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Abstract 

Ukraine’s path toward the European Union is related to the development of its agricultural 

sector and its transformation in line with the EU acquis. An EU membership for Ukraine would 

be enormously significant for the global status of the EU in the trade of grains and oilseeds 

given Ukraine’s role as a staples’ superpower. Nevertheless, it would also entail major 

budgetary reallocation costs for several current EU member-states within the context of the EU 

Common Agricultural Policy (CAP). Ukrainian administrative and private sector challenges 

should also not be underestimated. Identifying efficient CAP tradeoffs between current EU 

member-states and Ukraine is a key condition for the successful EU integration of Ukraine.  

 

Introduction 

Despite defending against a full-scale invasion against Russia, Ukraine continues to advance 

its European ambitions. The European Council granted Ukraine candidate status in June 2022 

and eventually opened accession negotiations in December 2023 (EU Commission 2024a). The 

EU Commission, however, assesses Ukraine to be in the early stage of preparation for 

accession in agriculture and rural development, and moderately prepared in the food safety, 

veterinary, and phytosanitary policy domain (EU Commission 2024b). As agriculture, together 

with the upstream and downstream sectors, generates about 20% of Ukraine’s GDP and more 

than 60% of Ukraine’s exports, this implies a substantial public and private challenges ahead 

of Ukraine that will make its path toward the EU membership long and difficult.  

Furthermore, Ukraine has traditionally been highly competitive in major staple foods (grains 

and oilseeds) and established itself as one of the key global agricultural exporters and due to a 

substantial productivity gap, it is able to contribute even more to global food security (von 

Cramon-Taubadel 2022; Glauben et al. 2022). Other products that have gained international 

competitiveness include poultry meat (Nechyporenko, 2024) and sugar (von Cramon-Taubadel 

and Nivievskyi 2024). From both Ukraine’s and a global food security perspective, it is 

essential that Ukraine, even being as an EU member, continues to maintain its competitiveness 

and to increasingly contributes to feeding a growing global population. 

Ukraine has already paid a high price for its European aspirations that significantly intensified 

with the Revolution of Dignity in 2013, annexation of Crimea and partial occupation of 

Donbass by Russia in 2014 as a retaliation, and a full-scale Russo-Ukrainian war from February 

2022. Despite this external and existential threat, the political economy behind the EU 

enlargement inside the EU itself is very difficult. In the fear of increasing competitive pressure 

from Ukraine’s agriculture, farmers and their associations have been actively protesting against 

agricultural imports from Ukraine and even blocked it for some considerable period of time; 

they also quite successfully pressure the European Commission to restrict agricultural imports 

and generally agricultural trade regime with Ukraine (Nivievskyi 2024; von Cramon-Taubadel 

and Nivievskyi 2024). These fears are often grounded on the argument that structurally 

Ukrainian agriculture is predominantly large-scale and thus very efficient, or that Ukraine’s 

competitive strength and pressure is based on unfair cost advantages because Ukrainian farmers 

face fewer environmental, traceability, food safety and other standards than their counterparts 

in the EU. Hence, Ukrainian integration into the EU grain market may pose challenges both to 

EU competition law and the grain revenues of East European economies that are already 

member-states of the European Union. While on the one hand the Ukrainian cereals dominance 

can strengthen the trade advantage of the EU in emerging markets, it may also create, on the 

other hand, additional costs hampering the overall economic growth of its East European 

region. At the same time, France and Germany are also particularly strong in their share of EU 



 

 

grain production and they would have to readjust their strategies of allocation between EU and 

international markets. 

Another emerging contentious issue is the expected agricultural support to Ukraine or the 

budgetary implications for the EU’s Common Agricultural Policy (CAP in the following) 

because of Ukraine’s EU accession. The existing estimates vary in the range of 10-13.8 billion 

euros or almost a third of the current CAP budget (Matthews 2024) which implies a substantial 

additional fiscal pressure on the EU and its CAP budget. So additional spending on the EU 

CAP literally implies that the existing EU members should be ready to get less generous 

agricultural transfers from the EU and most likely this will not be politically acceptable, unless 

the existing CAP allocation rules and policies are changed. Potential Ukrainian claims to the 

CAP budgetary pie will certainly be met with negative reactions by EU member-states whose 

agricultural incomes depend to a great extend from the CAP transfers (OECD 2023). Given 

Ukraine’s global importance in international grain markets, a redesign of CAP allocative rules 

is required. Either the EU will have to reduce CAP subsidies to current EU members to 

compensate for Ukrainian entry by pointing out that EU member-states could compensate their 

losses in emerging markets that Ukraine would have to give up in order to consolidate its 

market position inside the EU. Or CAP subsidies could be used to alleviate the potential 

Ukrainian grain power by creating several production tiers inside the common market to 

facilitate competition. Ukraine could then compensate its EU-wide losses through world 

exports.  

This paper discusses how the trade regime with the EU and the EU integration of Ukraine will 

affect Ukraine’s agricultural competitiveness and its contribution to the global food security. 

