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Maryla Bieniek-Majka'
Uniwersytet Kazimierza Wielkiego w Bydgoszczy

Korzysci i bariery rozwoju gospodarstw opiekuinczych w Polsce

Drivers and Barriers to Development of Care Farms in Poland

Synopsis. W zwiazku zachodzacymi zmianami na wsi rolnicy staja przed konieczno$cia dywersyfikacji
swojej dziatalno$ci. Jednym z rozwiagzan moze by¢ zatozenie gospodarstwa opiekunczego. Celem
artykulu jest wskazanie korzysci i barier funkcjonowania gospodarstw opiekunczych w Polsce.
Na podstawie literatury przedmiotu, wywiadéw eksperckich i zebranych wypowiedzi uczestnikéw
projektu ,.Samodzielnie (nie samemu) — wspieranie 0séb z niepelnosprawnoscia w powiecie
tucholskim”, zebrano czynniki prorozwojowe oraz bariery funkcjonowania gospodarstw opiekunczych
z punktu widzenia ich uczestnikow oraz wiascicieli. Czynniki zostaly pogrupowane w kategorie:
ekonomiczne, spoleczne, zdrowotne i prawne. Pomiedzy uczestnikami a wilascicielami wystapily
roznice w zakresie postrzegania korzysci i barier w zakresie funkcjonowania tego typu placowek.
Wrhasciciele wskazuja przede wszystkim korzysci ekonomiczne i spoteczne, uczestnicy — spoteczne
i zdrowotne. Niepokojacy jest fakt, ze obie grupy wskazuja oznaczaja czynniki prawne jako bariery
rozwoju gospodarstw opiekunczych. W zwiazku z tym rekomenduje si¢ konieczno$¢ wypracowania
konkretnych przepisow prawnych, wskazania miejsca gospodarstw opiekunczych w systemie opieki
spofecznej. Ponadto winno si¢ przygotowaé nowe, dlugoterminowe projekty uwzgledniajace potrzeby
beneficjentow bezposrednich, a takze ich opiekunow (np. wydtuzenie czasu dobowej opieki ponad
8 godzin mogtoby umozliwi¢ ich aktywizacj¢ zawodowa).

Stowa Kkluczowe: gospodarstwo opiekunicze, rolnictwo, zréwnowazony rozwoj

Abstract. Due to the changes taking place in the countryside, farmers face the need to diversify their
activities. One solution may be to establish a care farm. The aim of the article is to indicate the benefits
and barriers to the functioning of care farms in Poland. Based on the literature on the subject, expert
interviews and collected statements from participants of the project "On your own (not alone) -
supporting people with disabilities in the Tuchola district", pro-development factors and barriers to the
functioning of care farms were collected from the point of view of their participants and owners. The
factors have been grouped into categories: economic, social, health and legal. When identitying benefit
groups, participants and owners differ. Owners point out primarily economic and social benefits,
participants - social and health benefits. What is disturbing is the fact that both groups point to legal
factors as barriers to the development of care farms. Therefore, it is recommended to develop specific
legal provisions and indicate the place of care farms in the social welfare system. Moreover, new, long-
term projects should be prepared that take into account the needs of direct beneficiaries and their
caregivers (e.g. extending the duration of daily care beyond 8 hours could enable their professional
activation). Due to ongoing changes in rural areas, farmers face the need to diversify their activities.
One possible solution is the establishment of care farms. The aim of this article is to identify the benefits
and barriers to the operation of care farms in Poland. Based on literature, expert interviews, and
collected statements from participants in the project "Independently (Not Alone) — Supporting People
with Disabilities in the Tuchola County," factors promoting development and barriers to the functioning
of care farms were identified from the perspectives of both participants and farm owners. The factors
were grouped into economic, social, health, and legal categories. Differences were observed between
participants and owners in their perceptions of the benefits and barriers associated with such facilities.
Owners primarily emphasize economic and social benefits, while participants highlight social and
health-related benefits. It is concerning that both groups identify legal factors as barriers to the
development of care farms. Therefore, it is recommended to develop specific legal regulations and

! dr, Uniwersytet Kazimierza Wielkiego w Bydgoszczy, e-mail: maryla.bieniek-majka@ukw.edu.pl;
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1448-7406
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define the role of care farms within the social care system. Additionally, new long-term projects should
be designed to address the needs of both direct beneficiaries and their caregivers (e.g., extending daily
care beyond 8 hours could facilitate the professional activation of caregivers).

Key words: care farm, agricultural, sustainable development

JEL Classification: 131, J46, P36

Wstep

Zmienno$¢ warunkéw rynkowych znajduje swoje odzwierciedlenie w procesach
dostosowawczych nie tylko przedsigbiorstw ustugowych, czy produkcyjnych sensu stricto,
ale takze w gospodarstwach rolnych. Na przestrzeni ostatnich dekad zauwazamy zwickszenia
tempa zmian w rolnictwie. A. Czyzewski i S. Stepien (2013) podkreslaja znaczenie rynkowej
orientacji rolnictwa, postepu technologicznego oraz dazenia do wzrostu produktywnosci
w procesie industrializacji rolnictwa bez wzgledu na koszty zewnetrzne. Skutkiem tego jest
koncentracja ziemi, konsolidacja gospodarstw oraz umniejszenie roli rolnictwa
drobnotowarowego, rodzinnego. Zmiana paradygmatu funkcjonowania rolnictwa zaktada
wielokierunkowos¢ realizowanych celéw, od wytwarzania Zywnosci poprzez zaspokajanie
potrzeb socjalnych i kulturowych do dbatosci o srodowisko naturalne. J.S. Zegar (2007)
podkresla, ze przy wprowadzaniu zmian znaczenie gospodarstw rodzinnych dla realizacji
wolno$ci wyboru i pewnego stylu zycia dla malejacej grupy ludnosci beda zachowane — w
szczegblnosei dla podtrzymania pewnych wartosci kulturalnych i w ogole ,,warto$ci” oraz
zywotnosci miejscowosci wiejskich. W obliczu stawianych wyzwan rolnicy musieli
zmierzy¢ si¢ z nowymi wymogami. Z jednej strony konieczno$¢ dbania o efektywno$é
prowadzone] dziatalno$ci, z drugiej o rosngce potrzeby w zakresie ochrony srodowiska
naturalnego. W odpowiedzi rozpoczat si¢ proces dywersyfikacji dziatalnosci gospodarstw
rolnych w kierunku zaspokojenia potrzeb spotecznych. Zaczelty powstawaé gospodarstwa
agroturystyczne, a nast¢pnie gospodarstwa opiekuncze (Marysiak i in., 2023).
Gospodarstwa opiekuncze wpisuja si¢ w szersza ide¢ inkluzji spotecznej, gdyz umozliwiaja
osobom zagrozonym wykluczeniem spotecznym powr6ot do aktywnego zycia
w spoteczenstwie oraz pelnienie rél spotecznych w miejscu zamieszkania, w pracy czy
w szkole. W przypadku oséb z problemami zdrowotnymi dziatalno$¢ rolnicza, w potaczeniu
z ustugami spotecznymi i opieka zdrowotna, sprzyja dobremu samopoczuciu i pomaga
w powrocie do zdrowia. Gospodarstwa opiekuncze stwarzajg takze szanse dla mieszkancow
obszaréw wiejskich na nowe mozliwosci zatrudnienia i dywersyfikacje¢ Zzrodet dochodow.
Rolnictwo spoteczne rozwija si¢ od wielu lat w Europie Zachodniej, lecz w poszczegoélnych
krajach znajduje si¢ w roznych fazach rozwoju. Kraje europejskie roznia si¢ takze sposobem
organizacji, finansowania oraz ukierunkowania dziatalnosci w zakresie rolnictwa
spotecznego. Przykladem dobrych praktyk moze by¢ Holandia, gdzie gospodarstwa
opicekuncze rozwingty si¢ najszybciej i jest ich tam najwigcej. W Polsce pojawiaja si¢ juz
pionierskie formy gospodarstw opiekunczych, ktorych dziatalno$¢ skierowana jest gtownie
do senioréw i/lub 0s6b chorych. Wazne jest zatem pilne stworzenie podstaw prawnych do
rozwoju tych gospodarstw oraz zabezpieczenie srodkoéw finansowych na ich funkcjonowanie
(Subocz, 2019).
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Przeglad literatury

Jak podkresla M. Krzysztofik-Pelka (2022) ,,gospodarstwo opiekuncze” nie jest
terminem jezyka prawnego. Pojecie to zostalo wypracowane w praktyce funkcjonowania
gospodarstwa bedacego miejscem wykonywania ustug opiekunczych w oparciu o zasoby
gospodarstwa rolnego. Gospodarstwa opiekuncze wpisuja si¢ w stale rozwijajaca si¢ baze
turystyczng na obszarach wiejskich (Wojcieszak-Zbierska, Roman, Nadolny, 2022) oraz
w nurt rolnictwa spotecznego. Jak zauwaza E. Subocz (2019) w literaturze przedmiotu termin
»rolnictwo spoteczne” jest czgsto uzywane zamiennie z pojgciami: rolnictwo opiekuncze,
gospodarstwo opiekuncze, zielona opieka, rolnictwo dla zdrowia, terapia rolnicza. Podkresla
ona, ze mozemy wyrozni¢ trzy podejscia/dyskursy dotyczace rolnictwa spotecznego, ktore
sa uzywane do definiowania pojecia, postrzegania samej idei, jej wdrazania i regulowania
w roznych krajach. Sa to: wielofunkcyjne rolnictwo, zdrowie publiczne i inkluzja spoteczna.

Gospodarstwa opiekuncze zarowno w Polsce jak i w innych krajach Europy oferuja
zroznicowany zakres ustug w zaleznosci od liczby, wieku i stanu zdrowia uczestnikow.
Ustugi te moga obejmowaé np. rehabilitacje 0s6b z niepelnosprawnoscig fizyczng lub
intelektualng, aktywizacje zawodowa os6b dhugotrwale bezrobotnych, resocjalizacje
wiezniéw lub bytych osadzonych, terapie oso6b uzaleznionych, ustugi opiekuncze dla os6b
starszych, chorych i samotnych, pomoc dla dzieci i mtodziezy nieprzystosowanej spotecznie.
Formy wsparcia sa roznorodne: od terapii wspomaganej przez zwierzeta do pomocy
edukacyjnej na bazie ogrodéw lub gospodarstw dydaktycznych. Zdaniem K. Jarosz (2023)
stworzenie przez gospodarstwa opiekuncze warunkéw domowych to przyktad
deinstytucjonalizacji, czyli odejscia od instytucjonalnych systeméw wsparcia. Tego typu
dziatalno$¢ wymaga oczywiscie naktadow finansowych i, w zaleznosci od adresatow
wsparcia, $cistej wspolpracy z placowkami pomocy spotecznej, stuzby zdrowia, placowkami
edukacyjnymi, resocjalizacyjnymi, instytucjami rynku pracy, placowkami zajmujacymi si¢
terapia osob uzaleznionych, organizacjami rolniczymi i dzialajacymi na rzecz rozwoju
obszaréw wiejskich, trzecim sektorem itp. Rolnicy, ktorzy sa zainteresowani prowadzeniem
takiej dziatalno$ci, musza odby¢ odpowiednie szkolenia, zaangazowaé do pracy dodatkowe
osoby i/lub skorzysta¢ z pomocy wolontariuszy; powinni tez dostosowa¢ pomieszczenia
wramach swojego gospodarstwa do potrzeb beneficjentéw oraz wyposazyé te
pomieszczenia w odpowiedni sprzet i materiaty (Subocz, 2019).

W literaturze przedmiotu mozemy znalez¢é wiele klasyfikacji gospodarstw
opiekunczych. I dla przykladu w Holandii Hassink z zespotem (2012) dokonat podziatu
gospodarstw pelnigcych role opiekuncze wedtug nastepujacych kryteriow:

* rodzaj $wiadczonych ustug (pomoc dorazna (helping hand); ustugi opickuncze
podstawowe i zintegrowane; ustugi integracyjne);

* zaangazowanie 0s0b z gospodarstwa w prowadzeniu dziatalnosci opiekunczej (rolnik
(zona rolnika); zatrudnieni pracownicy z sektora ushig opiekunczych; inni
(np. wolontariusze);

» forma prowadzenia dziatalnosci (gospodarstwo niezalezne, wspotpraca, outsourcing).

Na podstawie swoich badan stwierdzili oni, Ze mozna wyodrebni¢ sze$¢ glownych
typow gospodarstw opieckunczych (tabela 1), w ktéorych zréznicowany jest model
finansowania, wysoko$¢ naktadow i kosztow, czy dominujace zrédto przychodow.
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Tabela 1. Charakterystyka glownych typow gospodarstw opiekunczych

Table 1. Characteristics of the main types of care farms

Typ gospodarstwa opiekunczego

Cechy charakterystyczne

Gospodarstwa $§wiadczace ustugi
pomocy doraznej (helping hand)

e Niskie naktady i koszty.

e Glowne przychody pochodza z dziatalno$ci rolniczej.
e Klienci biorg udziat w dziatalnosci rolniczej.

e Podwykonawstwo ustug.

Gospodarstwa §wiadczace
podstawowe ustugi opiekuncze

Niskie naktady i koszty.

Przychody pochodza z dziatalno$ci rolniczej i opiekuncze;.

e Mechanizm finansowania — udziat wtasny lub podwykonawstwo
ustug.

Gospodarstwa $wiadczace
zintegrowane ushugi opiekuncze

e Znaczne nakfady i koszty.

e Przychody pochodza z dziatalnosci rolniczej i opiekunczej.

e Mechanizm finansowania — udziat wlasny lub podwykonawstwo
ustug.

Niezalezne gospodarstwo opiekuncze
(ustugi $wiadczone przez rolnika)

e Znaczne naklady i koszty.
e Glowne przychody pochodza z dziatalno$ci opiekuncze;j.
o Zdywersyfikowany mechanizm finansowania.

Niezalezne gospodarstwo opiekuncze
(ushugi wykonywane przez osoby
zatrudnione przez rolnika)

o Wysokie naktady i koszty.
e Glowne przychody pochodza z dziatalnosci opiekunczej.
e Zdywersyfikowany mechanizm finansowania.

Wysokie naktfady i koszty.

Glowne przychody pochodza z dziatalnosci opiekunczej.
Zdywersyfikowany mechanizm finansowania.
Pozyskiwanie funduszy.

Niezalezne gospodarstwo opiekuncze
prowadzone w innej formie np.
fundacja, stowarzyszenie

Zrbdto: opracowanie wiasne na podstawie Hassink, J., Hulsink, W., Grin, J., (2012). Care Farms in the Netherlands:
An Underexplored Example of Multifunctional Agriculture — Toward an Empirically Grounded, Organization-
Theory-Based Typology. Rural Sociology, 77(4); 569-600.

Natomiast G. Czapiewska (2023) dokonata podzialu gospodarstw opiekunczych wg.
* czasu $wiadczonej opieki:
- krotkoterminowe,
- srednioterminowe,
- dlugoterminowe;
* rodzaju $wiadczonych ushug:
- terapeutyczne (realizujace zajgcia reedukacyjne i terapeutyczne np. silwoterapia,
klimatoterapia, talassoterapia, helioterapia),
- socjalne (wlaczenie spoteczne, integracja w §wiecie pracy),
- edukacyjne (laczace w dziatalnos$ci przedsigbiorczej funkcje produkcyjne z ustugami
turystycznymi i edukacyjnymi).

Niewatpliwie gospodarstwa opiekuncze, niezaleznie od typu, maja konkretne cele do
spetnienia. Wedlug Hemingway i zespotu (2016) warunki funkcjonowania gospodarstwa
opiekunczego maja da¢ swoim klientom poczucie akceptacji, przynaleznosci do zespotu.
Nastepnie zwickszy¢ ich samodzielnos¢ i niezaleznos¢. Uczy¢ przez rozrywke 1 zabawe.
A wszystkie ta dziatania maja na celu budowanie relacji spolecznych w zgodzie z samym
sobg 1 naturg. Ponadto, promujac udziat w produkcji zywnosci i do§wiadczanie przyrody,
»zielona” opieka przyczynia si¢ do indywidualnego zdrowia i dobrego samopoczucia
(Subocz, 2019).
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Uczestnicy gospodarstw opiekunczych sg ukierunkowani na prace w ciggu dnia i blizszy
kontakt ze spoleczenstwem. Oni sami postrzegaja gospodarstwa opickuncze jako otwarte,
realne miejsca pracy, w ktorych moga wykazywac si¢ odpowiedzialnoscia i zintegrowac si¢
z innymi osobami (lancu i in., 2014). Z badan Elings (2012) wynika, ze uczestnicy zajeé
prowadzonych przez gospodarstwa opiekuncze czuja si¢ bardziej sprawni i uzyteczni, gdy
pracuja razem. To polaczenie réznych mozliwosci wyrdznia gospodarstwo opiekuncze
sposrod innych projektow zwigzanych z praca lub opieka dzienng. Gospodarstwa opiekuncze
sa spostrzegane przez wielu uczestnikow jako przyjemna i bezpieczna przystan pomiedzy ich
chorobg i/lub uzaleznieniem a spoteczenstwem w ogoéle, dajaca im mozliwo$¢ pozyskania
regularnej lub opartej na wolontariacie pracy. Swiadczeniodawcy oferujac pomoc tym,
ktorzy zyja na marginesie spoleczenstwa, sprawiaja, ze nowoczesne spoteczenstwo jest
bardziej inkluzyjne (Subocz, 2019).

Tworzenie gospodarstw opiekunczych na obszarach wiejskich jest czynnikiem nie tylko
aktywizacji spotecznej, ale takze ekonomicznej. Dzigki pozarolniczemu zatrudnieniu
mieszkancow wsi zwicksza si¢ dochdd poszczegdlnych jednostek, a tym samym dochdd calej
spotecznos$ci wiejskiej. Podejmowanie nowych przedsigwzig¢ na terenach wiejskich
powoduje wzrost przedsiebiorczosci tych obszarow, jako$ci zycia ich mieszkancow
(Szczurkowska, Podawca, Gworek, 2005). Dziatania zwigzane z zasobami endogenicznymi
danego terytorium, ktére wraz z dziataniami uzupelniajacymi konsoliduja sie¢ gospodarcza
sg podstawg rozwoju gospodarki spotecznej, obszaréw wiejskich i rozwoju regionalnego oraz
wspierajg nowy paradygmat rolno-spoteczny (Tulla i in., 2014).

