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ANALYSIS OF PROFITABILITY OF AGRICULTURAL ENTERPRISES AS AN
INDICATOR OF ECONOMIC EFFICIENCY

Agriculture in Ukraine is a promising branch of the national economy, as it has the main factors of production - land and
labor. Most agricultural products produce medium-sized agricultural enterprises, most often farms. Profitability is an indicator that
means not only reimbursement of costs associated with the production and sale of products, but also profit. It is determined that the
economic efficiency of agricultural enterprises is directly influenced by the organizational and legal form of management, size, direction
of specialization, cost of production, resource supply. Profitable is the production of such agricultural products: sunflower, milk,
potatoes, cereals and leguminous crops. In order to increase the efficiency of the functioning of agricultural enterprises, it is proposed
to: provide preferential long-term lending to agricultural producers; to stimulate the efficiency of state-owned enterprises; take
measures to prevent excessive concentration of land resources in the ownership of individual enterprises.
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Binokpemienoro migpo3niny HarionansHoTo yHIBEpCHTETY 6iopecypciB i IPUPOJOKOPUCTYBaHHS YKpaiHH
«HDKUHCBKHMI aTpOTEXHIYHUN IHCTHTYT»

AHAJII3 NTPUBYTKOBOCTI CUIBCBKOT'OCIHHOJAPCBKUX HIANTPUEMCTB 5K
MNOKA3HUKA EKOHOMIYHOI E@EKTUBHOCTI

CinibCbKe rocriogapctso B YKpPaiHi € repcrieKTMBHOK [asy3310 HAaLlOHa/lbHOI €KOHOMIKY, OCKI/IbKU BOJIOQIE OCHOBHUMM
dakTopamu BUPOBHULTBA — 3eM/IS Ta npauysd. Havibifibluie CilbCbKOrocrofapcbKoi npogyKuii BUpoGaISioTs CepeaHi 3a po3mipamu
Cl/IbCbKOrOCIIOAapChKi MANPUEMCTBA, HaUYacTille PEPMEDCHKI roCroAapCTBa. PeHTabesbHICTb [is/IbHOCTI — MOKA3HUK, O O3HaYae
He JMIE BIALIKOAYBAaHHA BUTPAT, I10BA3aHNX 3 BUPOOHULTBOM Ta Peasli3aLlicto MpoayK Ui, ane vi OTPMMAHHS MpubyTKy. BusHaqyeHo,
LYo H8 EKOHOMIYHY €QEeKTUBHICTb AiS/IbHOCTI CifibCbKOroCroAapCLkux MiANpHEMCTB GE3M0CEPEAHbO BIVIMBAE OpPIaHi3aLiviHO -rpasoBa
GopMa  rocriofaproBaHHs, Po3Mipy, HanpsaMm creyiamizagi, CcobiBapTiCTb npogyKuli, pecypcHe 3abesriedeHHs. [IpubyTkoBum €
BUPOOHNLTBO  ITIAMNPUEMCTBAMU  TAKOI ClilbCbKOIrOCIIOAapCbKOI MPOAYKLUII: COHSILLHUK, MOJIOKO, KapTorvis, 3E€PHOBI Ta 3€PHO60O0BI
Ky/IbTypu. 36UTKOBUM € BUPOOHMLTBO MAca OBELb Ta Ki3, BPX, 6ypsKiB LyKpoBux @abpuqHux, BuHOIPAAY. AHas3 peHTabesibHoCTi
ClifTbCbKOroCriofapcbKoro BUPOBHULTBA B IAMPUEMCTBAX PI3HUX OPraHi3aLiviHo-rpaBoBux @OpM ToCrofaproBaHHs 3acBigums, IO
HavIBULLIOro piBHS JOCSITIN PUBATHI MANpueMcTBa (43,8%), a HaviHwk4oro — AepxasHi (13,4%). Big3Ha4YaeTbCs, 14O Y POC/TTMHHUL TBI
B CO6IBapTOCTi NMPOAYKUIi YaCTKa BUTPAT Ha OM/IaTy [OC/yIr CTOPOHHIX OpraHizauii— 8,8%, 1o € JOCTaTHbO BUCOKUM 3HAYEHHSIM,
TOOTO ClfIbCbKOroCroAapChKi MAMPUEMCTBA HE 3a0e3re4eHi OCHOBHUMMU BUPOOHNYMMY @OHAaMN. Lle rnoB’sa3yemMo 3 BUCOKUMU LiiHaAMMU
Ha  CiflbCbKOrOCroAapchKy TexHiky Ta CTaBKamu 3a Kpeautu. 3 METO  [ABULUEHHST  eQEKTUBHOCTI  QYHKLIIOHYBAaHHS
ClifIbCbKOroCrioAapcLKmMX MiArNPHUEMCTB  3arPOIIOHOBAHO: 3a0e3eqnTH lifIbroBE [OBIOCTPOKOBE KPEAUTYBAHHS CiflblOCIIBUPOOHUKIB,
CTUMYJIIOBATN  €QPEKTUBHICTL  LISTIbHOCTI  AEDXKABHUX  ITAMPUEMCTB,  BXUTU 33XO04IB A1 HELOIMYIYEHHS HAAMIPHOI KOHUEHTpayii
3EME/IbHNX PECYPCIB Y BIIACHOCTI OKPEMUX ITAMPUEMCTB.

