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gether with nanotechnologies and bioinformat-
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on one hand, possesses a considerable potential 
for that, and on the other hand – the necessity 
of cutting down production power inputs, resto-
ration of soil capacity, increase of rural inhabit-
ants employment, supply of national production 
with provisions and raw materials. Ukraine, as 
well as the rest of the world, understands the 
need to counter global challenges of our time, 
such as climate, environmental, social changes 
in order to give future generations a chance for 
living. Transition to the knowledge based bioe-
conomy has become a sign of the times. 

Analysis of recent researches and publica-
tions. As to Ukrainian publications, there are a 
lot of works devoted to the bioenergy (Geletu-
kha G., Zheleznaya T., Kucheruk P., Olejnik E. 
[3], Andrejchuk I., Metoshop I., Aleksin O. [1]) 
and it is the lack of publications where indica-
tors of the bio-economy are investigated. 
Moreover the bioeconomy is a powerful tool 
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for achieving of sustainable development. The 
development of all sectors of the bioeconomy 
makes it possible to ensure food safety, public 
health, cleaner industrial production and miti-
gating climate change. Maciejczak [11] points 
out that use of renewable resources and applica-
tion of circularity are the basic contributions of 
bioeconomy to the development based on sus-
tainable principles, through ensuring a positive 
environmental and social impact associated 
with the economic growth. Some scientists at-
tempt  difficult task – to give the definition 
bioeconomy. As Go biewski [5] notes, differ-
ent definitions of bioeconomy can be found in 
the literature; in the most general terms, it de-
notes a sustainable production of renewable 
resources (products of agriculture, forestry, 
fisheries and fishing) and their conversion into 
food, feed, bio-based products, fibres and bio-
energy. Maciejczak and Hofreiter [12] made an 
evaluation of the selected definitions of bioe-
conomy and found that the concept was based 
on the sustainable use of renewable biological 
resources through innovation, by delivering 
products, to address both individual needs and 
public expectation.  

The objective of the article is to determine 
and evaluate the condition of bioeconomy in 
Ukraine. The study was based on the source 
literature on the subject, programming docu-
ments of the European Union and guiding prin-
ciples for the  bioeconomy development policy 
in EU. Statistical data by State Statistics Ser-
vice of Ukraine, Eurostat and World Bank were 
used for the evaluation of the size of bioecon-
omy.  

Statement of the main results of the study. 
The most complete definition, we consider, we 
see in “Communication on Innovating for Sus-
tainable Growth: A Bioeconomy for Europe”: 
“The bioeconomy encompasses the production 
of renewable biological resources and their 
conversion into food, feed, bio-based products 
and bioenergy. It includes agriculture, forestry, 
fisheries, food and pulp and paper production, 
as well as parts of chemical, biotechnological 
and energy industries. Its sectors have a strong 
innovation potential due to their use of a wide 
range of sciences (life sciences, agronomy, 
ecology, food science and social sciences), en-
abling and industrial technologies (biotechnol-

ogy, nanotechnology, information and commu-
nication technologies (ICT), and engineering), 
and local and tacit knowledge” [8]. 

In Ukraine, we are aware that development 
of the bioeconomy can help to solve some im-
portant questions. Expected results from the 
development of the bioeconomy in Ukraine are 
social, economic and environmental. 

Social results: 
• diversification of agricultural economy 

and its growth; 
• rural development; 
• improving of  human health, environment 

and quality of life 
Economic results 
• reducing costs, 
• improvement of product; 
• emergence of new products and markets; 
• reducing dependence on non-renewable 

resources 
Environmental results 
• prevention of pollution; 
• reducing greenhouse effect and emissions 

some poisonous substances 
Thus, the creation of system of relevant in-

dicators which allows monitoring of the bioe-
conomy development is important as well as 
determination of regional bioeconomy criteria.  

Thus we propose such regional bioeconomy 
criteria: environmental, economic and social 
ones [10]. 