Dane i metody badawcze

Cel pracy zrealizowano na podstawie: przegladu literatury przedmiotu (reaserch desk),
danych pozyskanych w drodze wywiadu eksperckiego z koordynatorem projektu oraz
przedstawicielka partnera projektu. Opinie uczestnikow zostaly zebrane podczas konferencji
,»Przysztos¢ gospodarstw opiekunczych w Polsce. Prezentacja doswiadczen z wdrazania
modelu ,,Samodzielnie (nie samemu) — wspieranie 0so6b z niepetnosprawno$cia w powiecie
tucholskim”, ktéra odbyla si¢ w 27.11.2023 r. Warszawie. Na podstawie pozyskanych
informacji zostala stworzona lista korzysci i trudnos$ci zarowno dla wiascicieli gospodarstw
opiekunczych oraz ich beneficjentow. Wskazane determinanty zostaly pogrupowane
w kategorie  czynnikow  ekonomicznych  (E), spoteczno-psychologicznych  (S),
administracyjnych (A) oraz zdrowotnych (Z). Zestawienie grup determinant pozwala
okresli¢ jakiej kategorii determinanty sa prorozwojowe, a ktore stanowia bariery rozwoju
gospodarstw opiekunczych.

Wyniki badan

Nazzaro i zespo6t (2021) w swoich badaniach wskazali po cztery glowne grupy korzysci
i barier prowadzenia gospodarstw opiekunczych. Wskazane przez nich korzysci i bariery
mozna sklasyfikowac jako czynniki ekonomiczne (E), czynniki spoteczno-psychologiczne
(S) oraz administracyjne (A). Zestawienie czynnikow z przypisaniem do poszczegdlnej
grupy zawarto w tabeli 2.
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Tabela 2. Zestawienie czynnikow determinujacych rozwoj gospodarstw opiekunczych
wg Nazzaro, Uliano i Marotta

Table 2. List of factors determining the development of care farms according to Nazzaro,
Uliano and Marotta

Determinanta Kategoria czynnika

Rozwoju gospodarstw opiekunczych

zwigkszenie mozliwosci zatrudnienia
zdywersytikowanie zrodta dochodu

prowadzenie dzialalnosci spotecznie odpowiedzialnej (etycznej),

©v v m o

che¢ rozwoju swojego gospodarstwa zgodnie z idea zrbwnowazonego rozwoju

Bariery rozwoju gospodarstw opiekunczych

mentalno$¢ rolnikoéw i ich opor wobec zmian

potrzeba zainwestowania dodatkowych $rodkéw

> m wn

ograniczony dostep do informacji

Biurokratyzacja A

Zrédto: opracowanie wlasne na podstawie Nazzaro, C., Uliano, A., Marotta, G., (2021). Drivers and Barriers towards
Social Farming: A Systematic Review. Sustainability, 13(24); 14008. https://doi.org/10.3390/su132414008.

Jak mozemy zauwazy¢ czynniki ekonomiczne jaki i spoteczne majg charakter zarowno
prorozwojowy jak 1 ograniczajacy powstawanie 1 funkcjonowanie gospodarstw
opiekunczych. Natomiast determinanty przypisane do grupy czynnikéw administracyjnych
maja odziatywanie tylko negatywne. Rodzi si¢ wigc pytanie, czy w Polsce rozwoj
gospodarstw opiekunczych jest ksztaltowany przez czynniki z takich samych grup, a takze
czy determinanty te sg zréznicowane ze wzglgdu na pozycje osoby oceniajacej (uczestnik,
wlasciciel gospodarstwa opiekunczego).

Na podstawie literatury przedmiotu oraz informacji pozyskanych od beneficjentow oraz
0s6b zaangazowanych w realizacje projektu ,,Samodzielnie (nie samemu)....”? stworzono
liste czynnikdw rozwojowych oraz trudnosci prowadzenia gospodarstw opickunczych.
Klasyfikacji dokonano zaré6wno z punktu widzenia witascicieli gospodarstw opiekunczych
jak 1 ich beneficjentow. Do wskazanych przez nich czynnikéw przypisano kategori¢
w analogiczny sposob, jak to zrobiono w przypadku korzysci i barier wskazanych przez

2 Projekt ,,Samodzielnie (nie samemu) — wspieranie osob z niepetnosprawno$cia w powiecie tucholskim” byt
realizowany w okresie od 01.06.2019 r. do 31.12.2023 r. przez Powiatowe Centrum Pomocy Rodzinie w Tucholi
przy wspolpracy z Kujawsko-Pomorskim Os$rodkiem Doradztwa Rolniczego w Minikowie, Polskim
Stowarzyszeniem na rzecz Osob z Niepetnosprawnoscia Intelektualng Koto w Chojnicach oraz z Stowarzyszeniem
Rodzicow Dzieci Specjalnej Troski w Tucholi na terenie powiatu tucholskiego (wojewddztwo kujawsko-
pomorskie). Dofinasowanie dla projektu opiewato na kwote ponad 5,82 mln zt. i zostato pozyskane na podstawie
wniosku na makro-innowacje w temacie: , Srodowiskowy system wsparcia osob dorostych z niepetnosprawnoscia
intelektualng — etap II” Na bazie realizowanego projektu otworzono gospodarstwa opiekuncze na terenie trzech
gmin, a jego uczestnicy pochodzili z terenu 5 gmin. Beneficjentami programu bezposrednio byly osoby
z niepetnosprawnoscig intelektualng (41 osob; w tym 24 kobiety, 17 mezezyzn), a posrednio takze ich opickunowie
(28 0s6b; w tym 20 kobiet, 8 mezczyzn). W ramach zrealizowanego projektu na terenie powiatu tucholskiego
funkcjonowaty trzy Otwarte Punty Integracji, jedno Mieszkanie Treningowe oraz jedno Mieszkanie Wspierane.
W gospodarstwach opiekunczych utworzono stanowiska pracy dla 10 0sob oraz zatrudniono 4 osoby z instytucji
wspierajacych na 2,5 etatu. Niewatpliwym sukcesem dziatalnosci tych gospodarstw opiekunczych byta aktywizacja
zawodowa 22% uczestnikow bioracych udziat w projekcie.
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Nazzaro i zespot. Podczas grupowania stwierdzono, ze posrod wymienianych determinant
wylania si¢ jeszcze jedna grupa czynnikdéw, ktora mozna okreslic jako czynniki
prozdrowotne (Z) (tabela 3).

Tabela 3. Zestawienie czynnikow determinujacych rozwoj gospodarstw opiekunczych
wg uczestnikow gospodarstw opiekunczych

Table 3. List of factors determining the development of care farms according to the
participants of care farms

Determinanta Kategoria czynnika

Rozwoju gospodarstw opiekunczych

mozliwos¢ aktywizacji spotecznej, bycia potrzebnym, brak osamotnienia
podniesienie samooceny, poczucia wlasnej warto$ci
utrwalanie i nauka nowych umiejetnosci

wzrost sprawnosci fizycznej i intelektualnej

N N »» »» »n

poprawa samopoczucia

Bariery rozwoju gospodarstw opiekunczych

w1

brak przekonania do pierwszego przyjazdu do gospodarstwa
obawa przed traktowaniem w sposob przedmiotowy S
obawa przed brakiem kompleksowych informacji o uczestniku (np. choroby,
alergie, natrectwa itp.)

obawa przed zakonczeniem projektu i braku kontynuacji zajeé/wsparcia
opiekunczego

godziny $wiadczenia ustug (8:00-16:00) pelnig funkcje wsparcia
wytchnieniowego dla codziennych opiekunow 0s6b z niepelnosprawnosciami,

jednak ze wzgledu na ich ograniczony czas trwania, nie pozwalaja opiekunom
na podjecie aktywnosci zawodowej.

Zrodto: opracowanie whasne na podstawie Lesiewicz, J. (red). (2023). Gospodarstwo opickuncze jako migjsce
usamodzielnienia 0sob z niepelnosprawnoscia intelektualna, Minikowo oraz informacji ze spotkania szkoleniowego
on-line, z dnia 20.02.2024 r. pt. ,,Gospodarstwa opiekuncze - nowe rozwigzania dla obszaréow wiejskich”
zorganizowanego  przez ~ Kujawsko-Pomorski ~ Os$rodek  Doradztwa  Rolniczego w  Minikowie,
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=0tqiAgEBmwU.

Dla o0sob korzystajacych z ustug gospodarstw opiekunczych korzysci w gtownej mierze
oparte s3 na wzroscie aktywnos$ci spotecznej i poprawie kondycji zdrowotnej. Natomiast
wskazywane bariery wynikaja z ograniczen administracyjnych i po czgsci z obawy przed
zmiang w zyciu i zaadoptowaniem si¢ w nowym miejscu, wsréd nowych, nieznanych osob.
Jak mozemy zauwazy¢ w tej tabeli brak jest czynnikéw ekonomicznych. Jednak to one
pozwalaja na realizowanie ustug w ramach gospodarstw opiekunczych. I nie jest
zaskakujace, ze to one, obok czynnikow organizacyjnych, sa wskazywane przez wlascicieli
gospodarstw opiekunczych. Upatrujg oni w nich zarbwno bodzcow prorozwojowych, ale
niestety takze czynnikéw utrudniajacych rozpoczgcie 1 funkcjonowanie gospodarstw
opiekunczych (tabela 4).
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Tabela 4. Zestawienie czynnikow determinujacych rozwoj gospodarstw opiekunczych
wg wlascicieli gospodarstw opiekunczych

Table 4. List of factors determining the development of care farms according to the owners
of care farms

Determinanta Kateg(.)rla
czynnika
Rozwoju gospodarstw opiekunczych
Pozyskanie nowego zawodu, nowej pracy umozliwiajacego uzyskanie/zwigkszenie dochodu E
Promocja gospodarstwa rolnego E
Budowanie relacji interpersonalnych z uczestnikami a takze z wiascicielami innymi S
gospodarstw opiekunczych, zwigkszenie poziomu empatii,
Wyjazdy w rézne miejsca (kino, inne gospodarstwa opiekuncze) S
Satysfakcja z efektow pracy — pobudzania podopiecznych do dziatania, nauka S
odpowiedzialnosci, obowigzkowosci, systematycznos$ci
Wsparcie wolontariuszy, psychologdw itp. A
Bariery rozwoju gospodarstw opiekunczych
Brak wspotpracy ze stuzba zdrowia (bark wypracowanych procedur) A
Brak wspotpracy z lokalna wtadza (komplementarno$é/substytucyjnos$é swiadczonych ushig) A
Rekrutacja podopiecznych A
Transport uczestnikow E/A
Zapewnienie ciaglej, nieprzerwanej dyspozycyjnosci wlascicieli/opiekunow w gospodarstwie E/A
Koniecznos¢ adaptacji pomieszczen w gospodarstwie (dostosowanie do potrzeb realizacji E
nowych celow, likwidacja barier architektonicznych)
Brak $rodkow finansowych na realizacj¢ zadan podstawowych i zagwarantowanie
dodatkowych atrakeji dla uczestnikow
Trudnosci z komunikacja z i pomigdzy uczestnikami, obawa przed konieczno$cia S
rozwiazywania sporow
Obawa przed podjeciem dziatalnosci spowodowana niepewnoscia, czy uda si¢ sprosta¢ S
wymaganiom uczestnikow

Zrodio: opracowanie wlasne na podstawie Lesiewicz, J. (2018). Spostrzezenia wiascicieli gospodarstw
opiekunczych [w:] Rozwoj ustug opiekunczych na terenach wiejskich, Minikowo.

Dokonujac zestawienia (tabela 5) grup czynnikow determinujacych rozwoj gospodarstw
opiekunczych mozemy zauwazy¢, ze dla ich beneficjentow liczba korzysci i trudnosci jest
tozsama. Korzysci zaliczane sa do grupy czynnikow prospotecznych i prozdrowotnych.
Trudnos$ci maja swoje podloze w obawach zwigzanych z relacjami spotecznymi, ale takze
w barierach administracyjno-prawnych. Inaczej prezentuje si¢ punkt widzenia wilascicieli
gospodarstw opiekunczych. Juz iloSciowo zauwazaja wigcej trudnos$ci niz korzysci i sg one
zardbwno z grupy czynnikdéw ekonomicznych, spotecznych i przede wszystkim
administracyjno-prawnych. I to wydaje si¢ byé zatrwazajace, ze przepisy, ktdére winny
utatwia¢ funkcjonowanie gospodarstw opickunczych sg barierg ich tworzenia.
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Tabela 5. Zestawienie grup czynnikow determinujgcych rozwdj gospodarstw opiekunczych

Table 5. List of groups of factors determining the development of care farms

Uczestnicy Wiasciciele
Korzysci Bariery Korzysci Bariery
S-3 S-2 E-2 A-3
Z-2 A-3 S-3 E/A-2
A-1 E-2
S-2

Zrodto: opracowanie whasne na podstawie danych zawartych w tabeli 3 i 4.

Aktualnie (2024 rok) obowigzujace przepisy pozwalajg na Swiadczenie ustug w postaci
opieki dziennej prowadzonej w ramach dziennego osrodka wsparcia albo opieki calodobowe;j
sprawowanej w formie rodzinnego domu pomocy lub dziatalnosci gospodarczej. Obecnie
funkcjonowanie gospodarstw opiekunczych jest najczesciej finansowane ze $rodkow
samorzadow lokalnych, organizacji pozarzadowych i $rodkow wilasnych podopiecznych.
Jednakze, jak podkresla G. Czapiewska (2023), trzeba pamigtaé, ze istotna jest forma
prowadzenia dziatalnosci opiekunczej, gdyz mozliwo$¢ aplikowania o $rodki publiczne maja
tylko przedsigbiorcy (nie rolnicy), organizacje pozarzadowe (stowarzyszenia, fundacje) lub
podmioty ekonomii spotecznej. Ponadto prowadzenie gospodarstwa opiekunczego w ramach
dziatalnoséci gospodarczej lub w ramach dziatalnosci statutowej organizacji pozarzadowej
daje mozliwo$¢ skorzystania z gotowych wzorcoOw dzialania i wymogow, jakie stawiane sg
jednostkom systemu pomocy spotecznej (Krzysztofik-Pelka, 2022). Podejmowanie
inicjatywy tworzenia gospodarstw opiekunczych to nie tylko utatwienia dla okolicznych
mieszkancow, ale takze mozliwos$¢ podjgcia nowych wyzwan w zakresie edukacji, stuzby
zdrowia, czy opieki spotecznej. Nalezy podkreslic, ze ros$nie znaczenie rolnikéw
$wiadczacych ustugi opiekuncze w spotecznosci lokalnej, co moze mie¢ przetozenie na
wizerunek catego sektora rolniczego w Polsce (Wojcieszak-Zbierska, Roman, Nadolny,
2022). Dlatego bardzo wazne jest wypracowanie konkretnych instrumentéw wparcia
finansowego 1 umieszczenia tej instytucji w systemie opieki spotecznej. Zdaniem
M. Krzysztofik-Pelka (2022) stworzenie odrgbnej ustawy dotyczacej gospodarstw
opiekunczych pozwoli na kompleksowe uregulowanie tej tematyki, bez koniecznosci
odwotywania si¢ do innych aktow prawnych regulujacych poszczegdlne ich aspekty.

Podsumowanie

Funkcjonowanie gospodarstw opiekunczych to innowacyjne inicjatywy, ktore
wykorzystuja potencjat rolnictwa w celu wspierania réznych grup spotecznych, takich jak
osoby z niepetnosprawnosciami, osoby starsze czy osoby wymagajace rehabilitacji. Te
przedsigwziecia nie tylko przyczyniaja si¢ do zaspokajania istotnych potrzeb spotecznych,
ale takze wspieraja rozwoj lokalnych gospodarek poprzez zintegrowanie funkcji rolniczych
z funkcjami opiekunczymi. Jednak funkcjonowanie gospodarstw opiekunczych napotyka na
rézne bariery Aby skutecznie niwelowaé te bariery i wspieraé rozwoj gospodarstw
opiekunczych, kluczowe jest podjecie nastepujacych dziatan:
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*  Wypracowanie konkretnych przepiséw legislacyjnych:
- definiujgcych gospodarstwo opiekuncze,
- umieszczajacych te instytucje w systemie opieki spotecznej.
. Projektowanie adekwatnych programoéw wsparcia dla beneficjentéw bezposrednich:
- realizujacych zajecia terapeutyczne, rehabilitacyjne i edukacyjne dostosowane do
potrzeb uczestnikow,
- promujacych aktywno$¢ spoleczna i zawodowa wspierajaca rozwdj i integracje
uczestnikow.
. Stworzenie projektow wspierajacych beneficjentow posrednich (opiekunow):
- wydluzajacych czas $wiadczonych ustug przez gospodarstwa opiekuncze (ponad
8 godzin dziennie), co umozliwi opiekunom 0s6b z niepetnosprawnosciami podjgcie
pracy zawodowej lub zaangazowanie si¢ w inne aktywnosci,
- zapewniajacych szkolenia i doradztwo dla opiekundow uczestnikow,
- wspierajacych opiekunow w taczeniu obowigzkdéw zawodowych i rodzinnych.
Podsumowujac, gospodarstwa opiekuncze stanowia unikalny model taczacy potencjat
rolnictwa z potrzebami spotecznymi. Ich rozwdj przyczynia si¢ do zmiany wizerunku sektora
rolniczego, wzmacnia role rolnikow w lokalnych spotecznosciach i promuje ideg
zrOwnowazonego rozwoju obszarow wiejskich. Jednakze dla skutecznego wdrozenia
irozwoju tego modelu konieczne sa kompleksowe dziatania legislacyjne, organizacyjne
i programowe, ktore uwzglednig potrzeby wszystkich zaangazowanych stron.
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Assessment of Social Welfare Progress of NEAZDP
Beneficiaries in Yobe State of Nigeria

Abstract. Despite the implementation of the NEAZDP (North East Arid Zone Development
Programme), the extent to which the program has improved the social welfare of its beneficiaries in
Yobe State remains unclear, particularly in addressing income inequality, food security, and long-term
socio-economic stability. Consequently, this study makes an attempt at assessing the social welfare
progress of NEAZDP beneficiaries in Nigeria’s Yobe State. Further, the study used undated
household survey data of the year 2023, collected with the aid of a well-structured questionnaire
coupled with an interview schedule from a total of 396 households (120 beneficiaries, and 138 each
for the spillover and control groups). The households were selected through a multi-stage sampling
technique and the collected data were subjected to inferential statistical analysis. Empirically, the
NEAZDP had a notable impact on socio-economic development, income inequality, and social
welfare among its beneficiaries. The program improved beneficiaries’ socio-economic conditions,
particularly in the areas of food security, asset acquisition, and wealth, while also reducing income
inequality. However, the spillover group experienced even lower inequality, indicating strong indirect
benefits. The analysis also revealed significant improvements in social welfare, particularly at the per
capita income level, though food inflation negatively impacted both the beneficiaries and non-
beneficiaries, exacerbating inequality. The findings suggest that while NEAZDP interventions
effectively enhance economic stability and well-being, future strategies should focus on addressing
internal disparities, mitigating inflationary pressures, and fostering long-term resilience in rural
communities to sustain and deepen the program’s positive outcomes.

