed to replace Soviet period collective and state
farms with individual farms — economic entities of Latvia’s first independence.
The privatisation process was chaotic and uncoordinated, and farms lacked
investment during the period of change, which reduced their productivity, the
area sown and large scale-production (Vanwambeke et al., 2012). The chaos in
rural areas and dissatisfaction with the government’s attitude towards farmers
prompted farmers to join together in non-governmental organizations with the
aim of stabilizing the situation in rural areas and to participate in shaping rural
policies. Developing various fields of activity on farms, incl. processing and
sale of products, the scope of relevant problems increased, which promoted the
development of sectoral NGOs.

In 2017 in Latvia, according to the CSB, there were 80.2 thou. agricultural
holdings and the number of them decreased by 39.6% in comparison with 2005.
However, the number of agricultural holdings in another source of information
differed, yet both of the sources showed a declining trend (see Table 1).
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Table 1
Number of farms involved in agriculture, forestry and fishery in various
information sources in Latvia in period 2005-2017, thous.; and changes in
the number of farms in 2017 comparing 2005, %

Indicator/Information register 2005 | 2013 2017 2017 /2005
Number of agricultural holdings (CSB)|133.0| 81.7 80.2 -39.6%
Economically active enterprises (CSB)| - 28.2 26.7 -5.31% (to 2013.)

36.1 (A01)
Taxpayers (SRS) - - 9.8 (A02) -
0.598 (A03)
Beneficiaries of Direct Payments
(DG AGRI) 68.1 | 62.9 59.8 -12.2%

Source: authors’ constructions based on Lauku saimniecibu struktira, 2007, 2016; Uzpémumu
skaits, 2017; Nodokju maksataju skaits, 2018; CAP funding, 2018

In 2017, the summary of a farm structure survey of the CSB indicated the
largest number or 80.2 thou. agricultural holdings; the information was
aggregated independently of the size or paid tax amount of the farm. A large
number of farms were family farms, which are not likely to make a significant
contribution to the national macroeconomic situation but maintain the
population in rural areas and possibly could increase production in the future.

A second largest number of agricultural holdings was indicated by DG AGRI
in 2017, 59.8 thou., which were beneficiaries of the direct payments of the CAP.
However, the data do not precisely indicate the number of active farms because
among the beneficiaries of direct payments, there were agricultural land owners
who did not carry out agricultural activity but were land owners and maintained
the land in good agricultural and environmental condition.

The register of taxpayers of the State Revenue Service (SRS) indicate the
agricultural holdings whose agricultural activity is business oriented and that
make tax payments. In 2017, there were 46.5 thou. taxpayers in agriculture, of
which 77.6% were engaged in crop and livestock farming (A01); 21.1% in
forestry (A02) and 1.3% in fisheries (A03). However, the CSB survey of
economically active enterprises indicated 26.7 thou. economically active
agricultural holdings for NACE rev.2 section A, which were legal persons, yet
the SRS, in additional to the legal persons, has included individual merchants and
economic operators (natural persons) in its own statistics. Therefore, the CSB
survey of economically active enterprises most accurate indicate the number of
agricultural holdings whose agricultural activity generates value added.
According to Agriculture in Latvia 2019 (2019), a survey of the Ministry of
Agriculture, in 2018, only 17.3 thou. producers of agricultural products applied
for a reduced excise tax for diesel fuel, which calls into question the above

93




described numbers of real agricultural holdings if taking into account the fact that
diesel fuel is one of the main resource of agricultural production.

An analysis of the size of farms in Latvia reveals that the percentage of farms
with a small utilised agricultural area has significantly decreased, whereas the
percentage of those managing an area of more than 100 ha increased. In 2016
compared with 2003, the number of small farms with an area of less than 49.9 ha
decreased (number of farms from 97% to 90% and the UAA from 60.2% to
33%), while the number of those with an area of more than 100 ha increased
(number of farms from 1.2% to 4.7% and the UAA from 29.2% to 56.6%).

A fragmented structure of farms promotes different visions for agricultural
development, adapting the UAA of the farm to the production of the most
profitable product, thereby encouraging various NGOs to defend their interests
regarding these different kinds of activity farms. Identical agricultural policies are
not suitable for farms with different kinds of activity, and their representative
organizations should find a common position for shaping agricultural policies.
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Fig. 1. Export and Import of agricultural products (crop production,
livestock, fishery and food production) in period 2000-2017, bn.EUR;
export share of agricultural, forestry and wood products in period
2006-2017, %, GDP in agriculture, %.
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In terms of gross domestic product (GDP), the share of agriculture in
developed countries is not high, and as the economy develops, it should be
decreasing, yet each situation should be assessed individually, and if there are
very good conditions for agricultural production in the country, the share of
GDP may be higher. In Latvia, the proportion of agriculture in GDP, excluding
food production, was 3.6% or EUR 1.038 min. in 2018, a decrease of
2.2 percentage points in comparison with 2000 (see Figure 1). The indicator in
Latvia was slightly lower than the average of the world, and twice as high as
the EU average. In 2018, Latvia’s GDP was EUR 29.15 bin.