On the other hand it also discusses a need for the EU agricultural policy to change in the face 

of Ukraine’s accession. The paper in the following is organized as follows: in the next section 

we set up a theoretical framework for conceptualizing the impact on competitiveness and use 

it in the following several sections to discuss sequentially on the impact of the EU-Ukraine 

trade regime and Ukraine’s integration into the EU on Ukraine’s agricultural competitiveness. 

Conclusions wrap up the paper 

 

1 Setting the discussion framework for Ukraine’s agriculture and its EU membership 

To discuss the implications of the EU membership for Ukraine’s agricultural competitiveness, 

let us first set up a theoretical framework. In general, (international) competitiveness1 is a 

product of many factors and the interactions among them. The change in a firm’s international 

competitiveness from one period to the next can be decomposed into the following components 

(Nivievskyi et al. 2010):  

%∆Competitiveness = %∆Productivity + %∆α*Poutput - %∆β*Pinput (1)  

where %∆ refers to ‘percentage change’. Poutput and Pinput are undistorted output and input 

prices, and α and β are revenue and cost shares so that the last two terms on the right-hand side 

of equation (1) refer to weighted average output and input price changes, respectively. 

The intuition behind (1) is quite straightforward: i) a firm’s competitiveness over time is 

determined by changes in its productivity, ii) changes in average (undistorted) output and input 

prices, respectively; if output (input) prices increase, competitiveness will improve (be 

reduced) as a result.  

 
1 International competitiveness refers to a firm's ability to offer goods on the global market at prices that yield 

sufficient returns on the resources used in their production. For major internationally tradable agricultural 

commodities such as grains, oilseeds, meat, and many dairy products, world market prices serve as a benchmark 

for assessing competitiveness. For instance, a farm is considered internationally competitive in wheat production 

if it can sell wheat at the prevailing world market price while ensuring that the revenue covers the costs of all 

inputs, also assessed at world market prices, used in the production process. 



 

 

Prices for inputs and outputs are often distorted by government policies (mainly trade policies, 

like import/export restrictions, or domestic policies, like price supports, minimum/maximum 

prices, subsidized inputs or other forms of support). As a result, a firm that is lacking 

competitiveness at undistorted world market prices for inputs and outputs might appear to be 

competitive at the policy-distorted domestic prices that it faces, or vice versa. Also if a trading 

partner restricts imports by erecting trade tariff and non-tariff barriers, it decreases exporting 

country competitiveness on its destination markets.  

As it was mentioned above, firm’s competitiveness development is determined by changes in 

its productivity – one of the major agricultural policy goals across the globe. Governments 

achieve the goal of increasing productivity by various measures, including by governmental 

support in the form of direct subsidies and tax breaks. Other trade and domestic policies also 

indirectly affect firm’s productivity and thus their competitiveness. In the following we discuss 

these policy measures and other factors that might affect Ukraine’s agricultural 

competitiveness.  

 

2 Agricultural structures in the EU and Ukraine 

Agriculture plays a substantially larger economic role in Ukraine than in the EU, in terms of 

the agricultural land cover, share of national income, and trade. Agriculture alone accounts for 

about 10% of GDP, but together with upstream (e.g. agricultural machinery) and downstream 

(e.g. food processing) industries, the entire agri-food sector’s share of Ukrainian GDP amounts 

to roughly 20%. Both EU and Ukrainian sectors are predominantly crop-based, but crops 

dominate substantially more in Ukraine (Figure 1). Grains and oilseeds in Ukraine have 

increasingly becoming a backbone of agricultural growth and accounting for almost 90% of 

the total arable land (Figure 2; Figure 3; Nivievskyi et al. 2022). 

Farms in the EU are indeed considerably smaller on average than in Ukraine. But these 

averages mask a huge heterogeneity of farms primarily in Ukraine. About 4 million of small-

sized farms (about 3 ha on average), which include individual commercial and household farms 

constitute the largest group by total land area, with 20.1 million ha compared to 17.1 million 

ha operated by medium and large-sized commercial agribusinesses, producing about a half of 

the gross agricultural output (Nivievskyi et al. 2021). In the EU, there were 9.1 million farmers 

(agricultural holdings) in the EU in 2020, about two-thirds (63.8 %) of which were less than 5 

ha in size. By farm count Romania dominates by far with almost a third of these 9 million 

farms, then comes Poland with its 1.3 million farms, Italy with 1.1 million farms and Spain 

with 0.9 million (Eurostat 2022).  

Farm size is a central issue when it comes to land inequality in advanced and emerging markets. 

Farm consolidation in Ukraine as part of the process toward EU membership may vary in terms 

of scale and speed, because of diverging incentives. On the one hand, big farms allow usually 

for higher levels of productivity and efficiency, while smaller farms prevent ownership 

concentration and land inequality.  

