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summary

Since achieving Ukraine independence in 1991 progress in reforms of 
agriculture has lagged behind targets and social-economic aspirations. The 
world’s globalization is still continuing and developmental disproportions in 
agriculture have increased significantly (to crop production), so Ukraine has 
to change its previous approaches of agricultural development. This challenge 
requires great knowledge concerning future results, establishing goals, and 
preparing solution scenarios if the state want to be an important player on 
the world food market.

The main goal of the article is to present the situation in the Ukraine’s 
agriculture, but it is also an attempt to present a wider perspective on both 
the achievements and shortcomings in the process of reforms. 
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introduction
More than two decades Ukraine develops as a  country with an open 

economy due to the transition from centrally planned economic to market 
system. This transition was accompanied by qualitative changes in all spheres 
of national economy including agricultural sector. Agricultural development 
occurred under the creation of new institutions inf luence, formation of 
institutional structure of agricultural market, and adaptation of its participants 
to the internal and external environment changes. During the agrarian 
transformations factors that stopped the commodity production decline and 
ensured its growth, have affected the producers’ economic activities efficiency 
and rural development state have arose. 

Estimation the nature of Ukraine’s agricultural development and it results 
in official reports and scientific publications has got the ambiguous character. 
Specifically, agricultural sector is called the “locomotive” of national economy, 
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focusing on such indicators as production output growth, certain agricultural 
products exports increase and its foreign exchange earnings, effectiveness 
of integrated enterprises. At the same time, more detailed analysis reveals 
significant disproportions in crop and livestock production, food structure, 
excessive land use concentration disadvantages, monoculture implementation, 
raw direction of agricultural production. Therefore, level of optimism about 
agricultural sector efficiency is reducing with the analyzed object boundaries 
expansion. If take into account that this sector covers not only to business (or 
legal) entities, but private households and the environment which provides 
natural, infrastructural and social resources, then its institutional changes 
evaluation and socio-economic consequences is quite contradictory. 

The purpose of this study is the theoretical and methodological reasoning 
and analysis of Ukraine’s agricultural development peculiarities in accordance 
to institutional transformation and achieved social-economic results.

institutional evolution of Ukraine’s agricultural sector
Agricultural development in Ukraine for the period of independence 

based on institutional, production (technological) and social changes in rural 
economic system and rural society. It was realized for 3 stages of institutional 
transformations: 

The first stage – 1990-1999 years. Agricultural reforms were fragmented, 
without the necessary scientific, economic and legal supply, they were of 
conflicting nature in terms of implementation. Accordingly, there were no 
significant and radical institutional changes. 

Significant potential for developing agricultural production was inefficient 
due to the mismatch of ownership parameters of a new institutional matrix. 
Expectations of changes in individual private sector in the form of farms failed, 
because there was no effect on the cooperation in agricultural production, the 
parameters of the integration process were not clearly defined (Dubinina 2012; 
Lopatinsky 2006). The positive results were not received immediately by the 
tries to transform collective and state farms, as there were established no basic 
economic preconditions for the formation of competitive, more productive 
economic structures. In the agricultural sector there was recorded high annual 
rate of reduction of fixed assets, equipment, vehicles (8-10%). In fact, the bulk 
of fixed assets for agricultural purposes was destroyed (Lukinov 1997). In 1992-
93, there was the growth of price disparity that resulted in constant inflation. 
Farmers practically had no experience in the creation and development of 
business formations types, and therefore they have become “hostages” of the 
situation, when the disinterest of participants of reform process both at national 
and regional level, have only deepen instability and uncertainty in the economy.
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Permanent economic crisis and political confrontation in the first stage 
of reforming the agricultural sector of Ukraine led to the inertia of the 
institutional environment, which resulted in the emergence of institutional 
barriers. In terms of the destruction of the “old” economic system, there 
began an immediate introduction of elements of western formal institutions 
(Zinchuk 2008). This process has not taken into account the meaning and 
impact of informal institutions that have traditionally been considered the main 
determinants of changes in the behavior of economic entities in the new “rules 
of the game.” Because of incorrectly chosen strategy of reform or even at its 
absence, there were inefficient institutions: land ownership, prices, bankruptcy 
and so on. Price of legal fixing of many norms and standards unfortunately had 
a higher price than their observance (Lozynska 2012). This period was difficult 
and long, as it touched the issues of psychological reformation of agricultural 
producers, rural residents, their way of thinking, and way of everyday life. Rural 
population were ideologically and culturally not prepared for such changes, 
but the uncompromising imposition of norms and rules of market economy 
led to the emergence of appropriate farming stereotypes and distrust of public 
institutions.