In 2017, the exports of agricultural and food products were 21.6%, and
together with forestry and wood processing accounted for 38% of Latvia’s total
exports. Analysing the balance of foreign trade, attention should be paid to the
origin of the data, as there are cases where the trade balance for agriculture is
not preciously defined, or the data include processed food. In the figure,
processed food was included in the trade balance, that is why it is negative until
2012, due large imports of processed food products (see Figure 1). However,
the trade balance for only agricultural commodities was positive, which was the
contribution of grain farming.

The net turnover of agricultural sub-industries shows that forestry
dominated up to 2016, later this position was overtaken by crop and livestock
farming. From 2006 to 2017, the net turnover of forestry increased from
EUR 434 min. to EUR 945.5 miIn., while in the same period the turnover of
crop and livestock farming increased from EUR 229.1min. up to
EUR 1042.2 min. (Uznémgjdarbibas finanses, 2018). Agriculture, especially
forestry, was the power of exports in the period after the economic crisis
(economic crisis from 2008 to 2010), as evidenced by increases in export
indicators, turnover and proportions in GDP. As agriculture recovered faster from
the economic crisis, the above mentioned fact about the importance or role of the
agricultural industry in the national economy was confirmed, and, despite various
economic and political tensions, agriculture continues to provide primary
resources, which, further processed, promotes the economic recovery.

According to data on the value of goods produced by crop and livestock
farming, the dominant sub-industry was crop farming; in 2017 compared with
2004, the proportion of crop farming increased by 5.2 percentage points to
57.2%, yet the proportion of livestock farming, accordingly, decreased by 5.2
percentage points to 42.8%. 2017 in comparison with 2016, the proportion of
crop farming decreased by 4.0 percentage points to 61.2%, yet the proportion of
livestock farming increased by 3.9 percentage points to 38.8% (Latvijas
lauksaimnieciba, 2006; Latvijas lauksaimnieciba, 2018). The increase in the
proportion of livestock farming, in 2017 in comparison with 2016, was
promoted by increases in the production of dairy, poultry and pork products.
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The major farming industries in Latvia in terms of value of final agricultural
goods output were grain and dairy farming.

In terms of production, crop and livestock farming are more complex
industries in comparison with forestry, providing a more diverse range of
products, and they are significantly controlled by state authorities and regularly
facing with new challenges for environmental preservation, food quality and
sustainability etc. This also explains the large number of farmer organizations
in these sub-industries of crop and livestock farming, which, defending the
interests of their members, are trying to reach balanced agricultural policies and
ensure that the requirements of state authorities are realistic for daily practice.

The average indicators of profitability, solvency and liquidity of agricultural
holdings indicate the development of agriculture in comparison with other
industries of the economy. In 2006-2017, the indicator of profitability for
agriculture (2017 = 14.2%) was on average four times higher than the average
in the economy (2017 = 4.9%), maintaining a positive trend. The proportion of
equity capital in liabilities of the balance sheet in the same period in
agricultural holdings (2017 = 57.7%) was on average 1.6 times higher than the
average in the economy (2017 = 38.2%) (Uznémgjdarbibas finanses, 2018).

Nowadays, farmer non-governmental organizations not only advocate the
interests of their members to shape policies but also ensure strong support
related to day-to-day activities, such as education, environmentally friendly
farming, purchase of cheaper raw materials etc. Farmers and farmer
organizations have the possibility to receive financial support due to the
problems and constraints related to the industry.

2.2. Financial support for Agriculture and rural development in Latvia

Agriculture is an industry, the performance of which is historically
supported, especially due to changeable weather and market conditions. The
specifics of this industry are that it cannot be transferred to another,
economically more favourable area. Agriculture is characterised by slow
product growth, it is less elastic to react to market fluctuations. Due to the
complexity of the industry, NGOs are the day-to-day helper of farmers in
advocating their interests and clarifying requirements of agricultural policy.
Farmers NGOs work responsibly in shaping and developing agricultural
policies, as, on the one hand, it is possible to achieve better funding conditions,
while on the other hand, new requirements restricting the industry might be
introduced without sufficiently protecting the position of farmers, which could
create an additional financial burden.

