
The CAP and national priorities

within the EU budget

after 2020



  
 



The CAP and national priorities

within the EU budget

after 2020

  Warsaw 2018

Editors:

dr Marek Wigier

prof. dr hab. Andrzej Kowalski

THE POLISH AND THE EU AGRICULTURES 2020+
CHALLENGES, CHANCES, THREATS, PROPOSALS

INSTITUTE OF AGRICULTURAL
A N D  F O O D  E C O N O M I C S
NATIONAL RESEARCH INSTITUTE

Proceedings of the International Scientific Conference

“The CAP and national priorities within the EU budget after 2020”

Multi-Annual Programme 2015-2019

“The Polish and the EU agricultures 2020+. Challenges, chances, threats, proposals”

11-13 June 2018

Lidzbark Warmiński, Poland



This monograph was prepared under the Multi-Annual Programme 2015-2019  
“The Polish and the EU agricultures 2020+. Challenges, chances, threats, proposals”.  
The publication is a collection of selected papers delivered at the 23rd edition of the International 
Scientific Conference organized by the Institute of Agricultural and Food Economics - National Research 
Institute. The theme of the conference was ”The CAP and national priorities within the EU budget after 
2020”. The conference was placed on 11-13 June 2018 in Lidzbark Warmi ski in Poland.  

In the Scientific Committee of the Conference was participated: Prof. Andrzej Kowalski (IAFE-NRI, 
Poland), Prof. Drago Cvijanonivi  (University of Kragujevac, Serbia), Prof. Thomas Doucha (IAEI, Czech 
Republic), Noureddin Driouech, PhD (CIHEAM, Italy), Prof. Szczepan Figiel (IAFE-NRI, Poland), Prof. 
Masahiko Gemma (Waseda University, Japan), Prof. Wojciech Józwiak (IAFE-NRI, Poland), Prof. Jacek 
Kulawik (IAFE-NRI, Poland), Prof. Yuriy Oleksiyovych Lupenko (IAE, Ukraina), Prof. V ra Majerová 
(CULS, Prague), Prof. Dimitre Nikolov (IAE, Bulgaria), Maire Nurmet, PhD (EMÜ, Estonia), Prof. Gabriel 
Popescu (ASE, Romania), Norbert Potori, PhD (AKI, Hungary), Prof. W odzimierz Rembisz (IAFE-NRI, 
Poland), Piotr Szajner, PhD (IAFE-NRI, Poland), Prof. Alina Sikorska (IAFE-NRI, Poland), Prof. Jonel 
Subi  (IAE, Serbia), Prof. Samuele Trestini (UNIPD, Italy), Prof. Olga Varchenko (Bila Tserkva National 
Agrarian University, Ukraine), Dipl.-Ing. Klaus Wagner (AWI, Austria), Marek Wigier, PhD (IAFE-NRI, 
Poland), Prof. Józef St. Zegar (IAFE-NRI, Poland) 

In the Organising Committee of the Conference was participated: Ma gorzata Bu kowska (IAFE-NRI, 
Poland), Anna Hankiewicz (IAFE-NRI, Poland), Joanna Jaroszewska (IAFE-NRI, Poland), Joanna 
Korczak (IAFE-NRI, Poland), Krzysztof Kossakowski (IAFE-NRI, Poland), Irena Mikiewicz (IAFE- 
-NRI, Poland), Ma gorzata Miko ajczyk (IAFE-NRI, Poland), Lech Parzuchowski (IAFE-NRI, Poland), 
Ewa Sierakowska (IAFE-NRI, Poland), Paulina Smakosz (IAFE-NRI, Poland), Leszek lipski (IAFE- 
-NRI, Poland), Marek Wigier, PhD (IAFE-NRI, Poland). 
 
 
Reviewers: 
Professor Dimitre Nikolov, Institute of Agricultural Economics, Sofia, Bulgaria 
Professor Gabriel Popescu, The Bucharest University of Economic Studies, Bucharest, Romania 
 
 
Proofreaders: 
Joanna Gozdera 
Katarzyna Mikulska 
 
 
Technical editors: 
Krzysztof Kossakowski, Katarzyna Mikulska, Barbara Paw owska, Ewa Sierakowska, Leszek lipski, 
Kamila Tomaszewska, Barbara Walkiewicz 
 
 
Translated by 
Summa Linguae S.A. 
 
 
Cover Project 
Leszek lipski 
 
 
 
ISBN 978-83-7658-751-6 
 
DOI: 10.30858/pw/9788376587516 
 
 
Instytut Ekonomiki Rolnictwa i Gospodarki ywno ciowej 
– Pa stwowy Instytut Badawczy 
ul. wi tokrzyska 20, 00-002 Warszawa  
tel.: (22) 50 54 444 
faks: (22) 50 54 636 
e-mail: dw@ierigz.waw.pl 
http://www.ierigz.waw.pl 



 

Contents 

The CAP and national priorities  within the EU budget after 2020 ...................... 11 
Dr Marek Wigier 
1. CAP between 2020 and 2027 – legislative proposals  of the European 
Commission ............................................................................................................. 19 
Prof. dr hab. Andrzej Kowalski 

1.1. CAP financing ................................................................................................................. 19 
1.2. Market regulations .......................................................................................................... 21 
1.3. Direct payments .............................................................................................................. 23 
1.4. Rural monitoring ............................................................................................................. 26 
References: ...................................................................................................................................... 26 

