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Formulation of the problem. The agrarian sector
is one of the most important sectors of the national eco-
nomy, covering various types of economic activity in
the production of agricultural products, foodstuffs, as
well as delivery to the final consumer. Processes of in-
stitutional change in the agricultural sector of the eco-
nomy Ukraine is currently one of the most important
elements of sustainable development of the country
and its regions, enhancing its competitiveness, and
strengthening national security. In recent years, the
agrarian sector of Ukraine has shown positive dynamics
and increased production of agricultural products.

Research of problems and prospects of develop-
ment of agrarian sector of economy of Ukraine will al-
low to form sectoral directions of increase of competi-
tiveness in the context of ensuring sustainable economic
growth of the agricultural sector on the principles of in-
novation. At the present stage of development of the
agricultural sector of the national economy, the issues of
development of agroholdings and their impact on sec-
toral competitiveness are relevant.

Analysis of recent research. Well-known scien-
tists, such as A. Borodin [1], I. Kirilenko [2], Yu. Lu-
penko [3], V. Messel-Veselyak [4], P. Sabluck [5] and
others. They substantiated the need to create a favorable
institutional and market environment in the process of
market transformation, determined the appropriate
methods, forms and level of state support for agricul-
tural producers, areas of financial and tax and invest-
ment policies in the field, etc.

Scientific generalization of problems of state agra-
rian policy, support of agricultural producers in Ukraine
was reflected in the works of T. Zinchuk [6], T. Kalash-
nikova [7], S. Kvashi [8], O. Popova [9], N. Shibaeva
[10] and many others. But changes in the conditions of
development of the agrarian sector, its state support, re-
quire scientific generalizations that would reflect a
scientifically grounded assessment of the current state
and identify the main vectors for the necessary transfor-
mation of agrarian policy.

The purpose of the article is to determine the pro-
spects for the development of the agricultural sector of

the national economy, taking into account the existing
risks and possible options for public policy at the current
stage of institutional change.

Outline of the main research material. The
emergence and development of institutionalism as a di-
rection of the general economic theory was objectively
conditioned by the development of productive forces
and industrial relations, the division of social labor, and
as a result of the development of intra-industry and in-
ter-industry cooperation of agricultural producers, pro-
cessing industries and supply systems.

Institutional transformations in the agrarian sector
of the economy mean a way of removing contradictions
between the requirements of the market and the logic of
behavior of economic entities, which consists in the im-
plementation of organizational-economic, financial-
economic, legal and technical measures aimed at reor-
ganization of enterprises, change of ownership, manage-
ment, legal form that will contribute to the financial re-
covery of the economy, increase the volume of compe-
titive products, increase production efficiency [11, p. 10].

This, in turn, leads to the integration of production,
the emergence in Ukraine and its regions of not only
small and medium-sized enterprises, but also large com-
panies, and not only national, but also transnational
scale, market monopolization, development and compli-
cation of intra-industry and inter-industry links. of lan-
guages and relationships.

The process of agricultural production, from the
initial stages to the consumer, must be organized in
some space and time. This kind of organization happens
through the creation of businesses. Entrepreneurs — na-
tural persons may also satisfy the market needs for these
products.

The essence of the enterprise as an organizational
form of economic activity is defined by the Economic
Code of Ukraine (Article 62): the enterprise is an inde-
pendent economic entity created by a competent state
authority or local self-government body or other entities
to meet social and personal needs through systematic
production, research, trade, other economic activity in
the manner provided by this Code and other laws [13].
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According to the current legislation of Ukraine
provides for the functioning of state, communal and pri-
vate property. According to the basic law, depending on
the forms of ownership, the Economic Code of Ukraine
provides for the functioning of enterprises, incl. and ag-
ricultural, the following types:

— a private enterprise operating on the basis of pri-
vate property of a citizen or business entity (legal en-
tity);

— enterprise operating on the basis of collective
ownership;

— communal enterprise operating on the basis of
communal property of a territorial community;

— state-owned enterprise operating on the basis of
state ownership;

—an enterprise based on a mixed form of ownership
(on the basis of combining property of different forms
of ownership) [13].