Institutional changes initiated by the government in the first stage of 
agrarian transformation caused asymmetric development of Ukrainian 
agriculture through discrepancy of socio-economic reforms results with 
forecasted perspectives. Legislative and executive authorities have not completed 
the process of forming the institution of property in villages, and therefore they 
have not implemented socially oriented scheme of privatization of state land 
ownership. Market and government regulators have become a kind of catalyst 
for accelerating the loss of national commodity production and for enlargement 
of space for the expansion of foreign food products on the Ukrainian market 
(Shpykuljak 2009). Price, tax and financial-credit policy of the state has not 
become active stimulator of effective reforms in agro-food production (Lukinov 
1999). The critical situation in agriculture was the beginning of the second stage 
of agrarian reforms.

The second stage – 2000-2004 years. Institutional transformation was also 
observed in foreign trade and agricultural enterprises through the introduction 
of export subsidies, import tariffs and quotas. More demonstrative positive 
features of this stage include such as the following: development of the 
agricultural businesses, based on liquidated collective enterprises; strengthening 
of state support for food security (price controls, production subsidies, subsidies 
for the purchase of resources, tax subsidies, credit support and finance general 
services and programs for rural development); forming threefold institutional 
matrix of the modern, formal Europe oriented socio-economic, legal and 
ideological informal institutions.
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Accordingly improved institutional environment components outlined 
the limits of industrial and business enterprises, helped to shape the legal and 
regulatory environment, legal traditions and culture. The mentality of owners 
of the business units, their thinking and sense of justice were formed according 
to the notions of land and stages of land relations development (Usyuk 2012). 
The tenure issues were the basis of political and social contradictions of the 
period and led to asymmetric forms of economic development with priorities 
of large goods production. The period was characterized by destructive changes 
caused by the liquidation of collective farms and incompleteness of institutional 
transformations: the decline in agricultural production, unemployment, 
destruction of social infrastructure, rural decline. 

The third stage – 2004 – present time. Spontaneous challenge to the 
norms of agrarian relations, formed as a result of economic transformation 
in the agricultural sector in the previous stages, was the creation of high-yield 
corporate structures of holding type. Effectiveness of agricultural holdings 
based on land lease proves that land ownership has no direct connection with 
the effects of economic activities and is not a prerequisite for the efficiency 
of agricultural production (Lozynska 2012). This situation indicates that the 
existence of private ownership of land without proper institutional support 
does not encourage the development of the agricultural sector. Current 
understanding of the nature of the agricultural land market is not limited to 
the sphere of relations that arise between buyers and sellers of land, but also 
applies to the Institutes and institutions produced by them, guaranteeing and 
at the same time limiting the freedom of interaction of land relations. 

land relations in the system of institutional transformations 
of the agricultural sector

consequences of institutional changes in the formation of land 
ownership relations 

During the period of land transformation in Ukraine, there still was present 
a process of abolition of the state monopoly on land, as evidenced by the data 
(see Table 1). In particular, if at the beginning of 1990 all the land fund of 
Ukraine was in the public domain, then at the same period of 2014 the share 
of state ownership was 48.2%, private – 51.9% and collective (according to 
national regulations) – 0.1%. As of 01.01.2014, 6.8 million people of the country 
received state certificates of land ownership with an average size of the share 
about 4 ha. The average size of the land share depends on: firstly, the size of the 
land areas in the agricultural enterprise, and secondly, the number of people 
eligible for land share. 
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Table 1. Restructuring of land resources of Ukraine by ownership

Year
Land owned

state private collective
thousand ha % thousand ha % thousand ha %

1990 60354.8 100.0 - - - -
1995 36310.5 60.2 1925.4 3.2 22118.9 36.6
2000 30166.5 50.0 29109.2 48.2 1079.1 1.8
2005 29595.6 49.0 30642.1 50.8 117.1 0.2
2010 29246.5 48.5 21035.7 51.4 72.6 0.1
2015 29071.3 48.2 31324.1 51.9 40.6 0.1

Source: UkrStat.