2. Holistic risk management as a response  to budgetary constraints ................... 27 
Prof. dr hab. Jacek Kulawik, mgr Grzegorz Konat, dr Micha  Soliwoda, 
dr Joanna Paw owska-Tyszko 

. . Introduction ..................................................................................................................... 27 

. . The holistic risk management concept ......................................................................... 28 

. . Holistic risk management in agriculture – key issues of concern ............................ 31 

. Holistic risk management in agriculture on the example of the United  
States of America ............................................................................................... ............ 35 

. . Summary and conclusions ............................................................................................. 38 
References ........................................................................................................................................ 38 

3. Economic and social features of contemporary development  
of the Czech agriculture and rural areas ................................................................. 40 
Prof. V ra Majerová, Ing. Ji í Sálus, Ing. Tereza Smékalová 

3.1. Introduction ..................................................................................................................... 40 
3.2. Globalisation and its effects (consequences) .............................................................. 41 
3.3. Characteristic features of contemporary development .............................................. 42 
3.4. Change of food autarchy concept ................................................................................. 43 
3.5. Consumer behaviour of households ............................................................................. 44 
3.6. Dual quality of food ........................................................................................................ 45 
3.7. Social farming ................................................................................................................. 46 
3.8. Summary and conclusions ............................................................................................. 47 
References ........................................................................................................................................ 48 

4. To whom belongs the future of rural prosperity 2020+? ................................... 50 
PhD Rita Vilk , PhD Živil  Gedminait -Raudon  

4.1. Introduction ..................................................................................................................... 50 
4.2. Theoretical assumptions for rural prosperity .............................................................. 51 



4.3. Methodology ................................................................................................................... 54 
4.4. Results and discussion .................................................................................................... 56 
4.5. Summary and conclusions ............................................................................................. 60 
References ........................................................................................................................................ 60 

5. The specificity of economic integration processes in agriculture ..................... 63 
Prof. Julian Krzy anowski 

5.1. Introduction ..................................................................................................................... 63 
5.2. Objectives and methods ................................................................................................. 65 
5.3. Research results and discussion .................................................................................... 65 
5.4. Summary and conclusions ............................................................................................. 69 
References ........................................................................................................................................ 70 

6. The Common Agricultural Policy of the European Union –  
main challenges for a new budget .......................................................................... 72 
PhD Justyna Góral, Prof. Anatoliy Pilyavskyy 

6.1. Introduction ..................................................................................................................... 72 
6.2. Agricultural policy post-2020 ....................................................................................... 76 
6.3. Summary and conclusions ............................................................................................. 81 
References ........................................................................................................................................ 82 

7. Problems and risks linked with investment supports  in agrarian sector –  
the Czech experience .............................................................................................. 85 
PhD Marie Šimpachová Pechrová, Prof. Tomáš Doucha, MSc Ond ej Chaloupka 

7.1. Introduction ..................................................................................................................... 85 
7.2. Material and methods ..................................................................................................... 87 
7.3. The assessment model for application of farms for investment supports .................... 89 
7.4. Summary and conclusions ............................................................................................. 91 
References ........................................................................................................................................ 91 

8. The adoption of agricultural insurance to manage farm risk: preliminary 
evidences from a field survey among Italian  and Polish farmers ......................... 93 
Prof. Samuele Trestini, PhD Elisa Giampietri, PhD Magdalena miglak-Krajewska 

8.1. Introduction ..................................................................................................................... 94 
8.2. Data and methodology ................................................................................................... 95 
8.3. Results .............................................................................................................................. 97 
8.4. Summary and conclusions ............................................................................................. 99 
References ...................................................................................................................................... 100 

9. The Common Agricultural Policy and the farm  households’ off-farm  
labour supply ......................................................................................................... 102 
PhD Jason Loughrey, Prof. Thia Hennessy 

9.1. Introduction ................................................................................................................... 103 



 

9.2. Theoretical framework ................................................................................................. 103 
9.3. Methodology ................................................................................................................. 105 
9.4. Data ................................................................................................................................. 108 
9.5. Results – farm operator ................................................................................................ 110 
9.6. Results – farm operator and spouse ............................................................................ 114 
9.7. Summary and conclusions ........................................................................................... 115 
References ...................................................................................................................................... 116 

10. Comparison of potential effects on the profitability  of the US MPP 
application on dairy farms  in Veneto (Italy) and Wielkopolska (Poland) ......... 117 
MSc Federico Vaona, PhD Cristian Bolzonella, Prof. Martino Cassandro,  
Prof. Tomasz Szwaczkowski 

10.1. Introduction ................................................................................................................... 118 
10.2. Materials and methods ................................................................................................. 119 
10.3. The situation in Veneto ................................................................................................ 120 
10.4. The situation in Wielkopolska .................................................................................... 121 
10.5. Summary and conclusions ........................................................................................... 123 
References ...................................................................................................................................... 124 

11. The risk management and the insurance  of agricultural production ............ 125 
Prof. Drago Cvijanovi , PhD Željko Vojinovi , Prof. Otilija Sedlak, PhD Dejan Sekuli  

11.1. Introduction ................................................................................................................... 125 
11.2. Theoretical basis ........................................................................................................... 126 
11.3. Characteristics of the plant production insurance in Serbia .................................... 128 
11.4. The position of farmers in the system ........................................................................ 132 
11.5. Research results ............................................................................................................. 133 
11.6. Summary and conclusions ........................................................................................... 138 
References ...................................................................................................................................... 142 