As the number of EU Member States increased, CAP funding rose from
EUR 21 bin. in 1980 up to EUR 49 bin. in 2018, yet in the same period the
proportion of CAP funding in total EU expenditure decreased from 73% to

96



37.2%, and in the period 2014-2020 the average CAP proportion in total EU
expenditure was 38% a year.
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Fig. 2. Latvia’s contributions to and receipts from the European Union
budget, the national and EU financial aid to agriculture 1994, 1999, 2004-
2018, mIin.EUR, and share of EU financial aid to agriculture in the total
EU expenditures for Latvia in period 2004-2018, %.

Latvia is eligible for CAP and other EU financial instruments under the EU
regulatory framework after Latvia joined the EU in 2004. Latvia joined the EU
in the 2000-2006 programming period, and the EU budged with its regulatory
framework was already adopted. However, in the next two programming
periods (2007-2013 and 2014-2020), national authorities and farmer NGOs had
the chance to lobby the common position in the EC, achieving the conditions
desired and partly the amount of CAP funding as well.

In the 2014-2020 programming period, Latvia totally receives EUR 7.5 bin.
of EU funding. Already after joining the EU, Latvia received more funding
from the EU than it contributed to the EU budget. From 2004 to 2018, Latvia
received on average EUR 3.83 per each euro contributed to the EU budget (see
Figure 2). An assessment of the amount of funding shows that the EU financial
instruments provided the largest financial support to agriculture, of which direct
payments and funding for the rural development programme were the most
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significant. In 2005, the size of national and EU assistance for agriculture
reached EUR 157.8 min. — four times more as in 2003, and the proportion of
funding for agriculture in total EU assistance for Latvia was 30.7%. In the
following vyears, the EU funding for agriculture and rural development
continued increasing, investing EUR 450.3 min. in agriculture in 2018. From
2005 to 2018, the proportion of EU funding in total national and EU financial
assistance increased from 75.8% up to 98.1%.

In the 2014-2020 programming period, EU funding for Pillar 1 — direct
payments and market measures — allocated to Latvia is EUR 1.717 bin., and for
Pillar 2 — the rural development programme —EUR 966 min. The total funding for
Pillar 2 activities is EUR 1.53 bln., of which EUR 564 min. is national co-funding.

The most significant EU financial support instrument, which the MoA and
farmer NGOs are actively struggling for in EU institutions, is direct payments,
and in 2018 the direct payments represented 47% of the total amount of support
for agriculture paid by the Rural Support Service (RSS) (Lauku atbalsta...,
2019). In comparison with farmers in other EU Member States, Latvian farmers
are receiving one of the lowest direct payments, if measured as an average per
ha agricultural land (48.5% of the EU average direct payment level of EUR 266
in 2017). The low payments are the most significant argument of the MoA and
NGOs for advocating the interests of farmers, requiring an increase in the direct
payments at least to the EU average level. The capacity of NGOs in advocating
the interests of farmers concerning CAP issues are depending on the activity of
their members because Pillar 1 does not envisage support for farmer NGOs.

Of total rural development programme or Pillar 2 funding, the largest
part — EUR 490 min. or 31.95% — is allocated for investments in physical assets
in the 2014-2020 programming period. In the same period, funding is also
allocated to other sub-programmes such as Basic services and village renewal in
rural areas — 8.2% of total programme expenditure, Organic farming — 9.9%,
Advisory services — 0.6% and 17.4% for Areas facing natural constraints, thereby
increasing the amount of direct payments for farmers in these areas. Under
Pillar 2, funding is also allocated for involving the society in the implementation
of the rural development programme through sub-programmes such as LEADER,
Knowledge and information transfer, Cooperation etc. (LAD, 2019b).

After the renewal of Latvia’s independence in 1991, the first kind of support
to farmers was national financial assistance of EUR 6.2 min. allocated in
1994. The national financial assistance, in comparison with EU financial
assistance, was small due to the lack of resources in the national budget. Over
the next years, the national financial assistance rose and reached EUR 55.8 min.
in 2003, and in coordination with the EC, the national assistance continued to
be paid also after accession to the EU (Pilvere, 2008). In the period 2004-2014,
two main national financial assistance programmes were implemented: 1)
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national  subsidies;  2) CNDP/TNA (Complementary  national  direct
payments/Transitional national aid), yet from 2014, as EU financial funding
increased, only national subsidies were paid. In the period 2012-2017, the
average national financial assistance was EUR 9 min. per year, which accounted
for 2.5% of the total EU and national funding for agriculture. The largest amount
of national financial assistance was paid out in 2006 — EUR 82.8 min. (Latvijas
lauksaim...., 2016; 2019). Section 5 of the Law on Agriculture and Rural
Development (2004) points out that state assistance for agricultural development
in the form of subsidies may not be less than 2.5% of the total expenditures of
the annual state budget, which are covered from general budgetary revenues,
excluding EU contributions (Lauksaimniecibas un lauku..., 2004).

