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Nechyporenko et al.

The study identified the upward trend in global beef and veal production, the main producing countries and the
predominant stability of their share in global volumes over the decades. It was found that higher beef production
does not always allow for higher per capita volumes (e.g., in China and India). Ukraine’s production and its share in
global volumes are declining, although production exceeds consumption. It was found that the share of agricultural
enterprises in the structure of economic entities is decreasing, and there is a direct dependence between their
number and production volumes, which prevails in the Forest-Steppe zone. The largest producing regions (Kyiv,
Vinnytsia, Kharkiv, Lviv) were highlighted, where priority development in the post-war period is expected. The study
found the principal reasons for the decline in production, including a decrease in livestock numbers, negative
profitability, and rising average consumer prices. Based on the SWOT analysis results, development prospects
were identified and relevant proposals were developed. The reasons for the decrease in the number of cattle and
beef were proposed to be distinguished as general, and those related to enterprises and household farms; their
interdependence was emphasised. The study stressed the need for state support for producers by providing food
aid to the population free of charge and by purchasing products at lower prices depending on their financial
level. International economic integration was singled out as one of the key factors of increasing beef production.
The study emphasised the need to consider the consumer preferences of the population of countries with which
regional trade agreements have been concluded, specifically regarding the production of kosher and halal products.
The findings of this study and the proposals provided can be used to develop government measures to increase
beef production and increase its share in world exports

Keywords: production volumes; beef; national policy; regional trade agreements; profitability; food aid

INTRODUCTION

The significance of beef production is driven by the need
to provide food for the population, while it is also im-
portant for raw materials for processing companies in
various industries, state budget revenues, job creation,
exports, etc. In Ukraine, this development is facilitated by
natural and climatic conditions, production of consider-
able volumes of crops, including fodder crops, the avail-
ability of relevant government programmes, the bene-
fits of regional trade agreements, etc. Considering the
importance of meeting the beef consumption needs of
the majority of the population of Ukraine and the world,
and the fact that cattle breeding and processing produce
meat products, as well as such vital products as milk,
cheese, leather, gelatin, etc., there is a need to expand
research into the economic aspects of its production.

Investigating the state of livestock production in
Ukraine, O. I1zhboldina et al. (2021) note negative trends
in the industry, addressing the decrease in livestock
numbers, a considerable decrease in livestock produc-
tivity and the quality of products. V. Lavruk et al. (2021)
argue that the development and gradual revival of live-
stock production will mainly depend on the effective
efficiency of the economic mechanism, as well as the
interdependence of its principal components, namely,
the establishment of price, credit and tax policies,
state regulation, investment, and innovation processes.
N. Lialina (2018) notes that one of the key trends at the
current stage of development of livestock production
in Ukraine is a decrease in the concentration of produc-
tion for most enterprises, which leads to a decrease in
the role of the industry in their economy. This causes a
noticeable decline in the efficiency of the industry.

According to O. Kravchenko (2019; 2020), the
economic interests of an agricultural producer as a

business entity are not satisfied by its share in the re-
tail price structure, which for beef and milk amounted
to 30.5% and 32.8%, respectively (January 2019), which
is confirmed by the decrease in production. Further-
more, the issue of food security should be considered,
and research on food policy in Ukraine and the world
is becoming increasingly relevant (Kuts & Bokiy, 2020).
Studies on foreign trade in meat are essential as well
(Kovalenko, 2021), as it also considerable affects its
production.

The authors of this study believe in the impor-
tance of the key areas proposed by K. Andriushchenko
et al. (2021), namely, modernisation of the technical
and technological base and production processes
according to export priorities, research, training, and
implementation of the best world practices in prod-
uct processing and farming, improvement of innova-
tive developments at food enterprises, development
of modern strategies for innovative development of
agricultural enterprises, etc.

The issue of efficient beef production is vital not
only for Ukraine, as evidenced by research by foreign
scientists. B. Abebe et al. (2022) note the significance
of cattle breeding in Ethiopia as the main source of
meat-producing animals for internal and external mar-
kets. Compared to other African countries, Ethiopia has
a massive number of cattle (about 65 million heads),
but the quality and quantity of beef consumed per cap-
ita is rather low (8.4 kg per year). It is expected that
the increase in production will be driven by popula-
tion growth, high demand in the internal and exter-
nal markets, etc. While investigating the issue of beef
production, P. Greenwood (2021) notes that beef is a
high-quality source of protein, and demand for it in the
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global market is growing. It is noted that digital and
other technologies that allow for the rapid collection
and use of data on the environment and cattle produc-
tivity should increase the productivity, efficiency, and
welfare of animals.

When investigating beef production, researchers
also paid attention to the specifics of its quality and
consumption.D.Magalhaes et al. (2023) studied changes
in beef consumption and consumer behaviour trends in
Brazil, Spain, and Turkey. The study analysed the impact
of economic factors, aspects of trust, health concerns,
lifestyle influences on beef consumption, and purchase
decision factors. Furthermore, C. Whitton et al.(2021) in-
vestigated meat consumption in a number of countries,
considering gross domestic product. One of the crucial
factors that changed consumer behaviour and led to
a decline in consumption, mainly among Brazilian and
Turkish consumers, was the availability of products. It
was presented that lifestyle factors, such as eating out,
availability of time for cooking, etc., change consump-
tion patterns and should be carefully considered by the
industry, factoring in the cultural differences and con-
sumer needs.

V-B. Hoa et al. (2023) paid particular attention to
the product quality factor. They conducted research on
the quality, taste, and flavour of meat from Korean cat-
tle of various breeds. It was found that under identical
feeding conditions, the breed has a considerable impact
on the nutritional quality of beef. The issue of increas-
ing beef production is being raised more often, which
requires finding the reasons that hinder it and the
factors that will facilitate its development. This deter-
mines the relevance of the present study. The purpose
of this study was to highlight the status and investigate
the trends in beef production in the world and Ukraine,
to identify the principal problems and determine the
areas of its effective development. It is advisable to de-
termine the prospects for beef production in Ukraine
based on the current situation, global trends, and par-
ticipation in integration processes.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

The study employed the methods of analysis and syn-
thesis to assess the development of beef production in
Ukraine and the world, the abstract and logical meth-
od to draw conclusions, generalization and concretiza-
tion to develop proposals, mathematical and graphical
methods to investigate and display trends and the state
of production. The information base of the study includ-
ed the scientific papers of Ukrainian and foreign scien-
tists, statistical data of the international organisation

FAO (n.d.) and the State Statistics Service of Ukraine
(n.d.). The study focused on global production volumes,
i.e., in total and by country, imports, consumption, pro-
duction by category of farms, considering zones and re-
gions of Ukraine, production profitability, average con-
sumer prices, population, cattle supply to processing
enterprises, etc.

To assess the place and prospects of Ukraine in
world production and the world market, the FAO peri-
od from 1961 to 2021 was used for all countries, and
for Ukraine from 1992. Considering the significance
and impact of the hostilities in Ukraine, the pre- and
post-war periods were used. This study used the main
statistical data on beef production in Ukraine and its
regions, as well as global and country-specific data for
comparison.