Kmto40Bi C/10Ba. peHTabe/bHICTb, eQEeKTUBHICTb, MAMPUEMCTBO, CiflbCbKE rOCoAapCcTBO, QIHaHCOBMA pE3Y/IbTaT.

Problem statement in general form and its connection with impo rtant scientific or practical tasks

The agricultural sector occupies an important placein the economy of Ukraine. Products made by agricultural
producers, provides the population with food, serves as a raw material base for industry. More than 60% of the gross
agricultural products areimported intoindustrial processing, which is carriedout by about 30 light and food industries.
Therefore, the efficiency of the industry always remains an urgent issue.

Analysis of recent researches and publications

A large number of scientific works devoted to the effectiveness of the functioning of agricultural enterprises
in Ukraine is the object of research LM. Boychyk, O.A. Koval, Y.O. Lupenko L.L. Melnyk, O.G. Shpykulyak,
V.Y. Mesel-Veselyak, O.V. Shanin, and several other scientists.

Highlighting previously unresolved parts of the common problem that the article is dedicated to

Despite the considerable amount of research towards the effectiveness of the functioning of agricultural
enterprises, deeper economic justification requires the analysis of the financial and economic effectiveness of their
activities and ways to increase the efficiency of agricultural enterprises in Ukraine.

Formulation of the objectives of the article

The purpose ofthe research is to analyze the financial and economic effectiveness ofagricultural enterprises

in Ukraine.
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Presentation of the main material

Financial and economic efficiency is an important comprehensive indicator of the activities of an agricultural
enterprise, the functioning of which is accompanied by continuous turnover of funds in the form of resource
expenditures and income generation, their distribution and use.

At the time of writing, the following methods of research were used: bibliographic (in the processing of
scientific publications on the development of the agricultural sector and agrarian transformations in the countryside),
the method of comparative analysis (when comparing the results of activities), the method of a systematic approach
(to justify the main directions of development of the agricultural sector).

The results of the industry are characterized by the volume of products produced (Table 1).

Table 1
Agricultural products by categories of farms
Years Relative
2000 | 2015 [ 2016 | 2017 | 2018 | 2019 deviation, %
Farms of all categories
agricultural products | 4547 5 596832,8 634433,1 620475.6 671294,0 680982,4 145,67
Economy
Products Crop 3296463 453016,9 494461,9 480157,0 5293473 538705,6 163,42
Products Livestock 1378284 143815,9 1399712 140318,6 1419463 1422768 103,23
Enterprise
agricultural products |5 55006 367738,8 | 4032447 391015,8 437998.6 4498063 175,15
Economy
Products Crop 200914,6 2993693 3365881 3237243 367688,1 376789,7 187,54
Products Livestock 55891 4 68369,5 66656,6 672913 703103 73016.,6 130,64
Including farms Economy
agricultural products | 3,459 550094 64306,1 632772 73181,7 79053,0 231,52
Economy
Products Crop 31863,8 523129 61528,1 604917 70214,1 75809,2 237,92
Products Livestock 22821 2696,5 2778,0 27853 2967,6 32438 142,14
Households
agricultural products | 5 ¢4¢ 7 2290940 | 2311884 2294598 2332954 231176,1 109,73
Economy
Products Crop 128731,7 153647,6 157873 ,8 1564323 1616594 161915,9 125,7868
Products Livestock 81937,0 75446 4 73314.,6 730273 71636,0 69260,2 84,53