Thus, in the field of agriculture, entreprencurial
structures of all the above types can be created and
operated. In turn, economic entities of different organi-
zational and legal forms are constantly created and func-
tioning in the agricultural sector of Ukraine. The general
and special conditions for their creation are determined
by the legislation. In recent years, the share of agricul-
tural entities in the agricultural sector has been about 4%
of the total number of entities, with enterprises account-
ing for the lion's share. There are four main groups of
agricultural producers in Ukrainian agriculture (Fig. 1)
[14].
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Fig. 1. Groups of agricultural producers [14]

Each group of agricultural producers has its own
peculiarities, conditions of operation and prospects for
development.

1. Households (including also entrepreneurs) are
non-legal entities and grow agricultural products both
for their own use and for sale. Such farms specialize in
the commercial cultivation of vegetables and other niche
crops, which is difficult to grow on an industrial scale
because of the need for manual labor.

2. Private enterprises in agriculture are represented
by farms and private agricultural enterprises.

Farms can only be created by Ukrainian citizens,
and their activities should be based on the work of the
family members of the farmer, although employment is
permitted. The land can belong to the farmer both on the
property and for rent. Farm areas can also vary from a
few hectares to five to ten thousand hectares, which is
actually a full-fledged medium-sized enterprise. More
than 60% of farms have an area of 100 to 2000 thousand
hectares.

Private agricultural enterprises are legal entities
that operate on the basis of private property and may be
founded by citizens of Ukraine, as well as foreigners,
stateless persons and legal entities.

They are governed by the general rules of the Civil
and Commercial Codes for conducting business.

3. Enterprises of collective ownership, various
forms of cooperatives. Cooperatives in Ukraine can be
of different types. The most common of these are pro-
duction and service cooperatives.

21

Production cooperative — is formed exclusively by
natural persons for joint production or other economic
activity on the basis of their compulsory labor participa-
tion for the purpose of profit.

Serving cooperative — formed by individuals and /
or legal entities for the provision of services mainly to
members of the cooperative, as well as to other persons
for the purpose of conducting their economic activities.

4. Businesses can be either national or foreign or
with foreign investment.

In the agricultural sector, business is the most com-
mon form of business after farming. They are presented
mainly in the form of limited liability companies and
joint stock companies.

Limited Liability Company (LLC) is an enterprise
created on the basis of an agreement between legal enti-
ties and / or citizens by combining their property and
business for profit. LLC has a statutory fund divided into
shares in the amounts specified in the constituent docu-
ments — the charter.

The law does not set a minimum number of LLC
members, but the maximum number of participants may
not exceed one hundred.

Joint Stock Companies (JSC). The authorized ca-
pital of AO is divided into a certain number of shares of
equal par value, and the shareholders are liable for the
obligations of the company only within the limits of
their shares.
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The founders of the joint-stock company can be
both individuals and legal entities. AOs are divided into
two types: open and closed AOs.

Open Joint Stock Company means that its shares
can be distributed through open subscription and sale on
the exchanges. In Closed JSC, the shares are solely dis-
tributed among the founders and cannot be distributed
by subscription, bought and sold on the stock exchange.
A closed joint stock company may be reorganized into a
public limited company by amending the articles of as-
sociation [13].

Having considered the mentioned organizational
and legal forms of agriculture. enterprises, we can con-
clude that the first three types of organizational forms
are more typical for small and medium-sized agricul-

tural producers and are rarely used to attract foreign in-
vestment. Limited Liability Companies (LLCs) and
Joint Stock Companies (JSCs) are the most common and
can be both small and large enterprises and are more
convenient and attractive for attracting investment.

The largest agricultural producers choose the hold-
ing structure of the organization and place their shares
on world stock exchanges [13].

Speaking about the peculiarities of functioning of
agrarian entrepreneurship in market conditions, let us
pay attention to the analytics, that is, the economy of
representation of economic entities of the agrarian pro-
file in the economy of Ukraine. The main economic en-
tities in agriculture are agricultural enterprises, the ten-
dency of which changes during 2013-2017 are shown in
Table 1 and Fig. 2.