Keywords: households, rural, programme, sustainability, welfare, Nigeria

JEL Classification: 131, 132, 138, J17

Introduction

Rural development remains a cornerstone for national economic progress (Ellis &
Biggs, 2001; Oyedepo et al., 2020), particularly in developing countries where a significant
portion of the population relies on agriculture for their livelihoods (World Bank, 2007,
Nechifor et al., 2021; Idiku, 2024). In regions like sub-Saharan Africa, rural communities
face persistent challenges, such as poverty (Komolafe et al., 2024; Musa & Mohammed,
2024), food insecurity, and income inequality, which undermine efforts towards sustainable
development (Thorbecke, 2013; Nechifor et al., 2021). Governments and international
organisations have implemented various rural development programmes aimed at
addressing these issues by improving agricultural productivity (Shikur, 2020), creating
income-generating opportunities, and enhancing social welfare (Kanbur & Squire, 1999;
Teka & Lee, 2020; Salifu & Kufoalor, 2024). However, the success of such initiatives often
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varies, influenced by factors such as programme design, implementation, and local socio-
economic conditions (Warinda et al., 2020; Sam et al., 2021; Schmidt et al., 2024).

Nigeria, the most populous country in Africa, exemplifies these challenges (Ucha,
2010; Aruofor & Ogbeide, 2024). Despite its vast agricultural potential, many rural
communities in Nigeria face significant socio-economic disparities (Madu, 2010; Beegle et
al., 2016; Ogbonna & Oji, 2020; Ayanwale et al., 2024). Poverty and income inequality are
rampant, exacerbated by limited access to infrastructure, social services, and market
opportunities (Deininger & Squire, 1998; Adams & Page, 2005; Ravallion, 2009; Adewuyi
& Ogebe, 2019; Chinyoka, 2023). In response to these challenges, the Nigerian
government, in collaboration with international development agencies, launched the North
East Arid Zone Development Programme (NEAZDP) to drive rural economic
transformation and improve the livelihoods of communities (United Nations Development
Programme (UNDP), 2018), particularly in the north-east region.

While the NEAZDP was designed to boost agricultural productivity, raise household
incomes, and improve living conditions, the extent to which it has addressed the core issues
of income inequality and social welfare remains under-researched. The impact of such
programmes not only on their direct beneficiaries but also on spillover communities, who
indirectly benefit from the interventions, is also of interest in understanding the broader
effectiveness of rural development initiatives.

Despite the implementation of the NEAZDP in rural areas of Nigeria’s Yobe State,
socio-economic challenges persist, including income inequality and limited social welfare
improvements. While the program has shown potential in boosting agricultural
productivity, questions remain regarding its overall impact on reducing income disparities
and enhancing the social welfare of beneficiaries. Furthermore, it is unclear whether the
programme’s benefits have trickled through to non-participating communities via spillover
effects, and how such outcomes compare to the control group. Without a thorough
examination of these factors, the effectiveness of the NEAZDP in fostering equitable and
sustainable development is uncertain.

This study is important because it provides empirical evidence on the socio-economic
impact of the NEAZDP, with a focus on income inequality and social welfare.
Understanding the successes and shortcomings of the NEAZDP will inform policymakers
and stakeholders on how to enhance the design and implementation of rural development
programmes. By assessing both the direct and spillover effects, this study aims to provide a
comprehensive evaluation of the programme’s reach and influence. Moreover, given the
rising concern over food inflation and its impact on rural communities, this study will
contribute valuable insights into how external economic factors, such as inflation, affect the
social welfare of the beneficiaries. The findings will help shape future rural development
strategies that promote inclusive growth, reduce income disparities, and improve the well-
being of rural populations in the study area in particular, as well as in Nigeria and beyond.
Consequently, this study aimed to assess the social welfare progress of NEAZDP
beneficiaries in the Yobe State of Nigeria. The specific objectives were to assess the impact
of the programme on the socio-economic development status of the beneficiaries, to assess
the impact of the programme on the income inequality of the beneficiaries, and, to
determine the influence of the programme on the social welfare of the beneficiaries.
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Research methodology

Yobe State is located between latitudes 10°30'N and 13°30'N and longitudes 11°00'E
and 13°30'E in northeastern Nigeria (Umar, 2024). The state is bordered by Niger Republic
to the north, and other Nigerian states such as Borno, Jigawa, and Bauchi. The State has an
arid-to-semi-arid climate, characterised by low and irregular rainfall, high temperatures,
and frequent droughts, which contribute to desertification and limit agricultural
productivity. The State receives an annual rainfall amount ranging between 500 mm and
1,000 mm, with most of the rain occurring between June and September. The temperature
in the state typically ranges from 30°C to 40°C but can occasionally reach higher levels
during the dry season. The humidity levels are generally low, averaging between 20% and
40%, reflecting the arid and semi-arid climate of the region. Given the Sahelian location of
the state, its agro-ecological conditions are dominated by sparse vegetation, sandy soils, and
limited water resources, making rain-fed subsistence farming and livestock rearing the
predominant primary economic activities of the rural communities (Madaki et al., 2024).

The state experiences significant socio-economic challenges, including high levels of
poverty, income inequality, food insecurity, and limited access to basic services such as
healthcare, education and infrastructure, and recurring conflicts due to insurgency. These
challenges are exacerbated by periodic environmental shocks, such as droughts and
desertification, which threaten agricultural productivity. These factors make Yobe an ideal
location for development programmes such as the NEAZDP, which aims to alleviate
poverty and promote sustainable socio-economic growth. The programme’s interventions in
agriculture, income generation, and social services are critical in addressing the systemic
underdevelopment that characterises the region. In other words, the NEAZDP targets this
region to enhance agricultural productivity, improve rural livelihoods, and foster socio-
economic development through infrastructure development, capacity-building initiatives,
and livelihood diversification programs. The state is a crucial focus of this study due to its
significant vulnerability to environmental stressors, as well as its need for sustained
development interventions to improve the socio-economic welfare of its population. It is
also a given that, with a relatively low literacy rate and weak institutional capacity, the
effectiveness of rural development programmes in improving social welfare and reducing
poverty is crucial for the state’s long-term growth. Given its socio-economic profile, Yobe
State provides a relevant setting for assessing the impact of the NEAZDP on social welfare
and income inequality among rural beneficiaries.

Using a multi-stage sampling technique, a total of 396 respondents were randomly
selected from three targeted populations for the study. The targeted populations were
treated (project participating sites), spillover, and control units (Figure 1). It should be
noted that the programme is confined to the northern part of the state and covered only nine
(9) Local Government Areas (LGAs): Bade, Jakusko, Bursari, Geidam, Yunusari, Yusufari,
Nguru, Karasuwa, and Machina. Firstly, to ensure balance across the sampling units, of the
nine (9) treated LGAs, four (4) LGAs — Bade, Jakusko, Bursari, and Geidam — were
randomly selected. Next, four (4) LGAs each for the spillover and control groups —
Tarmuwa, Nangere, Fune, and Fika for the spillover group, and Damaturu, Potiskum,
Gujba, and Gulani for the control group — were purposively selected because the former fell
within the radius of 20—-50 km while the latter fell within the radius of greater than or equal
to 100 km, as adopted by Sadiq et al. (2020).
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Furthermore, given the peculiarity of the treated sites, from each of the four (4)
selected treated LGAs, one (1) Development Area (DA) was selected and thereafter a
random selection was made of three (3) clusters from each of the selected DAs, thus giving
a total of twelve (12) selected clusters. Moreover, from each of the selected clusters —
treated units, spillover, and control units respectively, two (2) villages were randomly
selected, thus giving a total of forty (40) randomly selected villages. Lastly, using
a sampling frame obtained from the NEAZDP coupled with a reconnaissance survey
(Table 1), from each of the selected programme villages, five (5) out of a total of fifteen
(15) beneficiaries were randomly selected, thus giving a total of one hundred and twenty
(120) randomly selected beneficiaries. However, given the non-availability of a finite
sample frame for the non-beneficiary group, the sample size was generated using the error
margin formula as proposed by Bartlet et al. (2002) (Equation 1). Generally, a total of three
hundred and ninety-six (396) respondents from the treated (120), exposed (138) and control
(138) groups selected at random constituted the sample size for this study (Table 1).
Further, using an easy-route cost approach, a well-structured questionnaire complemented
with an interview schedule was used by trained enumerators to elicit cross-sectional data in
the year 2023. Nevertheless, the first objective was achieved using the socio-economic
index; the second and third objectives were achieved using inequality (S-Gini and Entropy)
and social welfare indexes (Atkinson).
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Table 1. Sampling Frame of both the beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries

Category  LGAs DAs Cluster villages Villages SF SS
Treatment
Gabarwa 15 5
Dala Mainiya 15 5
. Lafiyami 15 5
Bade Dagona Tagali Madamuwa 15 5
Bizi Murza 15 5
“ Misilli 15 5
. Baya mallum 15 5
Dadigar Diga 15 5
Bursari Dumburi Gadine Gamsa West 15 >
=~ Gamsa East 15 5
.g Daskum Gangawa 15 5
g Kagadama 15 5
5 . Malango 15 5
& Bayamari Kelluri 15 5
. Mobarti 15 5
Geidam Balle Damaya Gallaba 15 5
. . Ajiri Geidam 15 5
Ajiri Dapchi Matakuskum 15 5
Dagayak 15 5
Jaba Garin maji 15 5
. Nasari 15 5
Jakusko Muguram Gamjam Garin Tsaiha 15 5
- Buduwa 15 5
Lafiya loiloi Gamya 15 5
Sub- total 4 4 12 24 360 120
Spillover
Tarmuwa ) ) Lantewa - 17
Biriri - 17
Nangere ) ) Dawasa - 17
& S/Gari Nangere - 17
Dogon Kuka - 17
Fune ) ) Damagum - 17
o Fik ) ) Janga - 18
2 e Gadaka - 18
% 4 - - 8 - 138
(:QIE Control
g Maisandari - 17
5]
D - - :
= amaturu Dukumari - 17
. Katarko - 17
Gujba . ) Kasesa - 17
. Bara - 17
Gulani . - Shishiwaji ; 17
. Mamudo - 18
Potiskum ) ) Garin Jaji - 18
4 - - 8 - 138
Total 12 4 12 40 396

Source: NEAZDP report (2022) and Reconnaissance survey (2022).
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According to Bartlett’s formula, the sample size of the unknown can be generated using the
following formula:

Nnb:ZZ*P(l_P)/ez ..................................................... (1)

Where, N,,;, is the sample size of the non-beneficiaries, Z is the Z-statistic at 5% probability
level (1.96), P is the sample proportion (10%), and e is the error gap at 5%.

Empirical model
Socio-economic Index

Socio-economic status may be indicated by various factors such as educational
attainment, occupational standing, social class, income (or poverty), wealth, and tangible
possessions, such as home appliances or libraries, houses, vehicles owned, etc. All these
qualitative and quantitative indicators need to be captured to obtain precise socio-economic
indexes. The Socio-economic Index is a product on the basis of which the welfare of the
target groups or communities can be assessed and compared.

a) Quantitative indicators

1. Annual per capita income (N)

. Annual per capita expenditure on food (¥¥)

. Annual per capita non-food expenditure (¥)

. Annual per capita value of productive assets (land, livestock, and machinery) (3¥)

. Rooms per person (No.)

. Annual per capita expenditure on education ()

. Percent of children enrolled in primary education (age group 5—14 yrs)

. Per capita annual expenditure on health (3¥)

. Liabilities in the form of per capita amount of outstanding debt (3¥)

b) Qualitative indicators

10. Access to health facilities such as safe drinking water, sanitation.

11. Condition of the dwelling house (depends on material used for making the houses).

12. Possession of other assets (bicycle, mobile phone, T.V. (both black and white and
colour), electric fan, CD player, emergency lamp, etc.).

The changes in the value of these indicators will be examined in the given period. The
inflationary effect should be eliminated from the values of those variables that are
expressed in monetary term using the Consumer Price Index (CPI).

For this, a continuum point scale will be prepared for socio-economic indicators
depending upon the variability of the selected indicators by using the formula below:

Mean + 0.5 * Standard deviation .......................cooeeni. 2)

Scale value 1: < Mean — 0.5 * SD; Scale value 2: > Mean — 0.5 * SD; Scale value 3: >
Mean + 0.5 * SD

I;; = X.Sijx/Maximum Possible Total Scale Value 100 .................. 3)

I;;= Socio-economic index of the i™ beneficiary in the j™ period;

s;; = Scale value of the kth indicator of the i beneficiary in the j* period.

Based on index value, the total sample can be grouped into 3 different socio-economic
strata: poor socio-economic condition: < Mean — 0.5 * SD; moderate socio-economic

O 0 1O\ L AW IN
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condition: > Mean — 0.5 *SD to < Mean + 0.5*SD; and, good socio-economic
condition: > Mean + 0.5 * SD using the same principle (Equation 2).

Decomposition of the S-Gini index of inequality

Let J components yj add up to y, that is:

We can decompose the S-Gini index of inequality as follows:

-3 % 1O gy )

The contribution of the j”’ component to inequality iny is z
;’/1 C.(p

y

Where [ Cj (p)is the coefficient of concentration of the j”’ component and MU is the
J

mean of that component.

Decomposition of the Generalised Entropy index of inequality

The Generalised Entropy index of inequality can be decomposed as follows:

o
k PP (6)
10)= (k) & I(k:0)+1(0)
Hy

where:
@(k) is the proportion of the population found in subgroup k; £(k) is the mean income of
group k; I(k;0)is the inequality within group k, and I (0) is population inequality if
each individual in subgroup k is given the mean income of the subgroup.
Inequality dominance
The distribution dominates distribution in inequality at order s over the conditional range of

proportions of the mean [1",1+ only if I_)l(/llul,a)>}_)2(ﬁlu2,a) \v4 ,16[1',1+].

Where & =8 — 1. This application checks for the points at which there is a reversal of the
above dominance conditions for inequality orderings. Put differently, it provides the

crossing points of the FGT curves; that is, the values of A and Fl A Iu ,a) , for which
1

]31(/1/11,(1) =ﬁz(/1[u2,a)When
(P (A=) 1.0)~ P (A=) p1,.0)) = sign(P (A~ f1,.0) ~ P, (A=) 41 @)

for a small 77.
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Atkinson-Gini index

Denoting the Atkinson-Gini index of inequality for the group k by I(k;&, p), and the

S-Gini social welfare index by &(k;&, 0), we have (Singh & Shrotryia, 2022; Bigsten,
2024; Sadiq & Sani, 2024; Zou, 2024):

k—E&(ke,
(e, py= B —skeep) = @
w(k)
where:
p_ p =
g{(m) (Va1 j|(yi)l—s e Lo Oandpal (®)
e, py =1 ! D%
[ - i) 1
Exp) Z['ﬁl ln(y‘) — & =landp >1
{1 ()
and:

V,~=;w:

Impact of a price change on the Atkinson Social Welfare Index

The impact of good 1°s marginal price change (denoted IMPW) on the Atkinson Social
Welfare index &(&) is as follows:

L G P )
0 D,

1 £
IMPW — —(Sl)“”*1 * (52)1*““ *(s3)* pcife =1
—exp(s2/sl)*s3/s1* pcife =1

s1=2 52 = Zw[yj.%ﬁ = Zw,-y;gx,.ife #1
s1=2 w,s2=2 wiloe(y)s3= 2, w,x,/ y,ife =1

1

Where X, is the expenditure on commodity | by individual i, y_is the variable of interest
(‘living standard’), and pc is the percentage price change for good 1.

Tax reform

This tax reform consists of a variation in the prices of two commodities 1 and 2, under the
constraint that it leaves total government revenue unchanged. The effect of this constraint is
given by an efficiency parameter, ‘gamma’ ( 7 ), which is the ratio of the marginal cost of

public funds (MCPF) from a tax on 2 over the MCPF from a tax on 1.
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The impact of this tax reform (denoted IMWTR) on the Atkinson Social Welfare index
&(¢) is as follows:

R —| P60 XL GEE) |, (10)
6p1 Xz 6p2

Where pc is the percentage price change of commodity 1, and X’ is the total expenditure
4

on the good g. Under the government revenue constraint, the percentage price change of
commodity 1 is given byy )ﬁl e
2

Decomposition of variation of social welfare index between two periods

We can decompose the difference in social welfare (as measured by the EDE Atkinson
index) between two populations, 1 and 2, as follows:

E@-&@=(], _IClz) * L+ (ﬂz_ﬂl)*(1—11) " (ﬂz_ﬂ1)%(12—12) ...... (11)

Where C1 = Impact of change in inequality, C2 = Impact of change in mean, and C3 =
Interaction impact.

Results and discussion

Impact of NEAZDP on Socio-economic Development Status of Beneficiaries

Individual-wise, the results in Table 2a revealed the socio-economic development
status of the households (beneficiaries) before the programme to be 15.8%, while 16.7%
was observed after the programme, thus indicating a good improvement in the socio-
economic development of the beneficiaries after participating in the programme. Besides
this, before participation in the programme, 28.3 and 55.8%, respectively, of the
beneficiaries had poor and moderate socio-economic development status, while after
participating in the programme, 32.5 and 50.8% of the beneficiaries had poor and moderate
socio-economic development status, respectively (Table 2a). To sum up, the proportion of
the households with good socio-economic development slightly increased by 0.9%,
whereas the proportions of the households with moderate and poor socio-economic
development levels, respectively, gently plummeted by 5% and 4.2%.

Table 2a. Distributions of the socio-economic development status of the beneficiaries

Status Before After
Poor 39(32.5) 34(28.3)
Moderate 67(55.8) 61(50.8)
Good 19(15.8) 20(16.7)
Total 120(100.0) 120(100.0)

Note: Figures in parentheses are percentages.

Source: Field survey, 2023.
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Generally, the radar-wise distribution (Figure 1a) of the socio-economic development
(SED) of the beneficiaries showed the group to have a high endowment of moderate and
good socio-economic statuses relative to the poor level of development after participating
in the developmental intervention of NEAZDP activities compared to before participating
in the programme. This implies that the socio-economic status of the programme
beneficiaries improved after participating in the programme; despite improvement, there
was variation, as a slight percentage progressed up to the good level in order to maintain a
balance, as is evident in Figure la.
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Source: Authors’ own research.

Further, as depicted by the box plot (Figure 1b), a large proportion of the beneficiaries
were above the average buffer threshold of socio-economic development after programme
participation, compared to the minimal proportion before participation in the programme.
Further, after participating in the programme, the internal differences in the socio-economic
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development status of the beneficiaries with fair status were large compared to before
participation, where the differences in the development status of the beneficiaries with fair
status were minimal. However, the possible reason for large internal differences in the
socio-economic development was due to spatial effects of the targeted beneficiary LGAs
(Local Government Areas), as depicted by the box plot in Figures 1c and 1d.

Indicator-wise, fortunately, the beneficiaries’ socio-economic development status with
respect to monthly per capita expenditure on food items after programme participation
maintained a status quo of a good level, as is evident by its respective index values (Table
2b and Figure le). The status quo of a good socio-economic development status suggests
that the programme effectively sustained or improved food security outcomes. This could
be due to increased agricultural productivity, leading to greater food availability and
affordability within the households. Additionally, the improved annual income from
agricultural activities may have allowed households to maintain or enhance their food
consumption levels, thereby supporting stable socio-economic conditions related to food
expenditure.

