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Summary 
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MODERN STABCE AND APPRAISAL OF RURAL TERRITORIES 
DEVELOPMENT 

 
The main negative tendencies that brake the development of rural areas 

are defined in the article. The main theoretical aspects of effectiveness of state 
agricultural policy in the current conditions are generalized. Effectiveness of 
state support of agrarian sector of Ukrainian economy in comparison with 
member states of the EU is considered. The necessity of changing priorities  of 
state policy regarding the elaborating of economic strategy of small and 
average agricultural enterprises’ development. 

Key words: tendencies of rural areas’ development, agrarian policy of 
the EU, conditions of effectiveness of agribusiness development, state 
programs of support of agrarian producers. 

 
 – ., . 

 
 
 

 