To determine beef self-sufficiency, the study em-
ployed the approach to food self-sufficiency proposed
by B. Paskhaver (2018). The study analysed the trends
and status of beef production in the world and Ukraine,
considering the largest producers, natural and climatic
conditions, and population. Calculations were made on
the supply of live animals to processing enterprises, con-
sidering military operations. The study examined the
production of beef and veal depending on the struc-
ture of producers, specific regional features, factoring in
the profitability of production, the dynamics of average
consumer prices, population, including migration pro-
cesses. The prospects of post-war recovery are identi-
fied as a result of the analysis of production in recent
years. A SWOT-analysis of the prospects for beef pro-
duction in Ukraine was carried out, the reasons for the
decline in cattle numbers were analysed and classified,
and recommendations for the development of produc-
tion were developed.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The significance of agri-food production is becoming
increasingly important, specifically due to population
growth and climate change. The second of the UN Sus-
tainable Development Goals is to end hunger, and it
calls for less food to be thrown into landfills and more
support for farmers, as a third of the world’s food is
wasted, while 821 million people are malnourished
(Sustainable Development Goals, n.d.). Ukraine is one of
the world’s largest producers of wheat, corn, soybeans,
sunflower seeds,and other crops, i.e., it produces mainly
crop products. Global production of all types of meat
reached 361 million tonnes (slaughter weight equiva-
lent) in 2022, up 1.4% in 2022, although slower than
the 4.5% growth in 2021 compared to 2020 (Table 1).

Table 1. Dynamics of the global meat market, million tonnes, 2020, 2021, 2022

i years changes 2022 to 2021
Indicators
2020 2021 2022 +,- in%
Production, total 340.3 3555 360.5 5 14
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Table 1. Continued

years changes 2022 to 2021
Indicators
2020 2021 2022 +,- in%
beef 72.0 72.5 73.2 0.7 1.0
poultry meat 136.0 137.8 138.8 1 0.7
lamb 16.1 16.4 16.6 0.2 1.2
Trade, total 41.7 421 423 0.2 0.5
beef 11.7 121 124 0.3 2.5
poultry meat 15.5 15.8 16.2 0.4 2.5
lamb 11 11 1.16 0.06 5.5
Per capita consumption, world (kg/year) 43.4 449 451 0.2 0.4
Trade - share of production (%) 12.3 11.8 11.7 -0.1 -0.8

Source: calculated based on FAO (2022)

The expansion was mainly driven by the rapid
growth in meat production in China and strong growth
in Brazil, Australia, and Vietnam. At the same time, the
relative static nature of global production was par-
tially offset by a drop in production in the EU, the US,
Canada, Iran, and Argentina. Total meat production in
China increased to 96 million tonnes, up 4.4% year-on-
year. Global trade in meat and meat products reached
42 million tonnes (in slaughter weight equivalent).

At the same time, global beef production (fresh
or frozen) increased by 2.6 times from 1961 to 2022,
from 27.7 to 73.2 million tonnes, and the growth was
quite steady. Therewith, the share of beef in global

meat production in 2022 was 20.1%, although in some
years it was much higher, e.g., in 1961 it was 38.8%
(in 2000 it was 24.3%). Notably, poultry meat was pro-
duced the most, with a share of 34%. Major beef pro-
ducers include countries in North and South America,
Asia, and Australia. The top 10 producers accounted
for 63.1% of global production in 2022, and the share
of each country did not fall below 2%, unlike other
countries. More than a third of beef is produced in the
US and Brazil, with a share of 17.7% and 13.2% re-
spectively. It is advisable to consider the change in the
share of production of the main producing countries
in world volumes (Table 2).

Table 2. Share of the largest beef producers in the world, 1961, 2000, 2010, 2022

1961 2000 2010 2022
Countries % Countries % Countries % Countries %
1 USA 26.8 1 USA 21.2 1 USA 18.2 1 USA 17.7
2 USSR 10.3 2 Brazil 11.6 2 Brazil 14.0 2 Brazil 13.2
3 Argentina 7.7 3 China 8.2 3 China 8.7 3 China 9.7
4 France 5.2 4 Argentina 4.8 4 India 4.8 4 India 4.1
5 Brazil 4.9 5 Australia 3.5 5 Argentina 4.1 5 Argentina 3.3
6 Germany 4.7 6 Russia 3.4 6 Australia 33 6 Mexico 3.2
7 United Kingdom 3.3 7 France 2.7 7 Mexico 2.7 7 Australia 3.9
8 Italy 2.4 8 India 2.7 8 Russia 2.7 8 Russia 2.7
9 Canada 2.4 9 Mexico 2.5 9 France 2.4 9 Turkey 2.3
10 Australia 2.3 10 Germany 2.3 10 Canada 19 10 France 2.2
11 India 1.8 11 Canada 2.2 11 Germany 1.9 11 Canada 2.1
12 South Africa 1.4 12 Italy 2.0 12 Italy 1.6 12 Pakistan 2.0
13 Mexico 13 13 Ukraine 13 13 K?ﬂ”g:fj%dm 14 13 Germany 1.7
14 Poland 1.2 14 Colombia 1.3 14 South Africa 1.4 14 South Africa 1.5
15 Colombia 12 15 K?nnéfjidm 12 15  Colombia 12 15 Uzbekistan 16
16 Uruguay 1.0 16 Spain 11 16 Pakistan 11 16 United Kingdom 14
17 New Zealand 0.9 17 Zimbabwe 11 17 Uzbekistan 1.0 17 Zimbabwe 1.2
18 Netherlands 0.8 18  New Zealand 1.0 18 Zimbabwe 1.0 18 Colombia 1.2
19 Ethiopia 0.8 19 South Africa 1.0 19 Turkey 1.0 19 New Zealand 11
20 Belgium- 08 20 Ireland 10 20 NewZealand 10 20 Italy 1.0
Luxembourg

Source: calculated based on FAO (2022)

Scientific Horizons, 2024, Vol. 27, No. 2



158

Status and prospects of beef and veal production in Ukraine...

Table 1 shows that the US share in world pro-
duction was the highest in 2022, as well as in 1961,
2000 and 2010, although it has been declining. In
1961, the USSR held the second position (10.3%), but
later, among its republics, only Russia entered the top
ten largest producers, while Ukraine (from 2020) and
Uzbekistan (2010 and 2021) entered the top twenty.
Thus, the largest producers have largely stayed so for
decades, including the United States, Russia, Brazil, and
Argentina, although their positions have shifted some-
what, for instance, with Brazil’s growing and Argentina’s
declining. The shares of Canada, the UK, Germany, and
Italy decreased, but they stayed among the top 20 pro-
ducers. China, India, and Mexico have seen noticeable
increases in beef production, and although the latter
two countries were among the 15 largest producers
in 1961, the opposite is true of China, which has been
among the top ten in the following years. This suggests
that countries can considerably increase their exports,
although the top positions in the global market have
been held by the main supplier countries for decades.
This, admittedly, also applies to Ukraine, but special at-
tention should be paid to product quality.