12. Distribution of interventions of the Rural Development  Programme  
and Regional Operational Programmes  in 2007-2013 in the context  
of territorial development ..................................................................................... 144 
Dr Pawe  Chmieli ski, Dr hab. Marcin Gospodarowicz, prof. IERiG -PIB 

12.1. Introduction ................................................................................................................... 144 
12.2. Types of intervention of the RDP and 16 ROPs ....................................................... 145 
12.3. Support for local development in the rural and regional policy  

between 2007 and 2013 ............................................................................................... 151 
12.4. Discussion and summary ............................................................................................. 155 
References ...................................................................................................................................... 156 

  



 

13. The role of organic farming in the CAP, the rural development programme, 
with particular regard to subsidies ........................................................................ 158 
PhD Gábor Gyarmati  

13.1. Introduction ................................................................................................................... 158 
13.2. Organic farming’s characteristics ............................................................................... 159 
References ...................................................................................................................................... 171 

14. Agricultural policy in the servitizated economy ............................................ 173 
PhD Dalia Vidickiene, PhD Zivile Gedminaite-Raudone 

14.1. Introduction ................................................................................................................... 173 
14.2. Reasons to use servitized business model in agriculture ......................................... 174 
14.3. Summary and conclusions ........................................................................................... 178 
References ...................................................................................................................................... 179 

15. The Model of Innovative Rural Entrepreneurship Development  
Designing ............................................................................................................... 181 
Prof. Lesia Zaburanna, PhD, Associate Professor Tetiana Lutska 

15.1. Introduction ................................................................................................................... 181 
15.2. The aim and methodology of the research ................................................................ 184 
15.3. The research results ...................................................................................................... 186 
15.4. Summary and conclusions ........................................................................................... 200 
References ...................................................................................................................................... 200 

16. Smart Manufacturing – potential of new digital technologies and big  
data in the food industry ....................................................................................... 202 
PhD Katarzyna Kosior 

16.1. Introduction ................................................................................................................... 202 
16.2. Smart manufacturing .................................................................................................... 203 
16.3. Big data analyses – basis for the development of smart enterprises ...................... 204 
16.4. Digital twin paradigm................................................................................................... 206 
16.5. Smart manufacturing in the food industry in Poland ............................................... 207 
16.6. Summary and conclusions ........................................................................................... 211 
References ...................................................................................................................................... 211 

17. A paradigmatic view on the possibility of applying  the provisions  
of the Common Agricultural and Fisheries Policy  of the EU in the agrarian sector 
of the economy in Ukraine.................................................................................... 214 
DSc (Econ) Vasyl D. Zalizk, Prof. DSc (Econ) Nataliia M. Vdovenko, Sergiy S. Shepeliev 

17.1. Introduction ................................................................................................................... 214 
17.2. The development of the EU Common Agricultural Policy and  Common Fisheries 

Policy and its impact on the competitiveness of the fisheries sector .................... 215 



 

17.3. Components of the Common Fisheries Policy of  the EU  in the context of the 
conservation system and sustainable usage of fisheries resources ............................. 218 

17.4. Fundamental principles of CFP reforms .................................................................... 219 
17.5. Results of aquaculture producers activities on the possibilities of  provisions’ 

implementation of the Common Agricultural and Fisheries Policy of the EU in 
fisheries during AGRO-2018 ...................................................................................... 223 

17.6. Summary and conclusions ........................................................................................... 229 
References ...................................................................................................................................... 229 

18. Direct producer support measures and level of harmonization with Common 
Agricultural Policy in Bosnia and Herzegovina .................................................. 232 
MSc Alen Muj inovi , Merima Makaš, Prof. dr Sabahudin Bajramovi  

18.1. Introduction ................................................................................................................... 232 
18.2. Materials and methods ................................................................................................. 234 
18.3. Economic and agricultural development of the country .......................................... 235 
18.4. Budgetary support to the agricultural sector ............................................................. 236 
18.5. Direct producer support measures .............................................................................. 239 
18.6. Direct payments ............................................................................................................ 241 
18.7. Summary and conclusions ........................................................................................... 242 
References ...................................................................................................................................... 243 

19. The Hungarian and Polish agricultural trade in the light  of CAP budgetary 
restrictions ............................................................................................................. 245 
PhD Tamás Mizik 

19.1. Introduction ................................................................................................................... 245 
19.2. Methodology and data sources .................................................................................... 247 
19.3. Importance of the agriculture ...................................................................................... 247 
19.4. Trade characteristics of the Hungarian agriculture .................................................. 250 
19.5. Trade characteristics of the Polish agriculture .......................................................... 253 
19.6. Comparison of the Hungarian-Polish agricultural trade .......................................... 255 
19.7. The future of the Hungarian-Polish agricultural trade in the light of  the possible 

budgetary changes ......................................................................................................... 256 
19.8. Summary and conclusions ........................................................................................... 258 
References ...................................................................................................................................... 259 

20. Implementation of innovation projects in the context  of agribusiness 4.0  
in Ukraine .............................................................................................................. 262 
Prof. Lesia Kucher 

20.1. Introduction ................................................................................................................... 262 
20.2. Methodology ................................................................................................................. 264 
20.3. Implementation of the most important innovation projects in  agribusiness in 

Ukrainian regions: current state and problems of their financing sources ........... 265 



 

20.4. Cluster analysis of the implementation of investment and innovative projects in 
agribusiness in Ukrainian regions .............................................................................. 269 

20.5. Summary and conclusions ........................................................................................... 275 
References ...................................................................................................................................... 276 