Farms structures in the EU and in Ukraine, however, do not stand still, they are following a 

general consolidation pattern: less farms remain in business but their average size increases 

(e.g. Matthews 2021; Nivievskyi at al. 2022). And this is a positive signal towards both EU 

and Ukraine’s farms productivity and thus their competitiveness. More recent global evidence 

demonstrates that with economic and market growth, there are positive productivity returns to 

farms’ size (Rada and Fuglie 2019). So provided policy makers do not interfere into favoring 

certain farm sizes, larger and more consolidated Ukrainian agriculture should only strengthen 

its competitiveness. 

 

3 Trade Regime between the EU and Ukraine 



 

 

Since 2016 Ukraine almost fully liberalized its trade with the EU, as a large chunk of 

agricultural tariffs was lifted under the Deep and Comprehensive Free Trade Area (DCFTA) 

with the EU. The remaining trade barriers from the EU were the TRQs for altogether 40 product 

lines (grain, beef, pork, sheep and poultry meat, sugar, eggs, selected dairy products, selected 

vegetables, selected fruit juices, ethanol, and cigarettes), that in total made up only 35% of total 

Ukraine’s agricultural export to the EU in 2021.  

In June 2022 (in response to Russia’s full-scale invasion of Ukraine) the EU introduced so-

called European Solidarity Lanes (ESLs) initiative that included temporary Autonomous Trade 

Measures (ATMs) that removed the remaining trade barriers. In response to this trade 

facilitation, Ukrainian exports of agricultural products (mainly grains and oilseeds, also sugars) 

to the EU grew rapidly. Farmers in some regions as well as the representatives of some 

agricultural processing industries expressed their concerns that imports from Ukraine 

represented unfair competition that was depressing prices in the EU and lobbied in Brussels for 

restricting agricultural imports from Ukraine. In June 2024, the EU Commission announced 

that it was revising the ATMs to introduce an “emergency brake” that would automatically 

reintroduce the TRQs for seven agricultural products if their import volumes reached the 

average annual levels registered between July 2021 and December 2023 (Nivievskyi 2024a; 

von Cramon-Taubadel and Nivievskyi 2024). The next milestone is June 2025 when the current 

ATMs might be prolonged or reconsidered (EU Commission 2024). It is highly unlikely, 

however, for Ukraine to expect a surge in the trade barriers with the EU, at least beyond the 

ones under the DCFTA framework. So in terms of the competitiveness change formula in (1), 

the change in output and input prices as a result of the trade tariffs with the EU, will most likely 

be favorable for the competitiveness of Ukraine’s agricultural products on the EU market.  

The reduction of the yields gap between Germany and Ukraine (Figure 4) underscores a 

convergence between the two economies, which may ease the competitiveness burdens for 

several European economies, which might find it hard to compete with Ukrainian grain and 

oilseed products. The formation of a common market would entail an intermediate path 

between protectionism and free trade such that Ukraine could maximize its profit in the 

European market, while certain policy thresholds were in place in favor of current EU 

producers. 

Moreover, evidence available so far tells for a beneficial effect of a fully liberalized trade for 

the EU itself. Countryman et al (2024) analyzed the global effects of ‘weak’ and ‘strong’ ESLs, 

which is a sort of a trade restricted and fully liberalized trade between the EU and Ukraine, 

using CGE model. Results are available for all global regions and reflect the welfare loss for 

the EU of USD 520 million under the weak ESLs, and almost USD 2 billion welfare gain under 

the strong ESLs scenario.  

 



 

 

Figure 1 Gross Agricultural Output Structure 

 
Source: own presentation using Ukrstat data 

Figure 2 Agricultural Growth driven by 

Grains and Oilseeds Output 

 
Source: source: own presentation using 

Ukrstat data; up to 2021 the time series are 

presented as 3-year moving averages to 

smooth out short-run fluctuations 

Figure 3 Structure of the Crops Area 

 
Source: own presentation using Ukrstat data 

Figure 4 Yields gap: Germany to Ukraine 

 
Source: own presentation using Ukrstat data 

 

4 EU Food Policy and Ukraine’s Administrative Challenges 

EU membership and the entire accession process implies a substantial challenge to Ukraine’s 

public authorities due to existing institutional capacity gap (Nivievskyi 2024b). By the day of 

accession, Ukraine must be able to implement the administratively complex and financially 

demanding EU CAP, which itself could be a moving target. Furthermore, Ukraine should be 

able to implement the extensive EU ‘agricultural acquis’ which, together with the CAP, 

includes regulation of markets and standards in the areas of farming practices, animal and plant 

health, food safety, and environmental and animal welfare. These factors mean that Ukraine’s 

preparations for EU accession will require substantial additional public investments in the 

competent authorities and their capacities to implement and enforce the EU agricultural acquis 

(Nivievskyi 2024b).  