Environmental criteria. Resource availability 
is clearly classified under natural resources in 
the supply factors of our model of the bioecon-
omy. Whether from domestic production or 
through imports, the availability of sustainably 
sourced biomass is the single most important 
driver of bioeconomy development. Both from 
the literature and the practical experiences of 
regional partners it is apparent that without bi-
omass a functioning bioeconomy is impossible. 
Therefore biomass availability is the first crite-
rion identified, and is classified as an essential 
criterion of bioeconomy development.  

Economic criteria. 
Clusters. The literature review highlights the 

role of clusters in successful bioeconomy and 
we group this, as a contributor to the innovation 
capacity in the region economy, as clusters pool 
knowledge and resources in extending the pro-
ductive capabilities of firms via greater innova-
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tion. This is further reinforced by the experi-
ences of the regional partners, whom all have 
their bioeconomy concentrated within small 
geographical areas. This highlights the im-
portance of successful clusters to a successful 
bioeconomy [4].  

Finance. The development of bioeconomy is 
further aided by availability of funding to com-
panies and new technologies via instruments 
such as microfinancing and guarantees of large 
scale orders and it should be noted that finance 
models vary across the EU. 

Infrastructure. Infrastructure refers to the ca-
pacity of the transport, communications, com-
plementary industries and utilities network in 
and around a bioeconomy. Therefore, this is 
classified as capital in the model above as the 
factor of production which increases both the 
efficiency and the productivity of other factors 
of production [6].  

Industrial culture. Industrial culture covers a 
large number of characteristics of the business 
base of a region and is classified under the in-
novation category of our model above. It in-
cludes the innovation culture; the rate of for-
mation of SMEs (which the literature suggests 
is a key criteria for strong bioeconomy devel-
opment as SMEs can fill “gaps” in the value 
chain and are more prone to innovation); and 
the presence of multinationals (which can pro-
mote growth of the bioeconomy through the 
potential for large-scale investment).  

Industry mix. The industry mix of a bioe-
conomy can play a desirable role in developing 
bioeconomy. Collaboration across industries 
such as agrifoods and chemicals in research and 
development including collaborator and integer 
business models augment existing innovation 
successes and improve the performance of the 
bioeconomy. This is classified under the inno-
vation category of our model [4].  

Innovation. Innovation is a key criterion in 
the growth and establishment of bioeconomy 
and its importance is reflected in its classifica-
tion as a factor of production in our model 
above. While bioeconomies may exist on cur-
rent technologies, the growth of new technolo-
gies is a key to future growth and in sustaining 
the bioeconomy against competitors.  

Macroeconomic trends. The demand for bio-
economy products is an important criteria and 

falls into both the consumer and business de-
mand classifications in our model. The litera-
ture highlights the role of consumer preferences 
in the development of bioeconomy (for exam-
ple, the global emphasis on climate change 
driving consumers to more sustainable energy 
sources) and suggests consumption and produc-
tion incentives to stimulate demand [4].  

Social criteria 
Demographics. A range of demographic fac-

tors are desirable criteria of bioeconomies. 
Larger markets via greater population growth 
can stimulate greater demand and is classified 
as consumer demand. In addition, greater pub-
lic acceptance for bioeconomy products and a 
more skilled labor force by increasing levels of 
education and human capital increases both the 
productivity of the bioeconomy sector and the 
demand for their products with can be classified 
under both consumer demand and capital in our 
model above.  

Academic Institutions. Clustering and inno-
vation within bioeconomy is augmented further 
by desirable criteria such as containing high 
quality universities or research institutes.  Col-
laboration between institutions and industry 
further increases innovation output. Beyond 
this, the quality of those collaborations and re-
search institutes are clearly paramount to suc-
cessfully benefitting from these criteria; and 
this will be explored further in the work to 
quantify these criteria. 

Regulation. Regulation of the safety of bioe-
conomy products with clear technical standards 
(to reassure producers and consumers) as well as 
stronger intellectual property rights securing the 
incentives to innovate are key criteria [9]. Stand-
ardization and methods of ‘locking in’ markets, 
along with the enforcement of intellectual prop-
erty rights, provide a large degree of certainty to 
private companies operating (or wishing to op-
erate) in the bioeconomy sector [4].  

