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© Scientific problem. The importance of the 
agrarian sector in the national economy of any 
country is obvious. It is a system-forming ele-
ment of the national economy, which ensures 
the development of technologically related 
branches of the national economy and forms the 
socio-economic basis for the development of 
rural areas, the principles of food security and, 
within certain limits, of economic, environmen-
tal and energy security. Regarding the agrarian 
sector of Ukraine, today the state and pace of 
its development through the accumulated years 
of its problems leave much to be desired. Some 
of these problems are caused by errors in man-
agement at the macro and micro levels, and 
some - the contradictions in the system of 
agrarian relations, or rather their untimely de-
tection and resolution. Here are some of them. 
For example, the contradiction between central-
ization and economic independence, which is 
expressed in the contradictory interaction of 
administrative and economic methods of man-
agement in a market environment; Contradic-
tions between forms of ownership and forms of 
management; Contradictions in the develop-
ment of the social sphere (financing by the re-
sidual principle); The presence of intermediary 
structures in the sale of products (the contradic-
tion between producers, intermediaries and 
consumers); The presence of price scissors be-
tween industrial and agricultural products, 
which aggravated with the liberalization of 
prices; Contradiction of the existing procure-
ment system (low purchase prices and high sell-
ing prices); The commodity crisis of the agrari-
an economy (in the structure of commodity 
production the share of grain and sunflower in-
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creased, and the production of feed and live-
stock production has decreased), etc. Due to the 
lack of consideration of the deep roots of to-
day's problems in the agrarian sector of the 
economy, the Ukrainian government still could 
not, To build a successful agrarian policy, strat-
egy and tactics on the implementation of objec-
tive patterns of development of agrarian rela-
tions. 

Analysis of recent researches and publica-
tions. The following scientists, as well, made a 
significant contribution to the study of the pe-
culiarities of state regulation of the develop-
ment of the agricultural sector in Ukraine  
V. H. Andriychuk [1], P. I. Haydutskyy [2], 
YU. YA. Luzan [7], O. YU. Luzan [7],  
O. M. Mohylnyy [9], V. V. Yurchyshyn [1] and 
others. However, today there is no clear solu-
tion and is a controversial issue, which is con-
nected with the definition of principles, meth-
ods and tools of the state's economic policy for 
solving socio-economic contradictions in the 
system of agrarian relations. 

The objective of the article. Therefore, the 
purpose of the article is to propose a system of 
state measures aimed at resolving socio-
economic contradictions in the agrarian sector 
of the Ukrainian economy. Systemic and empir-
ical approaches, methods of generalization, in-
duction and deduction, analysis and synthesis, 
comparison, and the like were used to achieve 
the set goal. 

Statement of the main results of the study. 
Economic policy is a certain system of actions 
of the state aimed at encouraging or changing 
economic processes. However, despite the fact 
that within each of the spheres of the economy, 
economic policy is specified, it is designed to 
solve the following tasks: to stimulate macroe-
conomic growth and stability, to create and 
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maintain the necessary industrial and social in-
frastructure necessary for the development of 
market relations, to adjust the equilibrium in the 
market in situations where the market Gives 
"crashes". Accordingly, agrarian policy is an in-
tegral part of the state's economic policy, which 
is a system of goals and measures aimed at solv-
ing a complex of problems related to the func-
tioning of the agrarian sector of the economy, in 
order to increase the efficiency of its functioning 
and ensure sustainable development. 

Currently, the main task of the state's eco-
nomic policy is the formation of an efficient 
and competitive agrarian sector of the economy 
on the basis of its sustainable development. 
However, competitive development of agro-
industrial production is impossible without con-
stant and systematic improvement of the state 
agricultural policy (which is an integral part of 
the state's economic policy) and the introduc-
tion of effective regulators on the basis of the 
establishment of more perfect rules of conduct 
of subjects of agrarian relations. The basic 
components of such a policy are the relevant 
institutional mechanisms of direct influence of 
the state, which in harmonious interaction with 
market mechanisms of self-regulation create 
favorable conditions for the effective develop-
ment of the agrarian sector, combining private 
and public interests. 

If we consider economic and social contradic-
tions in the system of agrarian relations, then it 
is not difficult to see that they are based on the 
contradictions of ownership relations with the 
land (so-called socio-economic contradictions). 
After all, ownership of the means of production 
(including land) is realized by its subjects not 
only in relations of direct production, but also in 
relations of distribution, exchange and consump-
tion. As you know, the resolution of contradic-
tions must be timely and complete. After all, the 
timely solution of contradictions accelerates de-
velopment, and is untimely or incomplete - im-
pedes it, thus creating new problems and leaving 
unresolved ones available. 

Thus, it is important to ensure the formation 
of a mechanism for timely and complete resolu-
tion of the emerging contradictions. However, 
here you need to take into account two points. 
Firstly, it is unacceptable to interfere with the 
logical process of resolving contradictions 

without creating the appropriate conditions for 
their solution. This is confirmed by the practice 
of pre-emptive socialization under socialism. 
Secondly, the spontaneous development of con-
tradictions can not be tolerated, as it can lead to 
stagnant phenomena in the economy. That is, it 
is a question of knowing the essence of the con-
tradiction and the peculiarities of its parties, to 
contribute to the logical process of its develop-
ment by maintaining a positive, progressive 
side or trend. And for this purpose, it is first 
necessary to determine the negative side of the 
contradiction, determine its personifiers, their 
needs, interests and goals, and then to establish 
the most important component of this negative 
side and think about creating new forms of its 
movement, which will lead to neutralization of 
the negative side of conservation This contra-
diction. This can be realized, for example, 
through the adoption of relevant laws and regu-
lations that will promote the development of 
property rights and the formation of legal con-
ditions for the movement of property relations. 

Today, the researchers state that one of the 
consequences of a market transformation of the 
agrarian sector in Ukraine is the concentration 
by shadow privatization of significant areas of 
land resources of the country in the hands of the 
oligarchs and agrarian latifundia, which in turn 
led to a reduction in the number of economic 
actors (today They do not have a third of the 
villages), a decrease in the number of em-
ployed, both in agricultural enterprises and 
households, an increase in unemployment, an 
increase in labor migration among rural inhab-
itants, epopulyatsiyi and znelyudnennya many 
Ukrainian villages and so on. In particular, ac-
cording to the State Committee for Land Re-
sources, during the moratorium in Ukraine, of-
ficially sold 14.2 thousand shares [2, p. 210]. 
And this is only official! 

Those who operate on the shadow land mar-
ket are already monopolizing the market for ag-
ricultural land lease, replacing part of agricultur-
al enterprises and farms with it. With modern, 
powerful, high-performance equipment in place, 
they do not require a large number of employ-
ees. That is, outside of their attention lie the em-
ployment of the rural population, their well-
being, the development of industrial and social 
infrastructure in the countryside, and so on. For 
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them, it seems that it is still profitable to extend 
the moratorium, since without capital withdraw-
al from production for the purchase of land, they 
can successfully exhaust the leased land with 
highly profitable monocultures, paying the peas-
ants a legally established negligible rents (1.5-
3% of the value of land comparatively With a 
rent of 10-15% of the value of the crop paid by 
landlords in the EU countries). 

When the agricultural land market is intro-
duced, they automatically acquire the status of 
owners, and then the further development of the 
events is possible in three scenarios: 1) the con-
tinuation of their agricultural activities under the 
new rules defined in the land legislation; 2) the 
lease of land to other agricultural producers; 3) or 
its further purchase and sale (and above all, for-
eigners, since they will be able to offer a higher 
price). Therefore, if the law on the circulation of 
agricultural land does not prohibit foreigners and 
agricultural holdings (including agricultural en-
terprises) to buy agricultural lands of national 
land, unless the size of the leased agroholdings of 
the land is legally restricted, unless the require-
ments for agroholdings are stipulated Of the 
amount of leased land in relation to the share of 
the local population, which they must provide for 
work in their farms, if the area of land that can be 
occupied is not limited Ata owned by one person 
after lifting the moratorium, those negative pro-
cesses that are currently taking place in the coun-
tryside - only exacerbated. 

All these are the consequences of unresolved 
contradictions in the system of property rela-
tions on the means of production, including on 
the ground. After all, the development of pri-
vate ownership of land is conditioned by a cer-
tain system of contradictions and the need for 
their solution, the most important of which are: 
1) the possibility of separating the property 
right, which is the gorale of non-business in-
come, from the actual use of land, which leads 
to inefficient use Washing the land; 2) the con-
tradiction between the interests of society re-
garding the use of land and the interests of the 
land owner; 3) the contradiction between the 
distribution of land, caused by the relations of 
ownership of it, and the needs of its new distri-
bution and redistribution, caused by the devel-
opment of productive forces; 4) the contradic-
tion between the market and the nature-

production criteria of the use of land as an ex-
pression of contradictions between different 
methods of management, etc. 

The above contradictions require the search 
for solutions. In developed countries, the resolu-
tion of conflicts of private ownership of land 
takes place through the establishment of control 
by society for the use of land and compliance 
with land purchase and sale conditions. That is, 
the introduction of a civilized agricultural land 
market (such that it requires strict control of the 
state over the turnover of land in this category 
and effective regulatory state policy) is a poten-
tial opportunity not only to resolve conflicts of 
private land ownership but also to correct mis-
takes made by our reformers in the process Mar-
ket transformation of the agrarian sector. And 
this time, our policy does not have the right to 
make a mistake. The main issue that needs to be 
addressed is who and on what conditions we will 
sell the land. First of all, it is necessary to turn to 
the foreign experience of state regulation of the 
land market, taking into account which will al-
low us to avoid the appearance of many negative 
phenomena that may arise when a moratorium 
on the sale of agricultural land is lifted. 