21. The impact of globalization on farmers income. Evidence from Poland  
and Romanian agriculture ..................................................................................... 279 
MSc C lin Henriette Cristiana, MSc Izvoranu Anca Marina, MSc Todirica Ioana Claudia 

21.1. Introduction ................................................................................................................... 279 
21.2. Literature review ........................................................................................................... 280 
21.3. Globalization impact on rural areas ............................................................................ 282 
21.4. Globalization impact on small farmers – foreign investment in Romania  

and Poland ...................................................................................................................... 288 
21.5. Summary and conclusions ........................................................................................... 290 
References ...................................................................................................................................... 291 

22. Land concentration and competitiveness  of agricultural enterprises  
in Ukraine .............................................................................................................. 292 
PhD Anatolii Kucher 

22.1. Introduction ................................................................................................................... 292 
22.2. Methodology ................................................................................................................. 294 
22.3. Status and trends of land concentration in agricultural enterprises  

of Ukraine ..................................................................................................................... 294 
22.4. The level of concentration and the intensity of competition in the land rental 

market: the case of Ukrainian agroholdings ............................................................. 300 
22.5. Impact of the level of land concentration on the competitiveness of agricultural 

enterprises ...................................................................................................................... 303 
22.6. Summary and conclusions ........................................................................................... 309 
References ...................................................................................................................................... 310 

Instead of a summary ............................................................................................ 312 
Annex I  ...............................................................................................................314 
 
  



292 

22. Land concentration and competitiveness  
of agricultural enterprises in Ukraine 

PhD Anatolii Kucher 
National Scientific Center “Institute of Agrarian Economy”, 

National Scientific Center “Institute for Soil Science and Agrochemistry  
Research named after O.N. Sokolovsky”, Ukraine 

anatoliy_kucher@ukr.net 

DOI: 10.30858/pw/9788376587516.22 

Abstract 
The problem of the concentration of agricultural land has now acquired a global 
character. Recently the problem of concentration of agricultural land has been 
identified as one of the major threats to European agriculture. For example, in 
Report Against Land Concentration recently adopted by the European Parlia-
ment „calls on the Commission to maintain, during the development of the draft 
CAP for the period after 2020, measures to combat the concentration of agricul-
tural land and to develop additional measures in support of micro, small and 
medium-sized enterprises”. As a result of research an assessment of the current 
state and trends of land concentration in agricultural enterprises of Ukraine was 
made and the effect of the level of land concentration on the competitiveness of 
farms was investigated. One of the directions of the agrarian policy was pro-
posed to be directed at preventing the monopolization of the land rental market 
through scientifically based restriction of the level of concentration of agricul-
tural land. At the same time it is necessary to support agricultural enterprises 
that meet the criteria of a village-preserving model. 

Keywords: land concentration, competitiveness, development, rational agricul-
tural land use, agricultural enterprises, agrarian policy, Ukraine 
JEL codes: Q10, Q12, Q15, Q18  
 
22.1. Introduction 

The problem of the concentration of agricultural lands is among the most 
topical issues in Ukraine, European Union and around the globe [Andriichuk, 
2015; Andriichuk and Sas, 2017; Balmann, 2014; Borodina et al., 2017; Dank-
evych, 2016; Deininger et al., 2013; Demyanenko, 2008; Gagalyuk, 2017; Her-
mans et al., 2017; Huang et al., 2017; Lupenko et al., 2013]. 
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According to Hermans et al. [2017] during the recent years an increasing 
amount of large-scale farming operations have emerged all over the world: from 
(Eastern) Europe, to South America, China and the countries of the Former So-
viet Union. These enterprises go under the name of mega-farms or agroholdings: 
horizontally or vertically integrated operations with farm sizes of up to 500 thsd. 
hectares and sometimes even more. These types of farms are not only found in 
crop farming, but also in animal husbandry [Hermans et al., 2017]. 

Recently the problem of concentration of agricultural land has been iden-
tified as one of the major threats to European agriculture. For example, in Re-
port Against Land Concentration recently adopted by the European Parliament 
„calls on the Commission to maintain, during the development of the draft CAP 
for the period after 2020, measures to combat the concentration of agricultural 
land and to develop additional measures in support of micro, small and medium-
sized enterprises” [European Parliament, 2017]. 

Based on the analysis of the trends in agricultural land use and land con-
centration in the EU, Borodina et al. [2017] argue that the European and na-
tional legislations fail in preventing negative consequences of agricultural land 
concentration and grabbing, and in ensuring the priority of family farms as 
a basis of the EU agrarian system. The authors confirm that increasing number 
of large-scale land contracts, monopolizing control over agricultural lands, and 
structural changes in land use decrease the viability of both agricultural sector 
and rural areas [Borodina et al., 2017]. In this context, a natural issue is does 
Ukraine need agroholdings? Answering this question in the context of agricul-
tural policy, Balmann [2014] concludes: “(i) should acknowledge contribution 
of agroholdings to economic development; (ii) should neither create barriers 
for agroholdings nor favour them; (iii) should rather focus on improving insti-
tutional environment (fight corruption, provide stability); (iv) should focus on 
development of infrastructure rather than subsidies (transportation, education); 
(v) should strengthen interests of rural stakeholders (economic and political 
participation)”. 