Table 1
Dynamics of changes in the number of agricultural enterprises in Ukraine during 2012-2018
(developed by the authors based on source [14])
. Years Deviation
Indicator (+:-),
2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2018/2012
Agricultural
enterprises, units 48632 | 49046 | 46199 | 45379 | 47697 | 45558 | 49658 +1026
of these are farming
farms 33093 | 34168 | 33084 | 32303 | 33682 | 34137 | 37209 +4116

Analyzing the analytical indicators of changes in
the number of agricultural enterprises during 2012-
2018, it was found that the number of agricultural enter-
prises in 2017 compared to 2013 decreased by 3488 en-
tities (of which farms decreased by 31 units). However,
in comparison with 2016 in 2017, the number of agri-
cultural entities decreased by 2139 units, which in turn
is lower than in 2013. However, for 5 years, the number
of agricultural enterprises cannot reach 2013 (49046
units). The share of agricultural production in the main
categories of farms in Ukraine in 2016 was agricultural
enterprises 57.0%, households 43.0%, by region agri-
cultural enterprises produced more than 50% Vinnytsia,
Dnipropetrovsk, Zaporizhia, Kyiv, Kirovohrad, My-
kolaiv, Odesa, Poltava, Sumy, Ternopil, Kharkiv,
Kherson, Khmelnitsky, and Chernihiv and Cherkasy
respectively 70,2, 75,9%. However, the Volyn, Lviv,
Rivne, Ivano-Frankivsk, Chernivtsi, Transcarpathian re-
gions share of the population is 60.8, 64.1, 66.4, 68.8,
respectively. 78.6, 91.0 percent [12, p. 56].

We will carry out a correlation analysis of farms
and non-farms for the period from 2012 to 2018. Denote
the X — number of farms; ¥ — number of non-farms. The
obtained pairwise regression equation leads us to be-
lieve that the relationship between all possible values of
X and Y is linear y = bx + a. Thus, the dependence of Y
on X was studied. In the specification step, a pairwise
linear regression was chosen. It estimated its least
squares parameters.

Regression equation (empirical regression equa-
tion): y=-0.375-x+38996.

Coefficient of
oy = -0,322 .

In our example, the relationship between Y and fac-
tor X is moderate and inverse. The statistical signifi-
cance of the equation is verified using the Fisher coeffi-
cient and determination. It is established that in the in-
vestigated situation only 10.35% of the total variability
Y is explained by the change in X. The statistical insig-
nificance of the model is due to the small sample size
and the influence of other factors on the resultant factor
U.

linear paired correlation:

A possible economic interpretation of the model
parameters is an increase of X per 1000 units. leads to a
decrease in Y by an average of 375 units. The quality of
the regression equation was estimated using the absolute
approximation error. The average error of approxima-
tion is the average deviation of the calculated values
from the actual ones in our task 2.99%. Since the error
is less than 7%, this equation can be used as a regression
and in economic calculations, for example in forecast-
ing. With a farm average of x = 13460, the number of
non-farms (y = 33948) will be in the range of 29450 to
38457 units. 95% will probably not go beyond those
limits. The current situation is characterized by a nar-
rowing of the financial base for the development of ag-
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ricultural production. There remains a likelihood of di-
minishing sources of formation of agricultural produ-
cers' own financial resources due to unfavorable price
conditions for the main types of mineral fertilizers con-
sumed, logistical products, plant protection products

and restraining the rise in prices for agricultural pro-
ducts. If prices rise at the level of forecast macroeco-
nomic indicators in 2015, the profitability will be 6.7%
(profit of 11.3 billion UAH).
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Fig. 2. Dynamics of changes in the number of agricultural enterprises in Ukraine during 2012-2018
(developed by the authors on the basis of source [14])

Therefore, it is projected to reduce the volume of
sources of formation of own funds of agricultural enter-
prises by 20-25%, with their absolute value of 40-50 bil-
lion UAH. The volume of receipts for agricultural pro-
duction of credit resources is projected at the level of
7 billion UAH, and under the optimistic scenario — 8.5
billion UAH. Compared to the previous year, the annual
volume of bank loans can decrease by 30.0%. However,
if the state targeted financial support program is re-
newed through a mechanism of cheaper loans of 300
million UAH, agricultural production may additionally
attract about 10 billion UAH of credit resources, the cost
of which will be reduced by 3-4 percentage points [14].

To increase the volume and efficiency of financial
and credit support of agriculture, it is necessary to:

— to form a system of financial and credit servicing
of agricultural producers, to expand its infrastructure
components;

— to renew the action of state programs to support
crediting of agricultural producers;

— improve the micro-credit system, especially for
small businesses;

— Expand the system of credit protection insurance.

Minimizing the risk of loss of income is facilitated
by the use of agrarian instruments of agricultural insu-
rance. However, due to the lack of a quality system of
agricultural insurance and state support, the dynamics of
the insurance market may deteriorate: the number of in-
surance contracts will decrease by 11%, the amount of
premiums collected will increase by 12-13%, the level

of payments will be at the level of 8-9%. The agricul-
tural insurance market covers only about 5% of agricul-
tural business entities.