The objectives of agrarian reform period, associated with the process 
of sharing the land, creating a regulatory framework that governs the legal 
status, and operation of various types of business entities followed by its 
implementation, were generally achieved. Proof of this was the creation of 34 715 
new agricultural enterprises (limited liability companies, private enterprises, 
private-rental companies, joint stock companies, agricultural cooperatives, 
farms and other entities) ownership and use of which is 18 833.5 thousand 
hectares of land (Andriichuk 2015; Burdenyuk 2010). Area of agricultural land 
of corporate sector decreased, while the size of land farms and households 
increased. Significant changes occurred in the structure of agricultural land 
(see Table 2).

Table 2. Dynamics of areas of agricultural lands uses by producers of 
agricultural products (million hectares) 

Types of land
Year 2015 to 

1990, + -1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015
Agricultural enterprises

farmlands 38.9 30.9 25.7 17.5 16.6 16.1 -22,8
including arable 30.8 25.5 21.9 15.8 15.4 15.2 -15,6
hayfields and pastures 5.5 4.3 3.2 1.4 0.9 0.7 -4,8

Farms
farmlands 0 0.8 2.8 3.7 4.0 4.3 4.3

including arable 0 0.7 2.5 3.5 3.8 4.2 4.2
hayfields and pastures 0 0.09 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2

Private households
farmlands 2.6 5.9 9.7 15.6 15.9 15.9 13.3

including arable 1.9 4.3 6.9 11.4 11.7 11.6 9.7
hayfields and pastures 0.6 1.3 2.2 3.3 3.4 3.5 2.9

Source: as in Table 1.
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Land reform in Ukraine was declared as being made first of all in the 
interest of workers employed in agriculture and other rural residents and aimed 
to create a private owner in agricultural production (Fedorov 2011). However, 
a common problem is that people who received land shares for the purpose for 
agricultural commodity production could not cultivate the land personally. 
In modern terms, citizens for their own needs and commodity production 
use a very small number of land shares. The bulk of land shares are leased to 
agricultural enterprises.

the challenges of land reform

A new type of agrarian formations of holding type, created on the basis of 
lease relations, involves short-term rental in the vast majority of cases. However, 
this leads to a depletion of soil fertility and to general deterioration of the 
quality of the land. The problem of consolidation of agricultural land for the 
implementation of advanced technologies for growing crops also requires solving. 
The peculiarities of institutional relations between the owners of capital, land and 
businessmen-lessees result inefficient use of this asset. This is caused by existing 
institutions or “rules of the game” that encourage the lessee to irresponsibility. 
Rural population form a stable stereotype of indifference to his own property 
as a source of income (Martyn 2013; Ciaian 2012). The reason for the lack of 
effective institution of trust, protection of the farmer is a perception of business 
temporality that is primarily based and operates not on the own, but on borrowed 
land and property assets (Malik and Shpykulyak 2010). 

The structure of acreage has a significant transformation by reducing crop 
of forage crops 4-5 times while the proportion of sowing crops is growing at 
almost 3 times, namely sunflower at almost 19%, with optimal value of 10-12%. 
Significant expansion in the structure of energy-acreage crops (sunflower, corn, 
soybean, sugar beet etc.) encourages the cultivation of a crop, and hence – 
introduction of maleficent organisms, which reduces productivity and obliges to 
use additional plant protection products. As a result, this trend is accompanied 
by violation of rational land use and crop rotation requirements, neglecting 
of measures to protect agricultural land and adversely affects the ecological 
status of farmland, leading to soil depletion, reduction of qualitative indicators 
of agricultural land. At the same time, small and medium agribusiness feels 
particularly difficult access to infrastructure and logistics facilities, which 
greatly limits its export opportunities.