Among the largest beef producers are countries
with which Ukraine has regional trade agreements,
including Turkey, France, Germany, Italy, the UK, and
Canada. Considering the benefits of international eco-
nomic integration, including liberalisation of foreign
trade, access to innovative technologies, and foreign
direct investment, it is expected that production and
trade in these products will increase. Among the EU
countries, France and Germany produce the most beef,
but their share in global volumes in 2022 was 2.2% and
1.7%, respectively, and 9.3% in the EU-27 as a whole.
However, it is also decreasing for them, specifically, in
1961 and 2000, for the countries that became members
of the grouping, it was 19.4% and 13.6%, respectively.
Italy, Spain, and Poland are also among the largest pro-
ducers in the association, but each of them has a share
of less than 1%.

In 2022, the EU produced 6.7 million tonnes of
beef, down 1.1% from 2021. At the same time, with a
decline in production in 2022, the EU increased exports
of fresh and frozen beef by 1.4% compared to 2021, to
463 thous. t. Around 50% of this beef comes from the
UK, with volumes largely unchanged from 2021. Deliv-
eries grew to Asian markets, including Hong Kong and
Japan, as well as to North American markets such as
Canada and the United States. This and growth in other
markets were enough to outweigh losses in other ex-
port destinations, especially Algeria.

On the other hand, imports dropped by 21% year-
on-year to 236.4 thous t. Volumes declined from all key
suppliers, but primarily from the UK and Brazil. Figure
1 shows the main beef producing countries, which ac-
counted for 85% of total EU beef production. This is
likely to be caused by the pandemic or a disruption in
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demand for food services in the EU. Beef production in
the EU in the first half of 2023 was 4.5% lower than in
the same period a year ago, with cattle slaughter in key
producing countries limited. The largest drop in pro-
duction in the EU was observed in Italy (-23%), followed
by key producers France, Spain, Ireland, and Poland. The
only major producers to see growth were Germany and
the Netherlands. However, in Germany, this growth is
contrary to the overall long-term trend of declining
production. Overall, the total slaughter of adult cattle
(bulls, steers, heifers, and cows) was 8.1 million heads,
down 3.6% from the same period a year ago. Therewith,
the total slaughter of cows was just under 3 million
head, down 3.7% year-on-year.

In several countries, including France, Poland, and
Spain, there has been a marked decline in cow slaugh-
ter rates. Cow production in France is currently at its
lowest level in at least five years, which is likely to con-
tribute to the continued high French prices on the EU
market. Livestock slaughter in Poland is also historically
low. Conversely, cow slaughter in Spain has increased
in recent years and, although lower than last year’s re-
cord level, stays historically high in 2023. Cow slaughter
in Germany stayed relatively stable year-on-year after
several years of decline.

Meanwhile, cow slaughter in the Netherlands has
increased considerably compared to last year (+13%)
and will stay at the same level as in 2021. From a mar-
ket balance standpoint, considering the reduction in
production and trade, it is shown that stocks available
for consumption are lower across the bloc. Price infla-
tion is affecting beef consumption in the EU, as it does
in the UK, with consumption and retail data from key
EU countries pointing to a fall in demand. Domestic
consumption of beef in France fell by 2.5% in the first
half of 2023, while average prices increased by 9.1%.
Purchases of beef by households in Germany from Jan-
uary to July (inclusive) decreased by 6.2% year-on-year,
while the average price increased by 6.9%, and the level
of meat consumption is declining. Purchases of Italian
beef fell by 4% year-on-year in the first half of 2023, to
a level that is also lower than in the previous two years.
Beef consumption in Spain is also declining.

Cattle prices in the EU have generally been on the
decline since March. However, in recent weeks, cat-
tle prices in a range of countries have shown an up-
ward trend. Prices for young bulls and cows in Ireland,
France, Germany, and Poland increased, while the price
of young bulls also rose in Spain. In other countries, cat-
tle prices continue to be lower, e.g., in the Netherlands
and ltaly. Ukraine’s share of global production has de-
clined significantly, from a high of 3.1% in 1992 to a
low of 0.4% in 2022 and has not even reached 1% since
2005. Ukraine ranked 39th among beef producers in the
world in 2022, behind even African countries such as
Nigeria, Sudan, Ethiopia, Chad, and Zimbabwe, which
are not the largest producers of grain and, accordingly,




feed. Notably, Ukraine’s beef production decreased
by 5.3 times between 1992 and 2022, from 1.7 to

80.0
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0.3 million tonnes, while global production increased
by 1.4 times, from 53.3 to 72.4 million tonnes (Fig. 1).

1.8

700 + Beef production 1 16
in the world 1

60.0 1 1.4

e 4 12

= £

“;5 500 | £ —=—Beef production

= . 14 =2 in the world

<

S 400 + S

T 500 | Beef production in 1 08 z

e Ukraine {06 a

2 200 4 1 o4 3 Beef production

’ in Ukraine

10.0 + + 0.2
0.0ttt bt 0

1992 1994 1996 1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010 2012 2014 2016 2018 2020 2022

Years

Figure 1. Beef production in the world and Ukraine, 1992-2022

Source: calculated based on FAO (2022)

The figure suggests that the trend of beef produc-
tion in the world and Ukraine is markedly different, but
the presence of demand in the Ukrainian and global
markets and consumption by the majority of the popu-
lation should stimulate an increase in beef production
in Ukraine.In 2022, the Ukrainian meat market increased
beef imports to 2.8 thousand tonnes,up 34.2% from 2021.
In 2022, Ukraine supplied 22.4 thous. t of frozen cattle
meat worth USD 78.5 million. The main deliveries were
made to China - 4.9 thous. t for USD 21.9 million (28%);
Azerbaijan - 4.6 thous. t for USD 17.6 million (22.5%);
Kazakhstan - 3.2 thous. t for USD 11.2 million (14.9%).
Specifically,Ukraine exported 5.7thous.t of fresh or chilled
cattle meat worth USD 5.3 million. Ukraine was supplied
with 1.9 thous. t of frozen meat (70% of total supplies).

The world’s largest beef producers are the US, Brazil,
China, and the EU. In 2022, they produced 50.1% of the
world’s beef. Brazil, the US, India, and Australia were the
largest exporters of beef, accounting for 54.2% of all
beef exports. The average level of beef consumption
in 2022 was 9.2 kg per person. Argentina consumed
5.1 times more beef per person than the global average,
while the US and Brazil consumed 4.3 times more. In
India, this figure is 8.7 times lower, while in China it is
almost 30% lower. The key exporters of beef to Ukraine
were Brazil - 2327 thous. t, the USA - 1637 thous. t;
India - 1336 thous. t, Australia - 1245 thous. t, and EU
countries - a total of 901 thous.t (Table 3).