For example, in Hungary, legal entities can 
not acquire ownership of land. Customers can 
only be citizens of this country or the National 
Land Fund. As for citizens of other states, they 
can inherit land and rent them, but within the 
limits established by law. The exchange of land 
under Hungarian law is possible only within 
one settlement and should be equivalent. In ad-
dition, there are restrictions on the transfer of 
ownership in one hand. Thus, in the ownership 
of one person can not be more than 300 hec-
tares, and in the ownership of a family - no 
more than 1000 hectares within one settlement 
[3]. In Poland, buyers of land can be not only 
individuals but also legal entities. The total area 
of agricultural land owned by the buyer can not 
exceed 500 hectares. The preemptive right to 
purchase agricultural land, other than the Agri-
cultural Property Agency, has tenants, but only 
if they comply with the statutory conditions. A 
person who wishes to become a farmer must 
have a secondary or higher education, or work 
in agriculture personally, or have a farm work 
experience of at least 5 years [5]. That is, each 
country has its own specifics of functioning of 
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the land market, which usually takes into ac-
count the area of available land resources and 
their quality, traditions of agricultural produc-
tion, the mentality of the population, the level 
of agrarian culture, etc. 

However, the common features of state 
regulatory policy in the field of land relations in 
European countries are: the establishment of 
qualification requirements for land users, as 
well as restrictions on landowners (who may be 
the buyer of a land plot); Restriction of the up-
per and lower boundaries of land holdings; Pre-
venting their grinding when inherited and used 
not for their intended purpose; Equivalence of 
lease and ownership of land as forms of land 
use; The binding of volumes of state support of 
commodity producers to their agrotechnologies 
and ecological management [10]. 

Currently, in Ukraine there are no institution-
al preconditions for the introduction of a free 
market for agricultural land. In particular, virtu-
ally no solvent buyers among farmers and farm-
ers (those who held interests in land reform), 
institutional support is not perfect, is a low level 
of agricultural culture among business entities 
not formed a proper information base about state 
ownership and use of land, There is a shortage 
of effective banking institutions, exchanges, auc-
tions, and not the last role in the solution of this 
issue belongs to the domestic bureaucracy with 
its propensity for corruption and profitability, 
etc. Under such conditions, lifting the moratori-
um will not lead to the formation of a competi-
tive market for agricultural land and efficient 
land use. On the contrary, one can expect only 
aggravation of already existing problems. 

Accordingly, the introduction of the market 
for agricultural land should take place provided 
new and modernization of existing institutions 
will be created, which will increase the effi-
ciency of existing forms of management. That 
is, appropriate institutional and macroeconomic 
conditions must be created to lift the moratori-
um. However, the delay of resolving this issue 
is also impossible, because the shadow land 
market is already functioning and land buys, 
village and farmers impoverished, and the agri-
cultural sector can not be on the track of sus-
tainable development and not turn into a high-
performance, competitive in domestic and for-
eign markets sector . 

In order to minimize risks, we propose the in-
troduction of an agricultural land market in two 
phases. The need for the first phase is the need to 
correct errors and eliminate omissions committed 
during the land reform and create the conditions 
for resolving the contradictions of private land 
ownership through the introduction of a civilized 
market of agricultural land. In the first stage the 
right to purchase such land grant state which of 
them best fertility provide competitively wanting 
out, and worse - piddavatyme conservation and 
removal from economic circulation. In parallel 
with this, it is necessary to introduce a pledge of 
lease rights and settle issues related to determin-
ing the monetary value of this right. This will im-
prove the financial support of agricultural pro-
ducers and will facilitate the transfer of lease 
rights to more efficient land users. Also, restrict 
the areas leased land within the same locality and 
the country set depending on the area of leased 
land compulsory share of the local population, 
land user must be involved in agricultural produc-
tion. Legislate a higher minimum rent increase to 
a minimum lease term of 7-10 years, to strength-
en the responsibility of landowners and tenants 
for inefficient farming, deterioration of the quality 
characteristics of the earth, in t. H. Provide for the 
immediate withdrawal of lands leased land users 
to refund them of damage The fertility of the land 
plot and the transfer of the right to lease it to other 
tenants. It is also necessary to legislatively pro-
vide for land users the payment of taxes at the 
place of agricultural activity, and not at the place 
of registration of the legal entity (this is especially 
true for agroholdings). The latter norm will allow 
the local budgets to attract additional funds for 
the development of social infrastructure in the 
countryside. 

That is, the further transformation of land re-
lations in Ukraine in the near future should be 
limited to the extension of lease and cooperation. 
This is due to the fact that although the factor of 
private property is the most powerful motivating 
lever for the owner-owner to rational and effi-
cient management, however, as shown by for-
eign and domestic experience, it is not decisive. 
Thus, high motivation to rational use of land and 
preservation and increase of its fertility is deter-
mined not only by private ownership of land, but 
also by agrarian culture of the subject of eco-
nomic activity, by the regular policy of the state 
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in the field of land relations, macroeconomic 
conditions (demand and prices for agricultural 
products, availability Funds for maintaining the 
fertility of the land), etc. And in terms of ensur-
ing effective management, it can be achieved in 
any form of ownership of land. The main thing 
is that the one who directly cultivates the land, 
felt like a real master on earth. To do this, he 
only needs to provide autonomy in production 
and commercial activities, and to guarantee 
ownership of the product created. 

The extension of the minimum lease term and 
the increase of responsibility for the deteriora-
tion of the fertility of the land will motivate, un-
der favorable macroeconomic conditions, the 
land users to maintain and increase the soil fer-
tility, and the higher level of rent and the possi-
bility of land lease from tenants in the event of 
non-compliance with the terms of the lease will 
encourage landowners to conclude such con-
tracts. In addition, the lease is beneficial to the 
landowner and in the long run, because he does 
not get rid of the property, which allows him to 
permanently assign a land rent. As for the land 
user, it is also advantageous to rent land, since it 
allows you to reach the optimal size of land use 
without having to advance the funds for the pur-
chase of land, to ensure self-sufficiency, if it is a 
beginner farm, does not require a large start-up 
capital for the establishment of a farm, etc. 

Restrictions on leased land areas within a 
single locality and country will stimulate busi-
ness entities to cooperate with a view to exploit-
ing the scale of the effect that will combine the 
benefits of large and small-scale production, use 
specialization, production concentration, vertical 
integration (the latter will contribute to the solu-
tion of the issue of material improvement - tech-
nical provision of peasant farms and farmers and 
the marketing of their products), will form a 
competitive market for agricultural land lease 
ryznachennya (which stops the displacement of 
the market and the disappearance of medium-
sized farms and peasant farms), promote rural 
employment and rural development of industrial 
and social infrastructures. As a result, these 
measures will ensure sustainable land use, min-
imize the potential risks of lifting the moratori-
um on the sale of land, transferring the further 
transformation of land relations in a civilized 
way, which will ultimately contribute to the sus-

tainable development of the agrarian sector. That 
is, from such a scenario of the development of 
land relations, all subjects of agrarian relations 
and society as a whole will benefit. 

In addition, with the formation of appropri-
ate institutional and macroeconomic conditions, 
over time, an increase in the financial solvency 
of peasants and farmers can be expected. And 
only after a sufficient mass of effective land-
owners and land users will be formed in the vil-
lage, in our opinion, it would be possible to lift 
the moratorium on the purchase and sale of ag-
ricultural land. At the same time, it is legally 
necessary to provide that only the state, in the 
person of the national agency of land resources 
and citizens of our country, will be able to buy 
land. Let us not forget the words of F. Dostoev-
sky, who once wrote that anyone in the country 
owns land, and they are the masters of this 
country in all respects. As for foreigners, they 
should be given the right to lease land only. In 
addition, they should have a requirement for 
mandatory implementation for the period of 
agricultural lease. 

The deprivation of the right of foreigners to 
buy land from us is due to the fact that more 
than one third of the world's chernozem re-
serves, 80% of the names of minerals from exist-
ing ones on the ground are concentrated in 
Ukraine, the fact that our country has an advan-
tageous geographical location for international 
transit traffic, etc. [14, . 102]. Therefore, it is 
certain that foreigners are interested in Ukrainian 
lands. Already, foreign companies are buying up 
corporate rights of domestic agrarian structures, 
especially those with a lot of fertile land. Do not 
fall behind them and "home-grown latifundists" 
[2, p. 202]. Domestic lands attractive to them not 
only their fertility, but also cheapness compared 
to developed countries of the world. It is thought 
that they will not leave them indifferent and rec-
reational attractiveness of rural areas. 

One can not but worry and the fact that rich 
countries spend about $ 20 billion to $ 30 bil-
lion each year on the purchase of land in poor 
countries. According to the estimates of S. V.  
Rybalko and N. S. Tanklevskaya, a farmer from 
northwest Germany, where the cost of 1 hectare 
of land is up to 30 thousand euros, selling his 
80 hectares of land, will be able to buy in 
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Ukraine for 2,4 million euros, to buy approxi-
mately Half of the agricultural area [13]. 