A typical challenge of land reform is the increased level of concentration 
of land resources producers: in the last 10 years, a “large-scale” agricultural 
production in Ukraine has become the dominant form of agribusiness. In 
globalized conditions, companies producing goods, despite their negative 
impact on the culture of the land use, managed to establish effective agricultural 
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production, to master the innovative technology of agriculture to produce high 
yields, to concentrate significant agricultural land holdings and to maintain 
a strong position in the export of agricultural food products in the European 
and world markets. 

efficiency of agricultural production
Crop and livestock production in Ukraine being the key areas of agriculture, 

have significant nature resource competitive advantages, as evidenced not 
only by significant areas of agricultural and other lands, but also other 
equally important prerequisites for the successful development of the industry 
(proximity of major markets, transport infrastructure, the steady growth in 
global demand for food products and alternative energy, and the presence of 
relatively cheap labor sources) (Lupenko, 2015). Agriculture sector provides 
almost 11% of gross value added (2015), it employs over 3.5 million people, or 
17% of the employed in the domestic sector.

In recent years, plant production gets the most intensive growth as a priority 
of Ukrainian agribusiness (approximately 70% of total agricultural production) 
as opposed to other types of production (see Figure 1). The main producers 
of agricultural products in Ukraine are agricultural enterprises of different 
organizational forms (in 2014 their number amounted to 13.1 thousand, and 
average size 1289 hectares), farms (39 thousand and 117 hectares, respectively) 
and households (4136.8 thousand and 0.66 hectares, respectively). 

Figure 1. Indices of Gross Agricultural Production, % (1990 year = 100 %)
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Ukraine is one of the world’s largest producers of crop products; in 
particular in 2015 the gross harvest of grains reached 60.1 million tons, 
including wheat – 22.1 million tons, corn – 26.5 million tons, barley – 9 million 
tons (see Table 3). Thus, among the total production of grain, the feed grain 
dominated – 61%. Due to rising world prices for agricultural products and 
increase of production volumes of natural plant products, the financial position 
in the industry stabilized. However, complicated access to bank loans and 
shortage of quality facilities for the storage of grain, which is estimated at about 
21 million tons (Ermolaev et al., 2015) made the vast majority of agricultural 
producers immediately sell 80 – 100% of the new crop. This provides access to 
working capital and mainly internal self-financing from profits and savings. 

Table 3. Production of main agricultural crops (thousands tons)
Specification 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015
Grain and leguminous 
crops 51 009.0 33 929.8 24 459.0 38 015.5 39 270.9 60 125.8

Sugar beet 44 264.5 29 650.4 13 198.8 15 467.8 13 749.2 10 330.8
Sunflower 2 570.8 2 859.9 3 457.4 4 706.1 6 771.5 11 181.1
Potatoes 16 732.4 14 729.4 19 838.1 19 462.4 18 704.8 20 839.3
Vegetables 6 666.4 5 879.8 5 821.3 7 295.0 8 122.4 9 214.0
Fruits and berries 2 901.7 1 897.4 1 452.6 1 689.9 1 746.5 2 152.8

Source: as in Table 1.

The high yield of grain and leguminous crops in the period of institutional 
transformation suggests deepening specialization of holding export companies 
in growing export-oriented, highly profitable and fast-payback agricultural 
crops. As a result of the transformation of economic relations and building 
a market mechanism, the livestock industry found itself in a deep economic 
crisis, as evidenced by changes in key indicators of the industry (see Table 
4). Low consumption of animal products due to lack of funds was one of the 
main factors of destruction of industry, especially in high-value agricultural 
enterprises.