In order to maintain the positive trends of agricul-
tural insurance development and to improve the insu-
rance protection of agricultural producers, according to
the Agricultural Insurance Reform Roadmap, it is ne-
cessary to:

—to create a qualitative system of insurance protec-
tion of agricultural producers with the expansion of its
institutional components;

—to renew the validity of state programs for partial
compensation of insurance premiums for agricultural
producers;

— improve the requirements for entry of insurers
into profile associations;

— to introduce underwriting, loss settlement and re-
insurance under all standard programs with state sup-
port;

— Improve the guarantee mechanism for insurers to
fulfill their obligations to agricultural producers.

Given the difficult economic and military-political
situation, further cuts in budget financing for the deve-
lopment of agro-industrial production are likely, which
will not have catastrophic consequences, given the se-
lectivity of this form of support and its low volumes in
previous years. Measures of price regulation and credit
support (within the framework of forward purchases and
granting of a credit subsidy) will have the greatest influ-
ence on the development of agro-industrial production.
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The amount of budget financing for agro-industrial de-
velopment programs on an irrevocable basis is envi-
saged in the amount of UAH 0.47 billion, of which UAH
0.3 billion is planned to be allocated for credit subsidies,
over UAH 0.1 billion is for measures on state price re-
gulation of the agrarian market (first of all, the market
grain and flour).

Financial support on a rotating basis is envisaged
to the amount of UAH 1.43 billion — almost entirely for
the formation of the State Intervention Fund and other
activities of the Agrarian Fund. This amount of finan-
cing will not be sufficient to properly stimulate the pro-
cesses of satisfying the credit needs of agricultural en-
terprises and to fulfill the regulatory tasks of the Agra-
rian Fund.

At the same time, the prospect of termination of the
special VAT regime in the future will deprive the live-
stock industry of nearly 2 billion UAH of additional fi-
nancial resources, which were formed both directly in
processing enterprises and in the special fund of the
State Budget of Ukraine. This will have a negative im-
pact on the level of prices for livestock products (pri-
marily milk and cattle) and can lead to a significant de-
crease in the livestock population, especially in house-
holds. Non-reimbursement of value added tax to grain
exporters will result in the withdrawal of financial re-
sources from this segment of the agricultural market in
the amount of over UAH 10.5 billion. Tax burden will
increase by more than 20 times per 1 ha of agricultural
land with payment of a single tax by the payers of the
fourth group. The issue of levying property tax on agri-
cultural producers remains unsettled - both in the part of
the taxation of buildings and structures not directly used
in the conduct of agricultural activity, and of land tax for
land under administrative buildings. Deprivation of re-
search farms, educational establishments and scientific
institutions of privileges for payment of the land tax
which rates by the decision of local councils can in-

crease several times against the level of the previous
year will have a negative impact. A serious challenge to
the sustainability of the industry is the reduction in the
number of small (primarily farmers) businesses. The
rapid decline in the level of incomes of domestic con-
sumers is holding back the rate of increase in prices in
the domestic agri-food markets. At the same time, small
agricultural producers are more vulnerable in the condi-
tions of rising prices for the means of production and
deteriorating financial support for the industry. Here are
some specific ways to develop agrarian entrepreneur-
ship in Ukraine:

— improving the institutional environment of small
business forms in order to form a middle class in the
countryside and maintain competition in the agricultural
and food markets;

— ensuring equal access to resources and state sup-
port for all business entities, regardless of ownership
and size;

— improvement of crop rotation structure and intro-
duction of the use of organic fertilizers producers;

— solving of personnel problems, increasing the
number of highly qualified personnel;

— updating of the material and technical base;

— improvement of the system of management and
organization of industrial relations.

Thus, further development of agribusiness in the
agricultural sector will contribute to improving the effi-
ciency of agricultural production in the country. State
support for agriculture in Ukraine is not only unstable
(The expenditures of the State Budget under the Minis-
try of Agrarian Policy in 2008-2018 are shown in Fig. 3,
but are significantly lower than the leading exporters of
agricultural products. OECD experts estimate that far-
mers' support was even negative. In 2015, it accounted
for 2.23% of GDP and 9.5% of total agrarian income for
the PSE. In the OECD countries, farmers received, on
average, 16% of total income in 2014-2016.
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Fig. 3. Planned expenditures of the State Budget of Ukraine for the Ministry
of Agrarian Policy of Ukraine, billion UAH (compiled by source [15])
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The State Budget of Ukraine for 2018 provides for
financial support for agricultural production of UAH
945 million. (Table 2), amounting to EUR 27.8 million,

or EUR 1.4 per hectare of agricultural land (for compar-
ison: in EU countries, this support amounts to EUR 200-
300 per hectare).

