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1. Executive Summary

e Agriculture plays a pivotal role in Ukraine’s economy, shaping both economic
growth and rural communities. Its strengths lie in its unique resource base and
competitiveness in producing staple agricultural commodities. Ukrainian agriculture
suffered from volatile domestic agricultural policies and weak governance following
independence; nevertheless, output and productivity growth in the decade leading up to
Russia’s invasion in 2022 was strong. Agriculture in Ukraine has been severely weakened
by damage caused by Russia’s attack, but has displayed impressive resilience. Post-war
recovery and European integration against a background of growing global demand
represent important opportunities, while the ongoing war, export dependence, a shrinking
population and climate change pose threats.

e EU agriculture enjoys good production conditions, strong domestic demand for
food, well-developed infrastructure and strong institutions. However, EU agriculture is
dependent on imported fuel and fertiliser. Furthermore, in many regions of the EU farms
are comparatively small, leading to inefficient production and low incomes. Agricultural
policy making is complex and time consuming in the EU. This makes it difficult to take
advantage of the opportunities presented by structural change, new technologies, and
possibly enlargement. Geopolitical instability, climate change and policy gridlock due to
farmer protests and blockades by EU members pose important threats to the further
development of agriculture in the EU.

e Ukrainian accession would add roughly 25% to the EU’s total agricultural area, and
31% to the EU’s arable land. Hence, like earlier enlargements in 1986 and 2004-07 it would
substantially increase the cost of the EU’s Common Agricultural Policy (CAP). Budget costs
are important, but policy decisions should be based on a comprehensive assessment of
economic costs and benefits, not just budgets. It is striking that there are numerous
published estimates of the effects of Ukraine’s accession on the EU budget, but no
comprehensive assessments of the benefits it would generate for agriculture and the
economy as a whole in an enlarged EU.

e Ukraine is a reliable supplier of agricultural commaodities; the EU has a highly
competitive food processing sector. Against a background of growing global demand for
food, Ukrainian agriculture can make a substantial contribution to the continued
international competitiveness of the food processing industry in an enlarged EU, generating
value-added and employment. Firms in the EU that produce and construct grain storage
and port facilities, agricultural machinery, animal housing and manure treatment systems
also stand to benefit from the rebuilding of Ukrainian agriculture.

e Policy makers should base their decisions on objective assessments of these
complementarities between agriculture in the EU and Ukraine. Currently, debates on the
question of Ukraine’s membership in the EU are distorted by misinformation and
fearmongering. Farm interests and politicians warn of ‘catastrophic impacts’ on agriculture
in the EU and claim that imports of agricultural products from Ukraine are ‘flooding’ the EU
and depressing prices, but there are no rigorous empirical studies to back up these
allegations. The EU should use the analytical capacities at its disposal to generate objective
evidence and counter false narratives.



2. Introduction
2.1. Background

In February 2013 the Verkhovna Rada (Ukrainian Parliament) overwhelmingly voted
in favour of finalising an Association Agreement (AA) with the EU. President Viktor
Yanukovych’s refusal to sign this AA in November 2013 sparked a wave of protests known
as the Euromaidan which culminated in the Revoliutsiia Hidnosti (Revolution of Dignity) or
Maidan Revolution and Yanukovych’s flight into Russian exile on February 22 2014. Less
than one week later, Russia deployed unmarked soldiers to the Crimean Peninsula. In the
ensuing months Russia annexed Crimea and fomented armed insurgencies in Donetsk,
Kharkiv and Luhansk.

The EU-Ukraine AA was signed at an EU summit in Brussels in March 2014
(Government of Ukraine 2025). After it was ratified by the European Parliament and the
Verkhovna Rada in September 2014, (then) new President Petro Poroshenko referred to
the AA as a “first but most decisive step” towards EU membership (Deutsche Welle, 2014).
The AA establishes a Deep and Comprehensive Free Trade Agreement (DFCTA) that
provisionally entered into force on January 1, 2016. Following ratification by all signatories
in the EU the DCFTA fully came into force on September 1, 2017.

Under the terms of the DCFTA, trade between the EU and Ukraine roughly doubled,
as Ukraine’s exports to the EU increased by 98% and EU exports to Ukraine increased by
106% between 2015 and 2021 (Akhvlediani, 2025). Agriculture contributed to these
increases, with Ukrainian agricultural exports to (imports from) the EU growing by 86%
(153%). Meanwhile, Russia continued its campaign of insurgency, sabotage and
destabilisation in support of pro-Russian separatists in the Donbas region. On February 24
2022, three days after officially recognising the so-called Donetsk People’s Republic and
the Luhansk People’s Republic, Russia started a full-scale invasion of Ukraine, triggering
the deadliest conflict in Europe since World War II.

Four days after Russia’s invasion began, Ukraine formally applied for EU membership.
In an Opinion presented on June 17 2022, the European Commission recommended that
Ukraine, together with Moldova and Georgia be granted candidate status for accession to
the EU (European Commission, 2025a). Six days later on June 23 2022, Ukraine was
granted candidate status by unanimous agreement of the heads of state all 27 EU
members.

Even when they do not take place against a backdrop of war, negotiations on EU
enlargement are a complex, protracted and sometimes arduous process. In the course of
seven enlargements, the EU has added 22 members to the original six that signed the
Treaty of Rome in 1957. In these previous enlargements, the agricultural chapter or
“dossier” has always proven especially contentious. Agriculture undergoes substantial
structural change in the course of economic development. While some farms grow to take
advantage of the economies of scale that accompany ongoing technical change, other
farms experience stagnating or even declining real incomes and pressure to cease
operation. In this setting, farmers in the EU typically feel threatened by the prospect of
enlargement and exposure to competitive pressure from farmers in new member states.
Farmers in candidate countries are generally more optimistic about accession; they hope



to benefit from access to large, high-income markets for their produce, and from subsidies
and other financial supports that are distributed under the EU’'s Common Agricultural Policy
(CAP). However, farmers in candidate countries also worry about the costs and loss of
competitiveness associated with adopting strict EU standards and restrictions on
agricultural practices.

As accession negotiations between the EU and Ukraine progress, farm interests in the
EU are voicing characteristic concerns. These concerns have been heightened by the
effects of trade concessions, the so-called autonomous trade measures (ATMs) that the
EU granted to Ukraine in response to Russia’s aggression in early June 2022. With Ukraine’s
Black Sea routes blocked, the ATMs suspended all customs duties and quotas on
agricultural and industrial goods under the EU-Ukraine DCFTA. The ATMs were extended
twice, in 2023 and 2024 (Svitlychna, 2025). As a result, many of Ukraine’s exports were
redirected to the EU. Between 2021 and 2024, Ukrainian agricultural exports to the EU
almost doubled from 7.3 to 14.1 bill US$. In the process, Ukraine’s dependence on
agricultural exports to the EU grew as the share of these exports in total Ukrainian exports
increased from 11,5 to 36% (National Bank of Ukraine 2025).

Increased imports from Ukraine under the ATMs increased political and economic
scrutiny within the EU. Farm interests, especially in EU member states such as Poland and
Hungary that border on Ukraine, complained about market imbalances, low prices, and
unfair competition (Dodd & Welsh, 2024). Several member states even introduced
unilateral restrictions on imports of grain from Ukraine, in clear violation of EU law. Their
pressure eventually led to the expiry of the ATMs in early June 2025. Following intensive
negotiations, the EU and Ukraine reached an agreement in late June to revise their trade
regime (European Commission, 2025b). As a result, since October 29 2025 agricultural
trade between Ukraine and the EU is once again taking place under DCFTA provisions,
although the EU has increased quotas for some products, and fully liberalised trade for
several less-sensitive products (European Commission 2025c).

2.2. Objectives and scope of this study

The main objective of this study is to provide an overview of the implications of
Ukraine’s accession for agriculture in an enlarged EU. We begin with assessments of the
strengths, weaknesses of the agricultural sectors in the EU and Ukraine, and the
opportunities and threats that these sectors face. Based on these assessments we will
analyse the implications of Ukraine’s accession for agriculture in an enlarged EU,
highlighting both the potential synergies that could be harnessed and the challenges that
must be addressed on the road to Ukraine’s accession.

This study is based on a comprehensive literature review and the analysis of
production and trade statistics. The literature review synthesizes existing academic and
policy studies on EU-Ukraine trade relations, agricultural markets, and integration
processes, providing the necessary theoretical and contextual background. In parallel,
descriptive statistical analysis of trade flows and structural indicators is employed to
capture recent dynamics, highlight patterns, and identify key challenges.

The study is structured as follows. The next sections 3 and 4 are devoted to SWOT
analyses of the agricultural sectors in Ukraine and in the EU, respectively. In section 5 we



consider the strategic implications of Ukraine’s accession to the EU for agriculture by
looking at its effects on the EU’s global agri-food competitiveness, on the CAP and CAP
spending, and on selected agricultural markets in the EU. In section 6 we derive several
strategic recommendations for harnessing synergies and addressing challenges on the
road to Ukraine’s accession.