The specific features of the competitive environment of enterprises in 
Ukraine under the global and national crisis are researched in the article by Dy-
adyuk [2016]. Author concluded that any enterprise must have a greater degree 
of flexibility than in periods of stability or economic growth for obtaining and 
maintaining of competitive advantages in the current period of global instability. 
Flexibility and adaptability of the economic system are the main prerequisite for 
obtaining and developing of enterprise competitive advantages and stem com-
ponent of competitiveness [Dyadyuk, 2016]. 
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In the article Dankevych et al. [2016] examined the proliferation and rapid 
development of integrated structures of holding type in Ukrainian agriculture. The 
authors analysed the impact of these entities on the overall functioning of the agri-
cultural sector, rural development and the environment. They observed overcon-
centration the agricultural production and land resources, namely the formation of 
a new system of technological and economic relationships between agrarian pro-
ducers and processors [Dankevych et al., 2016]. In the paper by Dub [2017] estab-
lished stages of development, compared land bank of holding agrarian companies, 
and determined the geographic distribution, the levels of debt security, reputation, 
financial reliability, effectiveness of largest agricultural holdings of Ukraine. 

Although there are some studies on the land concentration and agrohold-
ings, there is no systematic analysis of the influence of the level of land concen-
tration on the competitiveness of agricultural enterprises, as well as the pro-
spects for the development of agricultural holdings.  

 
22.2. Methodology  

The purpose of the research is to evaluate the current state and trends of 
land concentration in agricultural enterprises of Ukraine and to investigate the 
effect of the level of land concentration on the competitiveness of farms. 

The following methods were used in the process of research: mathemati-
cal equalization of dynamic series – to identify trends in change and forecasting 
the level of land concentration; system analysis and logical generalization – to 
determine the role of land concentration in the formation of competitiveness of 
agricultural enterprises; correlation and regression analysis – to evaluation the 
effect of the level of land concentration on the competitiveness of agricultural 
enterprises; induction and deduction – to generalize the research results; ab-
stract-logic – to make conclusions and suggestions. 

The study is based on source materials obtained from the database of the 
State Statistics Service of Ukraine and the data of public agricultural companies 
and latifundist.com. 

 
22.3. Status and trends of land concentration in agricultural enterprises 

of Ukraine 

One of the trends in the development of the world economy is to increase 
concentration as a form of production organization and ensure its competitive-
ness. Now, there are two types of agricultural enterprises in Ukraine: corporate 
farms and family farms. There are about 14 thousand corporate farms each cul-
tivating about 1164 ha of agricultural land on average in 2016. There are about 
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34 thousand much smaller family farms with an average of 132 ha of agricultur-
al land each in 2016. In Ukraine, the dominant type of farms is large enterprises 
with large agricultural land. 

The average land size of agricultural enterprises in Ukraine is one of the 
largest in Europe. For example, the average farm size in the Czech Republic was 
133.0 ha in 2013; in the United Kingdom (93.1 ha/farm) and Slovakia 
(80.7 ha/farm). Romanian, Slovenian and Greek farms are the smallest ones in 
the EU, their average sizes are 3.6, 6.7 and 6.9 ha, respectively. The family farm 
in the European agriculture can be characterized by low farm size; it is only 
16.1 ha in the EU-28 [Mizik, 2018].  

The results of the analysis of dynamics of indicators of the relative level 
of land concentration in agricultural enterprises in Ukraine in 2010-2016 are 
shown in Figure 1 and Figure 2. 

Figure 1. Dynamics of indicators of the relative level of land concentration in 
agricultural enterprises in Ukraine 

 
Source: own calculations and composition based on the data of State Statistics Service of 
Ukraine. 

It should be noted that about 1% of agricultural enterprises control more 
than 33% of the land. 

Results of the analysis of dynamics of indicators of the absolute level of 
land concentration (actual and forecast) in agricultural enterprises in Ukraine 
(Table 1) indicate an increase in the concentration of agricultural land. 
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Figure 2. Dynamics of indicators of the relative level of land concentration in 
agricultural enterprises in Ukraine 

 
Source: own calculations and composition based on the data of State Statistics Service of 
Ukraine. 

Table 1. Dynamics of indicators of the absolute level of land concentration (actual 
and forecast) in agricultural enterprises in Ukraine 

Indexes Years 
2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2020* 

Agricultural land area in 
agricultural  
enterprises, thousand ha 

20589.6 20499.3 20499.3 20665.5 20437.2 20548.9 20746.9 20697.0 

including agricultural 
land area in family 
farms, thousand ha 

4290.8 4345.9 4389.4 4451.7 4578.3 4343.7 4437.9 4561.9 

Number of agricultural 
enterprises, units 56493 56133 49415 49046 46199 45379 47697 37274 

including number of 
family farms, units 41524 40965 34035 34168 33084 32303 33682 25230 

The average size of 
agricultural enterprises 
(including family 
farms), ha 

364 365 415 421 442 453 435 475 

including the average 
size of family farms, ha 103 106 129 130 138 134 132 149 

The average size of 
agricultural enterprises 
(excluding family 
farms), ha 

1089 1065 1047 1090 1209 1239 1164 1384 

*Forecast. 
Source: own calculations based on the data of State Statistics Service of Ukraine. 
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The average size of agricultural enterprises (including family farms) in 
2016 was 435 hectares per enterprise (Figure 3). If the trend continues to in-
crease, then in 2020 the average size of agricultural enterprises (including family 
farms) will be 475 hectares per enterprise. 

Figure 3. Dynamics of indicators of the absolute level of land concentration in 
agricultural enterprises (including family farms) in Ukraine, ha 

 
Source: own calculations and composition based on the data of State Statistics Service of 
Ukraine. 

The average size of family farms in 2016 was 132 hectares per enterprise 
(Figure 4). If the trend continues to increase, then in 2020 the average size of 
family farms will be 149 hectares per enterprise. 