Accordingly, we fully share the opinion  
P. I. Haidutsky who writes on this subject that 
"foreign countries struggle for Ukrainian lands 
began ... So we need to think carefully not to 
miscalculate and do not miss your chance to" 
feed the world is not the ground, and Grain 
grown on it. Otherwise it may be a situation 
where the grain grown in Ukraine will be taken 
to other regions of the world, and Ukrainian, 
having the most fertile black soil, hunger, or it 
will purchase grain at adequately high price " 
[2, p. 209]. 

It is our deep conviction that, in the context 
of the European integration prospects and 
commitments made in this regard, a balanced 
and far-reaching approach to this issue needs to 
be addressed. On the one hand, the need to en-
sure compliance with commitments to the EU 
and to create a favorable investment climate for 
foreigners to invest their capital in the devel-
opment and modernization of the domestic ag-
ricultural sector, and on the other - to prevent 
threats to economic and political sovereignty 
and territorial integrity, food security And the 
food independence of the Ukrainian people, the 
aggravation of the social situation in the coun-
tryside due to the probable employment of 
farms by foreigners of cheaper labor from other 
countries (The same Chinese, for example). 

It should be noted that restrictions on the ac-
quisition of agricultural land by foreigners in 
the property operate in many developed coun-
tries, including And in some countries of the 
European Union, and the United States. In most 
EU countries, citizens of each of the member 
countries have the right to buy land in other 
states under the same conditions as nationals of 
their country. In other countries, certain condi-
tions or restrictions are imposed on foreigners 
(Denmark, Austria). Some EU member states 
imposed a moratorium on the sale of land to 
foreigners at one time, even for a certain period 
of time. Thus, Poland introduced him for 12 
years, and Bulgaria - for 7 years. But in Israel 
and other landless countries, foreigners do not 
have the right to buy agricultural land at all. 

In addition, for example, in the same Poland, 
foreigners can buy agricultural land only after 
seven years of their lease (in some voivode-

ships - after three years). However, during the 
period of the lease agreement they have to lease 
land for agricultural activity. But they can only 
buy them in the eastern and central voivod-
ships, since their right to purchase on the land 
of the western voivodeships does not apply. 
This is due to the fact that in the western voi-
vodeships are more fertile lands compared with 
other voivodeships, much better agriculture was 
developed and the inflow of foreign investment 
was much larger [14, p. 108-109]. 

Also, when introducing a relatively free 
market for agricultural land, qualification re-
strictions should be established for landowners 
and land users; In order to prevent both exces-
sive concentration and shredding of land, limit 
the upper and lower boundaries of land in the 
hands of one person and family; Legislative 
provision provides that the farm can be both 
legal and natural person, depending on the area 
of land in cultivation and the amount of net in-
come, etc. The latter norm will contribute not 
only to the increase in budget revenues, but also 
to the growth of official employment and social 
security and protection of peasants. 

Remember that only under conditions reviv-
al of rural production and social infrastructure 
can be expected employment growth and wage 
workers in the sector, return to the village youth 
and graduates of agricultural universities (by 
the way, the most enterprising people with 
"fresh" knowledge) that In turn, will promote 
the activation of entrepreneurship in rural areas 
and lead to the revival of the village and the 
emergence of an efficient, competitive agrarian 
sector of the economy. 

Thus, we should adhere to the following 
principles of economic policy at reforms in the 
agricultural sector: ensuring comprehensive-
ness, consistency, consistency and phasing on-
going transformation, evolutionary nature of 
their conduct, sustainability of the agricultural 
sector, predictability of economic policy, taking 
into account the interests and values of agricul-
tural producers, The connection of agriculture 
with demographic reproduction and the social 
sphere of the village, the organization of agri-
cultural production On the principles of agricul-
tural cooperation, etc. 

Conclusions. The further transformation of 
land relations in Ukraine in the near future 
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should be limited to the spread of lease and co-
operation. This is due to the fact that although 
the factor of private property is the most power-
ful motivating lever for the owner-owner to ra-
tional and efficient management, however, as 
shown by foreign and domestic experience, it is 
not decisive. In order to ensure effective man-
agement, it is necessary to create the appropriate 
institutional and macroeconomic conditions, and 
to enable the land user, who directly cultivates 
the land, to feel like a real master on earth. 

We propose to introduce the market of agri-
cultural land in two stages. At the first stage, 

the right to purchase land of this category is to 
be granted to the state. Later, when a proper 
agrarian culture is formed from business enti-
ties and a sufficient mass of effective landown-
ers and land users will emerge, a moratorium 
on the purchase and sale of agricultural land 
will be possible. At the same time, it is legally 
necessary to provide that only the national 
agency of land resources and citizens of our 
country will be able to buy land. As for for-
eigners, they should be given only the right to 
lease land. 
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    6057   -

     . 
   

 ,     -
   -

    200 /  
   -
   30 072  . 

   « » -
  , -

      
 ,    -

  (    – 
5478,4 ,  – 4703   . .),  

   -
   . 
,      

 17 348 .    11 065 . 
     

 457,9 .  ;  -
  – 6171,1 (37232,1-31060,9)  

  – 3065,7 .   
(29706,3-26640,6).    
(  )  -

    –  
43526,3 . .   -

       -
  .   -
 9489,9 . .   , -
    -
    

43731,1 .   (457,9+6171,1+ 
+3065,7+43526,3-9489,9),     

  9694,7 . , -
 – 34036,4 . . 

     -
   

  : 
   – 200 000 / ; 

     
– 21 / ; 

    -
    -

 (200 000 /  / 21 / )  
9524 .; 

    -
 – 10 884 .   6803 . ; 

    -
     

   
  5.  

5.          
  « »,  « »,  « »,  

 « »,   « »  « »*    
   (   ) 

 , 
 ( ) 

-
,  

 -
,  

   
,  

   27078,8    
 

  : 6283,0    

  404,3 2223,7 2223,7 0,0 
   5878,7 37036,1 21281,5 15754,6 

  0,0 0,0  0,0 
 0,0 0,0  0,0 
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 . 5 
 

  : 10319,6    

 4048,9 8097,8 6298,7 1799,2 
 2351,5 5878,7  5878,7 

  3919,2 11757,5  11757,5 
  

  : 10476,2    

   ( / ) 2993,2 149659,9 149659,9  
  ( / ) 7483,0 261904,8 261904,8  

   27211    
  ( ) 9524 73000,0 73000,0 0,0 

    
 17687 4404,1  4326,7 

*  ,     ,     -
         .  

:      . 
 ,  -

 -  - -
    -

   -
 ,    

     
 27 079 .  ,   

    -
    -

    ,   -
    . 

 ,   -
     

      
   -  

   « » 
  ( . 6). 

6. -     ,    
         

(   ) 

 
 -

  
,  

, 
.  

, 
.  

 
( ),  

  
  

, % 
  138129,8 199603,9 42346,3 30,66 

  
  : 15754,6 30303,9 49889,7 457,9 1,51 

  0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,00 
   15754,6 30303,9 49889,7 457,9 1,51 

  0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 -24,38 
 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 10,44 

 
  : 19435,4 107825,9 149714,3 41888,4 38,85 

 1799,2 10864,2 14993,0 4128,8 38,00 
 5878,7 31060,9 46540,1 15479,1 49,83 

  11757,5 65900,7 88181,2 22280,4 33,81 
  437585,0 576806,5 139221,5 31,82 

 (  
) 73000,0 340666,7 486666,7 146000,0 42,86 

  -
   4326,7 96918,4 90139,8 -6778,5 -6,99 

  575714,8 776410,4 181567,7 31,54 
:      . 
,    “ -

”    -
  (   

 ) -
    

181567,7 . ,     -



 , 2017,  8 31

    42346,3 . 
,  – 139221,5 . .  

     
     , 

      -
   -

   .   -
,      -

     -
     

 .   
   ,  -

   ,  , -
   ,  

     -
   -

,    . 
 ,    

12,5 .       -
     -

     -
      

15 .  .  
   ’  -

-      
  .  ,   
     -

,      
  65 %,     

, ,    
 40%.        

    -
      

 –  . 
    

   -
   

      -
,     

.  , - ,  -
      , 

- ,   . 
    -

   ,  -
 .    
    -

     -
     . 

,   ,   
   

 ,    , -

    . -
,    -

     
  ,  ( -
)    

     
.  

   ( ), 
    -
     

,  230 476 ,    
  –  

164 626 .     
     -
 5762 ,   – 4116    
  40 / .   

    -
     1   -

   . ’ , 
,   1    
      

2016   15,6 , 1   
  – 22,7   1  -

  – 14,5 . ,  
 NPK       

N – 0,5%,  – 0,5  – 0,6%,   1   
  5  , 2    

6  .   1   -
: 5*15,6+2*22,7+6*14,5 = 210 .  
  ,  1  
    50-60 / . -

,      
210-55 = 155 ,      

  .   -
  -

 ,      
(88435 ),     

,    -
 88435*155=13707 . .   

    , 
     

     -
  ,    6928,5 .  

(13707-6778,5). 
    -

    . 
      ,   

  . ,  -
     -

      
 10 / ,    1  -
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   – 315 / ,   -
     -

  : (2211*10 
/ *315) = 6954,7 . ;   -

    -
   20 / .  