Table 2

Distribution of budget expenditures on the Ministry of Agrarian Policy of Ukraine according
to the program classification approved by the Law of Ukraine ""On the State Budget of Ukraine for 2018"
(compiled by the authors on the basis of source [15])

Costs ths.
Ministry of Agrarian Policy and food of Ukraine, everything 14 154 691,7
Financial support for activities in the agro-industrial complex through cheaper loans 66 000,0
Research, applied scientific and technological development in the field of agro-industrial com-
plex 132 644.9
Improvement of qualification of specialists of agro-industrial complex 21 594,1
Financial support for activities in the agro-industrial complex 5 000,0
Financial support for the development of farms 1 000 000,0
Costs of the Agrarian Fund are related to the complex of measures for storage, transportation,
processing and export of objects of state price regulation of the state intervention fund 52 200,0
Organization and regulation of activities of institutions in the system of agro-industrial complex
and provision of activities of the Agrarian Fund 128 409,0
State support for, and supervision of, horticulture development, planting of young gardens, vine-
yards and berries 300 000,0
State support for animal husbandry 4000 000,0
Financial support for agricultural producers 945 000,0

UAH 1 billion is also foreseen. financial support
for the development of farms and UAH 4 billion. state
support for animal husbandry. In response to this, and in
order to determine the current state of affairs in the field,
the Association of Cattle Breeders of Ukraine (official
site https://usba.com.ua/) conducted a survey of 54 en-
terprises-producers of livestock products across Ukraine
about the amount of funds they need for reconstruction
and business expansion. The results of the survey
showed that only these 54 enterprises need state funding
for a total amount of over UAH 2048250000.

Therefore, modern state support for agricultural
producers is not sufficient, consistent, stable, predic-
table, which significantly reduces the effectiveness of
the measures implemented. Given the country's acute
budget deficits, its limited amounts are understandable,
and in such circumstances, the choice of strategic prior-
ities for state support becomes crucial.

To ensure a rational level of compliance of agricul-
tural producers with agro-technological requirements it
is necessary to take a set of measures, in particular:

— to introduce a favorable import regime for im-
ported mineral fertilizers and plant protection products;

— improve the organization of production of mi-
neral fertilizers through fuller use of domestic phospho-
rites, deposits of which are in Rivne, Volyn, Ternopil,
Sumy regions and potash ores of the Carpathian Potash
Basin of Lviv and Ivano-Frankivsk regions, which will
allow to reduce their prices accordingly;

— increase the volume of application of liquid
nitrogen fertilizers (the value of nitrogen in liquid nitro-
gen fertilizers is 1.2-1.5 times lower than in ammonium
nitrate);

— Introduce economic incentives for land owners,
land users and land tenants to increase soil fertility and
improve their economic condition.

Despite the prospects for the development of the
agricultural sector in Ukraine, the reduction in the num-
ber of agricultural enterprises is influenced by national
conditions. In particular:

— increase in the cost of cultivation of crops (hryv-
nia devaluation, volatile exchange rate cause fuel, ferti-
lizer, etc.);

— staffing problems (lack of highly qualified per-
sonnel, despite the fact that every fifth Ukrainian works
in the field of agriculture;

— difficulties with financing;

— degradation of agricultural land (violation of
scientifically sound agricultural management systems,
monoculture of agriculture) [9].

Also, the decrease in the number of agricultural en-
terprises is to some extent influenced by the characteris-
tics of agriculture, which are related to the nature of its
production, which is based on the ability of plant and
animal organisms to natural reproduction, which de-
pends on climate and soil. Particularly important public
administration functions in the agrarian sector of the
Ukrainian economy are to create conditions that will not
only stimulate each producer to respond to consumer re-
quests, but also force them to adapt to effective demand,
timely adjust production volumes, improve consumer
products.