3. SWOT Analysis of Agriculture in Ukraine

Agriculture plays a pivotal role in Ukraine’s economy, shaping both economic growth
and rural communities. Its strengths lie in its unique resource base and competitiveness in
producing staple agricultural commodities. Ukrainian agriculture suffered from volatile
domestic agricultural policies and weak governance following independence; nevertheless,
output and productivity growth in the decade leading up to Russia’s invasion in 2022 was
strong. Agriculture in Ukraine has been severely weakened by damage caused by Russia’s
attack, but has displayed impressive resilience. Post-war recovery and European
integration against a background of growing global demand represent important
opportunities, while the ongoing war, export dependence, a shrinking population and
climate change pose threats. In the following we review these issues, which are
summarised in Table 1.

Table 1: SWOT analysis of agriculture in Ukraine

» Fertile black soils, flat topography, = Extensive war-related damage and
adequate rainfall and direct access to contamination of agricultural land.
global shipping routes and markets. Damaged and destroyed buildings and

= Proven export potential due to large machinery, power outages and
productive  capacity relative to shortages of labour and other inputs.
population. = Farmers suffering war-related revenue
» Impressive recent agricultural growth losses due to lower production and
based on productivity and output prices, higher production costs.
competitiveness, not subsidies. = Exports depend on Black Sea shipping,
» War-time performance has revealed a which has resumed but remains
high degree of resilience and impaired and relatively expensive.
adaptability. = Weak governance and institutions in
» Mix of smallholders and large farms, agriculture.
providing both scale and diversity. = Low and unbalanced public investment
» Important role of agriculture in the in agriculture.

national economy.
= Increasing global demand for food. = Dependence on exports and exposure
= Opportunity to build back better. to global shocks and price volatility.
= Potential to further boost agricultural = Access to world markets via Black Sea
productivity with innovative remains vulnerable to blockades and
technologies in fields such as robotics, other disturbances.
remote sensing, digitalisation and
artificial intelligence.



= Agricultural policy reset to: » Mounting damages to agricultural land,

o Redirect public expenditure towards some of which may have long-term
funding knowledge and innovation. effects on production capacity.
o Reduce barriers  to private = Climate change and extreme weather
investments in rebuilding. events reduce production, increase
o Establish institutions required to volatility.
implement the EU’s CAP. = Ongoing population decline and labour
= EU and other international partners shortages.
willing and able to support investments = Accession process could be delayed or
in institutional capacity. derailed if insufficient progress made

on fundamental governance issues.

3.1. Strengths

With one-third of the world’s most fertile black soils, flat topography, adequate rainfall
and direct access to global shipping routes and markets, Ukraine is often referred to as a
“breadbasket” (Countryman et al. 2024). Ukraine has more arable land (32.9 mill. ha) than
France and Germany combined (28,7 mill. ha), but less than one-third of the population
(44.3 vs. 149.8 million inhabitants in 2021) (FAO 2025a), giving it considerable export
potential. As a result, Ukraine accounts for much higher shares of global trade in major
grains such as wheat, maize, and barley than it does in global production. Ukraine also
plays a dominant role on global markets for sunflower and rapeseed (Table 2).

Table 2: Ukraine’s share in global production and trade of major crop
products 2021/22

Product sr:;jci;alc()gj; Share of global exports (%) | Rank in global exports
Wheat 4.3 9 5
Barley 6.8 17 3
Maize 3.5 12 4
Sunflower oil 30.6 46 1
Sunflower meal 27.5 54 1
Rapeseed 4.2 20 3

Source: USDA FAS (2022).

Agriculture has long been a cornerstone of the Ukrainian economy, contributing
10.9% of GDP, 14% of employment, and 41% of export value in 2021 (World Bank 2025).
If related industries up- and downstream are also counted, agriculture’s share of GDP was
approximately 20% in 2021 (von Cramon-Taubadel and Nivievskyi 2023).

After contracting strongly in the 1990s, aggregate agricultural production in Ukraine
stabilised in the early 2000s and began to grow strongly thereafter. Total agricultural
output increased by 1.5% per year between 2013 and 2021. Figure 1 shows that this
growth was entirely due to improvements in productivity, as land use remained constant,
and the use of other inputs decreased. This growth was also achieved without substantial
amounts of government support: according to the OECD’s estimates (OECD 2025a),
producer support as a share of farm receipts in Ukraine averaged below 1.5% between
2013 and 2021, and was negative in several years (OECD 2025a). This is a sign of
strength, as it suggests that agricultural growth was based on competitiveness and not



distorted or artificially inflated by subsidies. Overall, Ukrainian agriculture was on a steep
upward trajectory prior to 2022, driven by productivity improvements that allowed
Ukrainian farmers to produce progressively more output with fewer inputs. Nevertheless,
on average in 2020 and 2021, average per hectare yields in Ukraine lagged behind average
yields in the EU by 30% for barley, 12% for maize, 26% for wheat and 37% for sugar
beet; only for sunflower seed were Ukrainian yields on par with those in the EU (FAO
2025a). This suggests that past performance notwithstanding, there is still considerable
potential for increased productivity and output growth in Ukrainian agriculture.

Since the outset of the war, Ukrainian agriculture has displayed remarkable resilience.
Production has declined, but less than many experts anticipated. Using satellite and field-
level data, Deininger et al. (2023) provide evidence of this resilience, showing that
especially large farms have been able to limit production losses, presumably due to their
geographical diversification and better access to foreign sources of capital and inputs
compared with smaller or medium-sized operations. In response to damages, shortages
and bottlenecks in trade infrastructure (see below), farmers, processors and traders
responded by shifting production away from cereals to higher-value crops such as oilseeds
and their by-products. Reflecting this resilience and adaptability, Ukraine’s agricultural
exports have remained relatively stable since 2022, and their share in total exports has
increased from under 50% before the war to over 60% in 2023 and 2024 (Figure 2).

Figure 1: Sources of growth in agricultural output in Ukraine, the EU and
the World (average annual growth from 2013 to 2021 in %)
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Source: USDA ERS (2025), own calculations.

As alluded to above, large farms make important contributions to the productivity and
resilience of Ukrainian agriculture. Table 3 compares farm size distributions in the EU and
Ukraine. The striking differences between these distributions are immediately apparent.
Indeed, the granularity of the data published by statistical authorities in the EU and Ukraine
differs considerably, with the EU providing greater detail on farms with fewer than 100



hectares, and Ukraine greater detail on farms with more. The preponderance of farms with
500 hectares and more in Ukraine is certainly a strength. Large farms are able to capture
economies of scale and produce more efficiently, all other things being equal.

Figure 2: Ukrainian exports of agricultural and other goods (2010 to 2024)
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Table 3: Farm size distributions in the EU (2020) and Ukraine (2021)

EU Ukraine
Farm size Farms Utilised agricultural area Farms* Utilised agricultural area
(hectares) Number Share Cum. Hectares Share Cum. Number Share Cum. Hectares Share Cum.
("000) (%) share ("000) (%) share ('000) (%) Share ("000) (%) share
0-4.9 5786 63,8 63,8 9099 5,8 5,8
5-9.9 1122 12,4 76,2 7893 5,0 10,8 3,6 o1 o1 20 0.1 01
10-19.9 789 8,7 84,9 11091 7,0 17,8
20-29.9 342 3,8 88,6 8354 53 23,1 12,5 31,8 40,9 401 1,9 2,0
30-49.9 354 3,9 92,5 13696 8,7 31,8
50-99.9 350 3,9 96,4 24643 15,7 47,5 5,2 13,1 54,1 373 1,8 3,8
100-500 9,4 23,9 77,9 2290 11,0 14,8
500-1000 3,2 8,2 86,1 2314 11,1 25,9
1000-5000 328 3,6 100,0 82653 22,5 100,0 4,8 12,3 98,5 10150 48,7 74,7
>5000 0,6 1,5 100,0 5274 25,3 100,0
Sum 9071 157428 39 20823

Notes: * Does not include rural households.
Source: For the EU Eurostat (2022). For Ukraine Régnier and Catallo (2024).
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In this context, the so-called agroholdings have attracted much attention. Data
on the number and exact size of these agriholdings varies; according to Matuszak
(2021) there were 22 entities with areas of over 50,000 hectares in 2021, and ten of
these farmed over 100,000 hectares each. While there is no denying the importance
of the agriholdings, also in debates about the implications of Ukrainian accession to
the EU (see below), their importance should not be overstated. Several studies
(Gagalyuk and Valentinov 2019; Walther and von Davier 2017) suggest that the
agriholdings are not more efficient than smaller (large) farms, and that their
emergence can rather be attributed to their organisational resilience and political
influence under the turbulent conditions of transition. Excluding the agroholdings,
Table 2 shows that 17,400 farms with 100 to 5,000 hectares in Ukraine account for
roughly 71% of the utilised agricultural area. Together these farms account for over
three-quarters of the country’s grain production and represent the competitive core of
Ukrainian agriculture.

3.2. Weaknesses

Russia’s war of aggression has interrupted the steep trajectory of productivity
growth that we referred to above. Kussul et al. (2025) find that the area of cultivated
land in Ukraine shrunk by 10% nationwide over 2022-2024, and by 22% if only
unoccupied areas are considered. The losses of cultivated are concentrated in conflict
zones, where in many cases the land is not only temporarily uncultivated, but has been
damaged, mined or chemically contaminated and may remain unsafe for production
for years to come. In survey carried out by the FAO in late 2024, 18% of the crop
producing enterprises in Ukraine, and 38% of the enterprises in conflict zones,
reported fields affected by mines and unexploded ordnance (FAO, 2025b). According
to GLOBSEC (2024), there are 15.6 mill. hectares of land in Ukraine that are potentially
contaminated by mines, chemicals and other dangers. 470,000 hectares of agricultural
land are targeted in Ukraine’s Action Plan for Demining Agricultural Land (CSIS 2024).