    , -
  , : 6954,7-

2211*10*20 = 6512,5 . ,   
     : 

6928,5+6512,5 = 13442 . . 
 ,     

,     
      -

     
      

  ( )    
13,4  . 

    
    ,   
     -

    .  
       

   . , 
      

’      -
 –    -

  –   
34  37%.     
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  ,    -
      

    -
   .   
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       7,4   
 

  1  2017   26,9        
  7,4  ,   76%     9,7  ,   

 36,4 / . 
   : 

   – 19,1    4,9   (77%  6,4  )    
39,0 / ; 

   –  6,7    2,0   (81%  2,5  )    32,5 / ; 
   – 113 .   42 .  (24%  172 . )   27,0 / ; 
  –  62 .   24 .  (13%  194 . )   25,4 / ; 
   –  986 .   379 .  (93%  408 . )    26,0 / . 

 ,  1,9     706 .  (90%  785 . )   
26,8 / . 

         -
 – (54,7 / ), -  – (52,0 / ),  – (50,3 / ),  – 

(48,8 / )   – (47,6 / ) . 
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   ,  
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’     ( . 1). 

 
. 1.   '      

   
:         [21]. 

,  2016     -
 ’    3682,1 . 

.,  – 6669,1 . .,  –  
204  .   -

   ,  -
     2 %,   

  –  62,8 . .,  
– 5,8 %,   409,9 . .,  – 1,2 %, 

  2318  . 

  ’   
 ,      

  , ,   -
,   ( . 2),   -

    -
 –  '     

,   -
   . 
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. 2.    '     

 
:         [21]. 

  ,  -
      -

,    81    
  . ,  2016   

'    30  ( . 3).   
   .  

   
 '       

   -
 ( . 1). 

 
. 3.     '    

:         [21]. 

1.  '        ,  /  
 '  –    '     '  

2010 44,9 9,3 13,8 20,8 1,0 
2011 46,9 8,7 15,4 21,8 1,0 
2012 48,5 8,5 15,4 23,6 1,0 
2013 52,5 9,4 16,4 25,7 1,0 
2014 54,9 9,6 17,3 27,1 0,9 
2015 54,2 9,0 17,7 26,7 0,8 
2016 54,5 8,8 17,5 27,3 0,8 

+/- 2016/2010 9,6 -0,5 3,8 6,6 -0,2 
2016/2010, % 121,4 94,4 127,4 131,5 77,1 

:           [21]. 
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   ( ) 
'      -

    3200   -
     ,  -

    
,     

 '  .  
      

,   :  
 –       -

 54,5  ' ,   
 51,4 ,    

   2506 .  
 303 . ;   – 

    -

     
'     ,  -

 81 ,     -
 '  ,   -
. 

   - -
   -

   '   ’ -
     -

 ,    
,   -

  ,  -
      -

 ( . 2, 3). 

2.   '   '  

 

 

2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

2017 ( ) 2020 ( ) 

1-
  

 

2-
  

 

1-
  

 

2-
  

 

 - , .  2610 2741 2551 2432 2508 2558,0 2563,6 2586,4 2592,0
    2485 2559 2333 2187 2205 2174,0 2137,2 1989,9 1953,1

, .  125 182 218 245 303 383,9 426,4 596,4 638,9
 - , .  2633 2721 2561 2481 2506 2589,8 2601,2 2647,1 2658,5

    2210 2389 2360 2323 2324 2491,1 2537,6 2723,8 2770,3
 , .  423 332 201 158 182 98,6 63,6 76,7 111,8

   , 
 /  48,5 52,5 54,9 54,2 54,5 59,8 61,6 68,7 70,5 

   , 
 /  54,4 56,1 54,1 50,9 51,4 52,4 52,3 61,9 69,8 

 ,% 89,2 93,6 101,5 106,5 106,0 114,2 117,8 132,4 136,0
:           [21]. 

 1-   –   ' -
       2020   -
 61,9  (   -
).    -

     
  2723,8 . ,    
'  :   – 338,8 . ; 

 – 917,0; '   – 1498,9; -
 – 90,2; 48,1  498,1 .  . 
 2-   –   

'        2020   -
 69,8  (   -

).    -
    -

   2770,3 . ,   
 ' :   – 3330,0 . ; 
 – 935,0; '   – 1535,6; -

 – 96,0, 51,0  531,9 .  . 
   -

    
'   ’  ,    

  ,   -
  ,   -

      -
     ’  

,    
 .  
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3.   '        
  2020  

 

 

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017  
( ) 

2020 ( ) 
I -

 
II -

 
    

 - ,   461 427 404 448 418 388 393 381,6 314,6 305,0 
     448 414 387 421 391 348 347 332,1 224,4 209,0 

,   13 13 17 27 27 40 46 49,4 90,2 96,0 
 - ,   453 422 405 447 420 400 392 389,6 336,6 329,0 

    428 399 389 428 413 384 376 379,3 338,8 333,0 
 ,   25 23 16 19 7 16 16 10,3 8,2 4,0 

   -
, /  9,3 8,7 8,5 9,4 9,6 9,0 8,8 9,1 9,0 9,0 

   -
, /  9,8 9,1 8,5 9,2 9,1 8,1 8,1 7,9 6,3 6,1 

 ,% 95,2 95,9 100,4 102,3 105,5 110,6 108,8 114,4 143,8 149,3 
  ’   

 - ,   828 866 988 985 864 817 828 850,6 795,1 787,1 
     827 852 963 977 849 776 815 822,4 746,9 736,1 

,   1 14 25 8 15 41 13 28,1 48,1 51,0 
 - ,   824 858 990 982 868 835 828 861,3 822,3 816,7 

    631 705 701 748 743 760 748 791,3 917,0 935,0 
 ,   193 153 289 234 125 75 80 70,0 94,8 118,3 

   -
, /  13,8 15,4 15,4 16,4 17,3 17,7 17,5 18,8 23,2 23,9 

   -
, /  18 18,6 21,1 21,5 19,7 18,1 19 19,5 19,7 19,7 

 ,% 76,4 82,9 72,9 76,5 87,7 98,0 92,3 96,2 118,1 121,3 
  ’   

 - ,   1103 1082 1171 1258 1227 1190 1253 1286,6 1467,1 1492,9 
     1070 1032 1089 1112 1051 1027 1012 1024,4 968,9 961,0 

,   33 50 82 146 176 163 241 262,1 498,1 531,9 
 - ,   1111 1060 1191 1242 1230 1208 1252 1293,1 1482,6 1509,7 

    954 995 1075 1168 1165 1144 1167 1242,1 1498,9 1535,6 
 ,   157 65 116 74 65 64 85 51,0 36,3 25,9 

   -
, /  20,8 21,8 23,6 25,7 27,1 26,7 27,3 29,4 37,7 38,9 

   -
, /  23,2 22,5 23,8 24,4 24,3 23,9 23,6 24,3 25,4 25,6 

 ,% 89,6 96,8 99,1 105,2 111,5 111,7 115,9 121,0 148,1 151,8 
:           [21]. 
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© Scientific problem. The country’s food secu-
rity problem is actualizing the study on the is-
sue of providing agricultural producers with 
investment in capital resources as the poor state 
of material and technical provision of economic 
entities affects volumes of the agrarian produc-
tion, profits, wages of employees and decline of 
the social infrastructure of a village, etc. The 
receipt of investment capital will stimulate the 
use of innovative technologies which will fur-
ther enhance the competitiveness of domestic 
crop and livestock production. 

Investing branches of the national economy 
is one of the driving forces in the development 
of the domestic economy and the Ukrainian so-
ciety as a whole due to improved management 
of economic entities. 

Analysis of recent researches and publica-
tions. Domestic scholars-economists, such as I. 
Bilsky [1], I. Blank [2], B. Gubsky [6], M. Den-
ysenko [7], O. Yermakov [9], M. Kisil [20], O. 
Krasovska [21], O. Mertens [26], A. Peresada 
[32], Udovychenko [35], V. Fedorenko [36], O. 
Yastremska [37] and others, substantiated theo-
retical and methodological principles of devel-
opment and implementation of investment pro-
jects, formation of a mechanism for regulation of 
investment activity at the level of the country, 
branches and enterprises; made the attempt to de-
termine risks of the investment process and sug-

                                                 
© O.Yu. Yermakov, I.M. Novak, 2017 
 

gested ways to avoid them. However, taking into 
account the results of investing in the Ukrainian 
economy, especially the agrarian sector, we note 
that the constraining factor of their development 
is insufficient volume of financial resources 
which in turn requires search and formation of 
alternative investment mechanisms. Ukrainian 
scholars, as well as foreign ones (O. Blanchard 
[3], D. Halbright [5], G. Markowitz [23], F. 
Mahlup [22], L. Metzler [25], B. Olin [30], G. 
Henzler [33]) are unanimous that the profit is the 
main motive for investing. Therefore, the higher 
the rate of return is expected from investing, the 
more attractive the capital investment. This serves 
as a methodological basis for the study of this 
problem. O.M. Yastremska notices that invest-
ment is a socio-economic institution because it 
corresponds to the main institutional features: 
availability of norms, stable structure and certain 
types of behavior of its components. Studying 
features of investment in a complex, that is, in the 
economic and social terms at the same time will 
allow us to increase the activity of this process, 
reveal peculiarities of the behavior of its subjects, 
reconcile interests of investors, owners, manag-
ers, hired workers, territorial communities and 
society as a whole [37]. 