With respect to the monthly per capita expenditure on non-food items, annual per
capita value of productive assets, and wealth index (equipment), the socio-economic
development level of the beneficiaries after programme participation progressed to a good
status, as indicated by their respective index values. The progression could be attributed to
the programme’s effective enhancement of agricultural productivity and annual income.
This likely led to increased disposable income, allowing households to invest in non-food
items, productive assets, and improved household equipment, thereby raising their overall
wealth and socio-economic status.

Conversely, the socio-economic development status of the beneficiaries with respects
to monthly per capita income and number of children enrolled in primary education (5-14
years age) retrogressed to a moderate level after programme participation. The
retrogression could stem from the programme’s focus on short-term agricultural gains
without sustainable support and follow-up mechanisms for market integration, education
quality, or resilience to environmental challenges in the study area. This may have led to a
lapse in income growth and educational opportunities post-programme, limiting long-term
socio-economic progress for the participating households.

Further, the socio-economic development status of the beneficiaries after programme
participation with respects to annual per capita expenditure on education and monthly per
capita expenditure on health maintained a status quo of a moderate level. The status quo of
a moderate socio-economic development level for the aforementioned indicators could be
due to the limited direct focus or impact of the programme on these specific socio-
economic indicators. The NEAZDP might primarily enhance agricultural productivity and
income, with less direct influence on educational and health expenditures. Thus, while there
may be indirect benefits to education and health from improved overall annual income, the
programme may not have provided targeted interventions or support mechanisms directly
addressing these areas to elevate them to a higher development level.

Unfortunately, with respect to total number(s) of room(s) in the household, number(s)
of room(s) per person in the household, and TLU (Tropical livestock unit), the socio-
economic development status of the beneficiaries after programme participation remained
poor, as is evident by their respective index values. The status quo of the poor level of
socio-economic development of the aforementioned indicators could be due to the
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programme’s limited focus on improving housing conditions and livestock management.
The NEAZDP may have prioritised agricultural productivity without addressing broader
household infrastructure and livestock management practices. As a result, these socio-
economic indicators related to housing quality and livestock assets may not have improved
significantly, leaving households at a poor level of development in these respects.

Table 2b. Indicator-wise distributions of socio-economic development status of the
beneficiaries

Indicators Before Level After Level

Monthly per capita income (¥) 4.895796 3 5.171215 2
Monthly per capita expenditure

6.796116 3 109111 3
on food (¥)
Monthly per capita non-food 3049017 5 10.17327 3
expenditure (3¥)
Annual per capita value of 0409084 5 9636384 3
productive assets ()
Annua} per capita expenditure on 2159468 5 3999434 5
education ()
No. of children enrolled in
primary education (age group 6.519375 3 6.472222 2
5-14 yrs)
Total number of rooms in the 356889 1 057333 1
house
Number of rooms per person in ~9.75917 1 12225 1
the house
Monthly per capita expenditure
on health (%) 3.439565 2 6.387923 2
Wealth index (equipment) 3.259286 2 11.60336 3
TLU —1.25948 1 —6.28669 1

Note: Levels 1, 2 and 3 are poor, moderate and good socio-economic status, respectively (see Equation 2).

Source: Field survey, 2023.

Generally, it can be inferred that programme participation brought about an
improvement in the socio-economic development status of the beneficiaries in terms of
expenditures on food, non-food items, value of productive assets, and wealth index.
Besides, for the deficits indicators, the programme could enhance them in the study area by
integrating livelihood diversification with agricultural productivity. It should offer training
in improved farming techniques and provide access to markets for increased income.
Livestock management training and veterinary services can also boost the TLU. Income
gains can fund housing improvements, while education campaigns can raise awareness
about children’s enrolment. Funding should improve school facilities and provide
scholarships; likewise, health education and subsidised services can decrease health costs.
Also, continuous monitoring and community involvement are crucial for sustainable socio-
economic development and improved living conditions.
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Fig. le. Indicator-wise distributions of socio-economic development index

Source: Authors’ own research.

Moreover, the empirical evidence shows that the socio-economic development status
of the beneficiaries after participating in the programme increased by 5.74%, as indicated
by the significance of the mean value (—0.05744) at a 1% probability level (Table 2c).
Besides, the highest and lowest programme impacts on the socio-economic development
status of the beneficiaries were 7.16 and 4.334%, respectively. Thus, it can be inferred that
the programme had an impact on the socio-economic status of the beneficiaries. Succinctly,
the positive impact of the programme on the socio-economic development status in the
study area implies improved livelihoods, economic resilience, food security, and overall
well-being of the beneficiaries. Furthermore, it signifies progress towards achieving the
relevant sustainable development goals at the local level, contributing to broader regional
and national development efforts in Nigeria.

Table 2c. Impact of the programme on the socio-economic development level of the
beneficiaries

Paired Differences

95% Confidence Interval

ftem Mean Std. Std. Error of the Difference t-stat
Deviation Mean
Lower Upper
BFSI - AFSI —0.05744 0.07801 0.00712 —0.07155 —0.04334 -8.067***

Note: BFSI = Before socio-economic index; AFSI = After socio-economic index; *** means significant at a 1%

probability level.
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Source: Field survey, 2023.

Impact of NEAZDP on Income Inequality of Beneficiaries

In assessing the impact of the NEAZDP on the state of income inequality between the
beneficiary and spillover groups (analytical approach) (Table 3a), the results showed a low
level of income inequality across the both groups, as evident by the estimated S-Gini index
0f 0.264 and 0.216 for the former and latter. However, the state of income inequality of the
spillover group is lower than that of the beneficiary group, thus indicating the presence of a
spillover effect despite the absence of an intervention in the former. Furthermore, for the
beneficiary group, the magnitude of the income difference between its sub-groups
accounted for a 5.36% variation in the low-income inequality (as evident by the absolute
contribution index), whereas the proportional income difference between its sub-groups
accounted for a 22.34% variation (as evident by the relative contribution index) in the low-
income inequality. Likewise, for the spillover group, absolute and relative contributions,
respectively, accounted for 6.52 and 27.18% of the variations in the low-income inequality.
Generally, between the groups, the absolute and relative contributions, respectively,
accounted for 2.06 and 8.57% of the variations in the low-income inequality. Further,
within the groups, the absolute and relative contributions, respectively, accounted for 11.88
and 49.52% of the variations in the low-income inequality. Nevertheless, for the
interaction/overlap effect, the absolute and relative contributions to the low-income
inequality are in the proportion of 10.05 and 41.91%, respectively. It is noteworthy that the
effects of the endowment (i.e., socio-economic attributes) outweigh that of the structural
effect (intervention/programme) in dousing the level of income inequality. Though not
closely related, the Shapley approach exhibited a similar pattern with respect to the effects
of absolute and relative contributions on income inequality (Table 3b). Succinctly, the
results suggest that while the NEAZDP has successfully reduced income inequality among
the beneficiaries, the lower inequality in the spillover group highlights significant spillover
effects, indicating that socio-economic endowments, rather than the program intervention
itself, play a more substantial role in reducing inequality. Future policies should focus on
addressing internal disparities within the beneficiary group and improving socio-economic
conditions to enhance the program’s long-term impact.

On the other hand, despite having a level of low-income inequality across the groups
(i.e., beneficiary versus control groups) (Table 3a), the status of the beneficiary group
(0.264) is lower than that of the control group (0.297), thus indicating that the programme
had a significant impact on reducing the state of income inequality among the beneficiary
group. Further, referencing the beneficiary group, the absolute and relative contributions,
respectively, accounted for 6.35 and 22.18% of the variations in its sub-group(s)’ low-
income inequality. Likewise, referencing the control group, the proportions of the absolute
and relative contributions, respectively, to the low-income inequality of its sub-group are
7.67 and 26.79%. Generally, between the groups, the proportions of absolute and relative
contributions, respectively, to the low income inequality are 5.09 and 17.80%. Besides,
within the groups, the proportions of the absolute and relative contributions to the low
income inequality are 14.02 and 48.97%, respectively. Nevertheless, for the overlap effect,
the proportions of absolute and relative contributions to the low income inequality are 9.51
and 33.23%, respectively. Succinctly, the results imply that the NEAZDP significantly
reduced the income inequality among the beneficiary group compared to the control group.
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Thus, it can be inferred that the low-income inequality in this population is owed largely to
the endowment effect. However, the predominant role of endowment factors in driving the
low income inequality suggests that improving the socio-economic conditions, rather than
the program’s direct interventions alone, will be key to further reducing inequality in the
region.

Table 3a. S-Gini inequality decomposition (Analytical decomposition approach)

. .. Population Absolute Relative
Group # Estimated S-Gini ghare Income Share Contribution Contribution
Beneficiary vs. Spillover
1 0.26396156 0.44038858 0.46095258 0.05358374 0.22337214
2 0.21615615 0.55961142 0.53904743 0.06520504 0.27181735
Within-Group - - - 0.11878877 0.49518949
Between- - - - 0.02056400 0.08572425
Groups
Overlap - - - 0.10053271 0.41908626
Beneficiary vs. Control
1 0.26396156 0.46560847 0.51655510 0.06348604 0.22182732
3 0.29677328 0.53439153 0.48344489 0.07667104 0.26789719
Within-Group - - - 0.14015707 0.48972451
Between- - - - 0.05094664 0.17801328
Groups
Overlap - - - 0.09509203 0.33226221
Pool

1 0.25184801 0.28030600 0.30486549 0.02152183 0.08547546
2 0.20837571 0.39403407 0.40684225 0.03340465 0.13266892
3 0.28608882 0.32565992 0.28829226 0.02685952 0.10667446
Within-Group - - - 0.08178599 0.32481885
Between- - - - 0.04345473 0.17258354
Groups
Overlap - - - 0.12654883 0.50259761

Source: Field survey, 2023.

Furthermore, for the pool results, the income inequality across the groups (beneficiary
versus spillover and control groups) is low, with the spillover group being the least,
followed by the beneficiary group and then the control group (Table 3a). Surprisingly, the
absolute and relative contributions of the beneficiary and control groups to reducing income
inequality are low compared to that of the spillover group. It is noteworthy that the
contributory parameter estimates of the control group are higher than that of the beneficiary
group. Thus, it can be inferred that the programme intervention helped to even-out the
income inequality among the beneficiary group in the study area. Nevertheless, the result of
the Shapley approach is in line with that of the Analytical approach (Table 3b). Moreover,
for the overall population, the level of income inequality is low (0.2518); between the
groups, the difference in the incomes of the three groups is responsible for a 4.35%
decrease in income inequality, whereas the difference in the proportions of the groups’
incomes is responsible for a 17.26% decline in the income inequality of the population.
Furthermore, within the population, the absolute and relative contributions, respectively,
accounted for 8.18 and 32.48% decreases in income inequality of the population.
Nevertheless, the interaction/overlapping effect of the decreasing income inequality with
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reference to the absolute and relative contributions, respectively, are 12.65 and 50.26%.
Further, in validation of the S-Gini decomposition, the Entropy inequality decomposition
results follow the same pattern (Table 3c), thus justifying the states of inequality between
the beneficiary versus spillover and control groups in the study area. Therefore, it can be
inferred that the NEAZDP effectively reduced the income inequality among the beneficiary
group, but the spillover group experienced an even lower inequality, suggesting strong
indirect benefits from the program. Despite this, the programme helped equalise the income
distribution within the beneficiary group, and the validation through Entropy decomposition
confirms the robustness of these findings, emphasising the programme’s positive impact on
reducing inequality in the region.

Table 3b: S-Gini inequality decomposition (Shapley’s decomposition approach: inter vs.
intra)

Variable Be_neﬁciary vs. Beneficiary vs. Pool
Spillover Control
Estimated S-Gini 0.23988549 0.28619575 0.25178956
Estimated S-Gini (mu_g) 0.02056400 0.05094664 0.04345473
Estimated S-Gini (y_i*(mu/mu_g)) 0.23907227 0.28198872 0.24867037
Source: Field survey, 2023.
Table 3b: Continued .... (First Stage: Decomposition to the Inter & Intra-Group
Components)
Contribution # Absolute Relative
Beneficiary vs. Spillover
Inter-Group 0.01068861 0.04455714
Intra-Group 0.22919688 0.95544286
Beneficiary vs. Control
Inter-Group 0.02757684 0.09635657
Intra-Group 0.25861891 0.90364343
Pool
Inter-Group 0.02328696 0.09248581
Intra-Group 0.22850260 0.90751419

Source: Field survey, 2023.

Table 3b: Continued .... Second Stage: Decomposition of the Intra-Group Component

Group # Estimate Contribution Relative Contribution
Beneficiary vs. Spillover
1 0.11772724 0.49076431
2 0.11146963 0.46467850
Beneficiary vs. Control
1 0.11320091 0.39553666
3 0.14541802 0.50810682
Pool
1 0.06878078 0.27316773
2 0.07359806 0.29229990
3 0.08612375 0.34204656

Source: Field survey, 2023. Note, 1, 2 & 3 mean beneficiary, spillover and control groups respectively.
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Table 3c: Entropy inequality decomposition

Variable Beneficiary vs. Spillover Beneficiary vs. Control  Pool

Total inequality 0.10471230 0.13580564 0.11257414
(0.01296421) (0.01243298) (0.01523804)

Between group inequality ~ 0.00085958 0.00519326 0.00353491
(0.00001170) (0.00002351) (0.00208952)

Within group inequality 0.10385271 0.13061237 0.10903924
(0.03022355) (0.03163589) (0.00708623)

Population Mean 15458.09535758 14584.12540242 13950.92389785
(427.78152473) (483.15434141) (789.89840003)

Notes: Value in () is the standard error.

Source: Field survey, 2023

Table 3c: Continued ......................

Group # Estimate Normalised Population AbsplutF: Relgtiv;
Mean Share Contribution Contribution
Beneficiary vs. Spillover
1 0.11386526 1.00000000 0.44038858 0.05014496 0.47888320
(0.01635559) (0.00000000) (0.03193037) (0.00793170) (0.06668043)
2 0.09598447 1.00000000 0.55961142 0.05371401 0.51296752

(0.01839555) (0.00000000) (0.03193037) (0.01071693) (0.06684438)

Beneficiary vs. Control

1 0.11386526 1.00000000 0.46560847 0.05301663 0.39038606
(0.01635535) (0.00000000) (0.03233520) (0.00831939) (0.05014324)

3 0.14520080 1.00000000 0.53439153 0.07759408 0.57136125
(0.01665229) (0.00000000) (0.03233520) (0.00993132) (0.05507303)

Pool

1 0.10198310 1.00000000 0.28030600 0.02858648 0.25393465
(0.01593413) (0.00000000) (0.33943272) (0.03908157) (0.34130039)

2 0.09295407 1.00000000 0.39403407 0.03662707 0.32535952
(0.00378225) (0.00000000) (0.38837504) (0.03759018) (0.37458976)

3 0.13455114 1.00000000 0.32565992 0.04381791 0.38923604

(0.01301139) (0.00000000) (0.32955313) (0.04856712) (0.38787333)

Notes: Value in () is the standard error.

Source: Field survey, 2023.

Impact of NEAZDP on Income Inequality Dominance of Beneficiaries

In assessing the state of inequality dominance across the targeted groups (Table 4), the
results of the beneficiary versus spillover groups showed inequality to be dominant in the
beneficiary group compared to the spillover group at cross points 1 versus 2. For the
beneficiary group, a significant proportion of the 49.97% (cross point 1) increase in income
is required to even out this inequality compared to that of the spillover group with a
proportion of 3.15% (cross point 2) income increase needed to even out the income
inequality. At cross point 2, a proportion of 8.78% income increase is needed to eliminate
the income disparity among the beneficiary group (cross point 3) compared to the spillover
group, which needs 16.22% (cross point 4), thus indicated that after a defined period, the
income increase needed to even out the inequality in the beneficiary group plummeted
compared to that of the spillover group. To sum up, it can be inferred that in the long run
the programme had a significant impact on reducing the income inequality of the
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beneficiary group against that of the spillover group. To go into more detail, the results
suggest that, in the long run, the NEAZDP significantly reduced the income inequality
within the beneficiary group, as the income increase required to eliminate the inequality
decreased more sharply compared to that of the spillover group. This indicates that the
programme’s direct intervention had a lasting and substantial impact on reducing this
inequality among the beneficiaries, outperforming the spillover effects over time.

On the other hand, between the beneficiary and control groups, income inequality
across the cross points dominates in the control group compared to the beneficiary group.
At cross point 1, the beneficiary group needs an 82.91% increase in income to eliminate
income disparity, compared to the control group, which needs an 86.31% (cross point 2)
income increment to escape income disparity. However, in the long run, the beneficiary
group needs an 89.29% (cross point 3) income increase to contain inequality, compared to
the control group, which needs a 94.96% (cross point 4) income increase to contain income
disparity. Therefore, it can be inferred that the programme has an impact on containing
income disparity among the beneficiary group. Delving further into the details, the results
indicate that the NEAZDP effectively reduced income inequality in the beneficiary group
compared to that of the control group, as evidenced by the lower income increase needed to
eliminate disparity over time. This highlights the programme’s positive impact on
containing and reducing income inequality among the beneficiaries, especially in the long
run.

Table 4. Inequality dominance

Crossing Value of Lambda Standard Error Case

Beneficiary vs. Spillover

1 0.49965179 0.11556946 1

2 1.03148174 0.55949485 2

3 1.08775437 0.57506090 1

4 1.16233313 0.55160602 2
Beneficiary vs. Control

1 0.82908499 0.67246474 1

2 0.86313379 0.64053851 2

3 0.89288998 0.64757412 1

4 0.94963658 0.74674018 2

Note: Case #1 = Before, Distribution #1 Dominates Distribution #2; Case #2 = Before, Distribution #2 Dominates
Distribution #1.

Source: Field survey, 2022.

Influence of NEAZDP on Beneficiaries’ Social Welfare

At the weighted per-household total income, the Atkinson’s social welfare results
show that for a better social welfare status vis-a-vis the beneficiary, spillover and control
groups, respectively, their income thresholds should be ¥194, 788.99 , }204, 614.24 and
N162, 619.55 (Table 5a). In contrast, at the per capita income, to achieve a better social
welfare status, the income threshold of the beneficiary, spillover and control groups,
respectively, should be ¥16, 438.23 , N¥14, 828.49 and ¥13, 124.83. It is noteworthy that,
at the weighted per-household total income, the social welfare threshold of the beneficiary
group is higher than that of the control group but lower than that of the spillover group.
Conversely, at the per capita income, the social welfare threshold of the beneficiary was
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higher than that of both the spillover and control groups. Therefore, it can be inferred that
the programme had an influence on the social welfare of the beneficiaries at the per capita
income; however, at the weighted per-household total income level, the presence of the
transient spillover effect diffused the influence of the programme. Nevertheless, at the
weighted per-household total income, to attain a comfortable social welfare status, the
incomes of the beneficiary, spillover and control groups, respectively, should be ¥202,
911.90 , N213, 095.74, and N171, 890.28. Likewise, at the per capita income, for a
comfortable social welfare status, the incomes of the beneficiary, spillover and control
groups should be N¥17, 682.41 , N15, 525.25 and N13, 947.39, respectively. To sum up, to
remain potentially sustainable, the programme should strive towards ensuring that the
social welfare status of the beneficiaries is not below the estimated threshold income value.
At the weighted per-household total income, the inequality in the social welfare status is
moderate across all the targeted categories (Table 5a and Figure 2a), whereas at the per
capita income, the inequality in the social welfare transits into a high level across the
targeted categories, as is evident by their respective inequality estimates (Table 5a and
Figure 2b).