The war has not only reduced the farmed area in Ukraine, it has also damaged
and destroyed buildings and machinery and led to power outages and shortages of
labour and other inputs. By late 2024, total war-related damages to agricultural assets
in Ukraine were estimated to be 11.2 bill. US$ (World Bank, 2025). Agricultural
machinery (58%) and storage facilities (17%) accounted for the largest shares of these
damages. In addition to these asset losses, the World Bank (2025) estimates that
agricultural producers in Ukraine suffered war-related revenue losses to due to lower
production, lower output prices and higher production costs at 72.7 bill. US$. Asset
and revenue losses have continued to mount since these estimates were generated,
further weakening Ukraine’s agricultural productive capacity and its ability to generate
the financial flows required to invest and maintain the remaining capacity.

Finally, the war has also added to a growing shortage of labour in Ukrainian
agriculture. Between 1992 and 2021, Ukraine’s population had already declined by
21%, from roughly 52 to 41 million. By 2023 it had fallen further to 33.2 million, largely
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due to outflows of refugees (Darvas et al. 2024). Many remaining men and women
have entered military service or are otherwise engaged in the country’s defence effort.
As a result, labour is scarce in agriculture and in other sectors.

Ukraine’s reliance on the Black Sea became apparent when Russia blocked this
maritime channel. Prior to the war, the ports of Odessa and Mykolaiv alone accounted
for over 90% of Ukraine’s grain export volumes (Hamulczuk et al., 2023). The costs of
exporting by train or truck over land through the EU are much higher per ton than the
costs of exporting by ship over the Black Sea. As a result, farm revenues in Ukraine
fell sharply after the war began as the wedge between world market and farm-gate
prices increased. For example, farm-gate prices for wheat and corn dropped by about
45% in early 2022. The Black Sea Grain Initiative brokered by the UN and Turkey
provided some relief, accounting for 66, 58 and 75% of Ukraine’s wheat, barley and
corn exports from August 2022 to February 2023 (Hamulczuk et al., 2023). Since then,
the Black Sea outlet for Ukrainian exports has been partially restored, with Ukraine’s
and Romania’s Danube ports playing an important role. However, due to risk the cost
of the Black Sea route remains relatively high, and farmers in Ukraine continue to
suffer from depressed farm-gate prices as a result. The World Bank (2025) estimates
that by the end of 2024, reductions in farm-gate prices had reduced farm revenues in
Ukraine by 24.7 bill. US$.

Prior to Russia’s war of aggression, the performance of Ukrainian agriculture was
constrained by weak governance and institutions leading to volatile and often
counterproductive agricultural policies. By 2008, 13 Ministers of Agriculture had served
in Ukraine over the 17 years since independence (von Cramon-Taubadel, 2008),
intermittently overlapping with Vice Prime Ministers responsible for agriculture. This
lack of continuity combined with rent seeking as well as weak analytical and
administrative capacities, resulted in a policy environment that limited growth and
prolonged Ukrainian agriculture’s emergence from the ‘transition tunnel’ of the 1990s
and 2000s. A case in point are the grain export quotas that were introduced in Ukraine
in 2006-08 and 2010-11. These quotas depressed domestic prices and thus taxed
farmers (von Cramon-Taubadel and Raiser, 2006). Furthermore, there is anecdotal
evidence that the distribution of quotas among trading companies was arbitrary and
influenced by political connections. Land reform was also affected by this policy
environment. A farmland sales market was not launched until 2021, and land
governance remains fragmented, with no unified lease registry, a mix of digital and
paper systems, and legal caps on short leases that fuel informality and dampen
investment (Deininger et al., 2023).

We mentioned above that Ukraine has experienced impressive agricultural growth
in agriculture without substantial levels of government support. While this can be
interpreted as evidence of strength, the lack of government support also extends to
public investment in agriculture, which is low and unbalanced in Ukraine. Figure 3
shows that public investments in agriculture in Ukraine as a share of the value of
agricultural production has been volatile and, especially since the mid-2010s, low
(compare with Figure 5 for the EU).
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Figure 3: Public investments in agriculture in Ukraine as a share of the
production value of agriculture (1986 to 2024)
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Note: The category 'Other’ includes "non specified expenditure up to 1991” (OECD 2025a), as
well as costs of public stockholding and marketing and promotion. Source: OECD (2025a).

Furthermore, in recent years much of this investment has been in inspection and
control systems rather than in knowledge and innovation (i.e., funding agricultural
research, education and extension) or the development and maintenance of
agricultural infrastructure.

3.3. Opportunities

Despite the interruption caused by Russia’s war of aggression, Ukrainian
agriculture continues to perform and has the potential to return to its former trajectory.
The costs of repairing, restoring, rebuilding agriculture in Ukraine will be immense.
The World Bank (2024) estimates a required investment volume of 55.5 bill. US$
between 2025 and 2035, and this figure has certainly grown as damage continues to
accumulate. However, with global demand for food predicted to grow by 35-56%
between 2010 and 2050 (van Dijk et al. 2021), the required investments will generate
high returns.

Ukraine will have the opportunity to build back better. The impressive past
agricultural productivity growth illustrated in Figure 1 can be summarised as ‘catching
up’ as farmers in Ukraine adopted largely imported technologies embodied in
machinery, varieties and agronomic practices. Rebuilding provides an opportunity for
pushing the frontier with innovations developed in Ukraine based on emerging
technologies in fields such as robotics, remote sensing, digitalisation and artificial
intelligence. These are all areas in which Ukraine can draw on expertise that it has
been forced to develop on the battlefield and possibly become an exporter of cutting-
edge agricultural technology. These technologies can help to generate accurate land
damage assessments and target demining and other restoration efforts (Kussul et al.
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2025). They can also be implemented to increase the productivity and sustainability of
farming practices (Finger, 2023).

Post-war rebuilding and pursuing accession to the EU will also provide an
opportunity for an agricultural policy reset. Priority in public expenditures should be
given to increasing the low levels of investment in knowledge and innovation
mentioned above (Figure 3). Above all, future government spending in agriculture
should focus on reducing barriers to the private investments that will be essential for
rebuilding Ukrainian agriculture (World Bank, 2024). In addition to physical rebuilding,
on the road to accession Ukraine will need to invest in the institutions required to
implement the EU’s CAP. These include: an authority to develop targeted support
measures; a payment agency linked to farm registry and land parcel identification
systems; and a control agency that monitors the implementation of support measures
to ensure correct use of funds and that farms comply with environmental and animal
welfare standards. Establishing and staffing these institutions costs money, but the EU
and other development partners are already providing support. Furthermore, these
institutions do not only exist to channel financial support to farmers. They also serve
as conduits for knowledge transfer in both directions between farmers and policy
makers. International cooperation, already tangible in the form of support from the
EU, the World Bank, the FAO and other multi- and also bilateral donors, provides a
foundation for scaling up institutional capacity in soil testing, sanitary and
phytosanitary standards, land registries, food safety, and extension services (World
Bank, 2024).

3.4. Threats

Given Ukraine’s huge agricultural production potential relative to its comparatively
small population, the country will continue to export large shares of its production and
remain heavily reliant on exports. As a result, Ukraine will remain vulnerable to shocks
on global agri-food markets. World market prices for agricultural products are volatile,
and with them the export earnings that agricultural exporters such as Ukraine can
generate. There will be good years, when world market prices are high and Ukraine’s
harvest above average, but also bad years, when world market prices are low and
Ukraine’s harvest below average. Price volatility on world markets can also trigger ill-
advised policy responses, such as export quotas or taxes when world market price
peak.

As a major net exporter, Ukraine is not only dependent on world markets, it is
also dependent on access to these markets. The Black Sea connects directly to global
shipping lanes and important nearby markets in the Middle East and Africa. As outlined
above, Russia’s war of aggression initially blocked this route. The situation has since
improved partially. Nevertheless, geography is immutable. Ukraine shares the Black
Sea with a hostile neighbour, and entry to and exit from this body of water is through
a bottleneck — the Bosporus. Hence, Ukraine’s access to world markets remains
vulnerable to the threat of future blockades and other disturbances.
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The longer the war continues, the greater the threat that long-term reductions in
Ukraine’s agricultural productive capacity could accumulate. Much of the land that has
been damaged or mined in the course of the war can be restored relatively quickly
given the necessary resources. But some types of pollution — for example the pollution
caused when the destruction of the Kakhovka Dam in June 2023 released contaminants
that had accumulated over decades in reservoir sediments (Shumilova et al., 2025) —
could lead to the longer-term loss of some agricultural areas. The International Atomic
Energy Agency has warned repeatedly of risks to nuclear safety, especially related to
military activity in the vicinity of the Zaporizhzhya Nuclear Power Plant, which has been
occupied by Russian troops since 2022 (IAEA, 2025). An accident or deliberate act of
sabotage could contaminate large swaths of agricultural land and, by summoning up
memories of the Chernobyl nuclear accident, negatively affect the perception of
Ukrainian products in export markets.