It is essential to know how much beef the main
producing countries produce per capita (Table 4).

Table 3. Beef production, consumption and exports in 2022

Production Consumption per . . Export
Main producing countries 1 person per year, Main exp9rtmg

thous. t % kg countries thous. t %
USA 12961.4 17.7 377 Brazil 2327 19.3
Brazil 9666.1 13.2 371 USA 1637 13.5
China 7103.1 9.7 6.3 India 1336 11.1
EU 6956.7 9.5 141 Australia 1245 10.3
Argentina 2416.5 3.3 48.9 EU total 901 7.5
India 732.3 4.1 1.0 Argentina 750 6.2
Pakistan 1464.6 2.0 9.0 New Zealand 651 5.4
Mexico 23433 3.2 14.9 Canada 589 4.9
Australia 2855.9 3.9 26.1 Uruguay 528 4.4
Russia 1977.2 2.7 13.2 Mexico 368 3.0
Other countries 23140.0 316 X Other countries 1751 14.5
Total 100.0 100 9.0 Total 12083 100

Source: calculated based on FAO (2022)
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Table 4. Comparison of the shares of beef production in global volumes and per capita
in the main beef producing countries, 2022

Countries Share in global production, % Produced per capita, kg
USA 177 37.6
Brazil 13.2 445
China 9.7 4.8
India 4.1 3.1
Argentina 33 65.8
Mexico 3.2 16.5
Australia 3.9 74.4
Russia 2.7 10.2
Turkey 2.3 171
France 2.2 22.0
Canada 1.9 36.5
Pakistan 2.0 5.1
Germany 1.7 13.1
South Africa 1.5 17.5
Uzbekistan 1.6 29.2
United Kingdom 1.4 13.1
Zimbabwe 1.2 50.4
Colombia 1.2 14.7
New Zealand 11 145.8
Italy 1.0 12.3

Source: calculated based on FAO (2022)

Notably, the highest beef production per capita
among the top 20 producers is observed in New Zealand,
which ranked only 19th in terms of total volumes, as
well as Australia, Argentina, even Zimbabwe, Brazil, and
the United States. However, such prominent producers
as China and India, which occupy the third and fourth
positions, produce the least per capita of the coun-
tries represented - only 4.9 kg and 3.0 kg, respectively,
and slightly more Pakistan - 5.3 kg. This is the basis
for researching demand in this market and increasing

exports. For Ukraine, the situation is still better, with
7.1 kg of beef produced per capita.

In the context of declining global food security, a
special place is occupied by Ukraine, where agriculture
is currently the leading sector of the economy. Active
Russian hostilities have had a direct impact on global
food and agricultural markets. Despite a steady decline
in the industry’s performance, Ukraine stays an active
player in the global beef and veal production market
(Table 5).

Table 5. Supply of live cattle to processing enterprises in the pre-war and post-war years (2021 and 2022)

Farms of all categories Enterprises Household farms

2022 2022 2022
2022 2021 in%to 2022 2021 in%to 2022 2021 in%to
2021 2021 2021
Live weight of farm animals, thous.t  2954.8  3329.8 88.7 21824 23593 925 7724 9705 79.6
cattle 3884 4751 81.8 1274 1347 946 2610 3404 767
market share, % 131 143 92.1 5.8 5.7 1022 338 351 963
Live weight of farm animals sold for 34591 33915 902 21660 23185 934 8931 10727 833
slaughter, thous. t
cattle 4551 5268 86.4 1352 1319 1025 3199 3949 810
market share, % 149 15.5 95.8 6.2 5.7 109.7 35.8 36.8 97.3
Average live weight of cattle sold for g, 595 96.9 377 380 99.2 257 273 941
slaughter, kg
Slaughter weight of farm animals 5,40 7 94383 905 16081 17204 935 5986 7179 834

sold for slaughter, thous. t

Scientific Horizons, 2024, Vol. 27, No. 2
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Table 5. Continued

Farms of all categories

Enterprises Household farms

2022 2022 2022
2022 2021 in % to 2022 2021 in%to 2022 2021 in%to
2021 2021 2021
beef and veal 268.4 310.5 86.4 80.7 779 103.6 1877 2326 80.7
market share, % 14.9 155 95.8 6.2 5.7 109.7 35.8 36.8 97.3

Source: calculated according to data from the State Statistics Service of Ukraine (n.d.)

The calculations suggest that the downward trend
continues: the total supply of live animals to processing
enterprises in the post-war year was 7.9% lower, while
the supply to enterprises increased by 2.2% and to
household farms decreased by 3.7%. The catastrophic
drop in the purchase of animals from the population is
linked to the active military operations, which suggests
that people are abandoning animals to cover their own

beef needs. Positive dynamics is observed only in calves
under 1 year of age by 6.4% (by 1.8% in enterprises);
bulls over 2 years of age by 12.5% in enterprises and
heifers over 2 years of age in the population by 23.4%.
An interesting fact is the positive dynamics of changes
in the average live weight of one head of cattle pur-
chased by processing enterprises in the pre-war and
post-war years (Table 6).

Table 6. Dynamics of changes in the average live weight of one head of cattle purchased

by processing enterprises in

the pre-war and post-war years

incl.in

Purchased - total

enterprises population

average weight per head, kg

average weight per head, kg average weight per head, kg

(7] w wv
© © ©
s 2022t0 8 2022t0 8 2022 to
[T} (7] [T}
2 2021 2022 S50 & 2021 2022 j01, £ 2021 2022 00
Cattle 135568 469 470 1002 120201 470 476 1013 15367 464 438 94.4
of which:
cows 81058 512 507 99.0 73121 514 526 1023 7937 490 428 873
calvesupto .o n 102 150 1471 5810 94 142 1511 39 216 203 94.0
1 year of age
bullsaged .51, 44 425 962 22583 436 415 952 4634 469 495 1055
1-2 years
bulls older 5537 453 451 99.6 9361 456 451 98.9 676 416 452 1087
than 2 years
heifersaged o1 449 457 1039 5312 444 453 1020 309 373 524 1405
1-2 years
heifers older /59 455 465 1022 4014 469 475 1013 1415 414 414 100.0

than 2 years

Source: calculated according to data from the State Statistics Service of Ukraine (n.d.)

Studies have shown that the average live weight of
one head of cattle purchased by processing companies
increased by 0.2% in the post-war year. This is especially
true for calves under 1 year of age by 47.1%.An increase
is also observed in heifers aged 1-2 years and heifers
over 2 years old (by 3.9% and 2.2%, respectively). In
enterprises, there was a 1.3% increase in cows, a 2.3%
increase in calves under 1 year old,a 51.1% increase in
calves under 1 year old, and a 2.0% and 1.3% increase

in heifers over 2 years old, respectively. In household
farms, the study observed an increase of 5.5% in bulls
aged 1-2 years, 8.7% in bulls over 2 years,and 40.5% in
heifers aged over 2 years. The positive dynamics in beef
and veal production amid the hostilities gives hope for
an accelerated post-war recovery in the livestock sector
and the livestock industry as a whole. It is also advisa-
ble to determine the level of self-sufficiency of Ukraine
in beef and veal (Table 7).