Table 4. Number of livestock and poultry (million heads)
1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015

Cattle, total 24.6 17.5 9.4 6514.1 4.5 3.7
including cows 8.4 7.5 4.9 3635.1 2.6 2.2
Pigs 19.4 13.1 7.6 7052.8 7.9 7.1
Sheep and goats 8.4 4.1 1.8 1629.5 1.7 1.3
Poultry 246.1 149.7 123.7 161993.5 203.8 203.9

Source: as in Table 1.
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The consequences of the economic crisis in the livestock industry led 
to concentration of livestock and poultry in households: (66.3% of cattle, 
49.2%of pigs, 85% of sheep and goats) transition almost to manual mode of 
implementation of all manufacturing operations and limiting to a minimum 
resource consumption slightly increased the number of cattle. However, the 
rapid reduction of the number of livestock and livestock production led to 
a number of negative consequences in the agricultural sector of Ukraine. In 
addition, the Ukrainian processing enterprises cannot fully provide their 
full load of production capacity; amounts of organic fertilizers are reducing, 
which reduces soil fertility, etc. The process of economic recovery of livestock 
production is felt only in the production of poultry meat, providing increasing 
numbers of livestock, providing meat growth rates, which are relative to 
investment of time and resources, making this area highly favorable for profit 
and export. 

The level of profitability is a  testament of the effective functioning of 
agriculture and is an indicator of profitability of enterprises of the agricultural 
sector (see Figure 2). The high level of profitability of agricultural production 
at the beginning of the transformation period was achieved largely due to 
hyperinflation: the 1995 monthly income of enterprises depreciated by more 
than 20%. 

Figure 2. Profitability Level of Agricultural Production in Agricultural 
Enterprises
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In terms of the national currency stabilization since 1996, agricultural 
production was largely unprofitable, which caused demotivation of agricultural 
enterprises owners and agricultural workers in developing production and 
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degradation of logistics businesses. Significant changes in the dynamics of 
profitability of agricultural production occurred after 2005, when for the 
first time after reforming of agrarian economy the level of the indicator at 
moderation in inflation gave the opportunity to the agricultural enterprises of 
Ukraine to simple and partly expanded reproduction of productive resources. 

Social changes on rural areas

rural development policy: progress or regress? 

Transformational changes in the agricultural sector of Ukraine, which 
occurred as a result of market reforms, aimed at ensuring competitiveness, 
allowed to significantly increasing production and export potential of 
agriculture, the level of capitalization. However, they have provoked the 
emergence of a wide range of interrelated economic, environmental and social 
problems in rural development. One explanation for this, in part, was the 
dominance of the sector approach in the implementation of agricultural policy 
(Shanin 2015), as expressed through the priority development of agriculture, 
not the welfare of the rural population as a basis to meet the needs of life and 
personal development. The accumulation and worsening of socio-economic 
problems in rural areas, the inability of one-vector (industrial) development 
of the agricultural sector without the development of spatial and social 
environments of its operations, contributed to the emergence of modern 
agrarian policy for the national trend – rural development. 

In terms of political discourse, rural development means the collection 
efforts of the government to create conditions for the welfare of the rural 
population, and to ensure the competitiveness of rural areas as the environment 
for life and business full economic potential realization. Output methodological 
basis of this study expand the understanding of the concept of rural development 
and identify the process by which harmonious socio-economic development of 
rural areas is ensured on the basis of self-organization of rural communities 
with the greatest possible use of factors of endogenous development (local 
assets) and their combination with external opportunities (Borodina 2010). 
In other words, it is a policy of conservation and development of rural society, 
the importance of which is always important in society, but the quantitative 
parameters suffer permanent worsening (see Table 5). 
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Table 5. Dynamics of number of rural population in Ukraine in the 
context of Articles 

Indicators
Years 2015 to 

1990, %1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015
Share of rural population, 
million people 17.02 16.75 16,18 15.46 14.51 13,32 -3.69

Share of rural population, % 33.0 32.7 33.0 32.6 31.7 31.2 -1.9
men 7.71 7,67 7,49 7.15 6,79 6.28 -1.43
women 9.30 9.08 8.69 8,19 7.72 7.04 -2.26

The ratio of women to the 
number of men, % 120.5 118.4 116.0 114.5 113.8 112.0 -8.5

Source: Ukraine’s population (2015).