This is a crucial element in supporting Ukraine’s agricultural productivity and competitiveness 

growth, as opposed to the direct support in the form of direct subsidies and tax privileges.  
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Investments in public services play a significant role in attracting private investments. Global 

experience shows that each additional dollar invested in public services typically attracts about 

two dollars of private investments in OECD countries, particularly in economic infrastructure 

and human capital. In Ukraine, the leverage could be even higher, potentially up to 3.4, based 

on evidence from comparable countries such as the Baltic states or Poland. This is badly needed 

for the country like Ukraine in mobilizing private investments under the tremendous fiscal 

pressures due to war expenditures and due to recovery and reconstruction needs resulting from 

the enormous damages and losses, including in agriculture (World Bank 2024). So, a due focus 

is devoted to the capacity of public authorities and overall to the institutional capacity of the 

Ukraine in the process of the EU integration, and this is more likely to happen as the EU usually 

have substantial pre-accession programs focused on, more efficient public services and 

institution should crowd in private investments thus contributing to agricultural productivity 

and competitiveness of Ukraine. 

Ukraine’s path toward the European Union is related to the development of its agricultural 

sector and its transformation in line with the EU acquis. An EU membership for Ukraine would 

be enormously significant for the global status of the EU in the trade of grains and oilseeds. At 

the same time, the status of European farmers would be challenged, as the dominant position 

of Ukraine in the internal market would challenge the EU administrative structures efficiency 

and agricultural policy. 

 

5 EU Food Policy and Ukraine’s Private Sector Challenges 

EU integration also implies additional challenges for the private sector of Ukraine to comply 

with the EU agricultural acquis. Current agricultural competition advantages from Ukraine are 

sometime attributed to unfair cost advantages because Ukrainian farmers face fewer 

environmental, food safety and other standards than their counterparts in the EU. Indeed, the 

extensive EU agricultural acquis which, together with the EU CAP measures, includes 

regulation of markets and standards in the areas of farming practices, animal and plant health, 

food safety, and environmental and animal welfare that would require additional investments 

from agricultural producers to comply with. We are aware of no recent comparative studies on 

the expected compliance costs in the EU that Ukraine’s farmers might face. The stock of past 

studies is also thin. The evidence available there suggests that the costs of compliance with EU 

agricultural acquis (e.g. EU Commission 2014) are not critically high and that other cost 

components (labour, land rent) play much more important roles. Based on the EU Commission 

(2014) study we expect that Ukraine farmers might face additionally up to 10% costs increase 

(differentiated across the subsectors) due to the need to comply with more stringent EU 

regulations. This is certainly not a critical factor that should undermine Ukraine’s agricultural 

comparative advantages. Moreover, emerging evidence suggests that, on average, producers of 

grains and oilseeds in Ukraine have a capacity to increase their output by almost 20% and 

simultaneously contract harmful environmental impact by 16% (Halytsia et al. 2024). This in 

turn can compensate for the additional compliance costs mentioned above, thus it will sustain 

Ukraine’s agricultural competitiveness. Furthermore, some other studies demonstrate a 

positive link between the EU environmental practices and the competitiveness of farms, in 

particular via a more efficient use of inputs (Beck et al. 2024). 

 

6 EU Common Agriculture Policy and Support to Ukraine’s Agriculture 

Ukraine’s agricultural productivity has been increasing but it is still performing at least 30% 

below its potential (Nivievskyi and Bogonos 2024) and is capable to contribute even more to 

Ukraine’s economic development and global food security. Figure 5 demonstrates that 

Ukraine’s productivity growth over the last two decades was enormous compared to the EU’s 

key agricultural countries and other key agricultural players in the region. Old EU member 



 

 

states operated already ‘on a production frontier’ so one should probably not expect a drastic 

TFP growth in these countries. Central European countries or new EU members, however, do 

not demonstrate a comparable to Ukraine agricultural productivity growth. Romania’s and 

Bulgaria’s productivity growth is essentially flat over the last two decades. 

Unlike in many other countries, especially in the EU region, this Ukraine’s agricultural growth 

was achieved with the relatively low state support (World Bank 2024). During the last twenty 

years Ukraine’s annual public agricultural expenditures averaged US$600 million. In 2019-21, 

this translated into 0.33% of GDP, and less than 2% of gross agricultural output (GAO), and 

US$14 per hectare (ha) of agricultural land. For comparison, budgetary support in the OECD 

countries averaged 0.47% of GDP, 17% of GAO, and US$216 per ha of agricultural land. This 

is an important finding, given current Ukraine’s low fiscal space and pressure. The quality of 

agricultural public spending is more important than quantity as not all public spending is equal 

and beneficial for agricultural growth. There is empirical evidence, for example, that 

commodity specific direct subsidies and tax benefits had only counteracted to Ukraine’s 

agricultural productivity growth in the past (Neyter and Nivievskyi 2023; Nivievskyi and 

Deininger 2019; Nivievskyi 2018) and this finding is aligned with the global experience of 

subsidies impact on efficiency and productivity (World Bank 2024).  