Table 7. Level of self-sufficiency in beef and veal in Ukraine

Years
2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023
Production, thous. t 376 364 359 370 345 311 268 247
Imports, thous. t 16 13 14 14 18 17 12 11
Consumption fund, thous. t 346 318 318 324 337 299 264 235

Scientific Horizons, 2024, Vol. 27, No. 2

161



162

Status and prospects of beef and veal production in Ukraine...

Table 7. Continued

Years
2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023*
Per 1 person, kg 8.1 7.5 7.7 8.1 73 77 6.5
Consumption to production, % 92.0 874 88.6 87.6 97.7 96.1 98.4 95.1
Imports to consumption, % 4.6 4.1 4.4 4.3 5.3 5.7 4.5 4.6

Note: *For 11 months of 2023

Source: calculated according to data from the State Statistics Service of Ukraine (n.d.)

The above data shows that in 2016-2023, pro-
duction of beef and veal exceeded consumption at all
times. There was a 2.5% decrease in initial stocks and

a 16.0% decrease in beef production in 2021 compared
to 2019. The war years only intensified the downward
trend (Table 8).

Table 8. Annual balance of beef meat in Ukraine in 2019-2023, thous. t

Indicators 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023*
Initial stocks 41 42 40 39 38
Import 14 18 17 12 11
Production 370 345 311 268 247
incl. agricultural enterprises 102 85 78 81 80
household farms 268 261 233 188 167
General offer 383 365 329 281 259
Export 58 27 29 16 23
Consumption 324 337 299 265 235

Losses 1 1 1 1 1

Ending stocks 42 40 39 38 37
Total demand 383 365 329 281 259
Consumption per capita 77 8.1 7.3 77 6.5
Consumption to production, % 87.6 97.7 96.1 98.4 95.1

Source: calculated according to data from the State Statistics Service of Ukraine (n.d.)

Imports of these products in the pre-war period
(from 2019 to 2021) increased by 21.4%, while exports
dropped by half.In 2022, the decline in these indicators
will only intensify. Beef meat consumption per capita
also decreased by 0.8 kg (13.11%) in 2021 compared to
2016, and in 2023 the figure became critical - 6.5 kg.
The above data shows that in 2016-2023, production
of beef and veal consistently exceeded consumption.
Notably, beef and veal production in Ukraine in 2021
decreased by 2.3 times compared to 1961, and by
6.4 times since 1990, with a 7.2 times and 23.2 times
increase in enterprises, respectively, but a 1.5 times and
1.3 times increase in household farms, but then de-
creased in comparison to 2000, 2010, 2015, 2019-2021.

Active hostilities have also substantially reduced this
figure, almost by half.

Although livestock keeping in household farms ap-
pears to be less costly, and its decline was smaller than
in enterprises, it is worth considering the processes of
migration, urbanisation, and the keeping of small num-
bers of livestock by household farms. However, under
difficult conditions, livestock preservation by household
farms is more likely than by large-scale enterprises, and
therefore the activities of all categories of farms are
significant. It is interesting to observe the production
of beef and veal in the pre-war and post-war periods, in
the context of further post-war recovery and Ukraine’s
place in the world market (Table 9).

Table 9. Livestock production (all categories of farms)

Year

2022 in % to:

average  average
2018 2019 2020 2021 f°rzf,‘§i”' 9’,‘;{“:" 2022 on ;‘(’)el’;_gzeofz"lr
Livestock (end of year), thous. heads
Cattle in total 3333 3092 2874 2644 2986 0.926 2312 87.4 774
including:
cows 1919 1789 1673 1544 1731 0.930 1341 86.9 77.5
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Table 1. Continued

Year average  average 2022 in % to:
for 2018- gl‘owth 2022 average for
2018 2019 2020 2021 031 rate 2021 S
Cattle in fattening 1414 1304 1201 1100 1255 0.920 971 88.2 774
Production, thous. t
Meat - total (slaughter weight)  2354.9 2492 2478 2438 2441 1.012 2169 88.9 88.8
including: 3589 370 345 3105 346 0.953 242 781 70.0

beef and veal

Source: calculated according to data from the State Statistics Service of Ukraine (n.d.)

The overall growth rate of meat production (in total)
in the pre-war period was 1.2%, which is clearly insuffi-
cient for both post-war recovery and the livestock sec-
tor’s recovery from the protracted crisis. Today, overcom-
ing current challenges and risks is becoming an arduous
task for Ukraine. Beef production is largely dependent
on the support of European and global partners, and

it will also determine our country’s place in the global
market. Notably, the structure of beef and veal produc-
ers has changed considerably (Table 10), with the share
of enterprises ranging from 91.1% (1990) to 30.1% (in
2022), while it increased for farm enterprises - from a
minimum of 0.8% (1990) to a maximum of 2.3% (2022),
and household farms (69.9% in 2022).

Table 10. Beef and veal production by category of farms, %

Farm category Years
1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010 2015 2019 2020 2021 2022
Enterprises 78.3 85.1 85.4 91.1 40.5 245 244 27.5 24.6 251 30.1
incl. Farm enterprises - - - - 0.8 14 2.1 2.3 2.2 2.3 2.3
Household farms 21.7 149 14.6 8.9 59.5 75.5 75.6 72.5 754 74.9 69.9

Source: calculated according to data from the State Statistics Service of Ukraine (n.d.)

However, the authors of this study do not consider
this to be a basis for positive conclusions, as output has

been declining, with a direct dependence on the share
of enterprises in production (Fig. 2).

1000 | T 2500
900 T
80.0 1 1 2000 —— Share of enterprises
’ in the total
700 T § production of beef
60.0 T + 1500 § and veal, %
4 ©
® 00 § Production of beef
400 + -+ 1000 2 and veal by all
1 = categories of farms,
30.0 thous. t
200 T -+ 500
100 T
0.0 I I I I I I I I : i 0.0

1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010 2015 2019 2020 2021 2022

Years

Figure 2. Beef and veal production and share of enterprises in total production, 1960-2022
Source: calculated according to data from the State Statistics Service of Ukraine (n.d.)

Beef production by enterprises is more efficient
due to greater opportunities to apply modern tech-
nologies and technical equipment, attracting highly
qualified personnel, etc. At the regional level, beef and
veal production in Ukraine is mainly concentrated in

the Forest-Steppe zone (Table 11), accounting for more
than 43% of the total in 2019-2022. In 2010, 2015, and
2022, the lowest production was in the Steppe, but the
value did not fall below 22.1%, and in 1990 and 2000 -
in Polissia.

Scientific Horizons, 2024, Vol. 27, No. 2



Status and prospects of beef and veal production in Ukraine...