(in constantprices in 2016; mIn UAH) [5]

Thus, the analysis of agricultural products by categories of farms showed that in general there is its positive
dynamics (145.67%), in particular crop production 163.42%, livestock - 103.23%. Most agricultural products are
produced by enterprises - 66% (farms 11.6%), respectively, households - 34%.

Enterprises produce 69.94% of crop production and 51.32% of livestock products. It is worth noting that the
dynamics of livestock products in households has a negative tendency. During the study period, it decreased by
15.47%.

Farms are able to provide highly efficient production of agricultural products, but they cannot do without
financial assistance, as it is done in other countries. In particular, in the United States, where large agricultural
enterprises make up 20%, and farms - 80% and, despite the advantagesin all areas of large agricultural enterprises,
western countries and the United States contribute to the development of farms for many reasons.

The largest share of agricultural production in Ukraine accounts for the average entrepreneurship (49%), the
smallest - a large (13%) (Fig. 2).
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Rice. 2. Dynamics and structure of the volume of products (goods, services) produced by large, medium and small enterprises in the field
of agriculture in 2013-2019, million UAH [5]
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An indicator of the result of the agricultural enterprise is net profit (loss). Analysis of statistical materials
showed that in general agricultural activity is profitable. In particular, in 2019, the industry received profits in the
amount of UAH 93,255.4 million. The analysis of the amount of net profit (loss) of enterprises by type of economic
activity in 2019 showed that the agricultural, forestry and fisheries industry has one of the best indicators, inferior to
industry (UAH 133,701.6 million) and wholesale and retail trade (UAH 108,561.5 million).

Analysis of the results of agricultural enterprises showed thatin 2019 the share of enter prises that received
profits - 83%, in turn, the share of unprofitable - 17%. It is worth noting that the share of the latter is growing every
year,in 2016 there were 11.6% [10].

Profitability indicators in agriculture are calculated in order to study the economic results of agricultural
enterprises. When it comes to the profitability of theenterprise, it means that it not only reimburses the costs associated
with the production and sale of products, but also receives a certain profit. And this contributes to the further
development of both a separate enterprise and the economy as a whole and improving the well -being of citizens.

In 2019, the level of profitability of agricultural enterprises amounted to 16.1% (Fig. 3). The analysis of the
dynamics of the indicator showed its rapid drop, comparedto 2015 by 45.42% or 13.4 percentage points; however,
there has been an increase of 17.52% or 2.4 percentage points compared to 2018 [10].
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Rice. 3. Dynamics of profitability of agricultural enterprises during 2015-2019, %
Table 2 shows the level of profitability of agricultural production [10].
Table 2
The level of profitability of agricultural products in enterprises
Agricultural cultu Years Deviations of 2019 from
griculfura® cufture 2017 2018 2019 2017,+/-
Cereal and leguminous crops 25,0 247 11,8 -132
Sunflower 413 32,5 23,5 -17,8
Sugar factory beets 12,4 -114 -154 278
Vegetable crops 9.9 13,3 2,8 -7,1
Potato 10,0 6,8 15,4 5,4
Fruit and berry crops 354 6.4 6,2 -29.2
Grapes 51,6 22,6 -7,2 -58.8
Milk 26,9 16,1 20,6 -6,3
Cattle for meat 34 -17.7 -27,1 -30,5
Pigs formeat 35 6.9 4,7 1,2
Sheep and goats for meat -39.,6 -16,6 -39.7 -0,1
Poultry formeat 7,0 5,7 -3,7 -10,7
Poultry eggs -9,0 5,4 =235 -14,5