Now, Ukraine as a candidate country can expect budgetary transfers under the CAP and under 

the existing rules and policies. The existing estimates of expected transfers vary in the range 

of 10−13.8 billion Euros (Matthews 2024) which implies a substantial additional fiscal pressure 

on the EU CAP budget that has been politically kept from expanding over the past decade 

(Nivievskyi 2024b). So additional spending on the EU CAP literally implies that the existing 

EU members should expect to receive less generous agricultural transfers from the EU and 

most likely this will not be politically acceptable in the EU, unless the existing CAP allocation 

rules and policies are changed. This implies, that most likely, from a political economy 

perspective, Ukraine will have to make concessions on agricultural subsidies against the full 

access to the EU single agri-food market. This is not a downside of the EU accession, 

considering the empirical evidence of negative impact of specific direct subsidies and tax 

benefits on agricultural efficiency and productivity growth. It is a bit more complex with the 

effect of co-called de-coupled payments that are a backbone of the current CAP. Some recent 

analysis using a farm-level data from the EU countries suggests a positive impact of de-coupled 

payments on agricultural productivity (Mennig and Sauer 2023), while a global-wide and 

country-level analysis demonstrates that decoupled subsidies reveal no significant impact on 

various productivity measures (Mamun 2024).  

The symmetric adjustment of CAP transfers in the aftermath of Ukrainian integration into the 

EU could generate short-run costs for current EU member-states, which, however, could be 

alleviated through the gains from international trade. Another solution would be the 

establishment of a compensation mechanism that would offer redistributive compensation to 

EU affected agricultural producers that would suffer significant losses as a result of Ukrainian 

accession to the EU, provided the evidence of losses is technically sound and causality to the 

Ukraine’s accession is technically established. Furthermore, an agreement could also be made 

that would restrict Ukrainian position in the internal market while allowing Ukraine to draw 

compensatory profits from the world economy (a two-tier system).  



 

 

Figure 5 Trends in agricultural output, inputs and total factor productivity (TFP) in Ukraine 

and other selected European countries 

   

 

   

 

  

  

Source: own presentation using the USDA ERS data on International Agricultural 

Productivitity data product 
 

7 Further Discussion 

Despite the full-scale invasion by Russia in 2022, Ukraine’s commitment to EU integration 

only strengthened, culminating in candidate status and the start of accession talks Economic 

ties between the EU and Ukraine have also strengthened, with the EU now being Ukraine’s 

largest trading partner and total trade reaching €61.9 billion in 2023.  
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Recent agricultural trade tensions with the EU neighboring countries and ongoing discussions 

suggest that Ukraine’s accession journey will be challenging. On the one hand the adoption 

and implementation of the EU agricultural acquis and CAP will require substantial efforts by 

the government of Ukraine. The private sector will also face additional compliance costs to 

comply with the EU agricultural acquis. On the other hand, concerns over competition from 

highly competitive Ukraine’s agriculture sector develop within the EU and farmers and their 

associations push in Brussels for additional trade restrictions with Ukraine.  

How will all these complex and interrelated challenges in the face of the EU membership affect 

Ukraine’s agricultural competitiveness? Ukraine has traditionally been highly competitive in 

major staple foods (grains and oilseeds), establishing itself as one of the key global agricultural 

suppliers. Other products that have gained international competitiveness include poultry meat 

and sugar. From both Ukraine’s and a global food security perspective, it is important that 

Ukraine, even as an EU member, continues maintaining its competitiveness and supporting its 

post-war recovery and increasingly contributing to feeding a growing global population. In 

particular, we examined how the following elements of EU accession/membership might affect 

Ukraine’s agricultural competitiveness: 

 

1)Trade regime with the EU. As it is unlikely for Ukraine to expect a surge in trade barriers 

with the EU, and a negative impact on Ukraine’s agricultural competitiveness as a result. But 

still, it is important for maintaining Ukraine’s agricultural competitiveness to advocate for a 

fully liberalized trade regime with the EU.  

2)Implication of a more complex and demanding EU agricultural acquis and CAP for public 

institutions and possible bottleneck for Ukraine’s agricultural competitiveness. Ukraine’s 

preparations for EU accession will require substantial additional public investments in the 

competent authorities and their capacities to implement and enforce the EU agricultural acquis. 

Failure to do so is expected to negatively impact agricultural competitiveness of Ukraine and 

delay the whole accession for Ukraine. 

3)Implications of a complex and demanding EU agricultural acquis and CAP for private sector: 

additional compliance costs and agricultural competitiveness. We expect that Ukraine farmers 

might face additionally up to 10% (differentiated across the sectors) costs increase due to more 

stringent EU regulations. This is certainly not a critical and should not ruin Ukraine’s 

comparative advantage in agriculture. Moreover, there is an evidence that Ukrainian farmers 

can their output and simultaneously contract harmful environmental impact, thus potentially 

compensating for the additional compliance costs 

4)Expected EU CAP transfers and agricultural competitiveness. Ukraine as a candidate country 

can expect 10 to 14 billion Euros of budgetary transfers under the CAP and under the existing 

rules and policies. This implies a substantial additional fiscal pressure on the CAP budget that 

has been politically downscaled over the past. So additional spending on the EU CAP literally 

implies that the existing EU members should be ready to get less generous agricultural transfers 

from the EU and most likely this will not be politically acceptable, unless the existing CAP 

allocation rules and policies are changed. Most likely, from a political economy perspective, 

Ukraine will have to come up with a politically acceptable compromise on subsidies to proceed 

with accession talks, possibly even making some concessions. This is not necessarily a 

downside, as the CAP support not necessarily contribute to productivity and competitiveness 

growth. 