Table 11. Zonal distribution and main beef and veal producing regions in Ukraine, %

Region .,

Years Steppe,%  Forest-Steppe, % Polissia, % Region’s largest producers

1990 30.1 41.1 254 Kyiv (130.2 thous. t), Vinnytsia (118.0 thous. t), Chernihiv (110.2 thous. t)
2000 29.2 40.4 27.1 Khmelnytskyi (43.6 thous. t), Kyiv (41.8 thous. t), Chernihiv (37.1 thous. t)
2010 24.9 37.3 32.6 Lviv (33.1 thous. t), Ivano-Frankivsk (26.7 thous. t), Vinnytsia (23.1 thous. t)
2015 25.8 42.1 32.1 Lviv (27.9 thous. t), Ivano-Frankivsk (27.8 thous. t), Kharkiv (23.2 thous. t)
2019 24.8 44.2 31.0 lvano-Frankivsk (26.3 thous. t), Kharkiv (25.0 thous. t), Lviv (24.9 thous. t)
2020 24.3 437 32.0 Ivano-Frankivsk (25.9 thous. t), Kyiv (24.4 thous. t), Lviv (24.4 thous. t)
2021 239 43.6 32.5 Ivano-Frankivsk (25.7 thous. t), Kyiv (22.9 thous. t), Lviv (21.6 thous. t)
2022 22.1 433 34.6 Ivano-Frankivsk (25.8 thous. t), Kyiv (21.6 thous. t), Lviv (22.4 thous. t)

Source: calculated according to data from the State Statistics Service of Ukraine (n.d.)

The largest producers are Lviv and lvano-Frankivsk
regions, especially in 2010, 2015, 2022, as well as Kyiv,
Vinnytsia, Kharkiv, etc. Therewith, production volumes in
these areas are declining. This decline in beef and veal
production is conditioned by a decrease in the number
of cattle, specifically, as of 1 January 2022, compared
to 1961 and 1991, by 6.7 times and 9.3 times, respec-
tively. The largest number was in Khmelnytskyi, Odesa,
and Zakarpattia regions, accounting for 24% of the to-
tal in Ukraine, as well as in Lviv, Zhytomyr, Vinnytsia,
and Ivano-Frankivsk regions. That is, almost half of the
country’s livestock (49.7%, 815.5 thous. heads) is kept
in 7 regions. Moreover, the share of enterprises fell to
38.0% (2022), although in 1991 it was 85.6%.

As for the level of profitability of cattle meat pro-
duction, with the exception of 1990-1994 and 2017, it
was negative,and in 2020 it was -24.2% (Level of profit-
ability of agricultural production in enterprises), which
was also primarily caused by a decrease in production
volumes. It is also worth noting the increase in average
consumer prices (Consumer Price Indices for 2021. Sta-
tistical Collection) for beef in Ukraine, specifically, while
in January 2021 the price was 149.51 UAH/kg, in De-
cember it was 182.84 UAH/kg. In December, the high-
est prices were in Kyiv, Kyiv, and Kirovohrad regions, at

206.54 UAH/kg, 200.48 UAH/kg,and 193.80 UAH/kg, re-
spectively, and the lowest in Chernihiv, Chernivtsi, and
Poltava regions, at 169.38 UAH/kg, 168.98 UAH/kg, and
168.08 UAH/kg, respectively, which does not contribute
to the increase in demand.

When investigating self-sufficiency, it is also
worth considering the change in the population, be-
cause while in 2000 it was 49 million people, in 2020
it was about 42 million people, and this trend con-
tinues. Thus, in 2020, the population in Ukraine de-
creased by 314,062 people, with a decrease in all re-
gions except Kyiv, where the growth was 7,486 people.
Each region experienced a natural population decline.
At the same time, in 2020, despite the overall pop-
ulation decline, there was a migration increase, spe-
cifically in Kyiv, Ivano-Frankivsk, Kharkiv, Odesa, Lviv,
Poltava, and Khmelnytskyi regions. The ongoing hos-
tilities in Ukraine have also led to migration process-
es, and thus, when reviving livestock production, it is
essential to focus mainly on regions with a prospect
of growing demand for agri-food products, including
livestock. As a result of this study, a SWOT analysis
(Table 12) was also carried out on the prospects for
further beef production in Ukraine, which helped to
identify its strengths and weaknesses.

Table 12. SWOT analysis of beef and veal production in Ukraine

Strengths

Weaknesses

Availability of suitable natural conditions for raising

livestock;

Insufficient and unbalanced fattening of cows; insufficient
technological and technical equipment; lack of breeding work

Favourable natural and climatic conditions for growing crops, including
fodder; historically established system of cattle breeding in all regions of
Ukraine; availability of highly qualified personnel; availability of state
development programmes; consumption of products by the majority of
the Ukrainian population

with the herd; simple reproduction of the industry due to low
profitability of production; insufficient competitiveness of en-
terprises; deformed production structure (dominated by indi-
vidual farms); curtailment of production; insignificant share in
meat consumption by the population

Threats

Opportunities

Introduction of a system for monitoring prices for products; favourable pric-
ing policy for producers, coordination of standard production costs, price
levels and incomes; attraction of foreign investment; preferential lending
to producers; leasing for equipment supply; introduction of new technol-
ogies in the production of feed and livestock products; intensification of
integration processes between meat producers and processors; creation of
cooperative associations; increase in exports to the world market; improve-
ment of customs and tariff protection of Ukrainian producers

High cost of fodder and other material and technical resources;
lack of support for the promotion of meat products on the for-
eign market; weak commercial and integration processes; and
reduced competitiveness;

growth of low-quality imports; bankruptcy of enterprises;
military operations

Source: compiled by the authors of this study based on personal findings
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Thus, it is necessary to promote the increase in
production, considering the identified strengths, weak-
nesses, opportunities, and threats. It is advisable to take
appropriate actions by the state through direct and in-
direct influence on production, including through direct

Nechyporenko et al.

payments, the tax system, etc. Considering the significant
decline in beef and veal production due to a decrease in
the number of cattle, the reasons for this are identified,
which are proposed to be distinguished as general and
those related to enterprises and household farms (Fig. 3).

on household farms

The growth rate of the cost of feed and

animal husbandry outstrips the growth
rate of the cost of livestock products
(e.g., milk)

Mismatch of quality standards with global

Underdeveloped geographical structure of exports

Regional location, primarily due to climate change

Regional differences in the mentality of the rural population

. < General
at enterprises
L
Insufficient Lo.nger cattle
. . —»{ keeping cycle than
| technical equipment
poultry
> High cost of feed
—»  personnel problems N Urbanisation of the
population
—» Population emigration
Lp High cost of modern
technologies
> and European ones
>
>
>

regarding keeping animals and poultry

Figure 3. Reasons for the decline in cattle numbers
Source: developed and constructed by the authors of this study based on personal findings

Some of these issues can be addressed at the micro
level, namely, through the involvement of highly skilled
workers, while others require government intervention,
primarily through the adoption of relevant regulations.
Furthermore, the impact factor should also be consid-
ered, as the resolution of common causes affects busi-
nesses and household farms. For instance, lower feed
costs should help to increase beef production in all cat-
egories of farms, while harmonisation of quality stand-
ards with European ones should increase beef exports,
which will lead to a rise in production.