Public attitude. Public acceptance of bioe-
conomy products is a desirable criteria and 
feeds into other drivers such as safety issues 
which involves effective governance/regulation 
as well as consumer  preferences and can en-
hance the take-up of bioeconomy products. 
This falls under consumer demand in the model 
above (Table 1). 
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Table 1 

Regional bioeconomies criteria 

Criteria Characteristics  Market model driver 
Importance of criteria 

Essential Key Desirable 

Environmental criteria 
Biomass availability Resource availability Natural resources +     
Domestic production of 
biomass Resource availability Natural resources     + 

Land use Resource availability Natural resources   +   
Infrastructure Infrastructure Capital + +   
Economic criteria 
Cluster size Clusters Innovation     + 
Cluster management Clusters Innovation   +   
Cluster governance Clusters Innovation   +   
Commercialization of  
innovative technologies Innovation Innovation   +   

Diffusion of technology Innovation Innovation   +   
KET R&D focus Innovation Innovation     + 

Consumer preferences Macroeconomic 
trends Consumer demand     + 

Public support and  
acceptance 

Macroeconomic 
trends Consumer demand   +   

Household income Macroeconomic 
trends Consumer demand     + 

Availability of funding Finance Capital     + 
Proximity to financial  
institutions Finance Capital     + 

Rate of SME formation Industrial culture Innovation   +   
Presence of multinationals Industrial culture Capital/ innovation     + 
Economic history Industrial culture Capital   +   
Collaboration Industrial culture Innovation   + + 
Entrepreneurial culture Industrial culture Innovation   +   
Quality of workforce Demographics Labor     + 
Social criteria  
Prominent universities or 
research institute Institutions Innovation   + 

Regulation Regulation All  +  
Intellectual property rights Regulation Innovation   + 
Governance Regulation All +   

Trade policy Regulation Consumer&business  
demand   + 

Size of population Demographics Labor/ consumer demand   + 
Source: [4]. 

The analysis above outlines the decisions 
made in prioritizing criteria of the bioeconomy, 
based upon the literature review and how re-
gional economies (both bioeconomy and other 
sectors) develop. Each criterion is matched with 
a bioeconomy model characteristic and a mar-
ket model driver, agents that help the corre-
sponding models function. Linking the criteria 
to these characteristics and drivers may indicate 
what role each criterion plays in the models or 

in other words, what aspects of the bioeconomy 
or market it influences. 

Indicators of bioeconomy development are 
special indicators for measurement of produc-
tion of bioproducts, extent of use of biotech-
nology, environmental impact of human activi-
ty, human health, and the quality of their life. 
We offer a system of indicators to assess the 
level of development of the bioeconomy. 
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Table 2 

A system of indicators for assessment the level of development of the bioeconomy 
Bioeconomy sectors Indicators of development  

“Green sector” 
(agriculture, forestry) 

 crop area and yield of biotech crops (canola, soy, corn, sugar sorghum, 
sugar beet etc.); 
 the number of varieties of plants created using biotechnology methods; 
 increase of using of biological control in plant growing(% to by the base 

period); 
 increase of using of biological veterinary drugs (% to by the base period); 
 the share of agricultural waste recycled with biotechnology methods (%); 
 area of organic farming (ha); 
 area of fast-growing forest plantations (ha); 
 increase of using of biological drugs in forestry (% to by the base period); 

total biomass production (thousand tons). 

“Red sector” 
(bio-pharmaceutics) 

 registered original biopharmaceuticals; 
output of diagnostics, biocompatible materials, product of cell -based 
technologies. 