We would like to draw attention to the average size of agricultural enter-
prises (excluding family farms) in 2016 was 1164 hectares per enterprise (Fig-
ure 5). This is significantly more than in the EU countries. If the trend continues 
to increase, then in 2020 the average size of agricultural enterprises (excluding 
family farms) will be 1384 hectares per enterprise. 
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Figure 4. Dynamics of indicators of the absolute level of land concentration in 
family farms in Ukraine, ha 

 
Source: own calculations and composition based on the data of State Statistics Service of 
Ukraine. 

Figure 5. Dynamics of indicators of the absolute level of land concentration in 
agricultural enterprises (excluding family farms) in Ukraine, ha 

 
Source: own calculations and composition based on the data of State Statistics Service of 
Ukraine. 
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The next graph (Figure 6) presents the average indicators of the absolute 
level of land concentration in agricultural enterprises of the regions of Ukraine. 
As we can see the average size of agricultural enterprises varies in a wide range: 
from 3369 hectares in the Luhansk region to 552 hectares in the Chernivtsi re-
gion. It can be seen from Figure 6 that there are 15 regions (Luhansk, Donetsk, 
Sumy, Poltava, Chernihiv, Khmelnytskiy, Kirovohrad, Zaporizhya, Kharkiv, 
Kherson, Vinnytsya, Dnipropetrovsk, Mykolayiv, Cherkasy and Zhytomyr), 
where the average size of agricultural land per enterprise exceeds the average in 
Ukraine by 7.1–289.4%. At the same time there are 9 regions (Ternopil, Rivne, 
Odesa, Kyiv, Volyn, Lviv, Zakarpattya, Ivano-Frankivsk and Chernivtsi), where 
the average size of agricultural land per enterprise is 1.5–52.6% lower than the 
Ukraine average. 

Figure 6. The average indicators of the absolute level of land concentration in 
agricultural enterprises (excluding family farms) of the regions of Ukraine, 2016 

 
Source: own calculations and composition based on the data of State Statistics Service of 
Ukraine. 

So, in conclusions, it should be noted, that the level of concentration of 
agricultural land in Ukraine is increasing in dynamics. We found a significant 
differentiation in the average size of agricultural enterprises at the regional level. 
At the microeconomic level there is even more significant differentiation.  
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22.4. The level of concentration and the intensity of competition in the land 
rental market: the case of Ukrainian agroholdings 

With mega-farms cultivating tens or hundreds of thousands of hectares, 
Ukraine is used to demonstrate the existence of economies of scale in modern 
agriculture [Deininger et al., 2013]. In Ukraine, we consider companies that op-
erate on more than 10000 ha of agricultural land to be in the category of large 
scale farming. The common name for such companies is agricultural holdings 
(or agroholdings). 

Agroholdings in Ukraine, usually are large business projects (mega-
farms), whose main purpose is profit and increase the capital of their founders. 
They are the subjects of the business, which are competing with each other on 
the market, including agricultural land rental market. This phenomenon is still 
relatively new in research. 

As of today, there are about 100 agroholdings in Ukraine. The majority of 
them specialize in cash crop production. The prevailing business model is hori-
zontal and vertical integration. In terms of space and location, agroholdings con-
sist of quasi-autonomous production clusters. Also, Ukrainian agroholdings are 
primarily export-oriented [Lissitsa, 2018]. 

The main factors that drive the development of large scale farming today 
(formed according Lissitsa [2018]): 
 Technology. Agroholdings are generally more capable of adopting and 

implementing new technologies into their production and management 
methods;  

 Global consumption trends. A large companies pay attention to these trends; 
 The environmental and safety standards are also something that big com-

panies are better at dealing with, as the certification process might be very 
expensive and difficult. 
According to the Association „Ukrainian Agribusiness Club” (UCAB), 

the most active participants in the agricultural land consolidation process today 
are medium-sized agroholdings with a land bank of 20–40 thousand hectares. By 
2020, according to forecast of the UCAB, the land bank of agroholdings may 
increase to 6.25 million hectares [Forecast, 2016]. 

Today the process of concentration of agricultural land in Ukrainian agro-
holdings can be called „superconcentration” or „overconcentration”. Two 
Ukrainian agroholdings (Kernel and Ukrlandfarming holding with land banks 
more than 600 thousands ha) are included in the TOP-20 largest companies by 
the volumes of land bank in the world. According to the Land Matrix project in 
Ukraine and Eastern Europe, the foreign capital controls 2.4 million hectares of 
agricultural land in Ukraine, it is almost 10% [Two Ukrainian, 2017]. 
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To estimate the economic concentration of the land, we used a coefficient of 
relative concentration of one, three, five, ten, 50 and 100 of the largest agroholdings 
by the size land bank (Figure 7). This coefficient characterizes the aggregate share 
of the largest participants of the land rent market in the state and indicates the level 
of its monopolization, but it does not indicate the intensity of competition. 

The results of study indicate that the TOP-100 agroholdings control 
6.4 million hectares in total, or about 31% of the total agricultural land used by 
Ukrainian agricultural enterprises. Top-50 agroholdings according to the size of 
the land bank looks control about 27% of the total agricultural land used by 
Ukrainian agricultural enterprises. The first five agroholdings control about 
10%, one of the largest – Ukrlandfarming Agroholding – control about 3% of 
rented agricultural land in Ukraine. 