The evolution of the institutional, organizational and economic environ-
ment for the implementation of rural development policy in Ukraine took 
place in stages, in parallel with the adoption of program documents that 
determined the priorities of the national agricultural policy: from programs 
for agricultural development, which had a distinct sectorial focus (1990, 1994) 
to bipolar current strategies (2005, 2010, 2015), which purpose – coordination 
and interaction of market-oriented agricultural policy and rural development 
policy. However, during the 1990-2015 the role of agriculture in providing rural 
development process has undergone radical changes as a result of which it is 
a system forming sector of the rural economy, but is not able to fully ensure 
the social and economic needs of rural society (see Table 6). 

Table 6. Role of agriculture in rural development in Ukraine

Indicators 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015 2015 to 
1990,+/-

Number of agricultural 
employees, thousand people 4 881 3 801 2 475 1 038 595 417 -4 464,0

Number of employed in 
private households, thousand 
people

681 - 2 233 2785 2 451 2 372 1691,0

Ratio of wages in agriculture 
to the average for the 
economy,%

90.2 50.7 48.3 51.5 63.9 63,3 -26,9

The share of revenues 
from subsidiary farming 
households in total resources, 
%

10.2 31.9 48.3 28.2 23.8 22,0 11,8

Source: as in Table 5.
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Against the background of institutional and legal reforms of entities of 
agricultural production, intensification of technical-technological development, 
there was a significant release of labor resources in rural areas (in the last 
25 years the number of employees of agricultural enterprises decreased by 
more than 10 times). In terms of low diversification of the rural economy and, 
consequently, limited sources of employment, the process of labor in rural 
areas moved to the level of private households. As a form of production, in the 
national economy private household represent the current stage of evolution of 
family-style management in agriculture (Borodina 2012). Under the provisions 
of national law such economies are primarily a business activity that is carried 
out without a legal entity individually by natural person or persons who are 
family or are in a  family relationship and live together, to meet personal 
needs through the production, processing and consumption of agricultural 
products, selling its surplus and providing services using personal property of 
the households, including the sphere of rural green tourism.

This type of rural employment has a number of positive (- a  source of 
income that allows to operate at own discretion; – providing containment 
of “social unrest” on the part of the economically active population, seeking 
work; – limiting the spread of marginalized rural class – forms economic base 
of rural development etc.) and negative (- does not guarantee participation in 
the system of social protection; – is not perceived in society as a promising 
form of employment; – does not have the hallmarks of formalization and 
personalization; – limited to development through small size, inability to defend 
individual interests and, at the same time, the lack of common mechanisms 
for cooperation efforts, etc.) aspects, but in most cases, has no alternatives 
(Shepotko et al. 2000; Sikora 2014; Prokopa 2007). 

Thus, system of employment formed in rural areas due to economic 
conditions of the rural labor market, threaten their ability to provide adequate 
quality of life of peasants from the point of view of subjective and objective 
perception. Along with this, prerequisites for existence of problems of rural 
development in terms of the quality of life of the rural population are: 
– Firstly, the limited financial resources of local budgets do not allow the 

appropriate level of ensuring the maintenance of infrastructure facilities, 
and funding from the national budget has traditionally had a lack character. 
Thus, the initial transformation of agricultural finance programs involved 
with rural development stood at 500 million UAH according to annual 
average basis, during the period 2004-2008 the funding increased and ave-
raged 2.8 billion UAH a year, but later again suffered a serious reduction 
(Borodina 2012); 

– Secondly, narrowing the range of socially oriented participants in rural 
development – as a result of the reforms farms have been exempted from 
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the non-core economy functions like market maintenance and development 
of social infrastructure;

– Thirdly, the farmers mostly do not understand needs for their involvement 
in the operation of infrastructure not only as users, but also on the princi-
ples of self-organization and participation in the financing or their activities. 
The result was the disastrous gap in living conditions of the rural and 

urban population. In turn, this provokes a constant flow of young people to 
the cities, the distortion of the age and gender structure of rural population, the 
negative value of its natural increase (during 1997-2010 annual decrease of rural 
population exceeded 100 thousand people) and, eventually, the gradual reduction 
in the total number of farmers, reducing the level of citizens of villages.