“White sector” 
(Industrial biotechnology what  
combines biotechnology in the food, 
chemical and oil industry) 

 the share of bioplastics and biopolymers in total consumption of poly-
mer products (%); 
 the share of biomass in total volume of raw materials recycled in the 

chemical and petrochemical industry (%); 
 the share of raw materials in the timber industry processed with bio-

technological methods (%); 
 increase of using of biological materials in oil-and-gas production (% 

to by the base period); 
production of amino acids, proteins, vitamins, lipids, nucleic acids, pig-
ments, enzymes  

Bioenergetics 

 the number of enterprises for the production of biofuels, biogas, solid 
biofuels 
 production of biofuels (bioethanol and biodiesel), biogas, solid biofu-

els (tons); 
 production of electricity from renewable sources (T-watt) 
 purification polluted surface and ground water, soil with  preparations 

for biodegradation (%) 
“Blue sector” (fish farming,  
the use of aquaresources 

 the use of biotechnology in aquaculture (feed, medicines, etc.) (% to 
the base period) 

“Grey sector” 
(environmental protection,  
bioremediation) 

 share biological treatment facilities in the total (%) 
 the share of processed municipal solid domestic waste (%); 
 planting of settlements (ha); 
 reduction of CO2 emissions (%); 
 reducing the share of irrevocable consumption in volume of used 

water (%); 
 reduction of ingress of contamination into water bodies (%) 
 reducing the use of pesticides and other chemicals (kg/ha); 
 reducing the proportion of degraded land (%); 

area of soils subjected to bioremediation (ha). 

Science sector 
(research structures, institutions,  
centers) 

 the number of research institutions (structural units), which researches 
bioeconomy; 
 the number of schools that trains specialists for bioeconomy; 
 adoption of new subjects (like bio-, nanotechnologies) into training 

programs in high schools; 
the number of employees engaged in research and development in organi-
zations. 

Sector of Infrastructure of bioeconomy 
development 

the number of objects of innovative infrastructure that promote the devel-
opment and commercialization of biotechnology, nanotechnology (such as 
logistics, biofuel stations, special newsletters, youth projects in the field of 
bio- , nanotechnology etc.) 

Source: [2] 
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That approach to creating the system of in-
dicators makes possible to track the dynamics 
of bioeconomy level both across the sectors and 
in complex. 

Nowadays the main sector of bioeconomy in 
Ukraine, in our opinion, is agrarian (“green”) 
sector. 

In this context we need to form a new atti-
tude to agrarian production through the prism 
of the bioeconomy development with the help 
of informational, biotechnological and innova-
tive tools. Also throughout the whole chain 

“production – processing - realization” we need 
to minimize waste in order to reduce our eco-
logical footprint and transformation of waste 
into an additional resource. 

The size of the bioeconomy can be measured 
by means of the value added it creates and the 
employment it holds [13]. The share of the bio-
economy in total employment is also used as an 
indicator of economic size. In the table below 
we show some indicators which can character-
ize size of the bioeconomy in Ukraine. 

Table 3 

The indicators of Ukrainian bioeconomy size in 2011-2014 
 2011 2012 2013 2014 
Agriculture, value added (% of GDP) 
(including forestry, hunting, and fishing, as well as cul-
tivation of crops and livestock production 

9,5 9,1 10,2 11,8 

Employment in agriculture, female (% of female em-
ployment) 20 19 19 13 

Employment in agriculture, male (% of male employ-
ment) 21 20 21 17 

Forest area (% of land area) 16.5 16.6 16.6 16.7 
Arable land (hectares per person) 0.71 0.71 0.72 - 
Arable land (% of land area) 56.1 56.1 56.1 - 
Rural population (% of total population) 31 31 31 31 
Renewable energy consumption (% of total final energy 
consumption) 2.73 2.83 - - 

Source: http://data.worldbank.org/indicator 
These data allow us to understand how sig-

nificant is the bioeconomy share in Ukraine's 
economy as well to conclude on the future pro-
spects of the bioeconomy. In our opinion, since 
agricultural sector in Ukraine occupies an im-
portant place, the bioeconomy has good prereq-
uisites for its development. 

