cxiaB 650 mua. o CHIA (12,34 % 3aranpHoOro o0csAry eKCropTy TPaHCIOPTHUX mociyr). IIpodiaema po-
3BHTKY EKCIIOPTHOI'O MOTEHIIIay MOPCHKOI Tany3i He 00MEKY€EThCs TIPOOIEMOI0 BUCOKUX ITOPTOBUX 300-
piB. 3aBIaHHsI CHPUSHHSA PO3BUTKY TPAHCHOPTHOI iH(PACTPYKTYPHU CIiJ AOTOBHUTH CTPATETIYHUMH Ha-
MpsIMaM# PO3BHTKY MOPETOCIOJaPChKOI0 KOMILICKCY.

B mnani fiid nepenbavaeTbcs CTBOPEHHS ccTeMH (PiHAHCOBOT MIATPUMKH YKPaiHCHKUX €KCIopTe-
piB, Bkitouatoun ctBopeHHs ExcrioptHo-kpenutHoro arenrctBa (EKA), po3poOky mimaHy iMIuieMeHTallii,
CTBOpPEHHSI TIPOrpaMU TOCIYT CTpaxyBaHHs, IUIaHy rapaHTYBaHHS €KCIIOPTHUX KPEIUTIB Ta PO3poOKy Me-
XaHI3MYy KpequTyBaHHs (TO3MK) JJIsl €KCIIOPTOOPIEHTOBAHMX MpoeKTiB. Ha manwmii dyac mepenbadaeThes,
mo EKA OynyTh HamaBaTH TUIBKM CTPaxoBi MOCIYrd. B momanbIioMy ciniji yTOYHUTH BIPOTiTHICTH TyO-
moBanHs QyHknid EKA ta [TAT «YkpekciMOaHK» B CTaTyTi SIKOTO MPOMKCAHO HAaHHs (iHAHCOBOI MiAT-
PUMKH YKpaiHCBKHM ekcriopTepam. B Crparerii He Bka3aHo, SIKi 1€ IHCTUTYTH BXOISATH IO cHcTeMH (Qi-
HAHCOBOI MITPUMKH YKPaiHCHKOTO EKCIIOPTY, SIKi MOTPe0yIOTh CTBOPEHHS Ta BIPOBAKEHHS.

TakuM 4MHOM, HE AMBJITYMCH HA TICBHI HEMOJIKH, 11032 CYMHIBOM € TOH (hakT, IO MpencTaBiIcHa
«ExcnoptHa crpareris Ykpaiau: JIopoxHS KapTa CTpaTErivHOr0 PO3BUTKY TOpTiBii Ha mepiox 2017 —
2021 pokiB» € KOMILUIEKCHUM JIOKYMEHTOM, KM nepeadadae peatizaiiio il 3 pO3BUTKY Pi3HHX raiy3ei
CKOHOMIKH, MiAMOPSIKOBYIOUHCH €IMHIN METi PO3BUTKY €KCIIOPTHOTO MOTEHIiay YKpaiH! Ta KOHKYpEeH-
TOCIIPOMOKHOCTI TIPOJYKIIIi Ta MOCIYT Ha CBITOBUX PHHKAX.
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INSTITUTIONAL BARRIERS TO THE DEVELOPMENT OF AGRICULTURAL
COOPERATIVES IN UKRAINE
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Formation of a favorable institutional environment is a question of vital importance for the further
development and extension of cooperation in agriculture of Ukraine. For the members of agricultural co-
operatives this can become apparent through their ability to gain long-term benefits from joint economic
activities, herewith the value of these benefits should exceed the volume their additional transaction costs
related to the cooperation. And only in this case small agricultural producers may become strongly and
permanently motivated to establish agricultural cooperatives of different types and participate in joint eco-
nomic activities, and therefore market mechanisms of agricultural cooperation development will run suc-
cessfully [1, p. 16]. In this respect it is important to pay a proper attention to the existing institutional gaps
and dysfunctions which the effective operation and development of agricultural cooperatives.

Unfortunately today there is no reliable evidence that integration of individual producers into agri-
cultural cooperatives, both production and service, increases the profitability of their members due to the
economies of scale and improves their market position through group actions, e.g. through fixing higher
selling prices for agricultural products or lower purchase prices for material resources. In fact everything
is going on vice versa. Very often on local markets of agricultural products producers can get higher prices
for their products than the official price of wholesale purchases. In addition, very typical is the situation
when food processors purchase agricultural production from large farms at considerably higher prices than
those offered to small farmers and agricultural cooperatives. To some extent this is due to greater ability of
large agricultural enterprises on the formation of large homogeneous batches. Still, there are reasonable
grounds to believe that a considerable, often hidden (informal), monopoly of processing companies and
commercial intermediaries within the supply chains in the agricultural market takes place in Ukraine, and
for this reason obtaining economies of activity scale for agricultural cooperatives is impossible [2, p. 79].

Legal regulation of economic activity as a whole, and the laws related to agricultural cooperatives
in particular, constitute another consequential component of the institutional environment. One of the topi-
cal issues of the current Ukrainian legislation concerning agricultural cooperatives is related to the deter-
mination of non-profit status of service cooperatives established by agricultural producers in order to re-
duce their production costs and/or increase profitability. According to the Tax Code of Ukraine a non-
profit organization should comply with a number of criteria. In particular, it is required that in case of lig-
uidation of a non-profit organization its assets should be passed to another non-profit organization or given
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over to the budget (paragraph 133.4.1 of the article 133) [4]. At the same time the Law «On Agricultural
Cooperation» determines that after a cooperative is liquidated its members should get back their basic and
complementary equity stakes, and in case if any extra assets occur after the cooperative pays all its liabili-
ties to the creditors and other counterparties, these fund should be distributed among the members accord-
ing to the Statute [3]. Another contradiction lies in the consecution of an agricultural service cooperative’s
income distribution. As a non-profit organization it has no right to make any payments to its members
from the income (according to the above-mentioned chapter of the Tax Code), but on the other hand this
practically means that a cooperative is not allowed to make cooperative payments to its members. These
legislative gaps could be solved by adding to the respective article of the Tax Code a remark, that all the
requirements to the non-profit organizations mentioned in the chapter 133.4.1 are valid only if they don’t
contradict with the other laws, which regulate activities of a specific type of non-profit organizations.