Considering the significance of exports for in-
creasing production volumes, it is advisable to attach
particular importance to raising quality standards,
harmonising them with global and European stand-
ards, establishing joint ventures with business entities
from countries that are significant exporters on the
world market, and having trade agreements and free

trade zones in place between countries. Thus, Ukraine
has trade agreements with dozens of countries, both
individual countries and integration groups, including
the EU, EFTA, Canada, the UK, Turkey, Israel, etc. While
integration implies free trade and the removal or re-
duction of trade barriers, it also requires considering
non-tariff barriers and country-specific features. Thus,
while for EU countries it is primarily European quality
standards, for the latter two it is the consumption of
halal and kosher products. In an effort to expand its po-
sition in the markets of Eastern countries and given the
growing consumption of kosher products in developed
countries, it is advisable to stimulate the production of
halal and kosher beef.

Considering the state and trends of beef and veal
production in Ukraine and the world, the study outlined
certain areas of promotion of its post-war development
as follows: attracting foreign investment on favourable
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terms; establishing joint ventures, including with the
support of research institutions, advisory services for
training, providing advice on efficient beef production,
livestock maintenance, feeding optimisation, etc; state
support, which includes direct payments (the amount
of which will depend on the number of livestock, land
availability, location, climate zone, and region) and indi-
rect funds (through the mechanism of providing prefer-
ential loans, insurance system,and the procedure for pro-
viding high-yield cows for temporary use, whose calves
will stay in the agricultural enterprise or household farm,
and whose cows will be transferred to other farms.

Furthermore, it is proposed to introduce a proce-
dure for granting benefits or tax holidays for enterpris-
es/businesses that: raise new types of highly productive
livestock or produce organic products; introduce modern
technologies; provide the processing industry with qual-
ity raw materials. Therewith, it is necessary to stimulate
the use of modern technologies, promote production
efficiency, specifically feeding, etc. Moreover, it is worth
promoting the introduction of innovative technologies,
research results of Ukrainian scientific institutions, which
may be cheaper and more suitable for local conditions.
In addition, when increasing production, it is necessary
to consider the specific features of the regions, namely,
the zones and regions where production has historical-
ly been the most developed, where the most favourable
natural and climatic conditions and feed resources are,
as well as where production is noticeably declining, etc.

Consideration of the findings of this study and
the recommendations provided will help to increase
production volumes both in individual enterprises by
eliminating the identified problems and in the industry
as a whole by reducing existing threats and exploiting
opportunities. The analysis suggests a rather negative
trend of declining beef production in Ukraine, particu-
larly in contrast to the global dynamics. To improve the
efficiency of the development and functioning of the
beef market in Ukraine, especially in the context of its
convergence with the EU markets, V. Lyakhovets (2018)
suggests the introduction of international experience.
However, the authors of the present study believe that
direct borrowing of the classical European model of the
economic mechanism for regulating the beef market
without factoring in the local organisational and eco-
nomic conditions of the market environment is impos-
sible, which is caused not only by the prohibitive cost
of implementing its main principles against the back-
ground of the current crisis in the Ukrainian economy,
but also by the need to find Ukraine’s own and more ef-
ficient way of developing the beef market. The authors
of this study believe that the amount of state support
for the beef market depends on the real capabilities of
the budget; tax, credit, price, investment, export-import,
customs, monetary and credit policies, which affect the
solvency of enterprises to provide production, material
and technical resources.

Scientific Horizons, 2024, Vol. 27, No. 2

A.Sakhno and I. Salkova (2021) agree with this, not-
ing that in the production of meat sold on the internal
market at prices higher than world prices, in the future,
it is necessary to increase its own competitiveness not
by increasing state support, but by reducing costs and
improving the quality of meat products. The authors of
the present study also came to the same conclusion.
As noted above, and considering the findings of this
study on the state, trends, features, and reasons for the
decline in beef production, the issues of product com-
petitiveness, increased profitability, consumer prefer-
ences, identification of regional reserves for production
development, and improvement of product quality are
still open.Yu. Sinyavina and T. Butenko (2021) note that
quality improvement is an additional reserve for the
economic efficiency of the industry. In Ukraine, this is
one of the main prerequisites for both efficiency and
growth in demand for products in the internal and ex-
ternal markets. Furthermore, the authors of the present
study believe it is necessary to focus on quality as well,
since it primarily affects public health and long-term
demand.

The study proved the need for capital investment
in the development of agricultural enterprises as a ba-
sis for the development of effective meat production
activities. The authors of this study fully share the opin-
ion of N.G. Kopitets and V.M. Voloshyn (2020) that meat
production is provided by a range of agricultural and
industrial sectors of the country, which requires a clear
definition of priorities for the development of the meat
market and mechanisms for state support for the live-
stock sector.

Therefore, considering the above, when developing
the main aspects of the strategy for sustainable develop-
ment of the country’s agricultural sector in the future, the
Ukrainian meat market should be given priority in the
system of state regulation. M.O. Karpyak (2018) shares
the same opinion, emphasising that today livestock pro-
duction underlies sustainable development of crop pro-
duction. In other words, the implementation of the state
policy to support the development of livestock is a pre-
requisite for the sustainable development of the agricul-
tural sector and has a considerable impact on improving
food security and preserving the Ukrainian countryside.
As noted above, consideration of the findings of this
study on the state, trends, features, and reasons for the
decline in beef production may help to increase it, but
the issues of product competitiveness, increased profit-
ability, consumer preferences, identification of regional
reserves for production development, etc. are still open.
These are promising areas for further research.

CONCLUSIONS

Thus, the study showed that global beef production is
growing steadily, with its share not falling below 20.3%
of total meat production in 1961-2022. Its main pro-
ducers are primarily the countries of North and South




America, Asia, and Australia, and among European coun-
tries - Germany and France. Beef production in the EU
declined, although there was an increase in exports and
a decrease in imports, primarily from Brazil and the UK.
Ukraine exports beef mainly to the East. Its largest con-
sumers include Argentina, the US, and Brazil. Ukraine’s
share of global production is declining. The world’s larg-
est beef producers do not always produce the most beef
per capita, as observed in China and India.

In terms of food self-sufficiency in Ukraine, con-
sumption of beef and veal in 2016-2022 was consist-
ently lower than production. It is found that the share
of agricultural enterprises in the structure of beef pro-
duction has noticeably decreased, but there is a direct
correlation between changes in the number of enter-
prises and production volumes. Notably, enterprises
have greater opportunities to apply modern technol-
ogies, attract highly qualified personnel, enter foreign
markets, etc.