Thus, the attraction of various financial re-
sources for investing in the agricultural sector 
of Ukraine should take place in the context of 
harmonizing components of the sustainable de-
velopment (economic, environmental and so-
cial). 
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The objective of the article is to study the 
investment process of the agrarian sector of the 
Ukrainian economy and formation of alterna-
tive mechanisms of attraction of financial re-
sources. 

Statement of the main results of the study. 
As it is known, the economic nature of invest-
ing is due to regularities of the process of the 
expanded reproduction which occurs at the 
macro level by using an additional part of the 
social product (national income) to increase 
quantity and quality of elements of productive 
forces of the society. At the micro level, this 
process (investing) is an integral part of the fi-
nancial and economic activity of enterprises 
which aims to increase capital through appro-
priate investments. 

Today, agriculture and the agro-industrial 
sector as a whole form the largest share of 
budget revenues. However, domestic agricul-
tural enterprises are not able to increase their 
production capacity to world indicators, due to 

the shortage of funding sources, since they use 
outdated techniques and technologies. 

According to scientists, the feature of capital 
investments in the agrarian sector “lies in the 
fact that the effect of them is not immediate, in 
contrast to current investments; a farmer can 
change a ration for cattle without much loss but 
if the new building is not functional, time and 
money are needed to solve this problem. After 
all, the conversion of capital costs is a fairly 
cost process” [9, 24]. 

Exploring in general investment of the coun-
try’s economy, it is carried out at the expense 
of its own financial resources of the investor 
(depreciation, profit, cash accumulation, sav-
ings of citizens, legal entities, etc.), borrowed 
funds (banking, budget and bond loans, as well 
as funds received from the sale of shares, 
bonds, share and other deposits of citizens and 
legal entities), budgetary investment allocations 
and borrowed financial resources (credits, 
loans) (Table). 

Capital investment by financing sources in Ukraine, [8, 19]* 

Sources 

2010 2014 2015 2016 

billion 
UAH 

% to 
the 

total 
volume 

billion 
UAH 

% to 
the 

total 
volume 

billion 
UAH 

% to 
the 

total 
volume 

billion 
UAH 

% to 
the 

total 
volume 

Total 
  including at the expense of 189.0 100 204.0 100 251.1 100 326.1 100 

  state budget funds 10.9 5.8 1.5 0.7 6.1 2.4 7.4 2.3 
  funds of local budgets 6.3 3.4 5.2 2.6 12.4 5.0 23.2 7.1 
  own funds of enterprises and or-
ganizations 114.9 60.8 145.8 71.5 169.2 67.4 226.3 69.4 

 bank loans and other loans 23.3 12.3 17.9 8.8 18.3 7.3 23.2 7.1 
 funds of foreign investors 4.1 2.1 5.5 2.7 7.8 3.1 9.4 2.9 
 funds of the population for indi-
vidual housing construction 20.8 11.0 21.3 10.5 30.2 12.0 29.1 8.9 

 other sources of funding 8.5 4.5 6.4 3.2 6.9 2.8 7.2 2.3 
* Data in 2014-2016 are given without taking into account the temporarily occupied territory of the Autonomous Re-
public of Crimea and the city of Sevastopol. 

The analysis of financing sources of capital 
investments for the studied period indicates that 
there has been a sharp reduction of public fi-
nancing from 10.9 billion UAH to 7.4 billion 
UAH with the lowest level of state capital in-
vestment in 2014 of 1.5 billion UAH. The share 
of granted loans of banks and other loans de-
clined from 12.3% to 7.1%, respectively. 

All this led to the fact that the main invest-
ing burden in assets was carried out by own 
funds of enterprises and organizations (if their 
share in 2010 amounted to 60.8%, in 2016 it 

grew by UAH 11.4 billion and amounted to 
69.4%). The volume of foreign investment in-
creased more than twice from 4.1 billion UAH 
in 2010 to 9.4 billion UAH in 2016. 

The growth of investment in fixed assets in 
2010-2015 was achieved in almost all regions 
of the country, except Donetsk, Lugansk and 
Zaporizhzhia regions. During the studied period 
the regional structure of the assimilated invest-
ment in fixed assets was almost unchanged. 
The main recipients were Donetsk (except 
2015), Kharkiv, Dnipropetrovsk, Lviv, Kyiv 
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regions and Kyiv city. Unfavorable business 
conditions influenced the reorientation of in-
vestment directions from Donetsk region. 

During the studied period in 2000-2015, the 
value of fixed assets increased by more than 9 

times (from UAH 828.8 billion to UAH 7641.3 
billion). At the same time, the degree of deteri-
oration increased by 20% (to 60.1%) (Figure 1). 

 
Figure 1. Dynamics of the state of fixed assets in Ukraine, 2009-2015, %, [4]* 

* Data in 2014-2015 are given without taking into account the temporarily occupied territory of the Autonomous Re-
public of Crimea and the city of Sevastopol. 

Analyzing the period of 2009-2014, the de-
gree of depreciation of fixed assets in the coun-
try on average amounted to 83.5%. In 2015, in 
terms of key industries, it was at the level of 
60.3% in the industry and 38.8% in the agricul-
ture. This affected volumes, quality of domestic 
products and its value both on the domestic and 
foreign markets. Thus, nowadays in all branch-
es of the national economy only under the con-
dition of renewal of fixed assets the competitive 
products can be ensured. All this requires 
search and attraction of new sources of invest-
ment in the national economy. 

The peculiarity of the current financial and 
economic support of the agrarian sector is that 
it is carried out mainly through a set of pro-
grams aimed at increasing the efficiency of 
production and profitability of a commodity 
producer. At the same time, due to lack of 
funds from the State Budget of Ukraine, this 
support was carried out at the expense of favor-
able tax policy which is an indirect form of 
subsidization of the branch. So, in 2014, agri-

cultural enterprises received funds from budget 
subsidies in the amount of UAH 176.5 million 
and at the expense of the special regime of 
VAT payment of UAH 8340.3 million which in 
percentage terms makes 2% to 98% [7]. 

This regime was regulated by the Coalition 
Agreement and the Action Plan for the imple-
mentation of the Program of Action of the Cab-
inet of Ministers of Ukraine, the Strategy for 
Sustainable Development “Ukraine 2020” in 
2015 approved by the Cabinet of Ministers of 
Ukraine as of March 4, 2015, No. 213 and pro-
vided preservation of these tax conditions by 
January 1, 2018 [34]. So, everything complies 
with rules and requirements of the World Trade 
Organization and is in line with provisions of 
Council Directive 2006/112/EC as of 
28.11.2006 on a common system of value add-
ed tax [8, 27]. 

It should be noted that today the support of 
agricultural producers in Europe is about 450 
euros per hectare, while in Ukraine it is about 
800 UAH per hectare (in 2014). 
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In spite of the farmers’ protests in December 
2015, the Supreme Council of Ukraine adopted 
amendments to the Tax Code, then since 2016, 
the use of the indexation index of the normative 
monetary valuation of land has been abolished 
to determine the tax base for payers of the sin-
gle tax of group 4 [8]. 

There is no doubt that these changes can de-
stroy the domestic agrarian sector. Loss of a 
powerful source of financing of working capital 

of enterprises will negatively affect the material 
and technical provision, production costs, eco-
nomic performance, employment and welfare 
of the rural population. Indeed, as the analysis 
of the structure of capital investment in the 
agrarian sector shows, the main part is the own 
funds of enterprises. The study of sources of 
financial support for farmers confirms this con-
clusion (Figure 2). 

 
Figure 2. Dynamics of financial provision of agricultural enterprises in Ukraine,  

2011-2015 [10-17] * 
* Data in 2014-2015 are given without taking into account the temporarily occupied territory of the Autonomous Re-
public of Crimea and the city of Sevastopol. 

The effectiveness of the financial provision 
of agriculture in 2011-2015 was analyzed in 
terms of 1 hectare. So during the studied peri-
od, there were the following changes: 1) capital 
investment increased by 1.6 times or by UAH 
364 per 1 hectare; 2) FDI increased by  

1.2 times or 7 dollars per 1 hectare; 3) financ-
ing from the state budget has decreased by  
6.7 times or by UAH 52 per hectare; 4) financ-
ing by VAT increased by 206 times or by UAH 
254 per hectare; 5) the number of employed in 
agriculture decreased by 1.5 times or by  



 , 2017,  8 52

8 workers per 1 hectare; 6) net profit increased 
by 2.5 times or UAH 1000 per 1 hectare. 

It should be noted that the reduction of pub-
lic funding was partly covered by the growth of 
capital investment, the main part of which is 
funds of agricultural enterprises. 

The limited sources of investment in the 
agrarian sector are due to the following reasons: 

- Low indicators of the efficiency of the pro-
duction process, a large proportion of loss-
making operating activities. Unearned profits 
affect the reduction of fixed assets financing, 
depreciation of fixed assets, destruction of so-
cial infrastructure, and, accordingly, the migra-
tion of rural population to cities. The above has 
negative consequences for agrarian producers, 
and worsens their ability to use credit funds. 

- The size of agricultural enterprises. At pre-
sent, the advantage of investing in economic 
activity in large agricultural holdings, respec-
tively, economic opportunities for development 
in agricultural enterprises are different. 