Consequently, the studies indicate that the majority of indicators of progress 
in rural development remains unsatisfactory. This is evidenced by the high level 
of unemployment in rural areas, rapid depopulation trends, low diversification 
of sources of income and business activity, poor infrastructure maintenance of 
rural areas and, consequently, the depreciation of the rural lifestyle in general 
and especially among young people and others. 

human-centered model of rural development 

Irreversible systemic changes in the agricultural sector and rural society 
of Ukraine stipulate the formation of modern human-centric model of rural 
development. The focus of this model is a person, who is a carrier of human 
and social capital, who has a combination of physical, social and spiritual needs 
and is committed to their implementation in the system of social and economic 
relations that occur in rural areas. This approach determines indispensable 
application of peasants rising initiatives in shaping rural development strategies 
and closely involved in the implementation of programs and projects for rural 
development, involves active participation of the local rural population in 
decision-making on development strategies for rural development and the 
definition of its main priorities. 

Rising initiative cannot be used as an alternative or opposed to the 
traditional activities of the State in this area but should complement and interact 
with the latter. This process is interaction between state and local communities 
was launched in Ukraine as part of the idea of decentralization of state power 
and resource sharing / responsibility. But now its institutionalization as 
a concept for general development and development of rural areas, is incomplete 
and needs to promote the potential benefits and opportunities among people, 
developing mechanisms to implement in practice. With proper economic 
perspective, the rural development is identified with the formation of multi-
model of rural economy. The value of economic diversification effect has 
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multiple characters: firstly, this gives additional jobs and, therefore, expansion 
of income of farmers, allowing them to meet the needs; secondly, the increase 
in the number of employees will provide increased production volumes.

conclusions 
During the period of market transformations in Ukraine the structure 

of the land resources has seriously changed. The most important condition 
for the establishment of a  proper land market is the adoption of private 
ownership of land, which gives the right to possess, to benefit and to dispose 
it off. Building institutional foundations of a civilized land market in Ukraine 
to be held in evolutionary way, namely by: creating an appropriate legal 
framework; availability of land as an object of sale and prospective sales of land 
and paying customers; development of organizational and legal mechanism 
of functioning of a civilized land market. Land reform is accompanied by 
increased environmental imbalances in land resources and reduces of the 
possibility of natural regeneration of soil fertility, causing negative economic, 
social and environmental consequences, that hinders European integration and 
testing of advanced technology management.

Achieving progressive trends in agricultural development in Ukraine 
is possible in case of rethinking the socio-economic relations in rural areas 
towards the growth of human values; active participation of rural communities 
in the formulation and implementation of local development strategies; 
optimizing the endogenous potential of the rural economy and formation of 
its multi-model. 
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rozwój rolnictwa na Ukrainie: zmiany 
instytucjonalne i wyniki społeczno-gospodarcze 

streszczenie

Od czasu uzyskania przez Ukrainę niepodległości w 1991 roku postęp w 
reformowaniu rolnictwa nie nadąża za celami i aspiracjami społeczno-gospo-
darczymi. Światowa globalizacja nadal trwa, zaś dysproporcje rozwojowe w 
rolnictwie znacznie się zwiększyły (odnośnie do produkcji płodów rolnych), 
toteż Ukraina musi zmienić swe wcześniejsze podejście do rozwoju rolnictwa. 
Wyzwanie to wymaga dużej wiedzy na temat przyszłych wyników, określania 
celów i przygotowywania scenariuszy rozwiązań, jeżeli państwo chce być 
ważnym graczem na światowym rynku żywnościowym.

Głównym celem artykułu jest przedstawienie sytuacji w rolnictwie Ukra-
iny, ale stanowi on również próbę zaprezentowania szerszej perspektywy 
zarówno osiągnięć, jak i niedostatków w procesie reform. 

Słowa kluczowe: rolnictwo, gospodarka rolna, instytucje, rola, rozwój 
wsi, gospodarstwo prywatne.

Kody JEL: F14, Q18
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