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 2013 . 2014 . 2015 . 2016 . 2017 .  (+;-) 
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2013 . 
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  3,7 17,5 8,9 4,5 3,47 -0,2 
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ANNOTATION 

Shabatura T.S. Evaluation of state support of the agricultural sector of 
economy of Ukraine 

The main directions and tools for the implementation of state support of the 
agricultural sector of Ukraine are investigated. The problematic issues of the 
implementation of state support to the agrarian sector are examined and the need for 
state intervention is proved by providing financial support to agricultural producers 
at the expense of the state budget. The priority directions for the implementation of 
state support of the agricultural sector are substantiated. 

Keywords: government support, the agricultural sector, agricultural producers, 
insurance, subsidies, loans. 

 
 