In 2019, the amount of national subsidies was more than EUR 8.7 min. Of
the total amount, EUR 614 thou. was allocated for international collaboration
activities, of which EUR 494.2 thou. was allocated to NGOs for international
collaboration activities and membership fees for international farmer
organizations (Noteikumi par valsts..., 2013).

In relation to the negative trend in allocating EU funding for rural
development, the European Commission indicated that in 2017, on average in
the EU, 80% of direct payments received 20% producers, and 76% of the
producers received only up to EUR 5 thou. (CAP funding, 2018). In contrast in
Latvia, the composition of direct payment beneficiaries was more balanced and,
in comparison with the EU, the producers with an area larger than 250 ha (2%
of total agricultural holdings) received only 43% of direct payment funding in
2017. In comparison with 2006, the number of beneficiaries with a small
agricultural area tended to decrease. However, the number of beneficiaries with
an area of more than 250 ha rose by 1.1 percentage points, and the proportion of
direct payment funding rose by 16.5 percent points (LAD, 2018; CAP
funding, 2018). The author does not indicate that some group of agricultural
holdings with a specific agricultural area negatively impact the industry but
points out that farms of various types and sizes should operate in rural areas. Each
group of farms makes a positive contribution to development in rural areas.

The EU is continuing its work on the budget of the 2021-2027 programming
period. Farmer organizations of the Baltic States have similar objectives to be
achieved, and collaboration among the three states is observed on CAP issues.
The aim is to achieve greater direct payment and funding alignment across the
Member States. The increase in the UAA in the period 2004-2018 by 18% up to
1.94 min.ha is the argument why it is necessary to increase EU funding for
agriculture for Latvia. If the funding does not increase in line with the increase
in the UAA, it is not possible to increase payments per ha or livestock unit,
which would promote unfair competition among the Member States.
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2.3. Characteristics of the non-governmental sector and the involvement of
its organisations in the activities of national institutions in Latvia

In Latvia, the first NGOs were founded in 1991 after the renewal of
independence, shifting from the socialism system to the democratic one.
Initially, all organizations were called public organizations, regardless of
whether they were NGOs or political parties. After joining the EU, the public
organizations were divided by type, individual legislation was prepared for
each type. However, the definition of a public organization is still used in
various bibliographical sources and statistical databases. Even if the various
organizations have different functions, they bring together groups of like-
minded individuals to achieve common objectives. In 2018 in Latvia, according
to Lursoft statitics (2019), there were 27 683 various public organizations, of
which the largest number were associations — 79.2% and foundations — 5.7%,
trade unions — 0.9%, political parties — 0.3% and 13.9% were other
organizations (corporations, unions, political unions etc.). Just like in the other
world countries, in Latvia too NGOs are registered as operating in various
areas: environmental protection, agriculture, social services, culture etc.

Lursoft and the CSB collect information about the NGOs sector in Latvia by
different methods. For the analysis of changes in the number of NGOs, Lursoft
uses data from the Register of Enterprises (RoE) of the Republic of Latvia (LV),
while the CSB uses data from the State Revenue Service (SRS), i.e. annual
reports of NGOs. Analysing annual reports of NGOs, the SRS determines
economically active organizations, which are active in pursuing the stated
objectives and the annual reports of them show positive financial activity or
changes in financial performance indicators compared with the previous period.

In an analysis of research on the non-governmental sector, researchers most
often use the data from Lursoft because, in addition to changes in the number of
NGOs, the register provides information regarding recently founded
organizations, the kind of founders and their nationality, a breakdown by
municipality etc. In 2017, according to both sources of information, Lursoft and
the CSB, the largest numbers of NGOs and the highest percentages were
reported in the regions of Riga, Pieriga and Kurzeme (see Table 2). From 2013
to 2016, the number of economically active organizations increased from
10 294 up to 11 472, yet in 2017 the number of them decreased to 10 772. An
analysis of the proportion of economically active organizations in the total
number of registered organizations reveals that in 2017 in comparison with
2013 the proportion of them decreased from 56.7% to 47.3%, which shows that
an increase in the number of registered organizations was faster than that in the
number of economically active organizations; more than half of the total
registered organizations were not active (Uznémumu skaits, 2017).
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Table 2
Changes and differences in the number of statistics of associations and
foundations by region in Latvia by Lursoft and CSP; The proportion of
economically active organisations in the total number of organizations in
2013 and 2017, %