Figure 7. Dynamics of the index (CR) of land concentration in the agricultural 
enterprises of Ukraine (on the example of the largest agroholdings) 

 
Source: own calculations and composition based on the data of public companies and 
latifundist.com. 
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Table 2. Calculation of the Herfindahl–Hirschman Index for the rental market 
of agricultural land in Ukraine (on the example of the TOP-100 largest  
agroholdings), 2016 

Name of Company Land bank, 
thousand ha Market share, % ( j )2 

UkrLandFarming 605 2.92 8.50 
Ahroprosperis 430 2.07 4.30 
Kernel 385 1.86 3.44 
Myronivskyi Khliboprodukt 370 1.78 3.18 
Astarta-Kyiv 250 1.20 1.45 
Ukrainski ahrarni investytsii 220 1.06 1.12 
Mriia Ahrokholdynh 185 0.89 0.80 
Ahroton 151 0.73 0.53 
IMK 137 0.66 0.44 
Ahrein 127 0.61 0.37 
…    
Total / Herfindahl-Hirschman Index 20746.9 100.0 28.74 

Source: own calculations and composition based on the data of public companies and 
latifundist.com. 

A similar conclusion can be made on the basis of the dynamics of Her-
findahl-Hirschman Index (Figure 8) for the rental market of agricultural land in 
Ukraine (on the example of the TOP-100 largest agroholdings). 

Figure 8. Herfindahl–Hirschman Index dynamics for rental market of agricultural 
land in Ukraine (on the example of the TOP-100 largest agroholdings) 

 
Source: own calculations and composition based on the data of public companies and 
latifundist.com. 
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It should be noted that the calculated coefficients are related to the macroe-
conomic level. At the regional level the indicator of monopolization of the market 
land rent is much higher. For example, the share of land area, which is controlled 
by agroholdings in some regions of Ukraine reaches 55%. The results of the anal-
ysis of the UCAB data allowed us to unite the regions of Ukraine according to the 
share of land area, which is controlled by agroholdings, into four groups: 
 up to 15% – Zakarpattya, Zaporizhya, Dnipropetrovsk, Kirovohrad, Myko-

layiv, Kherson and Odesa; 
 15-30% – Volyn, Rivne, Zhytomyr, Kyiv, Kharkiv and Luhansk; 
 30-45% – Ternopil, Vinnytsya, Cherkasy, Sumy, Poltava, Chernihiv and 

Donetsk; 
 45-55% – Lviv, Ivano-Frankivsk, Chernivtsi and Khmelnytskiy. 

At the level of specific administrative districts and/or joint territorial 
communities, the level of monopolization of land leases is much higher. There-
fore, one of the directions of the agrarian policy should be directed at preventing 
the monopolization of the land rental market through scientifically based re-
striction of the level of concentration of agricultural land. 

 
22.5. Impact of the level of land concentration on the competitiveness of 

agricultural enterprises 

First of all, we will consider the impact of the level of land concentration 
on the example of the most efficient plant production agroholdings (Figure 9). On 
this figure, we presented a correlation field of impact of the level of land concen-
tration in agroholdings (on the example of the most efficient plant production 
companies) on their competitiveness (by the EBITDA – Earnings before interest, 
taxes, depreciation and amortization) per hectare of land in crop production).  

As we can see, the increase of concentration level has a generally positive 
effect on competitiveness, but the correlation coefficient is low (r = 0.187). Ac-
cording to parameters of the equation of a straight line, increasing of land concen-
tration in agroholdings per unit contributes to increase of the EBITDA per hectare 
of land in crop production at 0,171 USD/ha. The coefficient of determination in-
dicates that the variation of resultant variable at the 18.7% depending on the var-
iation of factor of land concentration, and at the 81.3% – from other factors. 

The next graph (Figure 10) presents the results of the study of impact of 
the level of land concentration in agroholdings (on the example of the most effi-
cient plant production companies) on their competitiveness (by the income (rev-
enue) per hectare of land in crop production).  
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Figure 9. Impact of the level of land concentration in agroholdings (on the example 
of the most efficient plant production companies) on their competitiveness (by the 
EBITDA per hectare of land in crop production), 2016 

 
Source: own calculations and composition based on the data of public companies and 
latifundist.com. 

In medium agroholdings by size of land bank (10–50 thousand hectares) 
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Figure 10. Impact of the level of land concentration in agroholdings (on the 
example of the most efficient plant production companies) on their competitiveness 
(by the income (revenue) per hectare of land in crop production), 2016 

 
Source: own calculations and composition based on the data of public companies and 
latifundist.com. 

Figure 11. Impact of the level of land concentration in agricultural enterprises on 
their competitiveness (by income (revenue) per hectare of land) in Ukraine, 2016 

 
Source: own calculations and composition based on the data of State Statistics Service of 
Ukraine. 
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Figure 12. Impact of the level of land concentration in agricultural enterprises on 
their competitiveness (by price competitiveness) in Ukraine, 2016 (grouped data) 

 
Source: own calculations and composition based on the data of State Statistics Service of 
Ukraine. 

Figure 13. Impact of the level of land concentration in agricultural enterprises on 
their competitiveness (by the income (revenue) per hectare of land) in Ukraine, 
2016 (grouped data) 

 
Source: own calculations and composition based on the data of State Statistics Service of 
Ukraine. 
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The increase of level concentration of agricultural land has a generally 
negative effect on the price competitiveness (Figure 12), the correlation coeffi-
cient (r = - 0.469) indicates a moderate inverse correlation relationship between 
the studied parameters.  