Thus, the analysis of the level of profitability of agricultural production showed that sunflower had the
highestratesin 2019 (23.5%), but during 2017-2019 there was a negative dynamic, the indicator decreased by 17.8
percentage points. The level of profitability of milk production in 2019 amounted to 20.6%, but this value is 6.3
percentage points less thanin 2017. The level of profitability of potato production in 2019 is 15.4%, and in 2017
26.9%, that is, there is a positive dynamic. The level of profitability of grain and leguminous c rops in 2019 amounted
to 11.8%, which is 13.2 percentage points less thanin 2017.

The production of sheep and goat meat is unprofitable, the profitability level was minus -39.7%, while the
value of the indicator in dynamics is almostunchanged. Does not bring profits the production of cattle meat (-27.1%).
It should be noted that this indicator of the level of profitability, comparedto 2017, decreased by 30.5 percentage
points The production of poultry eggs in 2019 had a profitability level of minus -23.5%, worsening the indicator of
2017 by 14.5 percentage points. The level of profitability of sugar factory beet production in 2019 was minus -15.4%,
althoughin 2017 the industry had a profitable nature of activity (12.4%). Similar is the production of grapes: in 2019,
the level of profitability was minus -7.2%, and in 2017 the figure was 51.6%.

The analysis of profitability of agricultural enterprises in their size showed the differentiation of indicators
(Fig. 4).
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Rice. 4. Dynamics of profitability of all activities of agricultural enterprises, %

During 2013-2014. the situation was stable, large enterprises had the highest rates. In 2015, there was a
significant jump in the level of profitability in all categories of enterprises, more than 3 times. At the same time, the
profitability of large enterprises amounted to 45%, medium - 33%, small - 23%. Then there was the negative dynamics.
In 2019, the highest profitability rates were medium-sized enterprises — 24%, while small enterprises — 9%, and large
enterprises — 6%. That is, medium-sized enterprises began to function more efficiently. This is due to their easier
adaptation to changes in the market of goods and resources [10].

Table 3
Level of profitability of agricultural production in agricultural enterprises by organizational and legal forms
of management, %

Years Business associations Private enterprises Ag;;zl;:::;:l‘llz:(():;cct;on State-owned enterprises| Other enterprises
The level of profitability of all activities
2000 8,7 15,9 8,3 3.1 -12,3
2011 25,9 33,5 153 2,8 21,3
2015 449 49,7 43,0 14,9 364
2019 349 43,8 423 134 414
Level of profitability of crop production
2000 29,3 35,6 28,7 443 20,6
2011 30,3 40,5 30,0 25,7 16.0
2015 49,8 54,5 56,1 21,7 429
2019 42,7 48,8 559 19,3 444
The level of profitability of livestock
2000 -32,7 -29,0 -39,0 -36,2 -30,4
2011 164 4,8 -8,6 -16,1 17,1
2015 25,0 13,3 11,3 -12,1 18,3
2019 7.6 5.6 34 -132 36,3

The results of the analysis of the level of profitability of agricultural production in agricultural enterprises
accordingto organizational and legal forms of management (Table 3) show that private enterprises (43.8%), APC
(42.8%), and other enterprises (41.4%), and the lowest — state enterprises (13.4%), achieved the highest level of
profitability in 2019. The factor of private property, of course, should not be underestimated.

Crop production was the most profitable in private enterprises (48.8%) and APC (55.9%), and the 1owest
level of profitability was observed in state-owned agricultural enterprises (19.3%). Livestock products were
unprofitable in state-owned enterprises (-13.2%), and other enterprises (36.8%) reached the highest level of
profitability [8].