Climate change poses a threat to agricultural production worldwide. There is
evidence that climate change has already slowed productivity growth in agriculture
(Ortiz-Bobea et al. 2021), Predicting the effects of climate change on production
outcomes is difficult, especially for individual countries and regions, because climate
models cannot predict with certainty, and because outcomes also depend on how
farmer adapt. For Ukraine, Miller et al. (2016) conclude that increasing temperatures
and changes in precipitation patterns (increases in northern and central regions, and
slight decreases in the south) could lead to reductions in wheat yields, especially in
southern regions. However, they do not account for adaptation in the form of changing
agronomic practices, crop rotations, plant breeding and variety selection. Other studies
suggest that the yields and ranges of some crops such as maize and soybeans could
improve substantially in Ukraine, and that winter crops could benefit from reduced risk
of freezing in the winter (World Bank 2024). On the other hand, increased
temperatures and precipitation could lead to more pest and disease pressure.
Moreover, there is wide agreement that climate change will lead to more extreme
weather events such as very hot and dry periods that can have a catastrophic effect
on crop Yyields (Krakovska and Kryshtop, 2024). Regardless of how hard Ukraine itself
feels the effects of these phenomena, due to its dependence on exports it will feel the
increased volatility of production and prices on world markets stemming from the
effects of climate change in other countries.

Continued decline in Ukraine’s population threatens to exacerbate labour
shortages in the future. Some refugees who have left the country since the war began
will return when it ends, but it is unclear how many. Furthermore, experience in Central
and Eastern European countries that joined the EU in 2004 and 2007 suggests that
accession to the EU and the pull of higher incomes would likely lead to more, and not
less emigration. Darvas et al. (2024) present scenarios in which Ukraine’s population
would fall below 30 million and even below 25 million by 2050. Grieveson et al. (2023)
warn of “a monumental demographic shock”. Under those conditions, it would become
increasingly difficult for agriculture in Ukraine to attract labour.
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We listed problems with governance and institutions in agriculture as a weakness
above. However, the problem of weak governance in Ukraine extends beyond
agriculture. Ukraine’s overall governance performance lags behind that of most other
accession candidates, and far behind that of the current EU members (EBRD, 2023).
Fundamental issues raised in this regard include the rule of law, the independence of
the judiciary, combatting corruption and curbing the influence of oligarchs (Darvas et
al. 2024, European Commission 2025h). Addressing such issues at a time of war is
challenging. Nevertheless, the EU has introduced the concept of ‘reversibility’ in its
new ‘revised enlargement methodology’ (European Commission 2024b). Thus, failure
to make sufficient progress on overarching governance issues could delay or even
derail the entire accession process. At the very least it would provide those who oppose
Ukraine’s accession with arguments, and weaken the credibility of those in the EU who
support Ukraine’s candidacy.

4. SWOT Analysis of Agriculture in Ukraine

It is difficult to carry out a SWOT analysis for such a large and heterogeneous
bloc as the EU. Strengths and weaknesses are not distributed evenly between Lisbon
and Helsinki. The same holds for opportunities and threats; for example, agriculture in
some regions of the EU might benefit from climate change while in many others it is
severely threatened. In general, EU agriculture has many strengths, with good
production conditions, strong domestic demand for food, well-developed infrastructure
and strong institutions. However, EU agriculture is dependent on imported fuel and
fertiliser. Furthermore, in many regions of the EU farms are comparatively small,
leading to inefficient production and low incomes. Agricultural policy making is complex
and time consuming in the EU. This makes it difficult to take advantage of the
opportunities presented by structural change, new technologies, and possibly
enlargement. Geopolitical instability, climate change and policy gridlock due to farmer
protests and blockades by certain EU members pose important threats to the further
development of agriculture in the EU. In the following we review these issues, which
are summarised in Table 4.

Table 4: SWOT matrix of agriculture in the EU

» Good soils and climatic conditions for » Farm sizes in many regions too small to
agricultural production. capture economies of scale.

= Resilience due to size and heterogeneity of | = Dependence on imports for key agricultural
production conditions. inputs such as fuel and fertiliser.

= Consumers willing and able to pay for = CAP in need of reform, but the policy
quality food products. making process is complex and time-

= Competitive food processing industry consuming due to

= Net exporter agri-food products and o Institutional complexity.
especially products with high value added. o Heterogeneity of member state

» Strong infrastructure and transport interests.
networks with considerable logistical » Ageing farm and rural populations in many
redundancy. regions, shortage of labour
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= Established, well-funded agricultural policy
and institutions for policy delivery.
= Structural change in agriculture as ‘baby » Geopolitical instability threatens rules-based
boom’ farmers retire provides opportunity trade and the stability of global agri-food
for productivity growth markets.
= CAP reform could free/redirect substantial = (Climate change and extreme weather
resources for more productive use in events reduce production, increase
agriculture. volatility.
= Enlargement provides opportunity to rethink | = Policy gridlock, necessary decisions and
the CAP and to take advantage of reforms blocked by a small nhumber of
complementarities between agriculture in member states.
the EU and Ukraine. = Farmer protests block reforms and
» Harness new technologies to increase enlargement.
productivity and sustainability of agriculture. | = Disinformation fostered by external agents
aiming to undermine EU unity.
»  Widespread scepticism regarding the use of
new technologies in agriculture.

4.1. Strengths

The EU boasts overall good soil and climate conditions for the production of a
wide variety of temperate crops and livestock species. Conditions vary widely, leading
to different competitive advantages and regional specialisation. The large size and
heterogeneity of the EU provide a measure of resilience; drought and other difficulties
arise somewhere within the EU just about every year, but this is just as often
compensated with above average conditions and yields in other regions. Good
production conditions combined with a large capital stock in agriculture generate high
and relatively stable yields. The EU ranks 3™ in the world in the production of wheat,
1%t in barley and 3 in maize. It also ranks 2" in rapeseed, 1t in sugarbeet and 2" in
pig meat production (USDA 2022).

Unlike Ukraine, however, large production volumes in the EU do not always
translate into exports. The EU’s large population and high incomes support strong
domestic demand, especially for livestock products, which are produced using grains
and oilseeds as feedstuffs. Hence, while the EU does export wheat and barley, it
imports maize, rapeseed and other oilseeds such as soybeans. High income levels also
lead to high demand for and imports of tropical fruits and products such as coffee and
cocoa that do not grow in the EU. Nevertheless, the EU has been the world’s largest
exporter of agricultural products since 2013. Since 2021, annual export volumes have
topped 225 bill. US$ (OECD 2025a). The annual value of the EU’s agricultural imports
has been roughly 160-185 bill. US$ in recent years, Hence, like Ukraine the EU runs a
sizeable agricultural trade surplus. Figure 4 shows that the EU agricultural exports are
largely composed of processed food products, while its agricultural imports contain a
larger share of products for further processing (such as the above-mentioned
feedstuffs). This implies that the EU derives its strength as an agri-food exporter not
only from its productive farm sector but also from a highly competitive food industry.
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This contrasts with Ukraine, which exports larger shares of primary products and
imports a larger share of processed products.

Figure 4: The composition of the EU’s and Ukraine’s agricultural exports
and imports (2023)

100
90
80
70
60
50
40

30

20
) -
0 I

Export Import Export Import
Ukraine EU

® Primary for consumption ™ Primary for industry = Processed for consumption = Processed for industry

Source: OECD (2025a).

Agriculture in the EU also benefits from good infrastructure in the form of road,
rail and waterway networks. The EU has a long coastline and numerous ports which
provide a measure of logistical flexibility and redundancy.

The EU’s CAP can be criticised (see below), but it is well-funded and has been in
operation for many decades, providing farmers in the EU with a comparatively stable
policy environment. The CAP is based on an established network of national, regional
and local institutions that implement policy measures such as per hectare support
payments, monitor compliance with standards, ensure the traceability of products,
collect harmonised statistics on production and markets, and provide extension
services. Figure 5 shows that public investment in agriculture in the EU as a share of
the value of agricultural production has been higher and less volatile than in Ukraine
(compare with Figure 3), and that higher shares of this investment have been
dedicated to knowledge and innovation and the development and maintenance of
infrastructure.
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Figure 5: Public investments in agriculture in the EU as a share of the
production value of agriculture (1986 to 2024)
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Source: OECD (2025a).

4.2. Weaknesses

As shown above (Table 3), small farms account for a much higher share of farm
numbers and farmed land in the EU than in Ukraine. Many farms in the EU are too
small to capture economies of scale in production. This leads to income disparities and
political pressure for support policies. Production spread over large nhumbers of small
farms also creates challenges for food processors, who prefer to contract with fewer
large farms and process larger, homogeneous lots of raw products. In addition, there
are economies of scale in the administration of agricultural policy measures; for
example, whether a payment authority has to process separate applications from 1000
ten-hectare farms, or from ten 1000-hectare farms. Some will argue that small farms
are not a weakness but an essential component of economic activity, employment and
cultural identity in vibrant rural communities. Regardless of one’s position on the merits
of smaller farms, the trend to fewer and larger farms over time is persistent throughout
the EU. Agricultural policy makers in the EU are confronted with competing objectives;
to encourage structural change as a means of increasing the productivity and efficiency
of agriculture, or to provide support to maintain small farms. Attempts to reconcile
these objectives have often led to contradictory and inefficient agricultural policies in
the EU.