- The limited state and local finances that do 
not provide the level of proper support to pro-
ducers, as in the case of developed world coun-
tries where agricultural enterprises receive var-
ious grants from the state; 

- Imperfectly developed financial market in-
frastructure. Agrarian enterprises are not famil-
iar with and have limited use of opportunities in 
financing investment activities. As a result, the 
main source of investment for the agrarian sec-
tor is financial resources of private investors 
[1]. 

Under these conditions, producers are faced 
with the problem of finding additional sources 
of funding including in the form of investment 
capital. Therefore, the review is required by the 
system of formation of the mechanism of at-
tracting additional capital. 

After analyzing the views of domestic scien-
tists and foreign experience of raising capital in 
the agrarian sector, it can be noted that there are 
now three main trends in the formation of fi-
nancial resources of the investment process. 
The first trend is the own funds of producers 
(depreciation and net profit), as well as bor-
rowed funds in the form of long-term bank 
loans. The second trend is the use of opportuni-
ties of the financial market, that is, the stock 
market and the mortgage market. The third di-

rection involves an integrated approach when 
all available means should be used as sources 
of financing investments [2]. 

It should be noted that in accordance with 
the Law of Ukraine “On Investment Activity” 
non-state pension funds, joint investment insti-
tutions, insurers and financial institutions can 
carry out investment activities in accordance 
with the legislation defining features of their 
activities [28, 29]. However, despite the fact 
that these legal entities of public law are poten-
tially included in the institutional architecture 
of the investment environment, now they can 
only invest in large agricultural enterprises (ag-
ricultural holdings, joint-stock companies, etc.) 
that have undergone the listing procedure. 

Taking into account the unresolved issue of 
the land market in Ukraine, there is no mecha-
nism of investment relations between non-bank 
financial institutions with small and medium-
sized enterprises. Therefore, to attract  capi-
tal to the investment process it is possible to use 
foreign experience and the mechanism devel-
oped by domestic scientists to raise funds for 
agricultural receipts. 

This practice is used both in Europe and the 
USA. Depending on the type of institution, in-
vestment conditions change. For example, in 
the United States, collective investment institu-
tions are divided into three main types: Face 
Amount Companies, Unit Investment Trust 
Companies, Management Companies [22, 23]. 
The first type of companies issues certificates 
that serve as a contract between the investor 
and the enterprise. Its value is equivalent to the 
amount of the investor’s funds. The certificate 
specifies the terms of validity and terms for 
their managing. The average maturity under 
this contract (certificate) is eight years and the 
face value cost is $ 3.000. Objects of company 
investing of cash value certificates are real es-
tate, construction and securities. 

Often in practice, investing through integrat-
ed investment trusts based on a trust agreement 
for managing an investment portfolio on behalf 
of the owner and management companies is 
used. The principles of organization of the lat-
ter include the formation of them as independ-
ent legal entities (corporations, limited liability 
companies, etc.) with the participation of a 
sponsor or trustee who guarantees the company 
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capital. The management of the company is 
carried out by external managers. 

In Ukraine, venture funds are engaged in in-
vesting capital in innovative enterprises (pro-
jects) the most often among . The main pur-
pose of venture investment is the provision of 
working capital for small profitable enterprises. 
The purpose is to get high investment income, 
despite the risks.  advantage is the exemption 
from payment of income tax and VAT until the 
moment of termination of work and dividend 
payment [31]. This determines the popularity of 
venture funds and their growth in recent years. 
As of December 30, 2015, the share of the latter 
in total assets of domestic  exceeded 90%. 
The most attractive spheres of venture invest-
ment in Ukraine are construction, agrarian pro-
duction, food industry and trade, as opposed to 
the countries of the European Union and the 
USA in which innovations are invested [21]. 

Consequently, the results of the conducted 
studies suggest that when forming a consolidat-

ed source of investment in the agrarian sector it 
is expedient to use own funds of agrarian pro-
ducers, state investments, capital of the banking 
sector, direct foreign investments, funds of joint 
investment institutions, etc. Taking into account 
the growing dynamics of  assets, it is possi-
ble to predict a powerful potential for coopera-
tion of the latter with agrarian enterprises in the 
future. However, this requires the development 
of an effective financial mechanism for attract-
ing investment from these subjects of invest-
ment. 

In our opinion, the mechanism of investing 
in the agrarian sector of the economy can be 
realized in three directions now (Figure 3): 

- Attraction of capital of venture funds 
through shares of agrarian enterprises; 

- Investing capital of individual investors 
(business angels); 

- Attraction of capital under the bail of doc-
uments of agrarian producers. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Figure 3. Mechanisms for attracting funds of investment institutions 

The first two directions of investment are 
used but they are not popular due to the lack of 
sufficient number of counteragents, agricultural 
enterprises in the form of joint stock companies 
and business angels. 

The third direction involves attracting in-
vestment capital to agriculture in the presence 
of mortgage documents. In our opinion, it can 
be mortgage certificates, land bonds and other 
securities that will allow you to invest for a 

long term. At the same time ensuring the relia-
bility of these transactions need to be carried 
out by a state institution. These functions could 
be performed by State Land Bank PJSC but af-
ter disclosure of its liquidation on September 
10, 2014, these functions should be delegated to 
the Ministry of Agrarian Policy and Food. 

In order to activate venture financing of do-
mestic agrarian business, an appropriate legal 
framework is also needed that would legalize 

Investment Institutions: 
venture funds, non-state pension funds, insurance companies, business angels, etc. 

Investment capital 
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this way of investing funds and encourage its 
use and receipt. 

Taking into account the investment potential 
of institutional investors, that is, the capital that 
can be attracted to the agrarian sector through 
the mechanism of venture investment, we pro-
pose to introduce a set of appropriate measures 
in the field of law, tax, financial and credit pol-
icy, namely: 

- Simplifying conditions for venture capital 
investment by pension funds and insurance 
companies; 

- State support for the examination of inno-
vative projects and development of advisory 
assistance for small and medium-sized agrarian 
enterprises, that is, the priority venture capital 
recipients; 

- Provision of preferential tax treatment of 
income; 

- Formation of the security market infra-
structure in order to ensure liquidity of invest-
ment in venture capital; 

- Provision of state guarantees for loans and 
investments for small and medium-sized agri-
cultural producers; 

- Providing consultations for entrepreneurs 
on issues of development of innovative pro-
jects, innovation management, marketing of 
innovations, protection of intellectual property 
rights, etc. 

It is advisable to carry out the proposed 
measures in two stages. The first of them cre-
ates legal and economic conditions for the de-
velopment of the system of venture capital in-

vestment and venture infrastructure. The sec-
ond stage should be aimed at increasing vol-
umes of venture capital investment in the agrar-
ian sector of the economy. 

Conclusions. Studying investment of the 
agrarian sector of Ukraine’s economy has re-
vealed problems that hamper its development. 
The main of them is the lack of investment cap-
ital which is associated with a destructive in-
vestment policy in the country. At the same 
time, the continuous development and effective 
operation of financial institutions in the non-
bank financial market are becoming important 
factors of economic growth of the country and 
ensuring its national security. In perspective the 
effective use of the capital of insurance compa-
nies, non-state pension funds, joint investment 
institutions and other participants in the non-
banking financial service market by agrarian 
commodity producers will minimize risks of 
business entities, overcome the shortage of fi-
nancial resources and expand the possibilities 
of the innovative growth. The attraction of the 
capital from alternative investment sources will 
contribute to the progressive development of 
the agrarian and financial sectors of Ukraine. 

In the future, we believe that further studies 
should be directed towards the development of 
an effective strategy for investing in the agrari-
an sector of the Ukrainian economy, including 
the mechanism proposed in the article on the 
investment relationship between commodity 
producers and alternative investors. 
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; m = 9 ; T = 8 ;  = 
3,271 . ;  = 2391,565 . .  

     
 -  

 (1),   , 
’      

 : 

0,256 x1   -    0,179 x2     -  1 x3     = 2391,565;                         
      

0,107 x1      -  0,075 x2    -   1 x3     = 2391,565;                                                (9) 
    

0,025 x1    -   0,018 x2    -    1 x3     = 2391,565, 

 x1, x2, x3 –   -
.  

   -
  : 

 

            0,256        - 0,179      - 1 
 =      0,107        - 0,075          - 1               (10) 

            0,025        - 0,018       - 1 
 

 ( )  (10) -
 – 3,1997 -18.   -

   ,  -
      -

  : 
 

            2391,565    - 0,179       - 1 
1 =     2391,565     - 0,075        - 1              (11) 

            2391,565     - 0,018      - 1 
 

  (11)  . 
     -

: 
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           0,256           2391,565    - 1 
2 =    0,107          2391,565        - 1            (12) 

           0,025            2391,565    - 1 
 

  (12)  . 
 

           0,256     - 0,179     2391,565 
3 =    0,107    - 0,075       2391,565            (13) 

           0,025     - 0,018      2391,565 
 

  (13)  
7,65234 -15.    
x1, x2, x3   -

: x1 = 1/ ; x2 = 2/ ; x3 = 3/ .  -
 : x1 = 0 ; x2 = 0; x3 = -2391,565. 

 ’    (9), 
     
  : 

0,256 * 0     - 0,179 * 0     -  1 * (-2391,565) = 2391,565;  
 

0,107 * 0     -  0,075 * 0     -  1* (-2391,565) = 2391,565;                               (14) 
 

0,025 * 0     -  0,018 * 0     -  1 * (-2391,565) = 2391,565. 