Discussion. Value indicators which charac-
terize size of the bioeconomy strongly depends 
on the definition of bioeconomy what we use. 
The fact that the term “bioeconomy” is not es-
tablished, moreover, it is the subject of scien-
tific debate. Accordingly, the subject of these 
debates is the list of indicators that reflect the 
size of the bioeconomy as well. 

Conclusions. Bioeconomy is a complex and 
polydimensional and requires a systematic ap-
proach for its examination. Development of the 
bioeconomy can help to solve some important 
matters namely ensuring food security, manag-
ing natural resources on the principles of sus-
tainability, reducing dependence on non-
renewable resources, mitigating and adapting to 
climate change, creating jobs and maintaining 
the competitiveness. It is an important task to 
determine the bioeconomy as a scientific term, 
to develop the criteria and indicators describing 
the regional bioeconomy. We need the system 
of indicators for the analysis of the bioecono-
my, which can help our vision of the future 
prospects of the bioeconomy in Ukraine. 
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© Scientific problem. The importance of food 
security and agricultural sector development is 
continuously growing in today's world econom-
ic system, which creates the grounds for pro-
motion of the sector in the countries with fa-
vorable natural and geographical environment. 
For Ukraine, agriculture is a strategic sector of 
the economy. This is primarily because of the 
fact that Ukraine is the only country possessing 
9% of the world reserves of highly fertile lands 
(chernozem), about 40 million hectare area of 
land allotted for cultivation of agricultural 
products; employing about 20% of the coun-
try’s total economically active population in the 
agroindustrial complex; generating over 18% 
gross domestic product. Despite the significant 
potential of the industry, today development of 
the agricultural sector of Ukraine is considera-
bly slowed down due to the influence of several 
destructive factors: general economic instabil-
ity, worsening of the world commodity market 
condition, insufficient government support, un-
resolved problems of the land markets, low 
yields resulting from imperfection of technolo-
gies and obsolete equipment. For Ukraine, agri-
cultural export promotion is very important not 
only for the industry, but also for the macroe-
conomic situation improvement. In view of ag-
gravation of problems in the trade relations of 
Ukraine with Russia, the former largest com-
mercial partner, it is necessary to seek new 
marketing outlets or increase the volume of 
trade with the existing partners. In this aspect, 
diversification of foreign economic activity of 
Ukraine in the Asian countries with continuous-

                                                 
© T.M. Stukach,  2017 
 

ly growing markets becomes mainstream, 
which constitutes a great scientific interest. 

Analysis of recent researches and publica-
tions. The aspect of diversification of the for-
eign economic activities of Ukraine has been 
studied by many scientists, among which the 
scientific works of the following scholars are 
worth mentioning: V. Dudar, A. Potikha, A.V. 
Solonukha, N. Strochenko, V.M. Tsikhanovska, 
M.V. Janush and many others. In particular, A. 
Potikha has fairly pointed out that the agricul-
tural sector has always been one of the priority 
areas for both foreign trade and internal eco-
nomic development of our country, because 
industrial engineering and food security support 
are relevant at all times for an individual coun-
try [5]. V.M. Tsikhanovska believes that 
strengthening of competitiveness of the domes-
tic agricultural products in foreign markets has 
been hold back by the following factors [8]: 
limited number of types of export-oriented 
agroindustrial products; non-compliance of cer-
tain products with the international safety and 
quality standards for food products. Rapid eco-
nomic growth and increase in the share of pop-
ulation with average income level in the coun-
tries of Asia and North Africa primarily con-
tribute to increase of vegetable and animal food 
consumption. The scientist believes and we 
agree that this offers considerable prospects for 
expansion of the market outlet for domestic ag-
ricultural products. As fairly mentioned by R. 
Dudar, the experience of recent years has 
proved that the trade partners of Ukraine in the 
area of sales of the agricultural and food prod-
ucts are reluctant to open their markets to 
Ukrainian goods in response to Ukraine’s pro-
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vision of favorable conditions for the import of 
agroindustrial goods [1]. Despite the significant 
achievements of domestic and foreign scholars 
in the selected topic, the possible directions of 
commercial cooperation of Ukraine and the 
Asian countries in the trade area have not been 
researched deeply enough.  