Table 5a. Social welfare status

Item Beneficiary Spillover Control
Per household
Estimate 0.04003169 0.03980134 0.05393395
(0.00583345) (0.00648210) (0.00561181)
Social Welfare 194788.99121947 204614.24397857 162619.55426933
(7360.59712107) (7268.32488765) (6697.02548870)
Average 202911.89839572 213095.73908469 171890.27632344
(7939.17409026) (6881.69787100) (7137.41721926)
Per capita
Estimate 0.07037494 0.04489557 0.05897574
(0.01754878) (0.00654051) (0.00699820)
Social Welfare 16438.22680627 14828.49817274 13124.83088712
(826.79630870) (550.03751826) (558.08670597)
Average 17682.64166667 15525.52554745 13947.38848921
(1088.93559288) (554.28463897) (615.55571024)

Notes: Value in ( ) is the standard error; the estimate refers to inequality index as defined by Atkinson model.

Source: Field survey, 2023.

The findings suggest that the NEAZDP should tailor its income support strategies
differently based on whether they target households or individuals (per capita). For
households, focusing on lifting incomes above the identified threshold for a better social
welfare status is crucial, ensuring that the beneficiaries surpass the control groups and
minimising the spillover effects. Meanwhile, for the per capita incomes, the interventions
need to raise these individual incomes sufficiently to achieve higher social welfare
thresholds relative to both the spillover and control groups. Understanding these thresholds
will help the NEAZDP to gauge the effectiveness of its interventions. By aligning the
income targets with these benchmarks, the programme can more effectively measure and
communicate its impact on enhancing social welfare among the beneficiaries in the study
area. Beyond this, strategies that address household-level economic empowerment may
lead to more sustainable and equitable outcomes for the beneficiaries, aligning with local
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socio-economic dynamics and ensuring broader community impact in the study area. This
approach would ensure that resources are allocated where they can most significantly
improve household and individual well-being, contributing to sustainable development
outcomes.

Table 5b presents an impact assessment of both monetary and fiscal policy on the
social welfare of the beneficiary and non-beneficiary groups. Empirically, at the weighted
per-household income, it was observed that food inflation significantly affected the social
welfare status of both the beneficiary and non-beneficiary groups. Likewise, at per capita
income, food inflation significantly affected the social welfare status of both the beneficiary
and non-beneficiary groups. To be succinct, at the weighted per-household total income
level, a percentage change (increase) in food inflation will decrease the social welfare
statuses of the beneficiary, spillover and control groups by ¥305.44, ¥178.71 and N¥215.71,
respectively. At the per capita income, a percentage change (increase) in food inflation will
decrease the welfare of the beneficiary, spillover and control groups, respectively, by
N24.95, N¥13.37, and N21.55. Thus, it can be inferred that the impact of food inflation is
felt more by the beneficiary group compared to the non-beneficiary group. Nonetheless, at
both the weighted per-household total income and per capita income, food inflation
significantly increases the inequality in social welfare across the targeted groups (Figures
2¢ and 2d).

These findings highlight critical challenges for the NEAZDP’s beneficiaries in Yobe
State. Food inflation significantly diminishes social welfare for both the beneficiaries and
non-beneficiaries, impacting their economic stability and well-being. The observed
increases in inequality underscore the urgency for the NEAZDP to implement targeted
measures that not only mitigate the immediate effects of food price hikes, but also address
the underlying disparities. Strategies should focus on bolstering resilience against
inflationary pressures and promoting inclusive growth, ensuring that vulnerable groups are
protected and able to sustain improvements in their socio-economic conditions despite
economic fluctuations.

Though inversely related, at both the weighted per-household total income and per
capita income, the tax reform (fiscal policy) had no significant impact on the social welfare
of either the beneficiary and non-beneficiary (spillover and control) groups (Table 5b). One
possible reason is attributed to the poor tax administration in a typical rural economy that is
characterised by subsistence livelihood activities. These results suggest that the NEAZDP’s
beneficiaries in Yobe State may not benefit significantly from tax reform as a means to
improve their social welfare. The poor tax administration in rural areas focused on
subsistence livelihoods limits the effectiveness of fiscal policies. Therefore, the NEAZDP
should prioritise alternative strategies, such as direct income support, agricultural
development programs, and/or infrastructure investments tailored to the needs of rural
communities. This approach would ensure that efforts to enhance social welfare are more
directly impactful and aligned with the economic realities and challenges faced by the
beneficiaries in the study area.
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Table 5b. Impacts of price change and tax reform on welfare

Item Beneficiary Spillover Control

Per household Impact of price change
Impact on Inequality 0.00010537 0.00005512 0.00014299
(0.00001397) (0.00001130) (0.00002432)
Impact on Welfare —305.44293427 —178.71102053 —215.71422123
(11.03405442) (4.92275481) (9.62770729)

Impact on Mean

Per capita
Impact on Inequality

Impact on Welfare

Impact on Mean

—295.90725231
(49.78740244)

0.00012626
(0.00002082)
~24.95093472
(0.96513282)
~24.43816667
(1.86513282)

~173.88511497
(25.95935354)

0.00005415
(0.00001180)
~13.37134249
(0.45754253)
~13.11970803
(1.86717865)

—202.03180019
(29.85554952)

0.00009478
(0.00003501)
—21.55103421
(1.99883305)
~21.49690647
(3.60203462)

Per household Impact of tax reform
Impact on Inequality 0.00002147 —0.00000780 0.00001335
(0.00001298) (0.00001272) (0.00003961)
Impact on Welfare —4.35607951 1.66230771 —2.29429859
(17.23269947) (10.91537788) (20.92017456)
Impact on Mean 0.00000000 0.00000000 0.00000000
(0.00000000) (0.00000000) (0.00000000)
Per capita
Impact on Inequality 0.00001016 —0.00001634 0.00001967
(0.00001675) (0.00001280) (0.00006410)
Impact on Welfare —0.17961040 0.25368648 —0.27433952
(1.28804351) (0.78964633) (3.01564418)
Impact on Mean 0.00000000 0.00000000 0.00000000
(0.00000000) (0.00000000) (0.00000000)

Notes: Value in () is the standard error.

Source: Field survey, 2023.
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Source: Authors’ own research.
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The impact of price change on the Atkinson social welfare index (per capita)
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Fig. 2d. Impact of price change (per capita income)

Source: Authors’ own research.

Impact of NEAZDP on Change in Social Welfare of Beneficiaries

In analysing the decomposition of the change in social welfare between the beneficiary
group and the spillover group (Table 6), the results showed a low inequality across both
groups; however, the state of the welfare inequality of the beneficiary group is marginally
above that of the spillover group. In contrast, the welfare threshold of the beneficiary is
marginally higher (¥589.63) than that of the spillover group; likewise, at the mean level,
the welfare of the former supersedes (N768.86) that of the latter. More so, for the
distinction in welfare, the mean and interaction components positively contributed to the
margin of lead against the inequality component, which tends to decrease the margin of the
lead. Thus, it can be inferred that the programme has a significant impact on changing the
social welfare of the beneficiary group. A more nuanced look at the results implies that
while both groups have low welfare inequality, the NEAZDP beneficiaries experienced
slightly higher welfare levels, as shown by the marginally higher welfare threshold and
mean welfare compared to the spillover group. This suggests that the programme’s
interventions not only reduced the inequality but also improved the overall welfare among
the beneficiaries.

On the other hand, between the beneficiary versus control groups, the income
inequality across both groups is low; however, the former has a low status compared to that
of the latter (Table 6). Likewise, the threshold welfare status and mean welfare status of the
beneficiary group are substantially higher than that of the control group, thus a clear
indication of the robust impact of the programme on the social welfare of the beneficiary
group. Besides this, regarding the distinction in the welfare margin of lead in favour of the
beneficiary group, the inequality and mean components had a positive effect on the margin
of the lead, while the interaction effect had a negative effect on the welfare margin of the
lead. Therefore, it can be inferred that the programme had a significant impact on changing
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the social welfare of the beneficiary group. A more nuanced look shows that the results
suggest that while the income inequality is low across both groups, the NEAZDP had a
significant and positive impact on the welfare of the beneficiary group, as evidenced by its
higher welfare status compared to the control group. The positive effects of the inequality
and mean components on the welfare underscore the programme’s effectiveness, though the
negative interaction effect indicates that further efforts are needed to address disparities in
the interaction factors to fully optimise the welfare outcomes.

Table 6. Change in social welfare (decomposition)

Index Distribution 1 Distribution 2 Difference Covariance

Beneficiary vs. Spillover

Inequality 0.05075704 0.04102359 0.00973345 —0.00001159
(0.00855743) (0.00223284) (0.01006934)

Welfare 14403.10839482 13813.48180188 589.62659294 —266585.90658850
(958.51827326) (458.58666988) (1289.27531084)

Mean 15173.25805071 14404.40209970 768.85595100 147.67899668
(1146.55832930) (511.74325559) (1512.67039096)

Beneficiary vs. Control

Inequality 0.05075704 0.06515148 —0.01439444 —0.00002255
(0.00855743) (0.00623597) (0.01253828)

Welfare 14403.10839482 11545.50347737 2857.60491746 —291435.39601352
(958.51827326) (719.65446510) (1421.10190392)

Mean 15173.25805071 12350.13292712 2823.12512359 —218.40851095
(1146.55832930) (852.19043066) (1693.05801253)

Notes: Value in () is the standard error.
Source: Field survey, 2023.

Table 7. Continued ..............coevvviinnnn..

Welfare: Dist. 2 — Dist. 1 Inequality Component Mean Component Interaction

Beneficiary vs. Spillover

—589.62659294 147.67899668 —729.83154879 —7.48315080

(1289.27531084) (163.78131253) (1429.55593082) (22.44171148)
Beneficiary vs. Control

—2857.60491746 —218.40851095 —2679.83179022 40.63690966

(1421.10190392) (175.67236883) (1585.66374110) (11.02848902)

Notes: Value in () is the standard error.
Source: Field survey, 2023.
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Conclusion and recommendations

The NEAZDP program has positively impacted the socio-economic development,
income inequality reduction, and social welfare improvement of the beneficiaries,
particularly in enhancing food security, asset acquisition, and per capita income. However,
spillover effects in non-beneficiary groups highlight the importance of socio-economic
endowments in achieving equitable outcomes. Despite these gains, food inflation
significantly diminishes social welfare and exacerbates inequality, indicating the need for
more targeted interventions. Consequently, it is recommended that the NEAZDP should:

1. Targeted support for income stability: NEAZDP should prioritise strategies that
raise income levels above the identified thresholds for both households and
individuals to sustain improvements in socio-economic conditions.

2. Mitigating food inflation: NEAZDP should implement measures to combat the
adverse effects of food inflation on its beneficiaries, such as price stabilisation
mechanisms and/or support for food production to enhance resilience.

3. Addressing inequality: tailor interventions to address internal disparities within
the beneficiary group by providing targeted support for marginalised and
disadvantaged sub-groups.

4. Long-term economic empowerment: NEAZDP should promote sustainable
economic activities, such as livelihood diversification and market access, to
ensure lasting improvements in social welfare.

5. Improving social services: NEAZDP should invest in education, healthcare, and
infrastructure to complement the economic gains and provide a holistic approach
to enhancing social welfare and reducing inequality in the region.
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Impact of the War in Ukraine on the Economic and Financial
Situation of Selected Branches of the Polish Agri-Food Sector

Synopsis. Wojna na Ukrainie znaczaco wptyneta na sytuacje polskiego sektora rolnego. Wynika to
z faktu sasiadowania Polski z Ukraing i zwigzanej z tym perspektywie zagospodarowywania przez
polski sektor rolno-spozywczy czesci popytu na towary ukrainskie. Celem artykutu jest proba oceny
wpltywu wojny na Ukrainie jako przyktadu nieprzewidywalnego szoku makroekonomicznego na
sytuacj¢ ekonomiczno-finansowa wybranych branz polskiego sektora rolno-spozywczego. Metodami
badawczymi, jakie wykorzystano sa analiza statystyczna i poréwnawcza wybranych wskaznikow
finansowych w latach 2021-2023. Wplyw wojny na otoczenie makroekonomiczne, a takze podaz
produktow rolnych w ujeciu globalnym i wzrost cen surowcow energetycznych i energii elektrycznej
spowodowaty istotne zmiany w sektorze. Wptyw wojny na Ukrainie szczegdlnie widoczny byt w kilku
branzach, ktore zwigkszyty wolumeny produkcji, przejely czgs¢ popytu zagranicznego na produkty tych
branz oraz poprawity poziom swoich wynikow finansowych, wzgledem okresu przed wybuchem
wojny.

Stowa kluczowe: produkty rolne, sektor rolno-spozywczy, wojna na Ukrainie, szoki
makroekonomiczne

Abstract. The war in Ukraine has significantly affected the Polish agricultural sector. This is due both
to the fact that Poland neighbours Ukraine, and the related prospects of the Polish agri-food sector in
managing part of the demand for Ukrainian goods. The purpose of the article is to attempt to assess the
impact of the war in Ukraine as an example of an unpredictable macroeconomic shock on the economic
and financial situation of selected branches of the Polish agri-food sector. The research methods that
were used are the statistical and comparative analysis of selected financial indicators in 2021-2023. The
impact of the war on the macroeconomic environment, as well as the supply of agricultural products
globally and the increase in prices of energy raw materials and electricity caused significant changes in
the sector. The impact of the war in Ukraine was particularly evident in several industries, which
increased production volumes, absorbed some of the foreign demand for their products, and improved
the level of their financial performance relative to the pre-war period.
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Wstep

Zywno$¢ jest najwazniejszym produktem wytwarzanym przez ludzko$é. Mechanizm
zmian w strukturze agrobiznesu jest niezmiernie istotny w okresleniu miejsca rolnictwa w
gospodarce (Wilkin, 2010). Wzrost popytu ludnos$ci na produkty rolne tworzy bodziec do
automatyzacji i mechanizacji procesdéw w przedsicbiorstwach tego sektora. Wspiera to
proces maksymalizacji cech genetycznych produktow rolnych (przy tendencji
indywidualnego traktowania kazdej jednostki), a to udaje si¢ za pomoca odpowiednich
naktadow na automatyzacje i robotyzacj¢ sektora rolnego (Michalek, Juszka, 1997). By
dokona¢ oceny znaczenia polskiego rolnictwa dla catosci gospodarki, nalezy zbada¢ udziat
wartosci dodanej, jaka wnosi ono w ciggu roku do produktu krajowego brutto
(Mrowczynska-Kaminska, 2008). Zgodnie z danymi GUS warto$¢ dodana rolnictwa,
le$nictwa, towiectwa i rybactwa w 2022 roku wyniosta 87 118 mIn PLN, co w odniesieniu
do PKB Polski (3 067 495 mIn PLN), dato udzial w wysokosci 2,84%. Ukraina jest duzym
producentem rolno-spozywczym, stad znaczenie i1 udziat tego sektora w ukrainskiej
gospodarce jest relatywnie duzy i w latach 2015-2022 wynosit $rednio 10% PKB wedtug
danych World Bank.

Ukrainskie znaczenie dla globalnego bezpieczenstwa zywnos$ciowego nie podlega
watpliwosci. W 2021 roku eksport surowcoOw rolnych z Ukrainy stanowil 14% $wiatowych
obrotow handlowych zZywnoscia (Shubravska, Prokopenko, 2022). Ukraina odpowiadata za
50% globalnego eksportu oleju stonecznikowego, 18% jeczmienia, 16% kukurydzy oraz
12% pszenicy (Grzelak, Sobczyk, 2024). Skale potencjalu ukrainskiego rynku rolno-
spozywczego ocenia si¢ na okoto 400 milion6w ludzi uzaleznionych od dostaw z tego kraju
(Shubravska, Prokopenko, 2022). Eksport sektora rolno-spozywczego Ukrainy wyceniany
jest na 28,1 mld USD wedtug danych OEC. Stanowito to 40,6% catosci eksportu tego
panstwa w ostatnim przedwojennym roku.

Celem artykutu jest szczegdtowa analiza wptywu wojny na Ukrainie jako jednego z
najbardziej dotkliwych i nieprzewidywalnych szokéw makroekonomicznych ostatnich lat na
sytuacj¢ ekonomiczno-finansowa wybranych branz polskiego sektora rolno-spozywczego.
Konflikt ten, bedacy efektem agresji zbrojnej Rosji na Ukraing, spowodowatl istotne zmiany
w globalnych fancuchach dostaw, a takze wywotat gwattowne zmiany cen wielu surowcow
i produktéw rolnych. Jako sgsiadujacy kraj, Polska stata si¢ rynkiem absorpcji popytu na
produkty wczesniej dostarczane przez Ukraing, co w istotny sposéb mogto zmieni¢ wyniki
finansowe polskiego sektora rolno-spozywczego. W obliczu takich przemian analiza wplywu
wojny staje si¢ nie tylko szansg na oceng obecnych tendencji w polskiej gospodarce, ale takze
na zrozumienie dtugofalowych konsekwencji konfliktow zbrojnych dla branz mocno
osadzonych w lokalnych i globalnych powiazaniach gospodarczych. Podjg¢te badanie
koncentruje si¢ na wybranych branzach, ktére ze wzgledu na swoja specyfike, a takze skalg
oddziatywania konfliktu, mogly do$wiadczy¢ wyjatkowo intensywnych zmian w wynikach
ekonomiczno-finansowych. Na podstawie powyzszych przestanek postawiona zostata
hipoteza, ze wojna na Ukrainie miala pozytywny wptyw na ekonomiczno-finansowa sytuacje
wybranych branz polskiego sektora rolno-spozywczego, szczegdlnie poprzez wzrost
eksportu oraz poprawe¢ rentownosci operacyjnej tych branz.

Dotychczasowe badania skupialy si¢ na ogdlnych konsekwencjach wojny na Ukrainie
dla rynkow globalnych, z niewielkim uwzglgdnieniem sytuacji branz krajowych, takich jak
polski sektor rolno-spozywczy. Niniejszy artykul ma na celu wypelnienie tej luki,
dostarczajac danych na temat wptywu wojny na Ukrainie na wybrane branze w Polsce.
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Wyrédznia go zastosowanie szczegdtowej analizy pordwnawczej wskaznikow ekonomiczno-
finansowych z lat 2021-2023 oraz ocena specyficznego wptywu konfliktu na sytuacje
ekonomiczng polskich firm z sektora rolno-spozywczego.