Ukraine’s accession to the EU will have not only significant political implications for European 

identity, but also key economic and in particular trade and food security implications. While a 

deal between Ukraine and the EU on the share of CAP transfers and the strengthening of the 

EU as a global grain power is possible, one should not underestimate domestic challenges and 



 

 

supranational policy necessities to reach an agreement on the redesign of CAP and the 

redeployment of the EU in global food security chains against Russia.  

 

Literature 

Beck, Monika/Van Bunnen, Patrick/Bodart, Sarah/Münch, Arndt/Gorny, Helene/Badouix, 

Manon (2024): Research for AGRI Committee − Rural Areas − Levels of support and 

impact on competitiveness of farms. In: European Parliament, Policy Department for 

Structural and Cohesion Policies, Brussels. URL: 

https://www.europarl.europa.eu/thinktank/en/document/IPOL_STU(2024)747270 (last 

access 06.03.2025). 

Centre for Economic Strategy (2024): How can Ukraine integrate agriculture into the EU 

internal market? Policy paper. URL: https://ces.org.ua/en/how-can-ukraine-integrate-

agriculture-into-the-eu-internal-market/ (last access: 06.03.2025). 

Countryman, Amanda/Bogonos, Mariia/Litvinov, Valentyn/Kolodiazhnyi, Ivan/Nivievskyi, 

Oleg (2024): Global Economic Effects of War-Induced Agricultural Export Declines 

from Ukraine. In: Applied Economic Perspectives and Policy, pp. 1−42. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/aepp.13468.  

European Commission (2014): Assessing farmers' costs of compliance with EU legislation in 

the fields of the environment, animal welfare and food safety. In: European 

Commission Directorate-General for Agriculture and Rural Development. URL: 

https://agriculture.ec.europa.eu/common-agricultural-policy/cap-

overview/cmef/sustainability/assessing-farmers-costs-compliance-eu-legislation-

fields-environment-animal-welfare-and-food-safety_en (last access 06.03.2025).  

European Commission (2023): EU Agricultural Outlook. 2023-2035. In European 

Commission, Directorate-General for Agriculture and Rural Development. URL: 

https://agriculture.ec.europa.eu/document/download/a353812c-733e-4ee9-aed6-

43f8f44ca7f4_en?filename=agricultural-outlook-2023-report_en_0.pdf (last access 

06.03.2025). 

European Commission (2024): EU Extends Trade Support to Ukraine for one more year. In 

European Commission, Directorate-General for Neighbourhood and Enlargement 

Negotiations. URL: https://neighbourhood-enlargement.ec.europa.eu/news/eu-

extends-trade-support-ukraine-one-more-year-2024-05-13_en (last access 

06.03.2025). 

Eurostat (2022): Farms and Farmland in the European Union – statistics. In: European Union, 

eurostat. URL: https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-

explained/index.php?title=Farms_and_farmland_in_the_European_Union_-_statistics 

(last access 06.03.2025).  

Glauben, Thomas/Svanidze, Miranda/Götz, Linde/Prehn, Sören/Jaghdani, Tinoush 

Jamali/Đurić, Ivan/Kuhn, Lena (2022): The War in Ukraine, Agricultural Trade and 

Risks to Global Food Security. In: Intereconomics 57, pp. 157−163. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10272-022-1052-7.  

Halytsia, Olha/Vrachioli, Maria/Nivievskyi, Oleg/Sauer, Johannes (2024): Assessing the 

Environmental Performance of Agricultural Production Using a Parametric Approach: 

An Application for Crop Producers in Ukraine. In: Eastern European Economics, pp. 

1−23. 2024. https://doi.org/10.1080/00128775.2024.2368042. 

Mamun, Abdullah. (2024): Farm subsidies and global agricultural productivity. IFPRI 

Discussion Paper 2245. Washington, DC: International Food Policy Research Institute. 

URL: https://hdl.handle.net/10568/140668 (last access 06.03.2025).  