The CAP was listed as a strength of EU agriculture above because it has provided
a relatively stable policy environment and support to the sector. However, few groups
in the EU are satisfied with the operation and outcomes of the CAP. Farmers typically
complain that they do not receive sufficient support, and that applying for this support
and proving and maintaining eligibility burdens them with increasingly onerous
bureaucracy. Environmental groups argue that the CAP does not provide sufficient
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incentives for sustainable production practices. Economists point out that CAP support
is poorly targeted. The largest share of support is provided to farmers in the form of
per hectare payments, which means that large farms receive larger amounts than
smaller farms. In addition, since per hectare payments tend to be capitalised into land
prices, the ultimate beneficiaries of much CAP support are landowners, not necessarily
farmers. Finally, non-agricultural policymakers complain that the CAP absorbs an
excessive share of the total EU budget (currently roughly 25%), when the EU needs
to reallocate funds to more pressing priorities such as defence, research and
infrastructure.

Although there may be agreement that the CAP should be reformed, agreeing on
reform has become increasingly difficult over time. The EU’s legislative process is
complex and time consuming as both the EU Parliament and the member states must
be consulted and ultimately approve any reform. Different policy areas — agriculture,
but also environment and health — must be consulted and integrated, and often appear
to be working at cross-purposes. The individual member states have often divergent
agricultural interests depending on the structure and competitiveness of their farm
sectors, the nature of the proposed reforms, and whether they are net contributors to
or net recipients of EU spending. Securing the required majorities among the member
states and in the European Parliament therefore requires lengthy negotiations and a
delicate balancing of interests. The resulting process is therefore slow and biased
towards, at best, incremental reform.

Overall, the EU’s trade in agricultural products is well diversified as the EU trades
with a large number of destination and source countries (European Commission,
2023a). Nevertheless, the EU is dependent on key partners on some export markets
(e.g., pig meat to China) and import markets (e.g., oilseeds from Brazil). EU agriculture
is also dependent on imports for critical inputs such as fuel and fertilises.

Agriculture in many parts of the EU is facing major demographic challenges and
a growing shortage of qualified farm labour. In 2020, only 11.9% of the farm managers
in the EU were aged 40 and below (European Commission, 2022). This is largely a
result of broader demographic structures and the ‘baby boom’ generation of current
farm managers aged 60 and above who are now approaching retirement.

4.3. Opportunities

The age structure of farming in many parts of the EU is a current weakness of
agriculture, but also represents an opportunity. As ‘baby boom’ farmers retire and their
children and other potential successors decide not to continue farming, some farms
will cease operation, allowing others to grow. This structural change in agriculture
towards larger, more efficient and commercially viable farms presents an opportunity
to increase the productivity of EU agriculture. In many parts of the EU, agriculture is
dominated by family farms that have survived and evolved over multiple generations
and often centuries. The decision to cease the operation of such a farm is rarely easy
to take, but it is generally least difficult when generational change approaches and the
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question of farm succession arises, which is currently the case on many farms in the
EU.

Another opportunity for agriculture in the EU lies in the potential of technologies
such as digitalisation, robotics, remote sensing and CRISPR gene editing. Harnessing
these technologies can lead to increased productivity, allowing agriculture to produce
more output with less input, and to increase the sustainability of agricultural production
by using smaller amounts of inputs (such as land or pesticides) and producing fewer
‘bad’ outputs (such as nitrate pollution or biodiversity loss). As illustrated above (Figure
1), increases in agricultural output in both the EU and Ukraine have been entirely due
to increases in productivity over the last decade, as agricultural output has grown while
input use has fallen. Farm succession often presents a window of opportunity for the
adoption of new technologies, as a young farmer’s decision to take over a farm
operation is often combined with decisions on modernisation and expansion.
Furthermore, many new technologies for example in digitalisation require considerable
up-front investment and are easier to implement on larger farms.

Reform of the CAP also represents an opportunity for improving the productivity
and sustainability of agriculture in the EU. The bulk of the CAP budget (32.8 of 55.6
bill. Euro in 2024) is spent on per-hectare payments. As outlined above, the distribution
of these payments (primarily to larger farms, and ultimately passed on to landowners
who are not necessarily farmers) is questionable. This spending could be put to other,
more productive use in agricultural research and education, in the provision of public
services and infrastructure, and in targeted income support based on means testing.
Since leaving the EU, the United Kingdom has replaced direct payments with other
schemes, and recent Strategic Dialogue on the Future of EU Agriculture involving
stakeholders from the agricultural and food sectors, rural communities, academia and
civil society (Strohschneider 2024) recommends that the current EU direct payments
be phased out over the course of the upcoming 2028-2034 period.

Finally, enlargement itself represents an important opportunity for agriculture in
the EU. Since Ukraine’s accession in particular would have important implications for
the CAP and especially CAP spending (see section 5 below), it provides an opportunity
to rethink CAP instruments, their objectives and their effectiveness. Previous EU
enlargements have been facilitated by adjusting the CAP to reduce the costs of
admitting new members (Matthews 2024), and the prospect of extending per hectare
payments to such a large area as Ukraine could accelerate the fundamental rethinking
of the role of these payments that has already begun, for example in the above-
mentioned Strategic Dialogue.

On a more practical level, enlargement also represents an opportunity to harness
complementarities between the EU and Ukraine, to increase the productivity and
sustainability of agriculture in both. We discuss this opportunity in section 5 below.
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4.4. Threats

Geopolitical instability and an increasing disregard for multilateral institutions in
countries including Russia and the US threatens the rules-based trade and the stability
of global agri-food markets. This represents an important threat for agriculture in the
EU, which depends heavily on exports and imports.

Climate change is also an important threat to agriculture in the EU. The effects
of climate change on agriculture are complex and impossible to predict with certainty,
but it is clear that they will not be spread evenly across the EU (Littringhaus et al.
2019, Hristov et al. 2020). Mean temperatures will increase to varying degrees
everywhere in the EU but precipitation is expected to increase in some regions and fall
in others. There are indications that Mediterranean countries such as Greece, Italy and
Spain will experience especially strong reductions in precipitation that threaten to
substantially reduce crop yields. Improvements in other regions of the EU might
compensate for these reductions, providing the EU as a whole with a degree of
resilience. However, differences across the EU in agriculture’s vulnerability to climate
change could lead to diverging demands on the CAP and undermine European
solidarity.

Technological innovations in agriculture could contribute to efforts to mitigate and
adapt to climate change in the future. In addition, as mentioned above, new
technologies can help boost productivity and sustainability in agriculture. Agriculture
in the EU is capital intensive and makes use of many modern technologies, but lags
behind much of the world in the use of new genetic technologies such as CRISPR gene
editing. There is widespread scepticism in the EU regarding these technologies
(Wozniak et al. 2021), and as a result they are subject to strict regulation that has
largely precluded their use. There is broad consensus in the scientific community, that
these are promising technologies and that existing regulations are outdated and
counterproductive. The European Commission has proposed new, less restrictive
regulations that are currently being debated, but with uncertain outcome (European
Commission 2023b). If the regulation of new genetic technologies remains restrictive,
agriculture in the EU could suffer from loss of competitiveness in the future.

In our discussion of weaknesses and opportunities above we have argued the
case for reforming the CAP. However, there are indications that CAP reform may be
especially difficult to achieve in the coming years. As pointed out above, CAP reform
is difficult enough due to the complexity and time-consuming nature of EU decision
making, and the heterogeneity of national interests within the EU. Farmer protests that
began in Germany December 2023 and were joined in the coming months by similar
actions in Belgium, France, the Netherlands and Poland, have made policy makers
increasingly wary of moves that might run counter to agricultural interests. The
protests erupted for different reasons in different member states, but a common theme
along with calls for higher prices was rejection of additional environmental regulations
in agriculture. In 2020, the European Commission had proposed such regulation as
part of its Farm to Fork Strategy (European Commission, 2020). The proposals
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triggered extensive and protracted debate and negotiation but led to few concrete
changes, and were ultimately rolled back or strongly diluted in the course of 2024, also
in response to farmer protests (Aubert 2024, Matthews 2025c). Since then, farmers
have repeatedly threatened to protest in opposition to reform proposals and trade
agreements (e.g., Kottasz 2025). In many member states there are political parties
whose electoral success hinges on mobilising voters in farming and in rural areas, and
who support farmer protests and opposition to reform. Together these factors raise
the risk of policy gridlock that could make it difficult to agree on necessary reforms,
and possibly also EU enlargement, in the coming years.

5. Implications of Ukraine’s Accession to the EU

Since Ukraine was granted candidate status by the EU in June 2022, many studies
have been published on the challenges and implications of Ukrainian accession.
Accurate prediction of the effects of Ukrainian accession is highly speculative because
many crucial factors are uncertain. These factors include the outcome of the war and
the timing and conditions of accession, but also how the EU and its policies evolve
leading up to accession. In the following we review several key implications of
Ukraine’s accession to the EU.

5.1. Implications for the EU’s Agri-Food Competitiveness

The EU currently ranks first among global exporters of food (followed by the US,
Brazil, China and Canada), and third among the global importers of food (after China
and the US, and ahead of the United Kingdom and Canada). Since Ukraine is also a
net exporter of agricultural goods, the EU and Ukraine together would have a larger
positive agricultural trade balance vis-a-vis third countries than the EU-27 currently
does. Based on 2021 data, the addition of Ukraine would increase EU’s agricultural
trade surplus by roughly 25%, from 67.4 to 84.3 bill. Euro (Table 5).