The objective of the article is to analyze 
the dynamics and scope of Ukraine's foreign 
trade with the Asian countries, identify the 
most promising partners and areas of coopera-
tion.  

Statement of the main results of the study. 
The dynamics of foreign trade of Ukraine (Fig-

ure 1) shows a rapid decline of foreign econom-
ic activity over the last three years. In particu-
lar, in 2014, the export volume decreased by 
14.86 %, when compared to 2013, the import 
volumes were curtailed even more (by 29.3 %, 
when compared to 2013). These negative trends 
continued in 2015-2016, with the subsequent 
decline in foreign trade. The foreign trade un-
dergoes a negative influence of the unrest in the 
east of the country, reduction of the market out-
lets, decline in business activity, and winding 
up of the domestic businesses. 

 
Figure 1. The dynamics of foreign trade of Ukraine in 2008-2016* 

*Source: designed by the author according to the data of the State Statistics Committee of Ukraine for January – Octo-
ber 2016.   

The structure of foreign trade partners of 
Ukraine is primarily represented by the Asian 
countries (46.6% in total exports of 2015), the 
EU countries (25.3%), the African countries 
(14%), the CIS countries (11.1%), the USA 
(0.3%), and other countries (2.7%). Evidently, 
most of products are exported to the Asian 
countries, and in the context of a steady in-
crease in the market, the region presents a great 
interest for Ukrainian exporters. 

Thus, today favorable conditions have been 
created for intensification of domestic exports 
of agricultural products and expansion of mar-
kets owing to the Asian countries, the most 
promising among which are Japan, South Ko-
rea, Vietnam, Pakistan, Bangladesh, Iraq and 

China. At the same time, exports to CIS coun-
tries have been reduced.  

Analyzing Ukraine's foreign trade with the 
Asian countries (Table 1), it is worth noting 
that most of the products are exported to Tur-
key (USD 2771758 thousand in 2015, which 
constitutes 7.27% of the total exports), China 
(USD 2399079 thousand, which is 6.29% of the 
total exports), India (USD 1444087 thousand, 
or 3.79% of the total exports), Saudi Arabia 
(USD 761562 thousand, or 2% of the total ex-
ports). The share of other Asian countries does 
not exceed 1.3%. Assessing the dynamics of 
trade, the tendency for decrease in exports of 
domestic products to the key partners, including 
Turkey, China and India, has been observed 
(Table 1).  

 



 , 2017,  3 79

Table 1 

Volume of Ukraine's foreign trade with the Asian countries in 2013-2015,  
USD thousand dollars* 

Countries 

2013  2014  2015  

Export Import Export Import Export 
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Import 
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st
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Total 63312022 76963965 53901689 54428717 38127150  37516443  
Turkey 3805477.8 1852685 3561365 1299541 2771758 7.27 851742 2.27 
China 2726677.3 7900753.9 2674126 5410953 2399079 6.29 3770991 10.05 
India 1974747.3 838498.4 1815850 656770 1444087 3.79 443660 1.18 

Saudi Arabia 782116.6 183868.4 1031360 205257 761562 2.00 144959 0.39 
Iraq 767805.1 151.1 710614 43760 472533 1.24 37.7 0.00 

Georgia 533633.9 217909.3 487976 153664 402726 1.06 61757.4 0.16 
The Republic 

of Korea 407531.1 830540.6 510286 478222 395389 1.04 256419 0.68 

Thailand  251959.4 200950.3 140646 162877 334900 0.88 120627 0.32 
The United 

Arab Emirates  450421.7 68565.8 394944 66612.7 301767 0.79 57607.5 0.15 

Japan 458438.9 984956.7 209561 612576 235568 0.62 382246 1.02 
Bangladesh 143488.4 65011.7 152923 68015.5 206963 0.54 53961.1 0.14 
Indonesia 318982.5 444994.8 168254 272623 185946 0.49 168812 0.45 
Malaysia 191474.9 209381.2 132518 193182 159574 0.42 132092 0.35 