Matthews, Alan (2024): Adjusting the CAP for new EU members: Lessons from Previous 

Enlargements. Sieps Eupoean Policy Analysis paper. In: Swedish Institute for 

https://www.europarl.europa.eu/thinktank/en/document/IPOL_STU(2024)747270
https://ces.org.ua/en/how-can-ukraine-integrate-agriculture-into-the-eu-internal-market/
https://ces.org.ua/en/how-can-ukraine-integrate-agriculture-into-the-eu-internal-market/
https://doi.org/10.1002/aepp.13468
https://agriculture.ec.europa.eu/common-agricultural-policy/cap-overview/cmef/sustainability/assessing-farmers-costs-compliance-eu-legislation-fields-environment-animal-welfare-and-food-safety_en
https://agriculture.ec.europa.eu/common-agricultural-policy/cap-overview/cmef/sustainability/assessing-farmers-costs-compliance-eu-legislation-fields-environment-animal-welfare-and-food-safety_en
https://agriculture.ec.europa.eu/common-agricultural-policy/cap-overview/cmef/sustainability/assessing-farmers-costs-compliance-eu-legislation-fields-environment-animal-welfare-and-food-safety_en
https://agriculture.ec.europa.eu/document/download/a353812c-733e-4ee9-aed6-43f8f44ca7f4_en?filename=agricultural-outlook-2023-report_en_0.pdf
https://agriculture.ec.europa.eu/document/download/a353812c-733e-4ee9-aed6-43f8f44ca7f4_en?filename=agricultural-outlook-2023-report_en_0.pdf
https://neighbourhood-enlargement.ec.europa.eu/news/eu-extends-trade-support-ukraine-one-more-year-2024-05-13_en
https://neighbourhood-enlargement.ec.europa.eu/news/eu-extends-trade-support-ukraine-one-more-year-2024-05-13_en
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php?title=Farms_and_farmland_in_the_European_Union_-_statistics
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php?title=Farms_and_farmland_in_the_European_Union_-_statistics
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10272-022-1052-7
https://doi.org/10.1080/00128775.2024.2368042
https://hdl.handle.net/10568/140668


 

 

European Policy Studies. URL: 

https://www.sieps.se/globalassets/publikationer/2024/2024_20epa.pdf (last access 

06.03.2025). 

Mennig, Philipp/Sauer, Johannes (2023): Revisiting the impact of decoupled subsidies on 

farm performance: a counterfactual analysis using microdata. In: Applied Economics 

56(49), pp. 5863−5886. https://doi.org/10.1080/00036846.2023.2266601.  

Nechyporenko, Kateryna (2024): Impact of the Ukrainian poultry market amidst EU 

accession. KSE Master Thesis 2024. 

Neyter, Roman/Nivievskyi, Oleg (2023): Effect of subsidies on farms' exit decision. In: 

Agribusiness (39)4, pp. 941−959. https://doi.org/10.1002/agr.21808.  

Nivievskyi Oleg (2012): Increasing the Competitiveness of the Dairy Supply Chain in 

Ukraine: Role of the Government. APD/PP/03/2012 Working paper. In: German-

Ukrainian Agricutural Policy Dialogue. URL: 

http://www.ier.com.ua/files/publications/Policy_papers/Agriculture_dialogue/2012/A

PD_PP_2012_3_Dairy_Ukraine_en.pdf (last access 06.03.2025).  

Nivievskyi, Oleg (2010): The essays on competitiveness, efficiency, and productivity: 

methodological issues and applications. University of Göttingen. Dissertation Thesis. 

URL: https://d-nb.info/100502104X/34 (last access 06.03.2025). 

Nivievskyi, Oleg/Deininger, Klaus (2019): How to Make Current Agricultural Fiscal Support 

More Efficient. Policy Paper. In: VoxUkraine. URL: https://voxukraine.org/en/how-

to-make-current-agricultural-fiscal-support-more-efficient (last access 06.03.2025). 

Nivievskyi, Oleg (2018): Tax Incentives and Agricultural Productivity Growth in Ukraine. 

Conference, July 28−August 2, 2018, Vancouver, British Columbia 277498, 

International Association of Agricultural Economists. URL: 

https://ideas.repec.org/p/ags/iaae18/277498.html (last access 06.03.2025). 

Nivievskyi, Oleg (2024a): EU-Ukraine Agricultural Trade Tensions: Political Focus versus 

Economic Relevance. In: SSRN. URL: https://ssrn.com/abstract=4837865 (last access 

06.03.2025). 

Nivievskyi, Oleg (2024b): EU Integration of Ukraine – Assessing the Challenges for Agri-

Food Public Authorities In: SSRN. URL: https://ssrn.com/abstract=4957056 (last 

access 06.03.2025). 

Nivievskyi, Oleg/von Cramon-Taubadel, Stephan (2008): The Determinants of Dairy 

Farming Competitiveness in Ukraine. Contributed paper to the EAAE Congress in 

Gent, Belgium. URL: https://ideas.repec.org/p/ags/eaae08/44059.html (last access 

06.03.2025). 

Nivievskyi, Oleg/Martyshev, Pavlo/Kvasha, Sergiy (2022): Agricultural Policy in Ukraine. p. 

108-306. In: Sergiy Kvasha/Dibrova, Anatolii/Nivievskyi, Oleg/Martyshev, Pavlo 

(eds.): Agricultural policy. Kyiv, NUBiP.p. 316 

OECD (2023): Agricultural Policy Monitoring and Evaluation 2023. In: OECD Publishing. 

URL: https://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/agriculture-and-food/agricultural-policy-

monitoring-and-evaluation-2023_b14de474-en (last access 06.03.2025).  