    (14)  
,   -

-    -
    

    -
    ’ ,  

    -
   , , -

     -
  .  

    
   -

   -
       

   .  

      
      

, .  
   

  
 

Q , .  22,148 24,094 - 1,95 
Y, .  15,5 16,862 - 1,4 

Qp, .  16,62 18,08 - 1,5 
N  5 5 0 
N  2 2 0 
,  518,26 563,797 - 45,54 

m,  9 9 0 
, .  216,5 235,523 - 19,023 
, .  3,01 3,271 - 0,264 

, .  2198,4 2391,565 - 193,165 
, /  163,89 160,98 2,91 

, .  525,42 518,97 6,45 
P, % 23,9 21,7 2,2 

:       50- . 
  :  —   

;  —    -
 ;  —  -

    .  
     -

   ,   
    , 

   , -
 —  ,  — 

,   -
     -

   -

 .   -
    

   -
   -

   ,  
   .  

.    -
   

 ,   -
 ,   , , -

,     -
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Availability of food in terms of region 
 

© Scientific problem. In the context of the trans-
formation of Slovak (centrally controlled) econ-
omy, market economy has gone through a num-
ber of qualitative and quantitative changes in the 
food retail sector. One of the most visible 
change has become the entry of multinational 
retailers and the related massive allocation of 
investment resources to the deployment of new, 
modern large-scale retailing formats - supermar-
kets, hypermarkets, shopping malls. This devel-
opment occurs organizational changes – growing 
part of retail turnover takes place in a group of 
some of the largest companies (the process of 
concentration) as well as the spatial variation, 
which results in a new location of retail units. 
There is a reduction of some local stores.  

New spatial arrangement as well as a strong 
focus on customer motorized without direct 
legislative regulation by the state led ultimately 
to the creation of the territories in which the 
option to procure food is not enough. Food 
availability is one of the possible areas of ap-
plication of retail management in terms of re-
gional disparities. Contribution is oriented to 
define one of the possible extremes that can 
occur with this and thus are areas, which are 
characterized by the lack of availability of food 
for its people in terms of Prešov region. Areas 
are described in the literature defined as food 
deserts. 

Analysis of recent researches and publica-
tions. The scientific works of such scholars as 
J. Agyeman [9], P. Apparicio [1], D. Bennison 
[6], J. Block [11], A. Bonanno [2], F. Ciari [3], 
R. Clarke [6], M. Cloutier [1], J. Dawson [4], 
A. Drewnowski, A. Goldman [5], C. Guy [6], 
C. Heidkamp [10], H. Hino [5], P. Hurvitz, 
                                                 
© Erika Dudas Pajerska, 2017 
 

J. Jiao [7], I. Kawachi [11], F. Križan [8], 
J. Mcentee [9], A. Moudon [7], S. Russell [10], 
R. Searmur [1], J. Ulmer [7], R. Walker [11] 
and others deal with the problems of availabil-
ity of food in terms of regional level. 

The objective of the article is to work out 
the problem of the availability of food in terms 
of Prešov region. 

Material and methods. Paper focuses re-
search of food deserts into several steps of the 
analysis:  

a) Graphical analysis of locating stores with 
food – illustrations of grocery stores deter-
mined by the classification on the classical (tra-
ditional) and on modern retail formats.  

b) Analysis of motorization of the popula-
tion – attention is focused on examining the 
indicators of the number of cars per capita and 
the analysis of transport network in the region. 
These characteristics indirectly determine and 
delimit the grounds of food deserts. They also 
characterize the area in which the retail chain 
store is weak, but this area is not behaving as a 
food desert. 

c) Analysis of appropriate characteristics of 
the consumers – those variables are classified 
as determinants which help clarifying of food 
deserts.  

d) Analysis of the terms of accessibility – pa-
per uses selected rates of availability in mapping 
potential areas of underserved food availability.  

e) Cartographic output – with program GIS 
for determination of locations within the Prešov 
region, which are based on the higher of actions 
defined as food deserts. 

Statement of the main results of the study. 
Food deserts are relatively new problem, re-
spectively they are one of the newest interest in 
research of retailing but most published works 
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on this subject are represented mainly by stud-
ies and articles in professional journals. The 
focus of the publications, however, differs sig-
nificantly, which is associated both with the 
interdisciplinary nature of the problems but also 
with the way of the authors defining and inter-
preting food desert and also on whether it is a 
domestic or foreign author. In recent years, 
food deserts have become the object of numer-
ous studies, which is maintaining an interdisci-
plinary character. This is evidenced by the in-
creased interest in the issue not only by geogra-
phers and economists, but also sociologists, 
doctors or politicians.  

For research of paper, it is useful to under-
stand a food desert as an area in which is (after 
taking into account the required criteria) insuffi-
cient availability of food. The analysis of the 
food retail continues to focus on the second larg-
est territorial unit in Slovakia, which is located 
in the east area – Prešov Region. Currently, it 
ranks among the regions with weaker levels of 
economic indicators and with large potential 
risks. But in comparison with other regions of 
the Slovak Republic, Prešov Region could be 
defined as administrative area which can offer 
one of the highest amounts of food consumers.  

When analyzing food availability in the first 
step post it focuses on the description of the 
investigated area selected for the parameters 
affecting directly or indirectly the issue of food 
retail. They take into account the different areas 
that can be defined as a potential barrier to the 
development of the food retail, but on the other 
hand as a limiting factor for increasing the 
availability of (healthy and quality) food. 

Prešov region is situated in north-eastern 
Slovakia. Its area of 8,973 km2 accounts for 
18,3% of the state and is the second largest re-
gion in Slovakia. Population of the Prešov re-
gion is the largest in Slovakia. Relief of area is 
quite bumpy. In addition to extensive moun-
tains here, there are also affected complexes as 
several large and small protected natural parks. 
These natural barriers must be taken into ac-
count in developing strategies for food retail 
and also with it´s necessary to count with them 
in the analysis of food availability in the region.  

The structure of the transport facilities in the 
Prešov region is currently ready to serve for 
transportation for shopping in other parts espe-

cially for shorter distances. It is for this reason 
that prevail especially roads of II. and III. clas-
ses that do not provide quick transfer as in the 
case of highways or expressways. Therefore, it 
is also reflected in the dynamics of the modern-
ization of food retail. 

As a first step in examining the issue of food 
deserts is necessary to analyze the existing re-
tail network of stores with food, based on data 
from the Statistical Office of the Slovak Repub-
lic for the year 2016. Commenting on this area 
it is important to note that there are a number of 
foreign studies that focus on research of locali-
zation of food stores. They are using the differ-
ent characteristics and often try to target on the 
lowest local (spatial) level. For example the 
work of the authors Guy, Beninson and Clarke 
by which it can be distinguished the location of 
shopping centers in several categories within 
the city [Guy, Benninson, Clarke, 2005] to the 
edge of the city center (edge-of-center); outside 
the city center (out-of-center); overland (out-of-
town), also seen as the edges of the city, other 
urban areas and new residential areas.  

Prešov Region is one of the regions of the 
Slovak Republic, which is characterized by ma-
jor regional differences within its territory. Re-
tail is still represented by the dominance of 
classical food retail formats while compared to 
the Slovakia as a whole achieves this high level 
of proportion – up to 19,0%. In other words, 
almost one of five classic format of grocery 
store is located right in the Prešov region. This 
means that the retail store does not go far on 
optimum level of modernization. The lowest 
level of provided spatial analysis in food de-
serts the community. The following output 
from GIS provides an insight into food retail 
network in the Prešov region.  

Presented map (Figure 1) identifies some 
facts concerning the location of the food retail: 
looking at the location of selected types of re-
tail outlets of food, it is possible to identify 
several centers. First, the city of Prešov is de-
fined as the center but also in other parts of the 
region, there is the beginning of standing out of 
the village as "local" shopping centers or shop-
ping heads. The described reality is summary 
illustrated in Figure 1, which determines by 
GIS through the various centers and purchasing 
plotted with positional power. Intervals were 
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produced by statistical method "Jenks natural 
breaks optimization", therefore intervals are 

uneven. 

 
Figure 1. Economic analysis of rural multi functionality 

Source: Own procession. 
While the area of transport were by the au-

thors until the 70s of the 20th century consid-
ered as the main localization factors that affect 
the deployment of such production and non-
production activities, until today its role has 
transformed more into the role of one of system 
components. In interpreting areas of motoriza-
tion, post uses the number of cars per capita in 
the Prešov region. Due to the receipt of the 
most recent data for the area of food retail from 
the year 2016, also this post refers mentioned 
indicator to the situation from 2016. 

Number of cars per capita in Prešov region 
is presenting by number 0,320 and on one per-
son in productive age of life the number is low-
er – 0,262. These values are under the average 
for Slovakia as a whole area. It is obvious that 
high number of cars per capita is related to 
higher transport capacity for the purchase of 
food and greater ability to purchase in large 
quantities. This means that the region with the 
higher number does not need to such a dense 
network of retail stores. Second, the higher 
proportion of the big sized stores shops are ex-
pected – also for large quantities of purchases 
of consumers. The structure of the transport 
facilities in this region is not as optimal to this 
territory – having even only one shopping gra-
dient. Analysis of the transport situation and the 

possibility of transportation has demonstrated 
the lower availability of various food retailer. 
So ultimately, it determines the occurrence of 
food deserts.  