Lursoft CSsP CSP/

Indicator 2013 2017 2013 2017 Lursoft, %
% |[number| % |number| % |number| % |number| 2013 | 2017

Riga 4.6 7819 | 35 9897 94 4056 | 9.4 4241 51.8 | 42.8
Pieriga 16.8 2954 | 17.6 4010| 17.4 1791 | 18.7 2012 | 60.6 | 50.1
Kurzeme 12.9 2259 | 13.0 2957 | 13.6 1402 | 14.3 1540 | 62.0 | 52.0
Zemgale 8.9 1564 | 9.1 2077 9.7 998 | 8.5 920 | 63.8 | 44.2
Vidzeme 7.9 1390 | 85 1938 | 9.7 998 | 9.0 973| 71.7 | 50.2
Latgale 8.9 1564 | 8.2 1868 | 10.2 1049 | 10.1 1086 | 67.0 | 58.1
Total | 100 17550 | 100 22747 | 100 10294 | 100 10772 | 58.6 | 47.3

Source: authors’ constructions based on Lursoft statistika, 2019; Statistika, 2019

The use of data from different sources can impact the result of calculations.
For example, an analysis of the NGO density in the regions by number of
organizations per 1000 capita reveals that in 2017, according to Lursoft data,
the highest density was in Riga and Pieriga — 13.2 organizations, 12.0 in
Kurzeme, 9.7 in Vidzeme, whereas the lowest was found in Zemgale — 8.2 and
Latgale — 7.7, while the national average density was 11.7 organizations. In
2017 in Latvia, according to CSB data, the average organization density per
1000 capita was 5.5, i.e. 6.2 organizations fewer than according to Lursoft data.
The ratio of densities in the regions, according to CSB data, was similar to that
according to Lursoft data, the highest ratio was found for Riga region (6.6),
while the lowest for Latgale (3.4). The density expressed by economically
active organizations more accurately reflects the true number of NGOs and
civic activity at the national and regional levels.

In Latvia, NGOs have become an integral part of public activity, which
indicates to the state’s degree of democracy, providing an opportunity to take
part and influence public administration processes. The Memorandum of
Co-operation between Non-governmental Organizations and the Cabinet signed
in 2005 between the Cabinet of Ministers of the Republic of Latvia and 57
NGOs indicates the desire of national institutions to involve the non-
governmental organizations in the decision-making process. In 2019, this
Memorandum was signed by as many as 436 organizations. Initially, the main
aim of the memorandum was to ensure cooperation between national
institutions and the civil society, involving them in discussions and providing
them with information, yet in 2014, the aim was supplemented to promote the
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participation of the civil society in decision-making, implementation and the
control process. According to the guidelines of the Cabinet, all 13 Ministries of
the Republic of Latvia and their subordinate authorities provide public
participation (Valsts kanceleja, 2019). The State Chancellery of the Republic of
Latvia, within the framework of the Memorandum, collects statistics about
NGO participation activities at national level. The last summary of activities is
available only for 2015. Cooperation between national institutions and non-
governmental organizations is characterised by participation in events
organised by both parties, organization of advisory councils of national
institutions and provision of NGO feedback on draft legislation and policy
documents developed by ministries.

The number of farmers and farmer organizations is not large, yet they are
active in cooperation with national authorities. In 2015, the MoA established 18
advisory councils and involved 151 organizations. The largest number of
advisory councils was established by the Ministry of Culture — 20, involving
100 NGOs. The author points out that the national institutions, which establish
advisory councils with NGO participation, should pay significant attention to
the eligibility of the organizations in order to avoid the participation of the
organizations, which are representing groups of narrow interests, in deciding
policy issues at national level.

In the period 2012-2015, the MoA prepared the largest number of pieces of
legislation — on average 217 documents per year, while, for example, the
Ministry of Economics (MoE) — 200, the Ministry of Justice (MoJ) — 147.
However, the proportion of NGO feedback reports prepared was 64.5% for the
MoA, 59.7% for the MoE and 32% for the MoJ. The number of NGO feedback
reports is an indicator, which should tend to increase. In contrast, the number of
documents developed and meetings organised by ministries is not an indicator,
an increase in which would indicate a positive impact. The memorandum
invites both parts to constructive discussion and to saving time resources
(Valsts kanceleja, 2019).

As the activities of the NGO sector increase, the author points out that the
information available in the statistical database incompletely describes the
activities of the sector. NGO sector studies by the CAL (2016) also indicate the
lack of transparency in the NGO sector. The poorly developed classification of
the NGOs sector is the most significant problem in sector transparency because
the kinds of NGO activities are in larger number than the categories of the
classification. The information available in statistical databases about NGO
activities are arranged using the NACE rev. 2 classification; in 2017, almost
half or 4935 economically active organizations were included in section “S”
“Other services activities”. By analysing the sub-sections of this section, 4187
or 38.9% of the total economically active organizations were included in
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section “S 94.99” “Activities of other membership organizations not elsewhere
classified” and “S 94.12” “Activities of professional membership organizations”
with 309 organizations. Farmer horizontal organizations with various
specialisations are also included in both sections.