*Source: systematized by the author according to the data of the State Statistics Committee of Ukraine. 
In general, the structure of export of agroin-

dustrial products is represented mainly by pri-
mary commodities, especially oil seeds - live 
animals, animal products (1.9% of the total ex-
ports) - meat and edible meat offal (0.7%), milk 
and dairy products, poultry eggs, natural honey 
(1.1%); herbal products (16.2% of the total ex-
ports): cereals (12.1%), seeds and fruits of oil-
bearing plants (3.1%); fats and oils of animal or 
vegetable origin (7.1%); finished food products 
(5.7% of the total exports) - cocoa and cocoa 
products (0.6%), food industry leftovers and 
waste (2.1%). 

The largest amount of grain and flax seeds is 
exported to Vietnam, grain and oil to Malaysia, 
grain is exported to Indonesia, Thailand and the 
Philippines. However, it should also be noted 
that the domestic agricultural enterprises supply 
the products to the Asian countries with higher 
added value. For example, domestic producers 
supply albumin (protein) to Thailand; dairy 
products and flour to the Philippines; flour, 
starch and eggs to Indonesia, molasses and malt 
to Vietnam [2]. Ukrainian agricultural products 

are very popular in India, especially cheeses 
and bottled sunflower oil, as well as vegetables.  

It is worth mentioning that the agricultural 
products from Ukraine are competitive in the 
Asian markets, and the demand for food stuffs 
corresponds to the commodity nomenclature of 
the Ukrainian exports. Despite popularity of the 
Ukrainian products, it is necessary to continue 
working towards intensification of trade coopera-
tion between Ukraine and the Asian region coun-
tries, especially in terms of looking for new busi-
ness partners, diversifying the commodity and 
geographical structure of exports, consolidating 
the existing market positions, and so on.  

Asian market is very promising for Ukraine. 
For reference, the Indian market outlet is larger 
than that of Germany or Hungary, and the Chi-
nese market surpasses Polish or Italian markets. 
According to the experts, the Chinese market 
demand is quite high, which proves the expedi-
ency of increasing the supplies of other kinds of 
products of the food industry, animal and vege-
table products to the region. The Chinese mar-
kets attract Ukrainian exporters regardless of 
how changeable these markets may be. And the 
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purchasing power of the 1.3 -billion people 
country that tends to grow is another reason 
why it should be feasible. [4]  

The experts also believe that the Chinese 
market has favorable conditions for entry of the 
Ukrainian small and medium business. In partic-
ular, it is possible due to a significant demo-
graphic potential (rapid population growth and, 
consequently, increased demand for food), and 
opportunities to increase the demand for prod-
ucts with high added value (wine, alcohol, juic-
es, cheeses, yoghurts and pastries), low standard 
of living and slow development of agricultural 
enterprises in Asia contribute to the demand for 
export of  quality certified products, and the 
products of the agricultural enterprises of 
Ukraine are competitive in the Asian markets 
and meet all standards. Ukrainian agrarian en-
terprises have increased the exports of sunflower 
oil and grain to the Chinese market. Not only the 
sunflower oil, but also canola and soybean oils 
are actively exported. The export of soybean oil 
to the market of China established a record in 
2015:  for nine months of 2015, the domestic 
producers managed to export 54.1 thousand tons 
in the amount of 38.5 million dollars. [7].  

Domestic farmers need to focus on manufac-
turing the products with higher added value. In 
particular, it is necessary to increase the nation-
al added value in the grain trade by expanding 
the national participation in the strategic levels 
of logistics and transport networks and final 
sales to foreign consumers; optimization of 

quantitative, qualitative and commercial losses 
in the grain sector; diversification of market 
outlets of the national grain; management of the 
national reserves of grain for the purpose of 
optimization of its value in case of economic 
fluctuations in the world market, etc. [6]. 