As the addition to a comprehensive analysis 
of the food deserts for Prešov region, paper 
analyses the character and the behavior of food 
consumers. For the needs of this article is a par-
tial study turned into "paradoxical" direction. 
This means that it is no respecter of higher ter-
ritorial unit through retail localization and the 
subsequent impact on the character of the con-
sumer. On the contrary – paper looks at the 
consumer as the impetus for the subsequent de-
velopment of retail trade and hence food de-
serts. The reason for the inclusion of this sup-
plementary analysis is the recognition of the 
difference in consumer behavior depending on 
what area is decided. Ultimately, other deci-
sions are consumer making in food deserts and 
other in other areas (for example in food oases) 
[Walker, Bloick, Kawachi, 2012].  

The economic activity rate is 57,7% and the 
region is characterized by one of the highest 
levels of unemployment compared with other 
higher territorial units. This is also reflected in 
the development of net cash outflows that are 
covered up to 80-85% of net cash income. 
Around 91% of consumer spending is, due to 
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low income, going on financing of mostly 
things what they absolutely need – i.e. food, 
housing with related expenses and provision of 
transport. It is important to note that for this 
reason, strong potential of food market could be 
seen in the range of the Prešov region for the 
development and modernization of food retail. 

Binary also called trivial availability is a 
quantitative indication of the distance between 
the starting point and destination point. It is de-
fined as linear equation: 

                                     (1) 
for i = 1,2,3,….M,    j = 1,2,3,…N. 
In this equation dij represent distance be-

tween community and food retail store, M 
means number of communities and N is number 
of food retail stores.                                                  

This availability is intended as a basis for 
further specified rates. Due to the acceptance of 

the scope and structure of the available data, 
this rate reflects transport distance by the car. 
To measure the distance it is possible to use 
various alternatives. Since many experts prefer 
to travel (transport) time which they compared 
to measuring the distance (in km) for more in-
formative, the contribution is in favor of this 
option. Availability, as such, can be measured 
either from individual residences or from the 
individual statistical regions. Post defines it as a 
possibility of measurement through the middle 
of the regions, so due to this paper can examine 
the status of these power centers. To this extent, 
the availability of the specified criteria, which 
limit identification of food deserts, is limit 
availability to 30 minutes. The data in Table 1 
together with a graphical representation of in-
dividual centers (Figure 2) offer status areas by 
binary scale availability. 

1. Binary availability 
Centrum Rate Character 

Bardejov 15 min  
Humenné 32 min Food desert 
Kežmarok 39 min Food desert 
Levo a 19 min  
Medzilaborce 41 min Food desert 
Poprad 28 min Food desert 
Prešov 11 min  
Sabinov 14 min  
Snina 44 min Food desert 
Stará ubov a 27 min  
Stopkov 14 min  
Svidník 18 min  
Vranov nad Top ou 17 min  

Source: Own procession. 

 
Figure 2. Food deserts in Prešov region according to binary availability 

Source: Own procession. 
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This is a quantitative statement that inter-
prets the cumulative amount of transmission 
times that the consumer must overcome to be 
shipped to any destination point in the retail 
network. It is defined as the total set of retail as 
the sum of the minimum observed from the 
point of consumption to all other nodes of the 
plurality: 

                                   (2) 

for i = 1,2,3,….M,    j = 1,2,3,…N. 
In this equation dij represent distance be-

tween community and food retail store, M 
means number of communities and N is number 
of food retail stores. 

The availability rate is negative, i.e. the 
smaller value achieved; given target point (hy-
permarket, supermarket) is better available. For 
the needs of analysis of food deserts limit to the 
availability is usually determined of more than 
200 minutes. For the needs of analysis of food 
deserts in terms of Prešov region paper adapted 
levels of food deserts by the nature of the terri-
tory. Since it features a greater number of cen-
ters – and the parallel posts of foreign authors 
analyzing a similar area to the limit in a similar 
range – limit was determined as the availability 
of over 1,500 minutes. Table 2 along with a 
graphical representation (Figure 3) provides the 
status of a particular center areas through the 
metric availability. 

2. Metric availability 
Centrum Rate Character 

Bardejov 1 676 min Food desert 
Humenné 1 987 min Food desert 
Kežmarok 2 138 min Food desert 
Levo a 2 008 min Food desert 
Medzilaborce 2 116 min Food desert 
Poprad 2 354 min Food desert 
Prešov 1 468 min  
Sabinov 1 576 min Food desert 
Snina 2 289 min Food desert 
Stará ubov a 1 944 min Food desert 
Stopkov 1 641 min Food desert 
Svidník 1 706 min Food desert 
Vranov nad Top ou 1 684 min Food desert 

Source: Own procession. 

 
Figure 3. Food deserts in Prešov region according to metric availability 

Source: Own procession. 
This level of availability is characterized as 

a quantitative indication of the amount of direct 
connection Sp from the point of consumption 

(community) in all target points (food retailer). 
It is defined as: 

                                 (3) 
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for i = 1,2,3,….M,    j = 1,2,3,…N 
In this equation M means number of com-

munities and N is number of food retail stores. 
This availability has a positive rate, i.e. thus, 

greater value achieved by the availability is bet-
ter. The limit in the definition of food deserts 
was determined to availability under 5 connect-
ing routes in terms of transport network in the 
examined area. Paper accounts with highways, 

roads of I. and II. classes. As connecting routes 
were included those roads that directly been 
associated with a given municipality connecting 
with other centers. 

In Table 3 are presented each area of Prešov 
region using topological direct access. Subse-
quently, the connection is illustrated through 
the results of GIS (Figure 4). 

3. Topological direct availability 
Centrum Rate Character 

Bardejov 5 routes  
Humenné 3 routes Food desert 
Kežmarok 2 routes Food desert 
Levo a 2 routes Food desert 
Medzilaborce 2 routes Food desert 
Poprad 5 routes  
Prešov 5 routes  
Sabinov 2 routes Food desert 
Snina 1 routes Food desert 
Stará ubov a 3 routes Food desert 
Stopkov 3 routes Food desert 
Svidník 2 routes Food desert 
Vranov nad Top ou 2 routes Food desert 

Source: Own procession. 

 
Figure 4. Food deserts in Prešov region according to topological direct availability 

Source: Own procession. 
Last defined level of availability quantifies 

the amount of retail food available at some dis-
tance from the village. It is expressed as: 

                            (4) 
for i = 1,2,3,….M,    j = 1,2,3,…N,    l = 

1,2,3,…O 
In this equation Oj represent number of food 

retail store in some distance from the communi-

ty, M means number of communities, N is 
number of food retail stores and O is number of 
km of road network. 

Through Table 4 is presented the area of 
food desert for Prešov region using rate-based 
opportunities. Since by using rate-based oppor-
tunities county does not have a food desert, 
graphical representation absent.  



 , 2017,  8 76

4. Availability based on opportunities 
Centrum Rate 

Bardejov 169 
Humenné 301 
Kežmarok 61 
Levo a 55 
Medzilaborce 35 
Poprad 171 
Prešov 240 
Sabinov 38 
Snina 68 
Stará ubov a 56 
Stopkov 21 
Svidník 41 
Vranov nad Top ou 55 

Source: Own procession. 
Analysis concludes that every of rates 

showed different results. But the evaluation re-
peats some the individual areas with the weak-
est food availability repeatedly. Going through 
the whole analysis, these areas are: Humenné, 
Kežmarok, Medzilabrce a Snina.  

To conclude, the analysis use guidance from 
the author Križan. He produced some general 

recommendations for the types of retail grocery 
stores in relation to the territory of their loca-
tion [Križan, 2009]. On this basis, it is im-
portant to present Table 5 with recommended 
formats of selected stores in relation to the 
population whose should spread.  

5. Types of food retail stores depending on size of served inhabitants 

Served inhabitants Type of food retail store 
8 – 10 thous. DIS 
10 – 30 thous. DIS, MSM, VSM 
30 – 50 thous. DIS, MSM, VSM, MHP 
50 – 100 thous. DIS, MSM, VSM, MHP, HBM 
More than 100 thous. inhabitants DIS, MSM, VSM, MHP, HBM, VHP, RNC 

Note: DIS – discount store, MSM – small supermarket, VSM – large supermarket, MHP – small hypermarket, VHP – 
large hypermarket, HBM – hobby market, RNC – regional shopping center  
Source: Own procession according to Križan, 2009. 

Conclusions. Prešov region as the second 
largest region of Slovak Republic represents the 
area with 4 areas on lower functional classifica-
tion were defined as food deserts. This means 
that these areas have insufficient availability of 
food for their inhabitants. Prešov region is 
characterized by high rate of regional dispari-
ties; this impact can be seen also in availability 
of food inside the whole area. One central point 
for purchasing – the city of Prešov is not 
enough for satisfying of basic needs and it is 
necessary to hold the trend of begging of new 
smaller local shopping centers. 

Many authors, from Slovak republic as well 
as from abroad are pointing on the possibilities, 
which are setting up with creation of food de-
serts. 

Some of them are very useful and adaptive 
in terms of Prešov region and subsequently in 
condition of Slovak republic as the whole – 
selling from small farms of households or new 
creating sector of economy defined as small 
farmers. These subsectors could be defined as 
potential solutions for maintaining the status of 
optimal availability of (healthy and qualitied) 
food for inhabitants. 
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