Przeglad literatury

Zjawisko wptywu konfliktu zbrojnego na gospodarke danego kraju mozna porownac do
skutkéow gospodarczych innych szokow makroekonomicznych jak np. pandemie, klgski
zywiotowe [trzgsienia ziemi, susze, pozary| (Abe, Ye, 2012). Konflikt zbrojny, podobnie jak
réznego rodzaju klgski zywiotowe czy pandemie sg zjawiskami nagltymi, do ktérych trudno
si¢ przygotowac (Szczepanski, 2020). Powoduja one istotne zaklécenia procesow
gospodarczych w ujeciu regionalnym, krajowym czy nawet w skali globalnej. Postepujaca
globalizacja i liczne mig¢dzynarodowe powigzania gospodarcze powoduja, ze tego typu
zdarzenia coraz czgsciej przybieraja miedzynarodowy charakter (Dabrowska, Dolzynska,
Hryniewicka, 2020). Zaktocenia procesow gospodarczych moga dotyczyé zar6wno strony
popytowej, jak i podazowej, co widoczne byto podczas pandemii covid-19 (Sienkiewicz,
2021). Zmiany gospodarcze obserwowane po stronie podazowej zwigzane sa przede
wszystkim ograniczeniami w produkeji lub dostarczaniu niektérych dobr (Nanto i in., 2011).
Wynika¢ one moga z bezposredniej utraty zdolnosci produkcyjnych przez przedsi¢biorstwo,
np. w wyniku zniszczenia zaktadu produkcyjnego, ale tez tak jak w sytuacji obserwowanej
podczas pandemii covid -19 z kwestii regulacyjnych (Aziewicz, 2020), (prawne ograniczenie
dziatalnosci wielu branz) lub zerwanych tancuchow dostaw (Bartoszewicz, Obtagkowska
2021). Wptyw czynnikow popytowych na recesj¢ przejawia si¢ w tym, ze wyniku pandemii
czy klgsk zywiotowych wiele przedsicbiorstw lub nawet sektoré6w zostaje zamknigtych, w
konsekwencji wielu pracownikéw traci prace, a tym samym dochody, co skutkuje
ograniczaniem konsumpcji, przede wszystkim dobr konsumpceyjnych trwatych. Konsumenci,
ktérzy nie zostali bezposrednio dotknigci efektami tego typu zdarzen w efekcie leku
dotyczacego niepewnej sytuacji rowniez ograniczaja wydatki, przede wszystkim na dobra
trwalego uzytku, ktore nie sa niezbedne do funkcjonowania (Strange, 2020). Inne zjawisko
obserwowane w tego typu sytuacjach to panika zakupowa polegajaca na zwigkszeniu
konsumpcji dobr pierwszej potrzeby (Aydinlioglu, Gencer, 2020), szczeg6lnie widoczne
byto w poczatkowym okresie pandemii covid-19, jak réwniez w czasie wczesniejszych
kryzysow, np. w okresie §wiatowego kryzysu finansowego i gospodarczego w latach 2007—
2009 (Loxton i in., 2020). W ekonomii uznaje si¢, ze zywnos$¢ jest produktem, ktory cechuje
nizsza elastyczno$¢ dochodowa popytu, co oznacza, ze spadek dochodow konsumenta nie
powoduje znacznego spadku popytu na zywno$¢, jednak badania potwierdzaja, Ze wojna na
Ukrainie rowniez spowodowala zmiany w zachowaniach zakupowych konsumentow.
Konsumenci $wiadomiej podejmowali wybory zakupowe, poprzez m.in ograniczenie
marnowania zywnos$ci, wybieranie tanszych marek, zwracanie uwagi na terminy waznos$ci
(Grunert i in, 2023). W efekcie powyzszego wplyw wojny na sytuacje finansowa polskiego
sektora rolno-spozywczego nie jest oczywisty, dlatego istotne wydaje si¢ rozpoznanie zmian
jakie w nim zaszly. Agresja zbrojna Rosji na Ukraing i wynikajaca z niej blokada ukrainskich
portow spowodowala zaklocenia w globalnych tancuchach dostaw produktow rolnych (Abay
iin., 2022). W efekcie czego nastapity znaczne zmiany w geografii transportu ukrainskich
produktow rolnych, co skutkowato to licznymi zmianami na globalnym rynku produktow
rolnych (Leal Filho i in., 2023), a takze wywarto wplyw na rynki produktéw rolnych krajow,
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przez terytoria ktorych wiodly nowe szlaki tranzytowe (Gheibdoust, Gilaninia, Taleghani
2023). Polska w okresie wojny stala si¢ liderem wymiany handlowej z Ukraing, jednak nie
pozostato to bez wplywu na polski rynek rolno-spozywczy (Gruchelski, Gruchelski, 2022).
Bezposredni wptyw wojny na Ukrainie na globalny sektor rolno-spozywczy przejawia si¢
zmiang dostepnosci ukrainskich produktéw rolnych na rynkach spozywczych, co
rozpatrywa¢ mozna w kontek$cie bezpieczenstwa zywnosciowego (Shubravska,
Prokopenko, 2022). Zmiana dostgpnosci podstawowych produktéw rolnych, powodowaé
bedzie zmiany ich cen, co wplywa¢ bedzie na sytuacje ekonomiczno-finansowa
przedsigbiorstw dzialajacych w tym sektorze (Psaltopoulos, 2022). Dodatkowo agresja Rosji
na Ukraing spowodowala wzrost kosztow produkcji poprzez wzrost cen surowcoOw
energetycznych, wykorzystywanych w produkcji rolnej i przetworstwie spozywczym, a takze
produkcji $rodkéw ochrony roslin czy nawozdw, co rowniez wplywa na wyniki finansowe
sektora (Wartecki, Jermacz, Nowak, 2024; Kepka, Pajak, 2022; PIE, 2022). Wzrost kosztow
surowcow doprowadzit do wigkszej inflacji w sektorze spozywczym, co miato szczegdlny
wptyw na kraje Bliskiego Wschodu i Afryki Pétnocnej, ktore byty mocno zalezne od importu
ukrainskiej zywnosci. Miedzynarodowy Instytut Badan nad Polityka Zywnosciowa (IFPRI)
wskazuje, ze wojna wplynela na zmniejszenie dostgpu do zasobdéw zywnosci dla krajow
rozwijajacych si¢ oraz zwigkszyta zmienno§¢ cenowa na rynkach globalnych. Rosyjska
inwazja na Ukraine gwattownie zaktocita przeptywy handlowe z Morza Czarnego, poniewaz
eksport z ukrainskich portow zostat zablokowany, zmuszajac podmioty handlujace zbozem
iinnymi produktami rolnymi do poszukiwania alternatywnych (i drozszych) tras
eksportowych. To spowodowato, ze wiele kraje importujace, zaczgly szukaé alternatywnych
dostawcow (Glauber i in., 2022).

Dane i metoda badania

Do analizy sektora rolno-spozywczego w Polsce w latach 2021-2023 wybrano zestaw
wskaznikow finansowych, ktore umozliwiaja kompleksowa oceng kondycji finansowej oraz
dynamiki zmian w tym sektorze. Wskazniki takie jak przychody ze sprzedazy, marze EBIT,
wskazniki ptynnos$ci biezacej i zadluzenia ogodlnego zostaly wybrane ze wzgledu na ich
powszechne zastosowanie w analizach finansowych, co pozwala na przeprowadzenie
wiarygodnych poréwnan miedzy latami oraz wykrywanie trendow. Przychody ze sprzedazy
obrazuja zdolnosé¢ firm do generowania przychodéw w danym okresie, co jest kluczowe dla
oceny wzrostu lub stagnacji w sektorze. Marze EBIT, ktore pokazuja rentowno$¢ operacyjna,
dostarczaja informacji o efektywnosci operacyjnej firm w sektorze. Z kolei wskaznik
ptynnosci biezacej (liczony jako aktywa obrotowe podzielone przez zobowigzania
krotkoterminowe) pozwala na ocen¢ zdolnosci firm do splaty zobowigzan
krotkoterminowych. Wskaznik zadluzenia ogélnego (liczony jako suma zobowigzan
dhugoterminowych i krotkoterminowych podzielona przez aktywa catkowite) mierzy poziom
ryzyka finansowego zwigzanego z wykorzystaniem kapitatu obcego, co jest szczegdlnie
wazne w analizie stabilnos$ci finansowej przedsi¢biorstw.

Analiza obejmuje zestawienie wynikow finansowych branz sektora rolno-spozywczego
72021 roku (przed wybuchem wojny) z wynikami z lat 2022 1 2023, co pozwala ocenic, czy
obserwowane zmiany pokrywaja si¢ z czasem trwania konfliktu i jego konsekwencjami dla
handlu migdzynarodowego. W celu doktadniejszej oceny wplywu wojny przeprowadzono
analiz¢ trendow wskaznikéw finansowych, aby zidentyfikowaé ewentualne zaleznosci
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miedzy zmianami przychoddéw a poziomem eksportu i produkcji w Polsce po rozpoczgciu
konfliktu. Wyniki zostaty przedstawione w wartosciach realnych. Deflatorem byta inflacja
CPI w Polsce.

Materiaty, ktorymi si¢ postuzono to wtdrne bazy danych i raporty Gtownego Urzedu
Statystycznego (GUS), ktory dostarcza szczegdtowych danych dotyczacych réznych branz
sektora rolno-spozywczego w Polsce, wtorne bazy danych Systemu Wspomagania Analiz
i Decyzji (SWAID), obecnie znanego jako Dziedzinowe Bazy Wiedzy (DBW), ktory oferuje
zaawansowane narzg¢dzia analityczne i kompleksowe bazy danych dotyczace eksportu
i importu zwierzat zywych oraz produktéw pochodzenia zwierzecego. Uzyto rdwniez baz
danych miedzynarodowych instytucji — World Bank oraz International Trade Center. Wybor
analizowanych branz zostal dokonany przy wykorzystaniu klas Polskiej Klasyfikacji
Dziatalno$ci. Wyselekcjonowano wszystkie klasy majace zwigzek z rolnictwem
i przetworstwem spozywczym, z wyjatkiem trzech: PKD 01.2 Uprawa roslin wieloletnich —
odrzucono ze wzgledu braku znaczenia dla analizy, PKD 01.7 Lowiectwo i pozyskiwanie
zwierzat townych, wiaczajac dziatalnos¢ ustugowa - odrzucono ze wzglgdu braku znaczenia
dla analizy, PKD 10.8 Produkcja pozostatych artykutéw spozywczych — odrzucono ze
wzgledu na zbyt zréznicowany rodzaj dziatalno$ci, ktory zaburzytby analize. Analiza
dotyczy podmiotéw zatrudniajacych powyzej 9 pracownikow.

Legenda kodéw PKD:

01.1 Uprawy rolne inne niz wieloletnie;

01.3 Rozmnazanie roslin;

01.4 Chow i hodowla zwierzat;

01.5 Uprawy rolne potaczone z chowem i hodowla zwierzat;

01.6 Dziatalno$¢ uslugowa wspomagajaca rolnictwo i nastgpujaca po zbiorach;

10.1 Przetwarzanie i konserwowanie migsa oraz produkcja wyrobow z migsa;

10.3 Przetwarzanie i konserwowanie owocOw 1 warzyw;

10.4 Produkcja olejow i thuszczow pochodzenia roslinnego i zwierzgcego;

10.5 Wytwarzanie wyrobow mleczarskich;

10.6 Wytwarzanie produktow przemiatu zbdz, skrobi i wyrobow skrobiowych;

10.7 Produkcja wyrobow piekarskich i macznych;

10.9 Produkcja gotowych paszy i karmy dla zwierzat.

Wyniki badan

Wskaznikiem finansowym, ktéry przeanalizowano w pierwszej kolejnosci byly
przychody ze sprzedazy wybranych branz sektora rolno-spozywczego.
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Rys. 1. Dynamika przychodow ze sprzedazy wybranych branz sektora rolno-spozywczego

Fig. 1. Sales revenue dynamics of selected industries in the agri-food sector

Zrodto: Opracowanie whasne na podstawie danych GUS.

Analiza objeto lata 2021-2023. Niemal wszystkie branze (poza branza PKD 01.5
Uprawy rolne potaczone z chowem i hodowla zwierzat) odnotowaty wzrost przychodéw r/r
w 2022 r. Natomiast w roku 2023 zaledwie dwie branze kontynuowaty dodatniag dynamike
przychodow r/r. By uzupehi¢ analize¢ nalezy uwzgledni¢ rowniez marzowo$¢ tychze branz.
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Rys. 2. Marze EBIT wybranych branz sektora rolno-spozywczego

Fig. 2. EBIT margins of selected industries in the agri-food sector

Zrédto: Opracowanie whasne na podstawie danych GUS.



48 A. Zajgc, M. Bogusz

Pig¢ z trzynastu wyrdznionych branz odnotowato wzrost marzy EBIT w 2022 r. w ujeciu
rok do roku. Porownujac natomiast marze EBIT z roku 2021 do tych z roku 2023 zauwazy¢
mozna, ze dziewi¢é branz poprawito swoj wynik. Poprawa w zakresie konsumpcji krajowych
gospodarstw domowych, ale i rdowniez wzmozony popyt ze strony rynkow zagranicznych
wplynat na ten stan rzeczy. Najwicksze wzrosty marzy EBIT odnotowata branza PKD 01.4
Chow i hodowla zwierzat. Wyniki tej grupy sa rezultatem znacznego wzrostu rynku PKD
1.47 Chéw i hodowla drobiu (pod wzgledem przychodéw ze sprzedazy klasa ta stanowi
71,6% w 2021 r., 75,4% w 2022 r. 1 77% w 2023 r. przychodow calej grupy). Polski sektor
rolno-spozywczy korzystat ze zwigkszonego popytu wewnetrznego, wynikajacego z wzrostu
populacji Polski (co bylo efektem migracji ludnosci ukrainskiej) oraz z mozliwosci
gospodarowania rynkéw zagranicznych. Wedlug danych rocznika statystycznego GUS
najwigkszag zmiang w produkcji towarowej rynku rolnego w Polsce w okresie 2019-2022
odnotowano w kategorii drobiu, ktérego dynamika wyniosta 66%. Warto zaznaczy¢, ze jest
to drob hodowany na migso, bowiem jaja kurze maja odrgbng kategorie. Warto$¢ ich
produkcji towarowej na koniec 2022 roku byta wyzsza o 34,3% w poréwnaniu do 2019 r. Na
wyniki branzy chowu i hodowli drobiu wptywaja zmiany popytu na produkty pochodzace
ztych zwierzat. Dane SWAID dotyczace eksportu zwierzat zywych i produktow
pochodzenia zwierzecego wykazaly wzrost warto$ci eksportu tych produktow o 15,7%
w ujeciu realnym w latach 2021-2023. Najwazniejszymi kategoriami byly migso i podroby
jadalne z drobiu, jaja ptasie w skorupkach oraz jaja ptasie bez skorupek. Produktem, ktory
odnotowat najwigkszy wzrost wartosci eksportu od 2021 do 2022 roku bylty jaja ptasie
w skorupkach, ktorych dynamika realna wyniosta 101,4%. Drugim produktem byly jaja
ptasie bez skorupek, ktorych eksport w wartosciach realnych wzrdost wartosciowo o 54%.
Rozszerzajac okres o rok 2023 widoczna jest zmiana, bowiem dynamika jaj ptasich
w skorupkach wyniosla realnie 126,6%, zas$ jaj ptasich bez skorupek 88%. Produkty z drobiu
byly najwazniejsza kategorig w przypadku eksportu migsa i podrobow jadalnych. Wzrost tej
kategorii wyniost w latach 2021-2022 31,6%, a po dodaniu wynikow z 2023 roku zmiana
warto$ci eksportu tych produktéw od 2021 roku wyniosta 31,4%. Migso i podroby jadalne
z drobiu stanowity w 2023 roku 41,3% eksportu tej kategorii i wyniosty nominalnie 18,7 mld
PLN. W okresie 2021-2022 wzrost warto$ci ich eksportu wyniosta 47,8,%, a w okresie 2021-
2023 jest to 49,8%. W przypadku migsa i podroboéw jadalnych z drobiu nie nastapity znaczace
zmiany w strukturze kierunkow eksportu z Polski. Widoczny jest wzrost koncentracji — 10
najwigkszych importerow tego produktu stanowito w 2023 roku 77,7%, za$ w 2019 roku
byto to 72,9%. Istotnymi kierunkami w 2023 roku byty Niemcy (21,5%), Wielka Brytania
(14,2%), Francja (12,3%), Holandia (9,9%). Od 2019 roku kolejnos¢ tych gospodarek si¢ nie
zmienila, zwigkszyt sie natomiast ich udzial w catosci eksportu migsa i podrobdéw jadalnych
z drobiu ogotem. Rynek jaj ptasich bez skorupek byt bardzo skoncentrowany.
10 najwigkszych importerow w 2019 roku stanowito 92,5% calosci eksportu tego towaru.
Jednakze w tym zakresie zaobserwowano nieznaczne zmniejszenie koncentracji rynku.
Najwicksza dziesiatka importerow w 2023 roku opowiadata za 89,5% warto$ci eksportu.
W kontekscie struktury kierunkéw eksportu nie odnotowano w tym okresie znaczacych
zmian.

Warto zaznaczy¢, ze w 2021 r. wystgpowala ptasia grypa, ktéra mogta zaburzy¢ wyniki
poprzez efekt niskiej bazy. Zostato to zbadane i wylacznie w zakresie eksportu jaj ptasich
w skorupkach ptasia grypa wplyneta na wyniki, co jest widoczne w wolumenie eksportu w kg
wedlug danych SWAID (DBW). Porownujac dane z 2021 r. do danych z 2019 r. widoczny
jest spadek eksportowanych kilogramow jaj w skorupkach o 32,7%. Wolumen eksportu tego
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produktu nie zmienit si¢ w 2023 r. wzgledem roku 2019 r. W przypadku migsa i podrobow
jadalnych z drobiu wolumen wzrdst w tym samym okresie o 12,7%, za§ w kategorii jaj
ptasich bez skorupek byto to 12,6%.

Tabela 1. Wolumen eksportu towarow rynku drobiu (w tys. t)

Table 1. Export volume of poultry market goods (in thousand tonnes)

I;:(;Zi?{rtiua Jaja ptasie w skorupkach Jaja ptasie bez skorupek Migso is(é(ri;%?zj adalne
Rok 2021 2022 2023 2021 2022 2023 2021 2022 2023
Polska 148,7 2282 221,1 49,6 46,4 52,2 1470 1586 1646
Ukraina 40,3 27,3 48,8 4,6 5,1 8,7 459 417,2 424,6

Zrodto: International Trade Center.