Table 5: Agricultural trade — EU and Ukraine individually and combined
(2021, bill. Euro)

Item EU-27 Ukraine Combined
a) Total exports 197.5 23.4 220.9

b) Between EU & Ukraine 2.9 6.1 9.1

¢) Exports to third countries = a) — b) 194.6 17.3 211.9

d) Total imports 130.1 6.5 136.6

e) Between EU & Ukraine 6.1 2.9 9.1

f) Imports from third countries = d) — e) 124.0 3.6 127.6

g) Trade balance = a) — d) 67.4 16.9 84.3

h) Balance with third countries = ¢) — f) 70.6 13.7 84.3

Source: Own calculations with National Bank of Ukraine (2025) and European Commission
(2025d).

Note: In an enlarged EU, agricultural trade between EU-27 and Ukraine would be considered
Intra-EU trade. This would lead to a shift

When Ukrainian agriculture returns to its pre-war trajectory of productivity and
output growth, its contribution the trade surplus of an enlarged EU will grow as well.
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Moreover, as discussed above (Figure 4), agricultural trade patterns in the EU and
Ukraine are complementary. The EU exports mainly processed agri-food products while
Ukraine exports mainly primary products such as grains and oilseeds, and products
such as vegetable oils and meals (from rapeseed and sunflower seed) and sugar that
are destined for further processing (Figure 4). As an EU member, Ukraine would be a
reliable source of agricultural inputs for processing into higher-value exports. In the
medium term, this further processing will increasingly take place in Ukraine itself, but
often based on investments and partnerships that will also benefit the rest of the EU.

Large and growing agricultural trade surpluses are not an objective per se.
However, the increased importance of the EU in agricultural trade due to Ukraine’s
accession would enhance the EU’s leverage in negotiating trade agreements and in
pursuing its agenda of linking trade to environmental and animal welfare. More
generally, as international economic relations are increasingly driven by competition
between often authoritarian blocs, enlargement of the EU would strengthen the voice
of those countries that are committed to democracy and rules-based trade. The
increased geographic range of an enlarged EU would also make it better able to buffer
and withstand local or regional shocks such as extreme weather events or animal
disease outbreaks that can overwhelm individual countries.

5.2. Implications for the Common Agricultural Policy and the EU
budget

While negotiations on accession continue, the EU will be increasingly pre-occupied
in the coming months and years with the process of adopting a new budget
(Multiannual Financial Framework — MFF) for the period 2028-2034, and with the
related issue of agreeing on a reformed CAP for the same period. The nature and
extent of the changes that are made to the CAP as an outcome of this process will
affect the agricultural policy path that Ukraine will have to embark upon as an
accession candidate.

In July 2025, the EU Commission published its proposals for the next MFF
(European Commission, 2025e) as well as for a reform of the CAP for the seven years
beginning in 2028 (EU Commission 2025f). The proposals include provisions for
merging the CAP with 13 other EU funds such as the European Regional Development
Fund and the Cohesion Fund into a single fund for National and Regional Partnership
Plans (NRPP). The Commission argues that this step would simplify design and
implementation and reduce administrative burdens. In addition, it would give Member
states more flexibility to tailor implementation to their individual priorities. In response
to concerns that this flexibility could result in a substantial reduction in the spending
that benefits agriculture, the Commission foresees that a fixed minimum share of the
NRPP funds would be “ring-fenced” for agriculture. Matthews (2025a) nevertheless
estimates that these proposals would reduce EU spending on income support for
farmers by roughly 15% compared with the ongoing 2021-2027 period. However, he
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also points out that the final outcome depends on the allocation and co-financing
choices that individual EU members make (Matthews, 2025b).

These proposals have met with strong criticism from a wide range of agricultural
interests at the EU and member-state levels. Farm groups, national ministers of
agriculture and many members of the European Parliament who focus on agricultural
policy issues are not satisfied by promises that agricultural support will be ring-fenced.
They insist that the CAP should remain a separate item in the MFF, and that it should
receive more, not less funding than in the past. The Commission argues that the EU
must react to new geopolitical and economic challenges by giving more priority to
spending on innovation, competitiveness, and defence. At the moment, no compromise
is in sight and the path to a new MFF and CAP reform in the EU appears thorny.

The EU has undergone seven enlargements since the original six members signed
the Treaty of Rome in 1957 (European Commission 2025g). Of these enlargements,
three (Greece in 1981, Austria, Finland and Sweden in 1995, and Croatia in 2013) had
comparatively manageable implications for agriculture in the EU. By contrast, the other
four enlargements had major agricultural implications. These are the first enlargement
in 1973 (Denmark, Ireland and the United Kingdom), the third so-called Iberian
enlargement in 1986 (Portugal and Spain), and the combined fifth and sixth so-called
‘Eastern enlargements’ in 2004 and 2007 (Czechia, Cyprus, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia,
Lithuania, Malta, Poland, Slovakia, Slovenia, followed by Bulgaria and Romania). Each
of these enlargements added roughly one-third to the EU’s total agricultural area, and
at least 15% to the EUs aggregate agricultural output.

Ukrainian accession would add roughly 25% to the EU’s total agricultural area,
and 31% to the EU’s arable land (FAO 2025a). Hence, like the 1973, Iberian, and
Eastern enlargements, it would substantially increase the cost of the CAP. Table 6
presents an overview of various estimates of the annual gross CAP transfers that
Ukraine would receive from the EU. Since average incomes in Ukraine are much lower
than those in the EU, and given its current war-torn condition, Ukraine would make
only small contributions to the EU budget. As a result, net transfers to Ukraine would
differ little from the gross transfers presented in Table 6.

The estimates in Table 6 are conditional on many assumptions. For example, they
are based on the assumption that Ukraine will join the EU under current CAP rules. In
particular, this implies that Ukrainian farmers would be eligible to receive direct per-
hectare payments, although assumptions about the size of these payments differ.
However, Ukraine will join under future CAP rules, and as outlined above, it is unclear
what shape these will take. Nevertheless, it is clear that Ukraine’s accession to the EU
will add substantially to the cost of the CAP, and to other areas of EU spending. Darvas
et al. (2024) estimate that Ukraine’s accession would increase the total EU budget by
16-19 bill. Euro annually under conditions of the current 2021-2027 MFF. Existing
member states would have to cover these costs which, however, would be partially
offset by increased revenues for example from taxes on the earnings of qualified
Ukrainians working in the EU, and of EU companies carrying out reconstruction projects
in Ukraine.
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Table 6: Estimates of annual CAP gross transfers to Ukraine following
accession under current CAP rules

Study Estimated CAP transfer to Ukraine (bill. Euro)
Council Secretariat (2023) 13.8

Emerson (2022) 10.4

Lindner et al. (2023) 7.6

Busch and Sultan (2023) 10-13

Matthews (2024) 13.4

Darvas et al. (2024) 9.7-12.1

Source: Matthews (2024) and Darvas et al. (2024).

Budget costs are important, but policy decisions should be based on a
comprehensive assessment of all economic costs and benefits. It is striking that while
a number of estimates of the effects of Ukraine’s accession on the CAP budget are
available (as shown in Table 6), to the best of our knowledge no comprehensive cost-
benefit estimates of the effects of accession on European agriculture and the EU
economy as a whole have been published.

In any event, adding issues related to EU enlargement and especially Ukrainian
accession would complicate current MFF and CAP debates, perhaps to the point of
intractability. It is therefore safe to assume that the ongoing MFF and CAP reform
process will be completed on the assumption that January 1 2035 is the earliest
possible date for Ukraine’s accession.

5.3. Implications for Markets in the EU

Ukraine’s accession to the EU will not only have implications for the CAP and CAP
spending, it will also affect agricultural markets in the EU. Many farm leaders and
politicians in the EU warn of dire consequences. For example, in 2023 the president of
the French farmers’ union FNSEA, Arnaud Rousseau, stated that Ukraine’s assession
to the EU would be a “catastrophe” for agriculture in Europe (BFM Business, 2023).
According to Poland’s Deputy Agriculture Minister Michat Kotodziejczak in 2023:

"Ukrainian agriculture is capable of destabilizing food security in any country of the
European Union. If we want this, we can immediately open the doors and say, 'We
are closing our agricultural enterprises, because their work will not make sense"
(Sputnik International, 2023).

In the same interview, Deputy Minister Kotodziejczak claimed that Ukrainian
agriculture is monopolised by about 95 holdings, and suggested a 20-year moratorium
on agricultural imports from Ukraine to the EU following accession.

These statements are typical of the misinformation and fear that is being spread
in connection with Ukraine’s accession to the EU. That a media channel such as Sputnik
should carry them is telling. Previous EU enlargements have seen similar campaigns in
which farm interests in the EU warn that agriculture in candidate countries will flood
and disrupt EU markets. And each enlargement round has seen farmers who were
candidates for accession in the previous round changing sides and adopting the
arguments of those farmers who had wished to block their membership. A recent
statement by Danish Minister of Agriculture Jacob Jensen is refreshing in this regard:
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"I can remember the same kind of concerns and discussions ahead of the historic
agreement on the enlargement of the EU with ten new Member States during the
Danish Presidency back in 2002. ... I think we can all agree that that went pretty
well.” (Jensen, 2025).

Enlargement and the accompanying economic integration and liberalisation of
trade within the EU’s common market leads to gains and losses in the EU and in new
member states. Past enlargements have shown that actual gains greatly outweigh
actual losses (Grassi, 2024). However, this is scant comfort to those groups that lose
from exposure to new competition and can therefore be expected to mobilise and
advocate against enlargement. Appropriate compensation packages are one means of
overcoming political opposition to enlargement, but it is important that compensation
be based on an objective assessment of losses.