However, the increase of level concentration of agricultural land has 
a generally positive effect on the competitiveness (by the income (revenue) per 
hectare of land) (Figure 13), the correlation coefficient (r = 0.518) indicates 
a moderate correlation relationship between the studied parameters. 

The next graph (Figure 14) presents the results of the study of impact of 
the level of land concentration in agricultural enterprises on their competitive-
ness (by the newly created value per hectare of land) in Ukraine. The increase 
of level concentration of agricultural land has a positive effect on this indicator 
of competitiveness, the correlation coefficient (r = 0.680) indicates about the 
close correlation between these indicators. 

Figure 14. Impact of the level of land concentration in agricultural enterprises on 
their competitiveness (by the newly created value per hectare of land) in Ukraine, 
2016 (grouped data) 

 
Source: own calculations and composition based on the data of State Statistics Service of 
Ukraine. 
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the growth of the land bank, but through the introduction of innovations and con-
stantly invest in the development and modern technologies [Agroholdings, 2014]. 
This is to some extent confirmed by the dependence presented in Figure 15. 

It can be concluded that the sustainable competitiveness index depends 
more on the size of production costs per 1 hectare, than level of concentration of 
production volume per agricultural enterprise. 

Figure 15. The quadratic model of the dependence of sustainable competitiveness 
index (SCI) of agricultural enterprises of Ukraine on the market of winter wheat 
from the volume of its production per enterprise ( 3, thsd. centner) and production 
costs per 1 hectare of the harvested area ( 6, thsd. UAH), 2016 
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Source: own calculations and composition based on the data of State Statistics Service of 
Ukraine. 

In the context of the future agricultural policy is an important issue about 
how the size of agricultural enterprises should be supported. The answers to this 
question can be different. For example, the necessity of simultaneous support for 
the development of large and small-scale agrarian business units as a trigger for the 
development of social and production spheres of rural areas is considered in the 
paper by Paskhaver [2013]. In the article by Andriichuk and Sas [2017] they pro-
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posed a division of enterprises according to their size, which envisages the selec-
tion of micro, little, small, medium, large and super large enterprises on the basis of 
developed toolkit for mutual agreement of the proposed criteria of distribution – the 
land use area, the amount of cash revenues and the number of employees, that 
characterize the level of production concentration. According to these scientists, it 
is worthwhile to introduce the differentiation of economic preferences of the state 
on the principle: smaller enterprises receive higher rates of preferences compared to 
large, that will create more favorable economic conditions for the development of 
small and medium-sized businesses in rural areas [Andriichuk and Sas, 2017]. 

We agree with those scholars, who believe that it is necessary to support 
agricultural enterprises that meet the criteria of a village-preserving model. One 
of the indicators of such conformity can be offered by us the sustainable com-
petitiveness index of agricultural enterprises. 

 
22.6. Summary and conclusions  

The paper analysed the problem of agricultural land concentration in Ukraine 
in context of the future agricultural policy and competitiveness of enterprises. As 
a result of research an assessment of the current state and trends of land concentra-
tion in agricultural enterprises of Ukraine was made and the effect of the level of 
land concentration on the competitiveness of farms was investigated. The average 
land size of agricultural enterprises in Ukraine is one of the largest in Europe. The 
level of concentration of agricultural land in Ukraine is increasing in dynamics. If 
the trend continues to increase, then in 2020 ( ) the average size of agricultural en-
terprises (including family farms) will be 475 hectares per enterprise; ( ) the aver-
age size of family farms will be 149 hectares per farm; ( ) the average size of agri-
cultural enterprises (excluding family farms) will be 1384 hectares per enterprise. 
We found a significant differentiation in the average size of agricultural enterprises 
at the regional level. For example, in 2016, the difference between the maximum 
average size of agricultural enterprises in the Luhansk region (3369 hectares) and 
the minimum in the Chernivtsi region (552 hectares) was 6.1 times. 

The process of concentration of agricultural land in Ukrainian agrohold-
ings can be called „superconcentration” or „overconcentration”. Two Ukrainian 
agroholdings (Kernel and Ukrlandfarming holding with land banks more than 
600 thousands ha) are included in the TOP-20 largest companies by the volumes 
of land bank in the world. The results of study indicate that the TOP-100 agro-
holdings control 6.4 million hectares in total, or about 31% of the total agricul-
tural land used by Ukrainian agricultural enterprises. Top-50 agroholdings ac-
cording to the size of the land bank looks control about 27% of the total agricul-
tural land used by Ukrainian agricultural enterprises. The first five agroholdings 
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control about 10%, one of the largest – Ukrlandfarming Agroholding – control 
about 3% of rented agricultural land in Ukraine. At the regional level, specific 
administrative districts and/or joint territorial communities indicator of monopo-
lization of the market land rent is much higher. For example, the share of land 
area, which is controlled by agroholdings in some regions of Ukraine reaches 
55%. Therefore, one of the directions of the agrarian policy was proposed to be 
directed at preventing the monopolization of the land rental market through sci-
entifically based restriction of the level of concentration of agricultural land.  

The results of the study of impact of the level of land concentration in ag-
ricultural enterprises on their competitiveness in Ukraine indicate that small, 
medium and large enterprises can be competitive. The increase of level concen-
tration of agricultural land has a generally positive influence only up to a certain 
limit, after which competitiveness was reduced. In the context of the future agri-
cultural policy it is necessary to support agricultural enterprises that meet the 
criteria of a village-preserving model. An obligatory condition for obtaining any 
support must be to ensure at least a simple reproduction of soil fertility. This ap-
proach will contribute to the sustainable development of the agricultural sector. 
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