Development of foreign economic activities 
in the agricultural sector is hindered by the fol-
lowing factors: 

in the agricultural area: insufficient financial 
support from the government; lack of qualified 
professionals; underdeveloped infrastructure 
(transport, finance); inexpedient cost of prod-
ucts; obsolete and worn out machinery; 

in the processing industry: low competitive-
ness of the domestic products; high prime cost 
of the manufactured products; limited sales op-
portunity; undeveloped market infrastructure; 
insufficient number of specialists; 

in the area of means of production for agri-
cultural purposes: insufficient supplies of agri-
cultural machinery; reduction of new equip-
ment purchases; low coefficient of fixed asset 
renewal; high energy costs; lack of financial 
support. 

To encourage prospering of the foreign eco-
nomic activity in the agroindustrial sector, it is 
necessary to establish the production sector 
with high aggregation of capital; attract the in-
vestments into the agricultural sector; increase 
availability of the credit resources; boost the 
labor efficiency due to growth of the invest-
ments, etc. (see Figure 2). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 2. Development of foreign economic activities in the agroindustrial sector* 
*Source: author development  

Over time, development of the domestic 
agroindustrial sector can ensure the economic 

growth of Ukraine. In this respect, the priority 
incentives of foreign trade development in the 

Development of foreign economic activities in the 
agroindustrial sector 

Establish the production sector with  
high aggregation of capital 

Attract investments 

Differentiation of the production structure 

Influence upon the behavioral strategy  
of economic entities 

Reduction of time of market entity  
adaptation to change of consumer needs  

and requirements to the products 
Increase availability of the credit resources 

Boost the labor efficiency due to growth  
of the investments 

Possibility to reduce the monopolistic  
control 
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agricultural sector include: upgrading the effi-
ciency of government regulation of the agricul-
tural sector; providing state financial support for 
agricultural producers; generating effective 
mechanisms for agricultural development and 
export promotion; improving the agroindustrial 
complex functioning by the innovative devel-
opment of agriculture; expanding the foreign 
trade; regulating the export structure by increas-
ing the share of products with high added value; 
improving the statutory regulation and adminis-
trative mechanisms of agricultural sector con-
trol; boosting the product quality through intro-
duction of the innovative technologies.  

Conclusions. Today’s world production en-
vironment is characterized by persistent shap-
ing of demand for agrarian products around the 
world. However, analyzing the dynamics of 
foreign economic relations of Ukraine in 2014-
2016, it is easy to observe certain negative 
drifts in the agricultural sector, associated with 
a number of problems. 

The Asian countries, namely Turkey, China, 
India and Saudi Arabia, play a crucial role 
among the main trade partners of Ukraine. The 
importance of the Asian region in the world 
trade of food and agricultural raw materials will 
significantly increase. This is a promising mar-
ket outlet for Ukrainian producers. 

Strengthening the role of the Asia-Pacific re-
gion requires promotion of economic cooperation 

between Ukraine and the countries of the region. 
It is necessary to develop  the strategy of public-
private partnerships, including within the SCO, 
ASEAN. Creation of a free trade zone is intended 
within the framework of ASEAN + 3. Also, the 
activity of the latter is aimed at development of 
agriculture, ensuring food security and reduction 
of poverty in the member countries.  

The structure of exports of agricultural prod-
ucts to the Asian countries includes mostly herbal 
products, as well as the fats and oils of vegetable 
origin. The largest portion is given to grain crops. 
The analysis of foreign trade indicates the need 
for a thorough research of each country's market, 
intensification of advertisement of the Ukrainian 
products on the markets of these countries. In ad-
dition, scientific cooperation with the Asian coun-
tries in the agricultural sector, including founda-
tion of joint research and production companies, 
requires further promotion. 

The key means of export encouragement and 
foreign trade promotion in the agroindustrial 
sector should be: incentive of export of prod-
ucts, raw materials and main agricultural means 
of production; initiation of renewal of fixed as-
sets and introduction of innovative production 
in the agricultural sector; assistance with and 
optimization of certification procedures for 
products; development of the sector of credit 
and financial support for agricultural produc-
tion; stimulation of investments in agriculture. 
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