Wedlug danych International Trade Center dotyczacych wolumenu eksportu, Polska
byla w stanie zaabsorbowaé¢ ukrainski popyt zagraniczny krétkoterminowo w 2022 r. na
rynku jaj ptasich w skorupkach. Ponadto polscy producenci od 2021 do 2023 r. absorbowali
popyt na migso i podroby jadalne z drobiu. We wszystkich obserwowanych latach dynamika
r/r wolumenu eksportu tej kategorii towarow rosta. W 2022 r. wzrost wyniost 7,9% r1/r,
podczas gdy na Ukrainie -9,1% r/r. W 2023 r. bylo to natomiast 3,8% r/r (na Ukrainie
1,8% t/1).

Polscy producenci czesciowo zaabsorbowali popyt pochodzacy z rynku europejskiego
na ukrainski drob.

Branzami przemystu rolno-spozywczego, ktore z roku na rok stale podnosity swoj
wynik marzy EBIT (oprocz wyzej wspominanego PKD 01.4 Chéw 1 hodowla zwierzat) byty
PKD 10.1 Przetwarzanie i konserwowanie migsa oraz produkcja wyrobéw z migsa, PKD
10.6 Wytwarzanie produktow przemiatu zboz, skrobi i wyrobow skrobiowych, PKD 10.7
Produkcja wyrobow piekarskich i macznych, PKD 10.9 Produkcja gotowych paszy i karmy
dla zwierzat. Wszystkie te branze taczy fakt, ze miaty one mozliwos$¢ zagospodarowywania
popytu, ktory wczesniej zaspokajany byt przez podmioty ukrainskie. Przetworstwo
i konserwowanie migsa, reprezentowane przez PKD 10.1, obejmuje uboj oraz obrobke migsa.
Obserwowany staty wzrost marz EBIT w tej branzy, przypisa¢ mozna efektywnemu
zarzadzaniu cze$ci popytu, ktory wczesniej byt zaspokajany przez Ukraing. Analogiczna
sytuacja zostala wczesniej zanalizowana w kontekScie sytuacji na rynku drobiu
(przetwarzanie drobiu reprezentowane przez PKD 10.12 stanowito od 19,1% do 22,2%
przychodow ze sprzedazy grupy PKD 10.1 w latach 2021-2023).

Pozostate trzy branze taczy rynek zboz, ktory z powodu wojny pozostawat pod
naciskiem presji cenowej. Do niej przyczynit si¢ nowy popyt zagraniczny na zboza. Zgodnie
z danymi SWAID polska gospodarka odnotowata wzrost wartosci eksportu produktow
pochodzenia roslinnego. Od roku 2021 do roku 2022 jest to realny wzrost o 24%, a w latach
2021-2023 35,1%. Na koniec roku 2023 ta wyniosta 41,9 mld PLN, a zboze odpowiada za
jej 38,7%. W kategorii zboza najistotniejsze wzrosty odnotowano wsrod kategorii pszenicy
i mesliny. Pszenica i meslina odnotowata wzrost warto$ci realnej eksportu o 51% w okresie
2021-2022, natomiast dla przedziatu 2021-2023 byto to 103,6%. W strukturze kierunkoéw
eksportu polskiej pszenicy nastapity znaczace zmiany. Zaledwie 3 kraje, ktore znajdowaty
si¢ w pierwszej dziesigtce najwigkszych importerow w 2019 roku, znajdujg si¢ tez w niej
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w 2023 roku. Sg nimi Niemcy (25%), Nigeria (21,5%), RPA (11,5%) — stanowig oni rowniez
3 najwigkszych importerow w 2023 roku. Pozostali importerzy: USA, Maroko, Angola,
Kamerun, Holandia, Hiszpania, Tanzania s3 nowymi rynkami, ktore znalazty si¢ w pierwszej
dziesiatce najwazniejszych partneréw handlowych pszenica. Polska zagospodarowata popyt
na pszenice ukrainskg ze wszystkich rynkéw — afrykanskiego, azjatyckiego i europejskiego,
z naciskiem na afrykanski. Duze znaczenie w tym kontek$cie ma znaczacy wzrost
rozproszenia kierunkdéw eksportu, bowiem 10 najwickszych partneréw handlowych w 2023
roku stanowito 79,8% warto$ci eksportu ogoétem, za$ przed wybuchem pandemii byto to
90,8%. Wsrod 30 najwigkszych importerow polskiej pszenicy znajdowato si¢ w 2023 roku
19 krajoéw afrykanskich, 2 azjatyckie, 8 europejskich i USA. Przed wybuchem pandemii
struktura ta byla zdominowana przez kraje Europy — 18 panstw. Nastgpne byly panstwa
afrykanskie — 9, Azja — 2 oraz Ameryka Potnocna — 1.

Tabela 2. Wolumen eksportu towaréw rynku zboza (w min t)

Table 2. Export volume of grain market goods (in million tonnes)

Kategoria Lo .
Pszenica i meslina
produktu
Rok 2021 2022 2023
Polska 2,3 3,9 4,6
Ukraina 20,1 11,2 16,2

Zrodlo: International Trade Center.

Polski wolumen eksportu pszenicy i mesliny w pierwszym roku wojny odnotowat
wzrost na poziomie 69,6% r/r (w tym czasie eksport Ukrainy: -44,3%) i kontynuowat wysoka
dynamike wzrostu w roku kolejnym. W 2023 r. zaobserwowano wzrost o 17,9% r/r. W latach
2021 — 2023 polski eksport pszenicy i mesliny wolumenowo urést o 100%, za$ ukrainski
eksport 0 -19,4%.

Absorbowanie popytu zagranicznego przez polskie podmioty moze mie¢ charakter
tymczasowy. Rozporzadzenia Unii Europejskiej, takie jak autonomiczne $rodki handlowe
(ATM), zawiesily cla i kontyngenty na ukrainski eksport produktéw rolnych, w tym
pszenicy, kukurydzy i drobiu, aby wesprze¢ gospodarke Ukrainy w czasie wojny. Srodki te,
ktére zostaly przedtuzone do potowy 2025 r., umozliwity ukrainskim producentom
kontynuowanie eksportu pomimo konfliktu. Obejmujg one jednak réwniez mechanizmy
ochronne majace na celu ochrone rolnikéw w UE w przypadku zaktocen na rynku.

Wyzej wymienione dane dotyczace nowych impulséw popytowych przetozyty si¢ na
wzrost marz branzy PKD 10.6 Wytwarzanie produktow przemiatu zboz, skrobi i wyrobow
skrobiowych. Nie mniejsze znaczenie w 2023 r. miat spadek presji kosztowej, po 2022 roku,
gdzie zaobserwowac¢ mozna byto gwaltowne wzrosty cen produktow rolnych.
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Tabela 3. Przecigtne ceny skupu wybranych produktéw rolnych

Table 3. Average purchase prices of specified agricultural products

Zmiana w okresie ~ Zmiana w okresie
Wyszczegodlnione produkty rolne 2015 2019 2020 2022 2015-2022 2020-2022
w PLN w %
Pszenica (PLN/dt) 66,83 72,26 74,86 151,99 127,43 103,03
Zyto (PLN/dt) 51,42 60,38 55,97 120,79 134,91 115,81
Jeczmien (PLN/dt) 61,04 67,37 63,63 129,96 112,91 104,24
Pszenzyta (PLN/dt) 56,23 64,86 62,63 135,40 140,80 116,19
Kukurydza (PLN/dt) 56,58 59,81 59,9 116,95 106,70 95,24
Il}rzz?ii;ilézveypik (PLN/dD) 150,51 15581 163,90 31436 108,86 91,80
Bydto (bez cielat) (PLN/kg) 6,02 6,33 6,40 10,48 74,09 63,75
Trzoda chlewna (PLN/kg) 43 5,39 5,13 6,73 56,51 31,19
Drob (PLN/kg) 3,94 3,90 3,52 6,16 56,35 75,00
Mleko krowie (PLN/I) 1,13 1,35 1,38 2,31 104,42 67,39
Jaja kurze konsumpcyjne (PLN/szt) 0,23 0,23 0,23 0,44 91,30 91,30

Zrodto: GUS, Maty Rocznik Statystyczny Polski 2023.

Wzrosty cen surowcow rolnych w gtdéwnej mierze wynikajg ze znacznych wzrostow cen
nawozow w tym okresie, co potwierdzajg nizej przedstawione dane World Bank, dotyczace
cen nawozow. Urealniona (ceny state w USD, 2010=100) dynamika $rednich rocznych cen
nawozow wedtug danych World Bank wyniosta w 2022 r. 19,7% r/r dla nawozéw typu DAP,
za$ dla nawozow Urea byt to wynik na poziomie 34,9% r/r. W 2023 r. dynamika cen t/r
spadta i odnotowata kolejno wartosci -26,7% 1 -47,7%.
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Rys. 3. Globalne ceny nawozow w podziale na rodzaje (USD/mt)

Fig. 3. Global fertiliser prices by type (USD/mt)
Zrodto: World Bank.
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Czynnikiem powodujacym taki stan rzeczy byly wzrosty cen energii, w tym gazu, ktory
jest podstawowym sktadnikiem w produkcji nawozow azotowych, amoniaku (poktosie
wzrostu cen gazu) oraz plynnej siarki. Ponownie potwierdzaja to dane World Bank
o kosztach $rodkéw produkeji nawozow.
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Rys. 4. Ceny $rodkow produkcji nawozow

Fig. 4. Prices of fertiliser inputs
Zrodto: World Bank | cfr: cost and freight; fob: free on board; TTF: title transfer facility.

Wysokie ceny zb6z i innych komponentow paszowych byty w 2022 r. dodatkowym
obcigzeniem dla producentéw przemystu rolno-spozywczego.

Branze PKD 10.7 Produkcja wyrobow piekarskich i macznych oraz PKD 10.9
Produkcja gotowych paszy i karmy dla zwierzat odnotowaty podobng $ciezke wzrostu marz
EBIT. W pierwszym roku po wybuchu wojny marze wzrosty nieznacznie, bowiem kolejno
00,3 pp. (z 8,5% w 2021 1. do 8,8% w 2022 r.) oraz 0 0,6 pp. (z 3,8% w 2021 r. do 4,4%
w2022 r.). Wzrost marz EBIT w tym okresie pomimo trudnego $rodowiska
makroekonomicznego mozna thumaczy¢ greedflation, czyli zjawiskiem, w ktorym podmioty
podnosza ceny produktow lub ustug wyzej niz wynikatoby to ze wzrostu kosztow. Wedlug
Migdzynarodowego Funduszu Walutowego bylo to zjawisko szeroko obserwowane
w Europie (Hansen N., Toscani F., Zhou J. (2023). Nastepnie $ciezka marz EBIT we
wczesniej wymienionych branzach przyspiesza. W branzy PKD 10.7 Produkcja wyroboéw
piekarskich i macznych marza EBIT wzrosta w 2023 r. 0 5,8 pp. 1/r, zas§ w branzy PKD 10.9
Produkcja gotowych paszy i karmy dla zwierzat marza EBIT w tym samym okresie urosta
o 1,5 pp. t/r.
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Tabela 4. Cena zakupu zboz konsumpcyjnych (PLN/t)
Table 4. Purchase price of cereals (consumer) (PLN/t)

Surowiec Grudzien Grudzien Grudzien Zmiana (%)
2021 2022 2023 Grudzien 2023 — Grudzien 2022
Pszenica 1319 1489 968 -35,0
Zyto 1119 1188 625 -47.4
Jeczmien 1178 1363 708 -48,1
Owies 1028 1298 1015 -21,8

Zrédto: Zintegrowany System Rolniczej Informacji Rynkowej; ostatnie notowanie w danym roku.

Tak wyrazny wzrost marz EBIT w branzy PKD 10.7 Produkcja wyrobow piekarskich
i macznych byl mozliwy dzigki spadkowi presji kosztowej. Ceny zakupu zb6z znaczaco
spadty w 2023 r., co pozwolito zwigkszy¢ istotnie marze.

Tabela 5. Cena zakupu zb6z paszowych (PLN/t)
Table 5. Purchase price of feed cereals (consumer) (PLN/t)

Surowiec Grudzien Grudzien Grudzien Zmiana (%)
2021 2022 2023 Grudzien 2022 — Grudzien 2023
Pszenica 1266 1476 881 -40,3
Zyto 1072 1153 625 458
Jeczmien 1137 1328 762 42,6
Kukurydza 1078 1331 815 38,8
Owies 941 1225 822 32,9
Pszenzyto 1190 1326 803 -394

Zrodto: Zintegrowany System Rolniczej Informacji Rynkowej; ostatnie notowanie w danym roku.

Rowniez w branzy PKD 10.9 Produkcja gotowych paszy i karmy dla zwierzat
zaobserwowaé mozna bylo te same zjawisko jak w PKD 10.7. Mniejszy wzrost marz wynika
z faktu wyzszej elastyczno$ci popytu na te dobra wzgledem dobr pierwszej potrzeby, ktore
charakteryzuja si¢ nieelastycznym popytem i sa produkowane przez branz¢ PKD 10.7.

W 2023 r. wszystkie z analizowanych branz przemystu rolno-spozywczego odnotowaty
(poza branza PKD 10.1 Przetwarzanie i konserwowanie migsa oraz produkcja wyrobow
z migsa, ktorej wskaznik si¢ nie zmienit w tym okresie) wyzsza wartos¢ wskaznika ptynnosci
biezacej w 2023 r. w porownaniu z 2021 r. Zwigkszenie wskaznikow plynnosci biezacej
w branzach sektora rolno-spozywczego w 2023 roku w stosunku do 2021 roku mozna
przypisa¢ kilku kluczowym czynnikom. Wojna na Ukrainie miata znaczacy wplyw na
globalne tancuchy dostaw, szczegdlnie w sektorach zwigzanych z produkcja zywnosci.
To spowodowato wzrost cen zboz na Swiatowych rynkach w 2022 r., co z kolei przyniosto
wyzsze przychody dla producentdow z innych krajow. Nastgpnie spadek cen tychze
surowcow, nie spowodowat ograniczenia przyptywu gotowki do przedsigbiorstw (co wynika
z niemalejacych marz). To wraz z ograniczaniem zaciggania zobowigzan krétkoterminowych
ze wzgledu na ogolno§wiatowa niepewnos¢, przyczynilo si¢ do poprawy plynnosci
finansowej podmiotow.
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Fig. 5. Current liquidity ratio

Zrodto: Opracowanie whasne na podstawie danych GUS.
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Rys. 6. Wskaznik zadtuzenia ogélnego
Fig. 6. Overall debt ratio

Zrédto: Opracowanie whasne na podstawie danych GUS.

Wszystkie analizowane branze (poza branzg PKD 10.1 Przetwarzanie i konserwowanie
migsa oraz produkcja wyrobow z migsa, ktorej wskaznik si¢ nie zmienit w tym okresie)
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odnotowaty spadek zadtuzenia ogdlnego w 2023 r. wzgledem 2021 r. Spadek wskaznikow
zadhuzenia ogdlnego w branzach sektora rolno-spozywczego w 2023 roku w poréwnaniu
72021 rokiem roéwniez moze by¢ zwigzany ze skutkami wojny na Ukrainie, a takze
z odpowiedzig przedsigbiorstw na te wydarzenia. Wojna na Ukrainie spowodowata wzrost
cen wielu produktow rolnych na rynkach §wiatowych, co przetozyto si¢ na wyzsze przychody
dla producentéw z innych krajow. Firmy, ktore skorzystaty na tych wyzszych cenach, mogly
generowac¢ wieksze zyski, co z kolei umozliwito im redukcj¢ zadluzenia poprzez sptate
kredytow i pozyczek. Udowadnia to poprawa marzowosci, ktora podmioty odnotowaty,
pomimo trudnego otoczenia makroekonomicznego zwigzanego z wyzej przedstawionym
wzrostem kosztéw dzialalnosci (wzrost cen surowcow rolnych) w 2022 r. W obliczu
niepewnosci rynkowej i potencjalnych przysztych zaktécen, wiele firm moglo podjaé
strategiczne decyzje dotyczace konsolidacji swojego zadluzenia i zabezpieczenia finansow,
co stanowito impuls do kontynuacji ograniczania zadtuzenia.

Podsumowanie

Przeprowadzone badania  wskazuja, ze konflikt na Ukrainie, bedacy
nieprzewidywalnym szokiem makroekonomicznym, rzeczywiscie wywart znaczacy wptyw
na sytuacj¢ ckonomiczno-finansowa wybranych branz polskiego sektora rolno-
spozywczego. Wyniki wskazuja na wzrost przychodow i marz operacyjnych w niektorych
branzach, co jest spojne z zalozeniem, ze polski sektor przejat czes¢ popytu na produkty rolne
i spozywcze wezesniej dostarczane przez Ukraing. Konflikt wptynat rowniez na ograniczenia
Ukrainy w globalnych tancuchach dostaw i przyczynit si¢ do wzrostu cen surowcoéw oraz
produktow rolnych. Niemniej jednak wplyw wojny na sytuacje ekonomiczng sektora jest
wielowymiarowy i moze mie¢ charakter przejSciowy. Obserwowane wzrosty marz i eksportu
moga ostabnaé w momencie stabilizacji sytuacji na Ukrainie i powrotu ukrainskich dostaw
na rynek. W zwigzku z tym, cho¢ hipoteza zakladajaca pozytywny wplyw wojny na
ekonomiczno-finansowg kondycje wybranych branz polskiego sektora rolno-spozywczego
znajduje potwierdzenie w danych, dhugoterminowy efekt pozostaje niepewny i wymaga
dalszych badan.

Polski sektor rolno-spozywczy w latach 2021-2023 wykazat zdolno$¢ do adaptacji do
zmienionego otoczenia gospodarczego, z powodzeniem zagospodarowujac nowe rynki
i zwigkszajac swoja konkurencyjno$¢ na arenie migdzynarodowej. Najwigksze korzysci z tej
sytuacji odniosty branze zwigzane z hodowla drobiu oraz produkcja zbdz i pasz, ktore
odnotowaty znaczacy wzrost eksportu. Szczegdlnie dynamiczny rozwdj sektora
drobiarskiego 1 zbozowego wynikat w duzej mierze z ograniczen produkcyjnych na Ukrainie,
spowodowanych konfliktem zbrojnym.