Achieving this goal should be facilitated by the re-
form of the price mechanism in agriculture. Prices
should reflect the level of public utility of the product,
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interact with the system of non-price levers of state sup-
port for agriculture. Analysis of the state of food secu-
rity in Ukraine showed that in recent years the problem
of food sufficiency has a structural aspect, and if the pro-
duction of cereals per person significantly exceeds the
rational consumption of bread and bakery products, then
the production and consumption of livestock products,
in particular meat and dairy, is insufficient. Thus, the
production and consumption of milk and milk products
per person in the last 10 years does not exceed respec-
tively 260 kg and 225 kg. In 2016, milk was produced
243.3 kg per person, consumed only 209.5 kg, or 55.1%
of the rational consumption rate of 380 kg. Meat of all
kinds of animals and meat products statistics are as fol-
lows: production per person in recent years ranges from
45 kg to 55 kg, consumption — from 50 kg to 54 kg. In

2016, 54.5 kg of meat was produced per person, 51.4 kg
of meat and meat products were consumed, or only 62%
of the rational science-based norm of 83 kg [14]. In ad-
dition to the lack of production of livestock products, a
special feature of the industry is the structure of produ-
cers.

The lion's share of meat and dairy products is pro-
duced by households, which hold mostly up to five
heads of livestock. The share of households in produc-
tion, for example, of milk is almost 74% (or 7.7 million
tons of production versus 2.7 million tons of milk pro-
duced by agricultural enterprises) (Fig. 4); 36% (or
834,000 tons versus almost 1,490,000 tons) of meat is
produced by households, including beef meat 73,6%,
pork 46,9%.
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Fig. 4. Milk production in farms of all categories of Ukraine
(developed by the authors based on source [14])

In Ukraine, such households of more than 4 mil-
lion, which qualify for state registration as legal entities
or entrepreneurs, are small, socially disadvantaged, do
not have access to state support, which lacks the finan-
cial capacity to provide automated production of agri-
cultural products, which also are not able to enter the
organized market and sell their products to consumers
in a civilized way.

Among the important steps that determine the par-
ticularities of the national institutional environment in
the agricultural sector are the adoption of the National
Target Program for the Development of the Ukrainian
Village for the period up to 2015, the Strategy for the
Development of the Agricultural Sector for the Period
until 2020, the Concepts of Public-Private Partnership
Development in Ukraine. 2013-2018 and more. Thus, at
this stage of agrarian development the institutional
mechanism has come to the final phase of functioning —
preparation of the institutional environment for new
transformations.

The qualitatively new period of integration of the
institutional environment in the agricultural sector of the
economy into the international space is extremely im-
portant for the development of the institutional environ-
ment. On January 1, 2016, the European Union and
Ukraine began applying the provisions of the Deep and
Comprehensive Free Trade Area. This is a significant
step for the development of the agrarian sector, thus, the
prospects for further development of the EU countries
market by domestic companies, improving the level of
quality, environmental characteristics and safety of
Ukrainian agricultural products, improving the state of
food security of the country.

According to customs statistics, in 2017, the vo-
lume of foreign trade in agricultural products in Ukraine
amounted to USD 22.2 billion, which increased by 14%
compared to the previous year. Imports increased by
10% to USD 4.3 billion. US exports - up 15% to $ 17.9
billion US and exceeded imports by 4 times. Figure 5
presents the dynamics of Ukraine's foreign trade in ag-
ricultural products.

26
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Fig. 5. Dynamics of Ukraine's foreign trade in agricultural products for 2009-2017 [14]

In the course of further development of the agrarian
sector there will be organizational and structural
changes in the dismantling of some and the acquisition
and merger of other farms. At the same time, the types
of farms of socio-economic nature will play an im-
portant role in determining the effective organizational
and economic structure of agricultural enterprises, with
the dominant role of private property.

Instead, agroholdings will play a decisive role in
shaping this structure and transforming the structure of
the agricultural sector of the Ukrainian economy as a
whole.

Conclusions. The current stage of agricultural de-
velopment in Ukraine is accompanied by exacerbation
of a number of socio-economic problems.

However, even under adverse conditions, the
agrarian sector continues to show acceptable rates of de-
velopment, which is primarily the result of land and
agrarian reforms. In today's context, the institutional
matrix of agrarian policy is not formed in Ukraine.
Agrarian sector development strategies have been de-
veloped and the legislative foundations of agricultural
policy are outdated and inconsistent.

The number of regulations envisaging annually a
new procedure for allocating budget expenditures to the
agricultural sector is not consistent with the strategic
priorities of the agricultural sector development, and
therefore the effectiveness of such support in solving its
current problems is low. At the same time, new chal-
lenges require a timely response from the state, agrarian
science and practice.