The level of profitability is directly influenced by the cost of production, which is a calculated indicator and
determined by enterprises [7]. Table 4 presents the cost structure of agricultural products, including crop production
and livestock [10].i

The analysis of the structure of costs for the production of agricultural products (works, services) in 2019
showed that that the largest share is direct material costs — 57.8%, while in crop production — 52.7% (in particular,
mineral fertilizers (18.6%), seeds and planting material (10%), fuel and lubricants (9.9%),in animal husbandry —
75.6% (in particular, feed 57.5%).
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Table 4
Structure of costs of enterprises for the production of products (works, services) agriculturein2019
Agricultural products (works, Products (works, services) of Products (works, services) of
services) crop production animal husbandry
Types of expenses —
million UAH in % to total million UAH in % to total million UAH mto?alto
Direct material costs — total 228980.5 57,8 162394,0 52,7 66 586,5 75,6
including
seeds and planting material 30955,0 7,8 30 955,0 10,0 X X
Feed 50 6844 12,8 X X 50 6844 57,5
of them purchased 22301,1 5.6 X X 22301,1 253
other agricultural products 70345 1,8 3233,1 1,0 38014 43
mineral fertilizers 57278,7 14,5 572787 18,6 X X
fuel and lubricants 323927 8,2 30 660,0 9,9 1732,7 2,0
Electricity 39054 1,0 1786,3 0,6 2119,1 24
fuel and energy 2366,1 0,6 1281,6 04 1084,5 1,2
spare parts, repair and building 192973 49 15756.5 5.1 35408 40
materials for repair
Direct laborcosts 252288 6.4 178194 58 74094 8.4
Other direct costs — total 834933 21,0 757094 24,5 77839 8.8
including

deductions for social events 55383 1.4 3931,6 1,3 1606,7 1,8
rent for:
land shares (shares) 392484 9.9 392484 12,7 X X
property shares 468.4 0,1 464,1 0,2 43 0,0
Depreciation 264648 6,7 221974 72 42674 4.8
General production costs — total 58 686,3 14,8 523119 17,0 63744 7,2
of them
payment forservices 30 142,6 7.6 271339 8.8 3008,7 34
third-party organizations
Cost - Total 396388,9 100,0 308234,7 100,0 88 154,2 100,0

Direct labor costs in the structure of costs for the production of products (works, services) of agriculture
amounted to 6.4%: in crop production - 5.8%, in animal husbandry - 8.4%.

Other direct expenditures amounted to 21%: in crop production - 24.5%, in animal husbandry - 8.8%. In crop
production in this part of costs, the largest percentage has rent for land shares — 9.9%, which significantly affects the
total cost and cost of production, and as a result - on profitability. An interesting fact remains the low profitability of
state-owned enterprises, given the fact that they operate on farmland.

General production costs (account 91 "General production costs"), written off for production costs (account
23 "Production"), are included in the cost of production. In 2019, they amounted to 14.8%, in particularin crop
production - 17%, in animal husbandry - 7.2%. It is noted that the share of costs for the services of third-party
organizations in crop production is 8.8%, which is quite high. This is due to the fact that agricultural enterprises are
not fully equipped with the main production funds and cannotindependently serve their own production process. This
is associated with high prices for agricultural machinery and rates for loans.

Conclusions from this study and prospects for further exploration in this area

Thus, agriculture in Ukraine is a promising branch of the national economy, as it has the main factors of
production - land (70% of the entire territory of the country is occupied by agricultural land) and labor (30.59% of the
population lives in rural areas). However, to increase the efficiency of the functioning of agricultural enterprises, a
number of measures must be taken:

- to strengthen control by the state over the use and protection of land;

- take measures to prevent excessive concentration of land resources in the ownership of individual
enterprises;

- to activate state insurance of agricultural activities;

- to provide preferential long-term lending to agricultural producers;

- to stimulate the efficiency of state-owned enterprises in order to ensure the food security of the country;

- to ensure state control over purchase prices for agricultural products in order to protect producers;

- to introduce tax benefits for producers who carry out measures for the protection of land resources;

- to ensure increasing the competitiveness of agricultural products;

- use progressive forms of organization of production and remuneration;

- to improve the conditions and standard of living of the rural population.

Therefore, it should be emphasized that the economic efficiency of agricultural enterprises is directly
influenced by the organizational and legal form of management, size, direction of specialization, cost of production,
resource supply. Profitability of production of the main types of agricultural products requires a detailed study of the
situation of the world food market for domestic agricultural exports.
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