However, for sectoral farmer NGOs which are included in section “A”, the
scope indicated in the statistical database corresponds to the scope of activity of
their members. Section “A” or farmer, forestry and fishery organizations is one
of the smallest ones, as in the period 2013-2018 their number decreased from
93 to 61; besides, not a single organization with a specialisation in forestry and
fisheries was indicated (Uzpémumu skaits, 2018), although the Latvian
Association of Forest Owners is active in Latvia, which points to the above-
mentioned problem that multi-sectoral horizontal organizations are classified
under section “S 94.99” or “S 94.12".

The lack of a classification makes it difficult to carry out an analysis of the
sector because it is possible only if doing an individual analysis of farmer
organizations, yet this shortcoming does not reduce the role of NGOs in Latvia.

2.4. Characteristics of farmer non-governmental organizations in Latvia

In Latvia, modern farmer non-governmental organizations were founded after
regaining independence in the mid-1990s. The unification of farmers in
organizations was facilitated by the different views of farmers and national
institutions on the development of agriculture. A legally registered organization was
a way for its members to participate in policy-making and make recommendations
on the development of legislation and policy documents. The most active farmer
organizations still retain their influence, which indicates that they are able to defend
the interests of farmers, are an important partner for national institutions and raise
public awareness of the role and importance of agriculture.

The basis of the hierarchy of farmer organizations in Latvia is formed by
sectoral or professional organizations/associations, which are divided by type
of products produced, for example, meat, milk, vegetables etc. (see Figure 3).
District farmer associations, which operate in each region of Latvia and are
members of one of the horizontal organizations at national level, are also
classified as small farmer organizations. As the number of farmers decreased,
the number and relevance of district farmer associations in rural areas
decreased, and their functions were taken over by sectoral NGOs. There were
22 district farmer associations in Latvia in 2018.

The activity of sectoral organizations depends on the activity of farmers and
economic activity in the agricultural industry; however, the author believes that
the organizations perform their functions by bringing together members at
national level and they specialize in a certain field. It is not possible to identify
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the total number of sectoral organizations, yet the most active of them were
LOSP members. In 2019, LOSP united 58 farmer organizations.
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Fig.3. Hierarchy of farmer organisations in Latvia in 2019.

Horizontal-level organizations bring together sectoral organizations and
establish cooperation with both the Ministry of Agriculture and European-level
farmer organizations, providing support in the development of agricultural
policies (see Figure 3). Horizontal-level organizations play an important role in
this process, providing decision-making bodes with information and statistics
on the current situation in agriculture. At this stage, horizontal-level
organizations act as intermediaries in informing sectoral organizations as well
as identifying and coordinating opinions before the information is passed on to
the decision-making bodies. At their own discretion, farmers are members of
several NGOs (both sectoral and horizontal organisations) at the same time,
with the exception of LOSP, which unites only non-governmental organizations
according to their functions.

After joining the EU, the agricultural policies of Latvia, just like those of
other EU Member States, are coordinated and approved by the European
Commission, which increases the role of NGOs not only nationally but also
internationally. The participation of NGOs in international activities depends
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on their available resources to cover membership fees for international
organizations and travel expenses, which is possible for financially strong
organizations by pooling financial resources or using national support. In Latvia,
the Ministry of Agriculture provides financial support for the international
activities of farmer NGOs, which covers membership fees and business trip
expenditure. On the one hand, it is significant support to farmer organizations,
providing a certain sense of financial security, yet it does not promote
cooperation among the organizations and the formation of a common position. It
is important to participate in international discussions and have a common
national position, as the national position must be quickly and concisely justified
at the meetings of the EC or international farmer organizations.

The most influential horizontal organizations in Latvia are nine
organizations represented at the Advisory Council of the Ministry of
Agriculture: the Farmers Parliament (ZSA), the Latvian Farmers Federation
(LZF), the Association of Agricultural Statutory Societies (LSA), the Latvian
Agricultural Cooperatives Association (LLKA), the Latvian Young Farmers
Club (JZK), the Farmers Association (LA), the Latvian Federation of Food
Companies (LPUF), the Latvian Organic Farmers Association (LBLA) and the
Cooperation Council of Agricultural Organisations (LOSP) that is the main
public partner for consultation and dealing with strategic matters. At the same
time, LOSP is also a consultative partner of the Ministry of Agriculture, as
stipulated in the Law on Agriculture and Rural Development (2004), that
performs the functions of the “umbrella” organization for farmer organizations.
But in reality, LOSP does not unite all farmer organizations owing to their
different interests, and the function of the advisory partner of the MoA is
performed by the Advisory Council.