How quickly and effectively the domestic agrarian
sector adapts to the new economic conditions depends
on its further prospects to occupy a worthy place among
the leading producers of agro-food products in the
world.
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Konecankos C. O., Mimypa B. Bb. Po3Burtok ar-
PApPHOI0 CeKTOPY €KOHOMIKH YKpaiHH: NPOTHO3H Ta
NepCHeKTHBHU

YV cTarTi BUSABICHO CYYacHi MPOOJIEMH PO3BUTKY ar-
PapHOTO CEKTOPY €KOHOMIKH YKpaiHH B yMOBaX iHCTUTY-
nidHux 3mid. [TpoaHanizoBaHO PO3BUTOK arpapHoi cdepu
KpaiHd B KOHTEKCTI 1HCTUTYIIHHUX TIepeTBOPEeHb. Bru3Ha-
YEeHO MEePCIEKTHBH PO3BUTKY arpapHOTO CEKTOPY HaIliOHa-
JIbHOT EKOHOMIKH 3 ypaxyBaHHSM HasBHUX PU3UKIB 1 MOX-
JMBHX BapiaHTIiB JiepkaBHOI momiTukU. [IpoBeneno kope-
JSUIRHAN aHai3 pepMepchKUX 1 He(epMEPCHKHUX TOCIIO-
napctB 3a nepion 3 2012 no 2018 pik. Takum 4uHOM, BH-
BucHa 3ajexHicTe Y Bin X. Ha eranmi crienudikarii Oyma
oOpaHa mapHa JiiHiMHa perpecis. OuiHeHo i mapamerpu
METOJIOM HaWMEHIMX KBanpariB. CTaTUCTHYHA 3HAYH-
MICTh PIBHSHHS TIEpPEBipeHa 3a JOMOMOTOI0 KoedirieHTa
nerepMinaiii i kpurepito Dimepa. BctanoBieHo, 10 B 10-
cmipKyBaHiil curyamii Tineku 10.35% 3arampHOI Bapia-
6enpHOCTI Y MOSICHIOETHCS 3MiHOIO X. CTaTHCTHYHA 3HA-
YUMICTh MOJIeJi 0OyMOBJIEHA HEBEITUKAM OOCITOM BH-
OipKM ¥ BIUIMBOM IHIMX (AaKTOpiB Ha Pe3yJIbTATUBHUI
¢daktop U. [loBeneHo, 1o ais 3a0e3MeUYeHHs palliOHAb-
HOTO PiBHS JOTPUMaHHS CiJIbIOCIITOBAPOBHUPOOHNKAMH ar-
POTEXHOJIOTIYHUX BUMOT HEOOX1THO BXKHUTH KOMILIEKC 3a-
XO/1iB, 30KpeMa: 3alpOBAINTH CIIPUSTINBHN PEXHUM BBE-
3€HHS IMIOPTOBAaHMX MiHEpaJbHUX JOOpHB 1 3ac00iB 3a-
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XHCTY POCIIUH; 3allPOBAJAUTH CKOHOMIYHE CTUMYJTFOBAHHS
BJIACHUKIB 3€MJIi, 3¢MJICKOPUCTYBAUiB Ta OpPCHIApIiB 3c-
METBHUX JIJITHOK 32 i ABUINEHHS POIIOYOCTI IPYHTIB 1 TTO-
JITIIEHHAS X eKOHOMIYHOTO CTaHy.

Kmouoei crnosa: arpapHa TOJNITHKA, Jep)KaBHA ITifl-
TPUMKa, CUIbChKE TOCIONApPCTBO, TBAPHHHHUIITBO, OIOM-
JKETHI BUTpaATH, PepMepChKi TOCIOIapCTBa.

Kolesnikov S., Mishura V. Development of the
Agrarian Sector of the Ukrainian Economy: Forecasts
and Prospects

In the article the modern problems of development of
agrarian sector of economy of Ukraine in the conditions of
institutional changes are revealed. The development of the
agrarian sphere of the country in the context of institutional
changes is analyzed. Prospects for the development of the
agricultural sector of the national economy have been de-
termined, taking into account the existing risks and possi-
ble options for public policy.