Regionally, most beef and veal are produced in the
Forest-Steppe zone, with over 43% since 2019, and
the other two zones alternating between them. The
regions that stand out are Lviv, lvano-Frankivsk, Kyiv,
Vinnytsia, and Kharkiv. The decline in production was
primarily caused by a significant reduction in the num-
ber of livestock (by 6.7 times compared to 1961) and a
negative level of profitability of cattle meat production.
The increase in average consumer prices is not helping
to boost demand for beef. The primary reasons for the
decrease in the number of cattle are proposed to be
divided into general, individual enterprises and house-
holds, which should help to accelerate their solution,
including through the influence of the state.

Nechyporenko et al.

Therefore, considering the growth of beef produc-
tion in the world, its consumption by the majority of
the population, favourable natural and climatic condi-
tions, and one of the world’s largest grain production
volumes in Ukraine, as well as the production of other
products and raw materials for processing enterprises,
it is advisable to promote cattle breeding and beef pro-
duction, specifically through the adoption of the neces-
sary regulations, improving product quality, introducing
modern technologies, preferential insurance, lending,
and a range of other measures by the state and individ-
ual enterprises.

The study found a decrease in the supply of live an-
imals to processing enterprises in the post-war period,
with a significant decrease in the purchase of animals
from the population due to military operations. Howev-
er, positive developments in production give grounds
for the resumption of cattle breeding in the postwar
period. Still, there is a decrease in meat stocks, particu-
larly beef, in Ukraine. An analysis of beef production
before and after the hostilities, including growth rates,
suggests that its recovery may depend heavily on co-
operation with foreign partners. In the future, it is ad-
visable to expand the research on the development of
beef production, considering the climate crisis and the
increase in the share of Ukraine’s exports in the world
market.
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AHoTauif. BupoOHMLTBO SN0BMYMHM 3yMOBEHe HeOOXiLHICTHO 3abe3neyeHHs NPOAO0BONbYOI Oe3neKuMKpaiHu,
33[0BOJIEHHS MOTPebU nepepobHOi MPOMMCNOBOCTI B CUPOBMHI, HEOOXiAHICTIO 30iNblEHHS HaOoXOOXeHb [0
[lep>kaBHoOro BraxeTy Bif ekcnopTy. MeTa CTaTTi NONArae y BUCBITAEHHI CTaHy, TeHAEHLUI BUPOOHMLTBA Y CBITi
Ta YKpaiHi, BUSIBNEHHI NpobneM Ta BM3HAYEHHi HaMpsIMKiB PO3BWUTKY 3 BPaxXyBaHHAM MiKXHApPOLHOI €KOHOMIYHOI
iHTerpauii. BukopucrtaHo Metoam aHanisy, CMHTE3y, y3araabHEHHS, KOHKpeTu3aLii, MaTeMaTUyHi Ta rpadivuHui. B
pe3ynbTati AOCNIOXEHb BU3HAYEHO TEHAEHLLK0 A0 3pOCTaHHA BUPOOHULTBA SN0BUYMHM Ta TENSTUHU Y CBITi, OCHOBHI
KpaiHWM NpoAyLEeHTW Ta nepeBaXKHy CTaniCTb iX 4aCTKM Yy CBiTOBMX 0bOCsArax mpoTarom Aecatmnitb. Bussnewo, wo
6inblie BUPOOHULTBO SNOBUYMHM HE 3aBXAM L03BONSE 3abe3neynT BULL 00CArn Ha Aywy HaceneHHs (Hanpuknag
B Kutai Ta IHzii). CnocTepiraeTbcs 3MeHLWeHHS NPOAYKYBAaHHS YKPAiHOW Ta ii YacTKM y CBiTOBMX obcarax, xoua
BMPOOHMLTBO nepeBuLlye GOHL, CNOXMBAHHA. BU3HaueHo, Wo y cTpyKTypi cy6’eKTiB rocnofapoBaHHS 3MEHLLYETLCS
YacTKa CinlbCbKOrocnoAapCbkmMx MiANPUEMCTB Ta ICHYE MPSMa 3aNeXHiCTb iX KiNbKOCTi Ta 06csariB BUPOOHULITBA,
sKe nepeBaxa€ y 30Hi Jlicocteny. BuaineHo obnacti Haibinbwi npogyueHTn (KuiBcbky, BiHHMLBKY, XapKiBCbKY,
JTbBiBCbKY), e nepeabayacTbCcs NepLoyYeproBmii PO3BUTOK Y NICASIBOEHHWUI nepiof. BM3HayeHO OCHOBHI MpuyMHK
3MEHLUEHHS BMPOOHULTBA, 30KPEMA 3HMXKEHHS MOTrONiB’S XyAobu, Bif’EMHUI piBeHb peHTabenbHOCTI, 3pOCTaHHS
cepefiHix cnoxuBumx LiH. 3a pe3ynbtatamMu SWOT-aHanisy BM3Ha4YeHO NepcrnekTMBM PO3BWUTKY Ta po3pobieHo
BiAMOBiIAHI Npono3uuii. 3anponoHOBAaHO MPUYMHM 3MEHLUEHHS MOroNiB’s XyAobW, SNOBUYMHM BUOKPEMIHOBATH
SK 3arafibHi, NiANPUMEMCTB, rOCNOAAPCTB HACENEHHS; HAroM0WEHO Ha iX B3aEMO3aNnexHocTi. HaronoweHo Ha
HeobXiAHOCTI AepyKaBHOI NiATPUMKM BUPOOHMKIB Yepe3 HaJaHHS NPOA0BO/bYOI ,ONOMOMM HACENEHHI 6E3KOLUTOBHO
Ta yepes KyniBa NPOAYKLIi 38 HUKYMMU LLiHAMK 3aNEXHO Bif, IX MaTepiaibHOro piBHA. BUOKpeMneHo MixXHapoaHy
€KOHOMIiYHy iHTerpauito SK OAMH 3 BAroMMX YMHHMKIB 30iNblieHHS BMPOOHMUTBA SN0BUYMHK. [ligkpecneHo
HeobXiAHICTb BpaxXyBaHHS CMOXMBYMX NepeBar HaceeHHs KPaiH 3 SKMMU YKNAAeHO perioHanbHi TOProBesbHi yroau,
30KpeMma LLoA0 BUPOOHMLITBA KOLLIEPHOI Ta XananbHOi NpoaykLii. Pe3ynbTati gocnigkeHb Ta po3pobneHi npono3sumuii
MOXYTb BUKOPUCTOBYBATUCh NPW po3pobLi AepKaBHUX 3aX0A4iB CTOCOBHO HApOLLYBaHHS BUPOOHMLTBA S10BUYMHM
Ta NiABULLEHHS 11 YACTKKM Y CBITOBOMY eKCNopTi

KniouoBi cnoBa: 06csirM BUMPOOHUUTBA; SIOBUUMHA; LEPXKABHA MOMITMKA; PerioHanbHi TOProBesbHi yroau;
peHTabenbHiCTb; NPOAOBObYA AOMNOMOra
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