Theoretically, leading horizontal organizations representing different groups
of farmers and dealing with different agricultural policy issues should be
represented at the Advisory Council. An analysis of the nine members of the
Advisory Council revealed that two farmer organizations, such as ZSA and
LZF, actually represented the interests of the same groups of farmers, LA was
not a national organization and LSA, judging by the name of the organization,
represented the farms whose legal form practically was not aligned with the
purpose of establishment of LSA. Therefore, LSA was functionally similar to
ZSA and LZF. In addition, six out of the nine member organizations of the
Advisory Council were members of LOSP, which contradicted the purpose of
LOSP — to be an “umbrella” organization and a consultative partner of the
Ministry of Agriculture. Theoretically, LOSP should shape the position of the
organization based on the interests of its members, yet in the Advisory Council,
each representative has the opportunity to express an individual opinion, which
is contrary to the functions of LOSP. The author does not express doubts about
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the importance of the “umbrella” organization at national level but points out
shortcomings in cooperation between horizontal organizations and national
institutions. The operational objectives set for each organization were in line
with the organisation’s main performance functions and had a common feature
— they focused on contributing to competitiveness as well as the rural
environment and the wellbeing of the people living in it. The activities of JZK
were focused on attracting and educating young people in agriculture, while
LLKA was an organization uniting farmer cooperatives.

The participation of organizations in international activities is an indicator
of their activity, which shows their willingness to become even more involved
in the development of rural development policies. Organizations are free to
choose which international activities to engage in, taking into account their
financial capacity. Five farmer organizations from Latvia — ZSA, LOSP, LSA,
LZF and LLKA - have joined COPA-COGECA, which covers all agricultural
industries and deals with horizontal issues of the farmer NGO sector. However,
LBLA and the Latvian Association of Forest Owners (LMIB) believe that
COPA-COGECA is too weak in defending the industries represented by the
both associations and therefore cooperates with other farmer organizations in
Brussels — the International Federation of Organic Agriculture Movements
(IFOAM) and the Confederation of European Forest Owners (CEPF). For
example, JZK is a member of the European Council of Young Farmers (CEJA).

The greatest activity is observed for the farmer organizations participating
in COPA-COGECA working groups, which, compared with other EU-level
farmer organizations, are established more frequently. The Bureau of
Agriculture and Rural Development of EU (EU Office) of the National Rural
Network of the Latvian Rural Advisory and Training Centre (LLKC) collects
data on the participation of farmer organizations in COPA-COGECA as well as
EC and other international activities (VLT, [s.a.]). In the period 2012-2018,
five Latvian member organizations of COPA-COGECA participated in an
average of 66 various working groups per year, with the highest participation
being in 2013 — 99 and the lowest being in 2016 — 35. During this period, ZSA
participated in 25 working groups or on average 30% per year, reaching the
highest number in 2014 - 35 working groups. LZF participated in on
average 17 working groups, reaching the highest number in 2013 — 30. In the
period analysed, the activity of representatives of the organizations was volatile
because the goal of the organizations was not to attend a larger number of
events each year but to benefit as much as possible from participation in each
event. The international activities of the organizations were funded from the
organizations’ own resources (5%), co-funded by the Ministry of
Agriculture (45%) or funded by the European Commission (50%).
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The establishment of the EU Office represented an example of the need for
and benefits of consolidating farmer organizations. Latvian farmer NGOs
began gradually joining COPA-COGECA after 2004, while the EU Office was
established in 2011. The Latvian member organizations of COPA-COGECA
had formally agreed in which working groups each would participate, yet the
lack of mutual communication led to problems, as there was no exchange of
information among the organizations on the participation in the working groups
and what was discussed there. The information obtained in the working groups
remained among the members of the particular organization, despite the fact
that annual participation fees were covered by the MoA and business trip
expenditures were co-funded by the EC and the MoA. A logical and rational
step was to set up an EU Office, independent of NGOs, thereby ensuring equal
decision-making and solving the problems described above. In the result, the
international activities of farmer organizations became more transparent, and
the MoA gained confidence in the adequacy of spending, which was a
motivating factor for the MoA to continue funding the international activities of
farmer organizations. MoA funding also allows organizations to participate in
other working groups and meetings that have not been reimbursed by the EC.
However, the establishment of a new organization would take more time to
achieve the result, while potential funders would assess the capacity of the
organization and its representatives.