The correlation analysis of farms and non-farms for
the period from 2012 to 2018 is conducted. Thus, the de-
pendence of Y on X was studied. In the specification step,
a pairwise linear regression was chosen. It estimated its
least squares parameters. The statistical significance of the
equation is verified using the Fisher coefficient and deter-
mination. Only 10.35% of the total variability of Y is found
to be explained by the change in X. The statistical signifi-
cance of the model is due to the small sample size and the
influence of other factors on the effective factor U. It is
proved that to ensure a rational level of compliance of ag-
ricultural producers with agro-technological requirements
it is necessary to take a set of measures, in particular: to
introduce a favorable regime of import of imported mineral
fertilizers and means; introduce economic incentives for
land owners, land users and land tenants to increase soil
fertility and improve their economic condition.

Keywords: agricultural policy, state support, agricul-
ture, animal husbandry, budget expenditures, farms.
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Konecankos C. A., Mumypa B. b. Pazsurne ar-
PapHOTO CEKTOPa SKOHOMHKHM YKPaWHBI: MPOTHO3bI U
nepcrneKTUBDI

B cratbe BBISBIIEHBI COBpEMEHHBIE MTPOOIIEMBI Pa3BH-
THS arpapHOTO CEKTOPa YKOHOMHKH Y KPaWHBI B YCIOBHAX
WHCTUTYLMOHHBIX 3MeHeHu. [IpoananusupoBaHo pa3Bu-
THE arpapHoOi cepsl CTpaHBl B KOHTEKCTE HHCTUTYIIHOH-
HBIX IpeoOpazoBanmii. OnpeneseHb! MEPCIEKTHBH Pa3BH-
THSI arpapHOTO CEKTOpa HAIIMOHAIBHON SKOHOMHKH C y4e-
TOM MMEIOIMXCS PUCKOB U BO3MOXKHBIX BAPHAHTOB TOCY-
JTapCTBEHHOW TOJMUTHKU. [IpoBeneH KOppersIuOHHBINA
aHanu3 GpepMepcKuX U HepepMepCKUX X03SHCTB 3a IEPHO.T
¢ 2012 no 2018 rox. Takum o0OpazoM, M3ydeHa 3aBUCH-
Mocth Y oT X. Ha srame cnenudukanum Oputa u3dpana
mmapHas JuHeiHas perpeccus. OIeHEeHH ee TapaMeTphl Me-
TOJOM HaMMEHBINNX KBaapaToB. CTaTHCTHUYECKas 3HAYU-
MOCTh YpaBHEHHS TIPOBEPEHA C MIOMOINBIO KO3 urmenTa
JeTepMUHalK U Kputepus Duiiepa. Y CTaHOBJICHO, YTO B
nccnexyemoit cutyanuu tonbko 10,35% obmeit Bapua-
6empHOCTH Y 0OBsACHsAeTCS n3MeHeHneM X. CraTuctude-
CKas 3HAYMMOCTb MOJENH 00ycioBieHa HeOOIbIINM
00beMOM BBIOOPKH M BIMSIHHUEM JIPYTUX (PaKTOPOB Ha pe-
3ynbTaTuBHEINA (akTop U. JlokasaHno, 4ro s obecneye-
HUSI PAIlIOHAJIBHOTO YPOBHS COOJIONICHUS CEIILCKOXO03SIH-
CTBEHHBIMH TOBapONPOM3BOIUTEISIMU arpOTEXHOJIOTHYE-
CKHX TpeOOBaHMI HEOOXOIUMO TIPUMEHUTH KOMIUIEKC Me-
POTIPHUATHI, B YaCTHOCTH: BBECTH OJArOTIPHATHBIA PEKUM
BBO3a HMMITOPTHPOBAHHBIX MHHEPAIBHBIX YIOOpPCHHH H
CPEICTB 3aIIUTHl PACTCHHI; BBECTH YKOHOMHYECKOE CTH-
MYJHpPOBAHME BIaJENbLEB 3eMJIH, 3eMJICTIONIE30BaTENCH U
apEeHIATOPOB 3€MENBHBIX YUAaCTKOB 32 IMOBBIIICHUE TI010-
POIMs TPYHTOB U YIYYIIEHUE UX SKOHOMHUYECKOT'O COCTO-
STHUSL.

Kniouegvie cnosa: arpapHas IONUTHKA, TocCynap-
CTBEHHas MOJJIEPIKKA, CENbCKOE X035HCTBO, J)KHBOTHOBO/I-
CTBO, OIOJUKETHBIE PAcXo/Ibl, (hepMEepCKUe XO3SHCTRA.
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