Rada, Nicholas E./Fuglie, Keith O. (2019): New perspectives on farm size and productivity. 

In: Food Policy 84, pp. 147−152. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodpol.2018.03.015. 

Von Cramon-Taubadel, Stephan/Nivievskyi, Oleg (2024): The effects of sugar imports from 

Ukraine on markets and stakeholders in the EU. Forthcoming as a Discussion Paper at 

the University of Goettingen. 

World Bank (2008): Ukraine: Agricultural Competitiveness. In: World Bank Group. URL: 

https://openknowledge.worldbank.org/entities/publication/cd4b3502-9e8c-5775-8774-

31137991736b (last access 06.03.2025).  

https://www.sieps.se/globalassets/publikationer/2024/2024_20epa.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/00036846.2023.2266601
https://doi.org/10.1002/agr.21808
http://www.ier.com.ua/files/publications/Policy_papers/Agriculture_dialogue/2012/APD_PP_2012_3_Dairy_Ukraine_en.pdf
http://www.ier.com.ua/files/publications/Policy_papers/Agriculture_dialogue/2012/APD_PP_2012_3_Dairy_Ukraine_en.pdf
https://d-nb.info/100502104X/34
https://voxukraine.org/en/how-to-make-current-agricultural-fiscal-support-more-efficient
https://voxukraine.org/en/how-to-make-current-agricultural-fiscal-support-more-efficient
https://ideas.repec.org/p/ags/iaae18/277498.html
https://ideas.repec.org/s/ags/iaae18.html
https://ideas.repec.org/p/ags/iaae18/277498.html
https://ssrn.com/abstract=4837865
https://ssrn.com/abstract=4957056
https://ideas.repec.org/p/ags/eaae08/44059.html
https://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/agriculture-and-food/agricultural-policy-monitoring-and-evaluation-2023_b14de474-en
https://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/agriculture-and-food/agricultural-policy-monitoring-and-evaluation-2023_b14de474-en
https://openknowledge.worldbank.org/entities/publication/cd4b3502-9e8c-5775-8774-31137991736b
https://openknowledge.worldbank.org/entities/publication/cd4b3502-9e8c-5775-8774-31137991736b


 

 

World Bank (2024): Priorities for Agricultural Support in Ukraine (English). In: World Bank 

Group. URL: 

http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/en/099062524074615884/P1801981319afe09

1b8b71b33b7a901d4e (last access 06.03.2025). 

Zorya, Sergiy/Nivievskyi, Oleg (2005): The Evolution of the EU Common Agricultural 

Policy: Implications for Ukraine. IER Policy paper. URL: 

http://www.ier.com.ua/files/publications/Policy_papers/German_advisory_group/200

5/U2_eng.pdf (last access 06.03.2025). 

 

 

 

Mariia Bogonos is a Head of the Center for Food and Land Use Research at Kyiv School of 

Economics. She specialises in agricultural and trade policies impact analysis, agricultural 

markets projections and modelling, and economics of organic and nature-oriented agriculture. 

Mariia also worked as a project officer at the Economics of Agriculture unit at the Joint 

Research Centre of the European Commission (DG JRC). 

 

Theocharis Grigoriadis is a Professor of Economics at the Institute of East European and the 

Economics Department at the Free University of Berlin, he concentrates in political economy, 

comparative economic systems and economic history. His recent papers and projects include 

the impact of imperial legacies on contemporary economic development, the role of migration, 

culture and population transfers on economic performance and political preferences as well as 

international and comparative monetary policy. His regional focus is on Russia, Eastern Europe 

and Central Asia, while developing comparative research questions with the Eastern 

Mediterranean, Middle East and North Africa. 

 

Oleh Nivievskyi combines his work as a Siemens Research fellow at the Institute of East 

European and the Economics Department at the Free University of Berlin with the 

Professorship at Kyiv School of Economics. Oleh’s research focuses on agri-food products and 

factor markets and value chains analysis, as well as in agri-food and regulatory policy impact. 

Oleh is also interested in a political economy and performance of local governance in Ukraine, 

EU integration, conflicts’ impact and post-war rebuilding and recovery, as well as in transport 

services pricing and policy.  

 

http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/en/099062524074615884/P1801981319afe091b8b71b33b7a901d4e
http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/en/099062524074615884/P1801981319afe091b8b71b33b7a901d4e
https://scholar.google.com/citations?view_op=view_citation&hl=en&user=8xZfsVcAAAAJ&cstart=100&pagesize=100&sortby=pubdate&citation_for_view=8xZfsVcAAAAJ:0izLItjtcgwC
https://scholar.google.com/citations?view_op=view_citation&hl=en&user=8xZfsVcAAAAJ&cstart=100&pagesize=100&sortby=pubdate&citation_for_view=8xZfsVcAAAAJ:0izLItjtcgwC
http://www.ier.com.ua/files/publications/Policy_papers/German_advisory_group/2005/U2_eng.pdf
http://www.ier.com.ua/files/publications/Policy_papers/German_advisory_group/2005/U2_eng.pdf