There are many reasons to conclude that the negative effects of Ukrainian
accession on agricultural interests in the EU are overestimated, and the positive effects
underestimated. First, if Ukraine does not join the EU, its agricultural exports will not
simply disappear. Instead, they will continue to affect EU agriculture indirectly as
competition on third-country markets. On integrated global markets for grains and
oilseeds, one million additional tons of Ukrainian wheat boost supply and depress world
market prices, and thus the prices received by farmers in the EU. This occurs regardless
of whether this wheat is exported directly to third countries, or transits through the EU
on the way to third countries, or stays in the EU, displacing some domestic EU
production and thus leading to more exports from some other part of the EU.

One might argue that without EU membership and CAP support, Ukrainian
agricultural production and thus global supply will not grow as quickly as it would if
Ukraine were a member of the EU. This is questionable. Productivity has grown
strongly in Ukraine over the last decades despite erratic policies that have provided
little support and even taxed agriculture in the country in some years (Figure 6).
Furthermore, if Ukraine does not join the EU, Ukrainian agriculture will continue to
enjoy competitive advantages in the form of lower standards, e.g., in the areas of
animal welfare or continued use of plant protection products that are not permitted in
the EU. To some extent, therefore, Ukrainian agriculture inside the EU and subject to
EU regulations would pose a smaller competitive threat than Ukrainian agriculture
outside the EU.

Of course, whether or not Ukraine is a member could influence regional price
gradients within the EU by depressing prices in regions that border directly on Ukraine.
Hence, it is no surprise that the most vociferous objections to Ukraine’s accession,
such as the one cited above by Deputy Minister Kotodziejczak, have been raised in
countries such as Poland, Hungary and Slovakia. Fears of Ukrainian competition in
these countries have been fuelled by increased imports of agricultural products from
Ukraine since Russia’s war began. Figure 7 shows that EU imports of all categories of
agricultural products from Ukraine have indeed increased sharply since 2022.
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Figure 6: Agricultural productivity growth in the EU, Ukraine and the
world (1989-2022)
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Figure 7: The composition and evolution of Ukrainian agri-food exports
to the EU (2015-2024)
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Farmers and politicians in Poland have complained especially about imports of
wheat from Ukraine, claiming that it has depressed prices especially in regions close
to Poland’s border with Ukraine. However, despite claims that “cheap Ukrainian
products” have led to “market distortion, loss of competitiveness and low profitability”
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(Council of the European Union 2025) we are not aware of a single scientific study that
provides rigorous quantitative evidence of such an effect.!

Figure 8 shows how monthly producer prices for wheat in Polish Voivodships have
evolved between January 2012 and February 2025. Prices in three Voivodships in the
east and south of Poland close to Ukraine (Lubuskie, Matopolskie and Podkarpackie)
and a representative global price, the export price recorded in Rouen, France, are
highlighted. We see that price levels in Poland follow the price in Rouen quite closely.
This is not surprising, because Poland is a large net exporter of wheat and Polish
markets are therefore integrated with global markets. Polish prices generally lie
somewhat below the price in Rouen because Poland is farther away from world
markets than Rouen, which leads to a deduction for additional transport and handling
costs. Prices in southern and eastern regions of Poland tend to lie farthest below the
price in Rouen because these regions are farther from world markets than regions in
the north and west. Due to these linkages with world markets, prices naturally fell in
Poland after the peak in early 2022 that was triggered by Russia’s war on Ukraine;
world market prices were falling and prices in Poland followed down, just as they had
followed up in 2020 and 2021.

Figure 8: Producer prices for wheat in Polish Voivodships and Rouen in
the EU (2012-2025)
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To take a closer look at allegations that grain imports from Ukraine depressed
prices in Poland we take a look at three Voivodships, two that border on Ukraine
(Lubelskie and Podkarpackie) and one in western Poland (Lubuskie). For each of these
Voivodships we estimate a baseline relationship between the regional producer price
and the price in Rouen over the period between January 2012 and January 2022. We

1 Hamulczuk et al. (2023) study the integration of Ukrainian and international grain markets since
Russia’s war began, but do not look in detail at effects on prices in Eastern European countries, which they
suggest should be a topic for future research.
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then use this baseline relationship to forecast regional producer prices over the period
February 2022 to February 2025. Appendix Figures 1, 2 and 3 show the actual and the
forecast prices for Lubelskie, Podkarpackie, and Lubuskie, respectively, and 95%
confidence intervals for the forecast prices that account for statistical uncertainty in
the estimated relationship. We see that for much of the period following the beginning
of Russia’s war when Ukrainian wheat was entering Poland, prices in Lubuskie were
somewhat higher than expected based on the historical baseline price relationship. In
Podkarpackie and Lubelskie, prices in 2023 and early 2024 were somewhat lower.
Multiplying the monthly deviations of the actual producer prices from the forecast
prices with the monthly procurement amounts in each Voivodship (Statistics Poland
2025), we estimate that over the three years between February 2022 and February
2025, revenues from wheat sales in Lubelskie and Podkarpackie were lower than
expected based on historical price relationships (14.9 and 5.0 million USS$,
respectively), and revenues from wheat sales in Lubuskie were higher (8.4 mill. US$).

This is a simple analysis that only considers a single product and three
Voivodships, and does not account for many possible confounding factors such as price
effects due to quality differences between wheat at different locations. Nevertheless,
the analysis suggests that imports of wheat from Ukraine have not led to large,
systematic reductions in producer prices in Poland. Prices in Poland have largely
followed the ups and downs of the world market. There is certainly no evidence of
losses on the part of grain producers in Poland that would justify measures such as
the 486 mill. Euro of aid that the Polish government provided under the so-called
“Temporary Crisis and Transition Framework for State aid measures to support the
economy following the aggression against Ukraine by Russia” (European Commission
2024a). Some analysts suggest that the issue of alleged losses due to imports from
Ukraine has been instrumentalised by political parties fighting for position in Polish
parliamentary elections in 2023, local elections in 2024, and presidential elections in
2025 (see, for example, Ko$¢ and Brzezinski 2023, and Pryshchepa 2024).

Sugar imports from Ukraine have also been accused of depressing prices in the
EU. In June 2022 in response to Russia’s attack, the EU fully liberalised sugar trade
with Ukraine under the ATMs. Prior to 2022, EU imports of sugar from Ukraine were
sporadic and never amounted to more than 11% of total EU imports in any given
month. However, in late 2022 in response to the ATMs, EU imports of white sugar from
Ukraine increased, and by late 2023 and early 2024 Ukraine was supplying over 50%
of the EU’s monthly sugar imports (von Cramon-Taubadel and Nivievskyi 2024). In
July 2024, in response to pressure from domestic sugar producers and refiners, the
EU reintroduced tariff rate quotas for sugar from Ukraine.

Producers and refiners in the EU argued that imports of sugar from Ukraine had
flooded the market and depressed domestic prices. There is little empirical evidence
to support these claims. EU imports of sugar increased by roughly 1.1 million tonnes
(from 1.5 to 2.6 million tonnes) between 2021/22 and 2022/23, but over the same
period EU production fell by over 2 million tonnes, and domestic sugar prices increased
to over $800/tonne. Hence, imports from Ukraine in 2022/23 did not flood the EU
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market, they helped to relieve a domestic shortage and kept prices from climbing even
higher. Imports from Ukraine likely displaced imports from other sources; some
refiners in the EU would have preferred to import and process raw sugar from other
countries, rather than importing white sugar from Ukraine. Ultimately, white sugar
imports from Ukraine fostered competition and the contestability of sugar markets in
the EU. There is also no evidence that these imports affected farm-gate prices for
sugar beets in the EU (von Cramon-Taubadel and Nivievskyi, 2024).

While losses due to imports of agricultural products from Ukraine are overstated,
the benefits that these imports generate are often understated. Imports from Ukraine
may increase competition for producers of wheat or sugar in the EU, but they also
make users of wheat and sugar in the EU more competitive. In recent years the EU
has been an annual net exporter of roughly 1.6 million tonnes sugar in processed form.
For some branches of the food processing industry, such as confectionary and the
production of preserves, sugar is a major cost component. The competitiveness of
firms in these branches depends on reasonably-priced and reliable supplies of sugar,
and in 2022/23 and 2023/24, Ukrainian sugar made a significant contribution to
ensuring the availability of such supplies. Similarly, while some farmers in the EU
complain about imports of grain and oilseeds from Ukraine, other farmers in the
livestock sector benefit from lower feed costs. If it is true that imports of cereals such
as maize and wheat from Ukraine have depressed prices in regions in Poland and
Hungary that border on Ukraine (even though we find no evidence of such an effect),
then it must be the case that individuals or firms in those regions of Poland and
Hungary, most likely feed processors and livestock farmers, are taking advantage of
the situation and purchasing the cereals. Otherwise, the Ukrainian cereals would simply
transit through these regions without exerting any price effects.