Next, the author analyses the five most active horizontal organizations of the
national and international levels: LOSP, LZF, ZSA, LSA and LLKA. An analysis
of the foundation statutes of the five organizations has revealed that the
organizations have indicated that they are independent and on a voluntary basis
unite legal entities registered with the Register of Enterprises of the Republic of
Latvia: farms, other rural enterprises, farmer associations and rural self-
government organizations and natural persons engaged in agricultural business.

The main functions of the organizations analysed pertained to representing
the interests of members at national and EU institutions and providing
consultations and training, public education on agriculture and matters related
to agricultural production, thereby promoting the development and
competitiveness of the agricultural industry. Each organization had specialized
in some activity corresponding to the agricultural industry represented by its
members; however, there were no significant differences in the range of issues
to be addressed by each organization, as all of them were horizontal
organizations, and there was an overlap of the daily problems they dealt with.
Besides, some farmers and associations were members of several of the above-
mentioned farmer organizations. The most significant difference was the
activity of organizations on a national and international scale, which depended
on their financial resources and capacity. The financial analysis of farmer
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organizations gives an idea of their ability to perform their functions in the long
term through assessing their sources of revenue and the proportion of
government subsidies in total revenue.

2.5. Analysis of the financial performance of farmer non-governmental
organisations in Latvia

The activity of organizations depends on their disposable financial resources
to cover daily expenses and make same savings for future operations in case of
revenue fluctuations. Financially stronger organizations are able to defend the
interests of their members more effectively by investing more resources in staff
remuneration and the activities to be carried out. Remuneration is an important
factor in choosing and motivating a job, and the remuneration in the non-
governmental sector should be competitive with that in other sectors.

The most common types of NGO funding could be classified into direct and
indirect, which might differ in amount in the revenue composition of the
organization according to the specifics of its activities. The main kinds of
revenue of an organization are as follows: direct revenue — the revenue from
operating services (including membership fees or donations by stakeholders for
the work assigned and done), project proposal competitions (LEADER,
Horizon 2020, Erasmus + etc.), government subsidies etc.

In an indirect way, the government supports organizations through tax
relief, for example, reduced tax rates are applied if employing volunteers in
accordance with the Volunteer Work Law (2016).

The financial stability of organizations could be determined by doing a
financial analysis, which is most often associated with an assessment of the
financial position of enterprises, while N.Privett and F.Erhun (2011) point out
that with the number of NGOs and their role in the national economy growing,
more attention should be paid to the analysis of the financial position of
organizations in this sector and the origin of the funds. The main source of
information for financial performance analysis is the legal person’s annual
financial statement or report, which is a publicly available document in Latvia
and discloses information on financial performance at the beginning and end of
the reporting period. An enterprise’s financial report consists of a balance sheet,
a profit and loss account, while the annual report of associations and
foundations consists of a balance sheet and a revenue and expenditure account
(Leibus et al., 2018). The differences in preparing an annual financial report
explain why the analysis methods used in the NGO sector are different from
those used in the business sector — the main difference lies in the fact that
NGOs are not-for-profit organizations. The versatility of NGO financial
performance analysis depends on the available information, yet the information
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available publicly discloses the NGO’s operational processes less than the
information available internally.

An analysis of the revenues of organizations revealed that in 2017, the
largest organizations in terms of revenue were LOSP and ZSA, with
EUR 328 thou. and EUR 407 thou., respectively. The revenues of the
organizations were variable, consisting of membership fees, subsidies, revenue
from economic activity, participation in projects etc. Since their establishment,
the revenues of both organizations tended to increase, yet the main difference
between the organizations lied in their revenue composition or main sources of
finance. LOSP is actually a government budget organization and government
subsidies are the main source of finance. From the year of establishment to
2007, the proportion of subsidies in total revenue was on average 95%. As the
organization gradually developed, the proportion of subsidies decreased to
76.8% in 2017. The proportion of membership fees in total revenue increased
from 3.3% in 2007 to 7.1% in 2017, while the proportion of “other revenue”
increased from 3% to 14.5%. The main source of finance — subsidies — are not
intended only for daily expenditure and remuneration, and in 2017 part of the
subsidies — 37% — were allocated to sectoral farmer organizations, district
farmer associations and membership fees for international farmer organizations.
The goal of LOSP is not to generate revenue from membership fees but to unite
and involve farmer organizations in the development of rural policies. Fifty-two
member organizations of LOSP were small sectoral NGOs, which, also due to
limited funding, were not able to pay membership fees in such an amount as to
cover the operating costs of LOSP.

Membership fees have been the key source of finance for ZSA since its
foundation. As revenue from ot