We also need to pay a particular attention to the recent changes to the Tax Code, which provide
that the taxable income (profit or loss before tax) should be increased by 30 % of the total value of goods
(works, services) purchased from non-profit organizations if the value of goods purchased from these or-
ganizations during a financial year exceeds 25 minimum wage, established on 1 January of the year (chap-
ter 140.5.4, Art. 140 of the Tax Code) [4]. This regulation can lead to a significant limitation of market
opportunities for agricultural service cooperatives, as any food processing or other enterprise, which will
buy agricultural products of a service agricultural cooperative for more than 80 thousand UAH during the
year, will automatically increase the value of its liabilities for income tax.

Seeing the above, it is extremely important to resolve the existing legislative gaps and to ensure
mutual consistency of the Tax, Civil and Commercial Codes with relevant special (cooperative) legislation.
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HAIIPSIMHU PO3BUTKY 30BHIIIHbOI TOPI'IBJII YKPATHA
H.M. Yebomapwoea, x.e.H., Ooyenm
1O.B. ®aiizynina, 3006ysau suwoi oceimu
I3 «Jlyeancoxuti nayionanvruil ynieepcumem imeni Tapaca Illeeuenxay, m. Cmapobinvcok

AxTUBI3aIlis TPOIIECiB TI00ai3amii, MIBUIICHHS POJIi 1 3HAYCHHS 30BHINIHLOCKOHOMIYHOI JTisiIb-
Hocti (3EJ]) mist kpaiHu 0OyMOBIIIOE€ HEOOXIAHICTH TOIIYKY HOBUX IUIAXIB MiJBUINCHHS ¢()eKTHBHOCTI
EKCIOPTHO-IMIIOPTHUX oOllepalliid. 3MilIHEHHs B3aeMOBHUTigHOr0 napTHepctBa B 3EJI, momaibinuii po3Bu-
TOK 30BHINIHHOTOPT'OBENBHUX BIIHOCHH € HaWBaXJMBIIMMU (pakTopamMu €KOHOMIYHOro 3pocTaHHs. B
yMOBax riobaizallii BEMMKOro 3HaYeHHs! Ha0yBa€e peryaoBaHHS 30BHINIHLOTOPTOBEIBHOT ASTTBHOCTI, 11O
nepeadavae peanizalliio Aep>KaBol0 CHCTEMH 3aXOJIB 1 METOJIIB, HEOOXIIHUX /Il 3a0€3MeUeHHs B3aEMOZIIT
HAaI[IOHAJIbHOT'O TOCIIOAAPCTRA 31 CBITOBUM.

[Ipobnemu 1 MEpCIeKTHBY PO3BUTKY 30BHINIHBOI TOPTIBJII TOBApaMHu Ta MOCIyraMH, iMIOPTO3aMi-
IIICHHSI, OIepallii 3 IMIIOPTHOIO AaBaIbHUILKOK CHPOBHHOKO BUCBITIIIOBAIM BUCHI-eKOHOMICTH: P. MoTopuH,
C. PactBopiieBa i B. ®aysep, H. Ueborapnora i inmm. PerenbHuil aHamis ykpaiHChKOro 3aKOHOAABCTBA 13
perymoBants 3EJl, BHOKpeMHBIIM HOro MO3UTHBHI 1 HEraTuBHI sikocTi 3poouB JI. Muntok. T. MebHUK i
T. BuIMHCHKa OKPECIIAIN HEe MEHIII BaXKIIMBY POOJIeMY MO0 UIIeraizaii 30BHIIIHBOI TOPTiBIi B YKpaiHi.

[IpobGsieMu 30BHILIHBOT TOPTIBII, SIKI ChOTO/IHI HETATUBHO MO3HAYAIOTHCSA Ha €KOHOMIYHIN CHTYya-
il B YKpaiHi, BUMararoTh HEraifHOTo BHUpilieHHs. BriroueHHs YKpaiHu B sIKOCTi PIBHONPaBHOTO cy0’€KTa
B CBITOBE rOCIOJIAPCTBO 3AJIMIIAETHCS Hapa3i OIHUM 3 TOJIOBHHX 1i 3aBJ]aHb.

VYkpaiHa Mae 30BHIIIHLOSKOHOMIYHI BITHOCHHHM 3 OaraTbMa KpaiHaMmH CBITY 1 IOCTIHHO pO3BHBAE iX.
Tax, 3rigao 3 nanumu COT B 2015 p. Ha Ykpainy npumanano 0,23 % BCbOTo CBITOBOTO €KCIIOPTY TOBApIB
10,22 % iMmopty. Y CBITOBOMY €KCIOPTi TOCIHyr YKpaiHi HanexuTb Bcboro 0,26 % 1 B iMIopTi — nwiie
0,21 % [1]. Ananizytoun MOKa3HUKU OCTAHHIX POKIB, BITHOBIICHHsI 3POCTAHHSI €KCIIOPTY MOXKHA OYIKYBaTH
qme micnst 2017 p.
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