We do not present these examples to claim that there will only be winners and
no losers from progressive liberalisation of agricultural trade with Ukraine on the road
to EU accession. Some groups in the EU, and also in Ukraine, stand to lose and will be
faced with difficult adjustments. However, losses should be evaluated objectively and
balanced against gains, not exaggerated and instrumentalised for political purposes.
Ukrainian agricultural products can make a substantial contribution to the continued
international competitiveness of the food processing industry in the EU, generating
value-added and employment. Firms in the EU that produce and construct grain
storage and port facilities, agricultural machinery, animal housing and manure
treatment systems also stand to benefit from the rebuilding of Ukrainian agriculture.
Policy makers should base their decisions on objective assessments of these
complementarities.

5.4. Agricultural Production and Food Safety Standards

Under the terms of its latest trade agreement with the EU, which came into force
in late October 2025, Ukraine has committed to align its agricultural production
standards with the standards in place in the EU by 2028. These standards cover the
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use of pesticides and herbicides as well as the use of veterinary medicines, and animal
welfare standards for the housing, transport and slaughtering of livestock.

Agricultural interests in the EU often cite concerns about the safety of agricultural
imports from Ukraine, arguing that lower standards in Ukraine not only give Ukrainian
farmers an unfair competitive cost advantage, they also endanger the health of EU
consumers. A Salmonella outbreak in Sweden that has been linked to eggs imported
from Ukraine is sometimes cited as an example of this danger (Poultrymed 2024; Food
Safety News, 2025).

Ukraine and the EU release regular reports on the progress made in the
implementation of their Association Agreement (Government of Ukraine 2024) and
towards accession (European Commission 2025h). Agricultural producers in the EU
acknowledge that progress is being made on paper, but in a recent joint statement
express doubts about “genuine implementation”, calling for “controls on the ground
and for strict traceability controls by the European Commission” (AVEC, 2025).

It is important to distinguish between production standards, which can influence
the cost of producing a food product, and food safety standards that regulate the
permissible characteristics of this product (e.g., pesticide residues, bacterial
contamination). Different production standards do not necessarily lead to differences
in food safety. Hence, the use of certain plant protection products that have been
banned in the EU might give Ukrainian farmers a cost advantage over their
counterparts in the EU, but it does not necessarily imply that the wheat or maize that
they produce endangers the health of consumers in the EU (or Ukraine). Similarly, the
higher animal welfare standards applied in the EU increase the costs of livestock
production, and many consumers in the EU may consider them to be necessary from
an ethical perspective, but they do not necessarily make the resulting animal products
such as meat or milk safer for consumers.

The EU controls the safety of food imports that enter its common market to
protect its consumers, and it enforces strict production standards and rules on
traceability to ensure the safety of food produced in the EU. Imports from Ukraine
must comply with the EU’s food safety standards, and are rejected at the border when
they fail to do so (see for example UNIDO 2024). In addition, in order to become an
EU member, Ukraine will have to align its production standards with stricter standards
in the EU, even if these stricter standards go beyond what is necessary to ensure food
safety. Finally, Ukraine will have to demonstrate that it is able to enforce those
standards on the ground.

This is a challenging task that requires not only the adoption of legislation and
regulations but also the establishment of reliable institutions to monitor and control
the implementation of production standards, and equipping these institutions with
trained personnel and infrastructure (e.g., laboratories). The required institutions need
to be centrally coordinated but operational at the regional and local level. Ukraine can
attract substantial donor support for this task. Ukraine would be well-advised to take
the issue of aligning with and implementing EU standards very seriously, as those who
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oppose Ukrainian accession to the EU will be sure to exploit every actual or perceived
delay or violation.

6. Strategies and recommendations

The analysis presented suggests that the effects of Ukraine’s accession to the EU
will be overwhelmingly positive. In the following we derive a set of strategic
recommendations for harnessing synergies and addressing challenges to ensure that
these effects are realised. To this end we follow the concept of a TOWS matrix, which
looks at combinations of strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats to map out
strategic options.

SO strategies use strengths to exploit opportunities. In our context this entails
leveraging Ukraine’s and the EU’s agricultural strengths to advance competitiveness,
sustainability, and resilience in an enlarged EU. This includes:

e Taking advantage of the complementary strengths in EU and Ukrainian
agriculture to enhance the competitiveness of an enlarged EU’s agri-food
sector. Ukraine is a reliable supplier of agricultural commodities; the EU has a
highly competitive food processing sector. Combining these strengths
promises to further develop the EU’s position as a leading exporter of high-
value food products.

e Harnessing public and private finance in the EU to assist Ukraine as it builds
back better. The task of post-war reconstruction and repair in Ukrainian
agriculture will be immense but also provide many profitable opportunities for
investment. Focus public expenditure in Ukraine on removing barriers to
private financing and on investments in the provision of public services that
attract and support private finance.

e Aligning with the EU’s strong network of centralised, national, regional and
local institutions for implementing agricultural policy, delivering support,
controlling compliance and ensuring product traceability and food safety.
Accession provides Ukraine with an opportunity to align with these strengths
in the EU and thus strengthen its institutional framework with the support of
EU and other donor funding.

WO strategies use opportunities to overcome weaknesses. The EU and Ukraine
can use opportunities to address structural and institutional weaknesses in their agri-
food sectors.

e Within Ukraine, accession provides an opportunity to address weak
governance in and institutions for the design, implementation and evaluation
of agriculture policies.

e In both the EU and Ukraine, opportunities provided by new technologies can
boost productivity growth in agriculture, increasing both competitiveness and
sustainability.
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Within the EU, accelerated structural change in the coming decade as the
‘baby boom’ generation of farmers retires is an opportunity to address the
structural weakness of small and very small farm in many regions.

Enlargement provides the EU with an opportunity address the CAP’s
weaknesses, especially the wasteful use of the bulk of its budget for poorly-
targeted per hectare payments.

ST strategies use strengths to mitigate threats. The EU and Ukraine can use

their combined agricultural strength to address the many current and emerging threats
that face agriculture.

The combined strength of agriculture in the EU and Ukraine will make an
enlarged EU more resilient and less vulnerable to shocks such as disruptions in
global trade or extreme weather events.

Use the stronger position of an enlarged EU in trade negotiations with
partners and rival blocs. An enlarged EU will also be in a stronger position to
pursue environmental and animal welfare agendas in its bilateral and
multilateral dealings with other countries.

Maintain and further develop trade infrastructure in an enlarged EU to reduce
the threat of interruptions to trade via the Black Sea. Under ideal conditions,
the Black Sea route will carry the bulk of Ukraine agricultural exports. If it is
blocked, however, then routes through the EU are the only alternative.
Further developing and maintaining these land routes will strengthen the
logistic capacity of an enlarged EU. This will benefit agriculture in Ukraine, but
it will also support intra-EU trade in a wide variety of agricultural and non-
agricultural products to the benefit of especially the land-locked countries in
the Central and Eastern EU.

Use strong analytical capacities in the EU to counter one-sided and false
information on the effects of Ukrainian accession to the EU. It is striking that
there are numerous published estimates of the effects of Ukraine’s accession
on the EU budget, but no comprehensive assessments of the benefits it would
generate for agriculture and the economy as a whole in an enlarged EU. Farm
interests and politicians warn of ‘catastrophic impacts’ on agriculture in the EU
and claim that imports of agricultural products from Ukraine are ‘flooding’ the
EU and depressing prices, but there are no rigorous empirical studies to back
up the allegations.

Some groups in the EU and in Ukraine will lose as a result of enlargement.
The EU has the means and the analytical and institutional capacity to identify
and provide targeted assistance to these groups to reduce opposition to
enlargement.

WT strategies minimise weaknesses and avoid threats.

Population decline is a serious threat for Ukraine, and could be exacerbated by
emigration to the EU following accession. There is no easy solution to this
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problem, but rapid rebuilding and recovery can entice Ukrainian citizens to
return to their country, or keep them from leaving in the first place.

Ukraine’s commitment to progress on fundamental governance issues such as
corruption must be clear and unequivocal. Failure to make progress in this
area could delay or even derail the accession process. At the very least it
would provide those who oppose Ukraine’s accession with arguments, and
weaken the credibility of those in the EU who support Ukraine’s candidacy.

There will be strong opposition to Ukraine’s accession in parts of the EU, much
of it based on misinformation, which must be countered. Otherwise, the EU
can draw on a variety of measures that it has used to manage past
enlargements in the area of agriculture. These include:

phasing in entitlements to CAP spending over lengthy transition periods,
granting transition periods for policy alignment,

adopting safeguard clauses for trade in products deemed sensitive,
increasing the CAP budget, and

adjusting EU policies prior to accession.

O O O O O

Furthermore, under its “revised enlargement methodology” adopted in
2020, the EU proposes to pursue “avenues for gradual integration” that include
“merit-based and reversible frontloading of certain benefits and obligations of
EU membership” (EU Commission 2024).
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8. Appendices

Appendix Figure 1: Actual and forecast wheat prices in Lubelskie
Voivodship, Poland, since February 2022
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Source: Own calculations with prices in Ztoty from Statistics Poland (2025) converted into US$
using OECD (2025b).

Appendix Figure 2: Actual and forecast wheat prices in Podkarpackie
Voivodship, Poland, since February 2022
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Source: Own calculations with prices in Ztoty from Statistics Poland (2025) converted into US$
using OECD (2025b).
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Appendix Figure 3: Actual and forecast wheat prices in Lubuskie
Voivodship, Poland, since February 2022
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Source: Own calculations with prices in Ztoty from Statistics Poland (2025) converted into US$
using OECD (2025b).
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