Rok 2022 charakteryzowat si¢ w wigkszos$ci branz wzrostem przychodow w ujeciu rok
do roku, a takze wyzszym wynikiem marzy EBIT wzgledem roku poprzedniego. Przyczyn
tych zjawisk nalezy upatrywa¢ w presji kosztowej po stronie surowcoéw rolnych, ktora
przeniesiona na konsumentéw spowodowala wysokie wyniki dynamik przychodéw r/r.
W roku 2023 presja kosztowa ustala, co pozwolito na dalsza ekspansj¢ marz EBIT
w wigkszo$ci analizowanych branz. Czynnikiem pro-wzrostowym dla marzowosci zaréowno
w 2022 r., jak i 2023 r. byta ekspansja polskich producentéw na rynkach zagranicznych.
W 2023 roku wszystkie analizowane branze przemyshu rolno-spozywczego (z wyjatkiem
branzy PKD 10.1, dotyczacej przetwarzania i konserwacji migsa) odnotowaly wyzsza
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pltynnos¢ w poréwnaniu do 2021 roku. Wzrost ten mozna przypisa¢ wplywowi wojny na
Ukrainie, ktora wptyneta na globalne tancuchy dostaw, prowadzac do wyzszych cen
surowcow oraz przychoddéw operacyjnych dla producentow. Dodatkowo, spadek ogdlnego
zadhuzenia w branzach rolno-spozywczych w 2023 roku wzglgdem okresu przedwojennego
wynikal z wyzszej] marzowos$ci oraz strategii przedsigbiorstw, ktore skupily si¢ na
konsolidacji zadtuzenia i zabezpieczeniu finanséw w obliczu niepewnosci rynkowe;.

Nalezy jednak podkresli¢, ze przejecie czesci rynkdw, wezesniej obstugiwanych przez
ukrainskich producentéw, moze mie¢ charakter tymczasowy. Zakonczenie wojny lub
stabilizacja sytuacji na Ukrainie moze skutkowaé powrotem tamtejszych producentow na
rynek miedzynarodowy, co zwigkszy konkurencje. Dodatkowo, polityka handlowa Unii
Europejskiej, w tym regulacje Komisji Europejskiej dotyczace pomocy humanitarnej,
importu produktoéw rolnych oraz cet na towary z Ukrainy, moga wptynac na przyszte warunki
rynkowe. Komisja Europejska w ostatnich latach stosowata tymczasowe $rodki wspierajace
eksport produktow rolnych z Ukrainy, co moze spowodowaé ponowne otwarcie
konkurencyjnych kanatow handlowych po ustabilizowaniu si¢ sytuacji.
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Barriers to the Consumption of Organic Food in Visegrad Group
Countries

Abstract. The consumption of organic food fits into the sustainable development goals and constitutes
a justification for the further development of organic farming. The research aimed to identify the most
important limitations to the growth of organic food consumption in the Visegrad Group countries and
to indicate the differences and similarities in their perception. Therefore, at the turn of 2024, a survey
was conducted among consumers in each of the countries of the Visegrad Group on a population of
600 people using an identical survey questionnaire. The research shows that in all four countries, the
most important barrier to the growth of organic food is its high price, which is of great importance to
Slovak consumers. The low availability and narrow offer, as well as insufficient information on
organic food, were also important for consumers. On average, over 80% of the surveyed consumers
rate the price level of organic food as high — the highest percentage was observed in Slovakia and the
lowest in Czechia. Also, approximately 80% of the surveyed can accept a price up to 20% higher than
conventional food. In the opinion of the respondents, the most important factors that would increase
organic food consumption include lowering its prices, increasing income, and expanding the offer and
availability.
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Introduction

Organic production is ‘an overall system of farm management and food production
that combines best environmental and climate action practices, a high level of biodiversity,
the preservation of natural resources and the application of high animal welfare standards
and high production standards in line with the demand of a growing number of consumers
for products produced using natural substances and processes. Organic production thus
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plays a dual societal role, where, on the one hand, it provides for a specific market
responding to consumer demand for organic products and, on the other hand, it delivers
publicly available goods that contribute to the protection of the environment and animal
welfare, as well as to rural development’. (Regulation (EU) 2018/848 of the European
Parliament and of the Council of 30 May 2018 on organic production and labelling of
organic products and repealing Council Regulation (EC) No 834/2007).

The principles of the organic farming system have been established at the level of EU
regulations. They specify, among other things, the methods by which an organic product
can be produced, as well as how it should be marked to ensure its recognition. According to
the regulations in force in the European Union, only certified products, i.e. those covered
by the organic farming system, can be sold as organic (Rutkowski, 2021, p. 5).

The characteristic feature of organic agriculture is the fact that it harmoniously
combines environmental goals with economic and social ones. It is commonly believed that
the development of this method can contribute to solving specific problems resulting from
the intensification of agriculture. It primarily promotes the economical management of
resources and limits the use of inputs from outside the farm, mainly agricultural chemicals.
Organic farming methods prioritise sustainable practices to promote soil health, protect
water resources, and preserve wildlife habitats. Moreover, this production system is
considered to increase food quality, reduce food surpluses, and redirect agriculture to places
where market demand is more concentrated, thus reducing the carbon footprint associated
with food transport (Lampkin, 1990). This strong focus on environmental sustainability
resonates with the growing number of consumers actively seeking products that align with
their sustainability and ethical consumption values. The use of conventional food is
associated with an increase in the number of health risks due to the use of synthetic
chemicals such as pesticides, artificial fertilisers, and antibiotics in animal and plant
production.

Over the past few decades, the organic food market around the world has been
developing dynamically. The increasing wealth of societies supports this trend, along with
the growing awareness of consumers regarding the quality and safety of food and its impact
on human health and the environment (Smiglak-Krajewska, Wojciechowska-Solis, 2021, p.
3). In 2022, organic agriculture was practiced in 188 countries, and more than 96 million
hectares of agricultural land were managed organically by at least 4.5 million farmers
(Willer et al., 2024). Global organic food and drink sales reached almost 135 billion euros
in 2022. Specifically, the area used for organic agricultural production in the European
Union is gradually increasing. In 2022, it reached 16.87 million hectares of agricultural
land, constituting 10.39% of the total agricultural area of the EU, and retail sales of organic
products reached 5.1 billion euros within the European Union (in Europe, it was 53 billion
euros). In 2022, Europeans spent an average of 64 euros per person on organic food, and in
the EU, it was 102 euros. Among EU countries, the highest expenditure per capita was
recorded in Denmark (365 euros), Austria (274 euros), Luxembourg (259 euros), Sweden
(248 euros), Germany (181 euros) and France (176 euros). In addition to Western European
and Scandinavian countries, where organic food sales and consumption are the highest,
Central European countries are also becoming increasingly important —Czechia, Slovakia,
Poland, and Hungary. According to Willer et al. (2024), Czechs spent 22 euros on organic
food, Poles 8 euros, and Hungarians 3 euros. Consumers purchasing organic food,
comparing it to conventional food, perceive it as healthier, containing more nutrients, and
safer (Krystallis, Chryssohoidis, 2005, p. 322; Chakrabarti, 2010, pp. 902-915; Prada et al.,
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2017, pp. 175-186). Some studies revealed that consumers agree that organically grown
food has less chemical and microbial contamination than conventionally produced foods
(Larue et al., 2004, pp. 155-166; Williams, Hammitt, 2001, pp. 319-330). On the other
hand, the reasons that account for a reversal towards unfavourable attitudes towards organic
products are price and availability (Jensen et al., 2011, pp. 79—84), doubts about product
guarantees, a lack of promotion, and misunderstandings surrounding organic production
methods (Chen et al., 2022, p. 619; Brylta, 2018, pp. 115-127).

It is noteworthy that a necessary condition for the development of organic agriculture
is a sufficiently high market demand for organic food, which encounters many growth
obstacles. The development of the organic food market, especially its demand side, is
limited by many barriers identified in numerous empirical studies, the most important of
which are the high prices and poor availability of organic food (Luczka, 2019). According
to Zakowska-Biemans’s (2011) research results, consumers who do not buy organic food
also perceived its availability and the inability to distinguish it from other food products as
the basic barriers to purchasing organic products. O’Doherty Jensen et al. (2011) also
distinguish a narrow range of products among the basic constraints on demand at the
household level. In turn, Aschemann-Witzel and Zielke (2014) conclude that price is the
basic barrier to purchasing organic food, which, however, does not clearly determine the
abstention from purchases by people with lower incomes. Other factors should also be
taken into account, such as having children and the personality traits of consumers. Padel
and Foster (2005) similarly emphasise that price is not the only barrier to purchase, but only
one of the factors in the complex process of making purchase decisions. The consumer
takes into account the price in the context of disposable income, including the value and
usefulness of the product. He or she must also be convinced that this price is justified due to
the product’s higher quality or other benefits. Then, he or she will be willing to pay more
for the organic food. On the other hand, according to Witek (2017), consumers will be
willing to accept a higher price for organic food when they know the benefits associated
with it. It is worth noting that regular buyers of this type of food perceive it more
favourably than people who buy organic food only occasionally or do not buy it at all
(Nestorowicz et al., 2016). Bryla’s research (2016, 2018) also shows that the most
important barrier to the consumption of organic food is the high price, followed by low
consumer awareness, then the poor availability of organic food, short shelf life, poor
exposure to this food in retail outlets and skepticism about the certification and labelling
system. According to Nestorowicz (2018), another important barrier often declared by
respondents is limited availability, which, to some extent, results from the lack of consumer
knowledge, as some respondents declare that they do not know where such food can be
purchased.

In Hungary, according to almost %; of respondents, the main reason for refraining from
buying organic food is its high price, but % of respondents also indicated doubts about the
authenticity and credibility of the product as important barriers to increasing demand
(Szente, Torma, 2015). Consumers who have been present in the organic food market for a
longer period are more willing to pay more for organic products, which is why in countries
where consumers have lower incomes, high prices are a significant barrier in the purchasing
decisions of potential buyers of organic food, although they do not fully determine the level
of consumption. Some consumers, even those with lower incomes but higher levels of
ecological awareness, may be more loyal and attached to this market (Vlahovi¢ et al.,
2015). In markets where consumers have relatively higher incomes, altruistic motives, such
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as environmental protection, animal welfare, and/or the development of local production,
are also important reasons for the increase in organic food consumption, which is why price
plays a lesser role for these consumers (Nikoli¢, 2018).

Despite the growing interest in organic food from consumers in the Visegrad Group
countries and the increasing number of enterprises operating in the sphere of production
and distribution of organic food, the organic food market is still at an early stage of
development. Therefore, a study covering consumer attitudes towards organic food, their
purchasing behaviours as well as barriers to organic consumption growth was undertaken in
the Visegrad Group (V4) countries under the project ‘Consumer of Organic Food in the
Visegrad Group Countries’ (Grant no. 22320288) financed by the Visegrad Fund.

This paper aims to identify and compare the most important barriers to organic
consumption growth in the V4 countries and to indicate the differences and similarities in
their perception.

Material and methods

In order to identify the limitations to the increase in organic food consumption, a
survey was performed in all V4 countries. The results were obtained using an identical
questionnaire in the native languages of the Visegrad Group countries between December
2023 and February 2024. The research was performed using a CAWI (Computer Assisted
Web Interview) technique, which allows an anonymous survey with more honest and
specific responses to be performed, especially if it is clearly indicated that survey responses
will be kept entirely confidential. The other reason was the difficulty in reaching the
respondents in person and the high interview costs in four different countries. Therefore, it
was decided that the survey should be carried out using computer tools.

The minimum sample size of the populations in the investigation in each country was
estimated using the formula (Brzezinski, Stachowski, 1981, p. 104; Sobczyk, 2007, p. 175;
Nanjundeswaraswamy, Divakar, 2021, pp. 25-30):

_ P(1-P)

- 2 p(1-pP)°
£ Pk
Zg Ni

where: n — sample size, ¢ — allowable error, Ni — size of the population of the V4 country (i =1,...,4),
Za — amount resulting from the adopted confidence level (for a 95 percent confidence interval, Za is
1.96, P — structure index, demonstrating the estimated share in the population).

The minimum sample size in each Visegrad Group country was determined using the
same assumptions:
- confidence interval CI = 95,
- maximum error € = 4%,
- structure index P = 50%, because for such a level, the product P(1-P) is the maximum,
- total population.
Taking into account the above-mentioned assumptions, the survey sample size in each
V4 country was estimated at 600 people (only adults). The surveys show that in two
countries of the V4 group — Hungary and Slovakia — more than half of the respondents buy
organic food (55.5% and 53.7%, respectively) (Table 1). In Poland, only one in three
people buy such food (35.3%). In the entire Visegrad Group, Poland is the only country
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where more men (42%) than women (less than 33%) declare that they buy organic food. In
the other countries, women constituted a higher percentage in the group of buyers of this
type of food (the highest percentage in Hungary — 58.8%). The research shows that in the
entire V4 group, people with primary and lower secondary education most often buy
organic food. However, it must be considered that the number of respondents in these
groups was small (only 19 people in total). In all countries except Poland, most people with
higher education declared buying organic food (from 59% in Slovakia to 66% in the Czech
Republic), while this percentage was less than 42% in Poland.

Table 1. Demographic characteristics of the surveyed consumers (%)

. . Poland Czechia Slovakia Hunga
Specification I 11 I Tl I I 1 : ryu
Gender
Men 41.98 58.02 35.68 64.32 45.50 54.50 48.11 51.89
Women 32.88 67.12 43.16 56.84 58.47 41.53 58.80 41.20
Total 35.33 64.67 40.33 59.67 53.67 46.33 55.50 44.50
Education level
Primary 25.00 75.00 87.50 12.50 50.00 50.00 100.00 0.00
Junior high school 0.00 0.00 100.00 0.00 50.00 50.00 0.00 0.00
Vocational 60.00 40.00 37.50 62.50 0.00 100.00 33.33 66.67
Secondary 30.75 69.25 27.30 72.70 45.73 54.27 45.14 54.86
Higher 41.78 58.22 66.12 33.88 59.17 40.83 60.19 39.81
Place of residence
Rural areas 36.51 63.49 24.51 75.49 52.49 47.51 57.14 42.86

Town with fewer than 13.16 8684 | 36.03 6397 | 4833 5167 | 5217 47.83

20,000 inhabitants

Town with 20,000—

39,999 inhabitants 21.43 78.57 35.29 64.71 54.05 4595 46.15 53.85
City with  40,000—

99,999 inhabitants 33.33 66.67 58.82 41.18 55.41 44.59 56.25 43.75
City with 100,000—

199,999 inhabitants 52.17 47.83 81.25 18.75 58.33 41.67 49.06 50.94
City with over

200,000 inhabitants 4451 55.49 50.00 50.00 55.97 44.03 62.19 37.81

Assessment of the income situation

Very bad 0.00 100.00 33.33 66.67 60.00 40.00 66.67 33.33
Bad 33.33 66.67 29.03 70.97 58.33 41.67 43.55 56.45
Medium 38.02 61.98 38.58 61.42 51.82 48.18 53.95 46.05
Good 33.43 66.57 41.22 58.78 52.75 47.25 58.70 41.30
Very good 38.24 61.76 51.85 48.15 60.00 40.00 68.18 31.82

I— Organic food consumers; II — Consumers not purchasing organic food

Source: own survey.

The largest number of people buying organic food live in larger cities (over 40,000
inhabitants), where the percentage of such consumers exceeded 54% in each category of
cities distinguished for the study. In cities with 100,000 to 199,999 inhabitants, this
percentage was over 59%. The high level of buying organic food in cities can be attributed
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to the presence of numerous specialist shops offering such products. In turn, in rural areas,
the percentage of people buying organic food is relatively low, especially in Czechia and
Poland, where it is 24.5% and 36.5%, respectively. Although there are many producers of
organic food in villages, which should theoretically facilitate access to these products,
residents often use traditional methods of growing them for their own needs, which reduces
the demand for ready-made organic products purchased in stores. The research shows that
at the level of the entire V4 group, the highest percentage of people buying organic food
(almost 54%) are those who assess their financial situation as very good. Of this group of
respondents, only in Poland, the majority (nearly 62%) admit that they do not buy organic
food, while about 38% declare that they do. For comparison, in Hungary, as many as 68%
of people who consider their financial situation very good purchase organic food.

Research results

Numerous studies on the organic food market show many limitations to the growth of
demand for these products (Smoluk-Sikorska et al., 2024; Hansmann et al., 2020; Tandon et
al., 2021). The most important factor limiting demand is the excessively high price of
organic food compared to conventional food (Chang, Zepeda, 2005; Vehapi, 2015; Bryta,
2018, pp. 115-127; Smoluk-Sikorska, 2021, pp. 74—84). Consumers are willing to accept a
higher price if they are convinced that they will gain additional value from the goods
purchased. The benefits offered to the consumer are able to compensate for the higher
price, and the price premium should not be perceived as a barrier (Olsen et al., 2014, pp.
123-124). As L. Witek (2018, p. 408) claims, ‘organic products are treated as an
investment in one’s own health’. Another important barrier mentioned in the literature is
the still insufficient information provided to consumers about organic food and its labelling.
Some consumers do not trust the various eco-labels placed on products and do not have
sufficient knowledge about the system of their certification (Jasiulewicz, 2012, p. 88;
Wojciechowska-Solis, Smiglak-Krajewska, 2023). Many authors emphasise that the limited
or difficult availability of organic farming products constitutes a barrier to the demand for
this food (Jensen et al., 2011, pp. 79—84; Luczka, 2016; Zakowska-Biemans, 2011, p. 217).

According to the conducted research, in all V4 countries, high prices were assessed as
the foremost limitation to the growth of organic food consumption, especially in Poland and
Slovakia (Fig. 1). The subsequent obstacles to organic food purchases recognised within
this research did not receive identical rankings in all the analysed countries. In Poland, the
short expiry date was declared highly important, while in Czechia and Hungary, there was
low availability of this type of food, and in Slovakia, it was — surprisingly — the bad flavour
of organic food. This study demonstrated that aspects linked to the recognisability of
organic food, its credibility, and its unattractive appearance were not considered important
barriers in the V4 countries that might affect the purchasing decisions towards organic
food.
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Fig. 1. Assessment of the barriers to organic food consumption by the surveyed consumers, %

Source: own survey.
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Since the price is the most important obstacle to the purchase of organic food, as
indicated by the surveyed consumers, it needs further consideration. The respondents were
asked to assess if organic food is expensive. As many as 84% of all organic food purchasers
believed it was expensive (from almost 90% in Slovakia to 74% in Czechia) (Fig. 2).

ungery
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

®m Expensive H Not expensive

Fig. 2. Assessment of price level, %

Source: own survey.

In the next step, the respondents were asked to assess particular product groups. At
least % of the total number of surveyed consumers believed all 16 selected product groups
were expensive or very expensive (Fig. 3). In Czechia, this was the case for all 16 product
groups, in Hungary, it was 15 (apart from baby food), while in Poland it was 14 (except for
baby food, and herbs and spices), while in Slovakia it was 9 (with the lowest percentages
for baby food, and herbs and spices). For the entire Visegrad Group, the following were
most frequently considered expensive or very expensive: meat (on average 70%), cold cuts
(mean 65.6%), and fish and seafood (approximately 61%).
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1 — Fruit, 2 — Vegetables, 3 — Fruit preserves (including juices), 4 — Vegetable preserves, 5 — Meat, 6 — Cold cuts,
7 — Dairy products, 8 — Eggs, 9 — Fish and seafood, 10 — Bread, 11 — Sweets, snacks, dried fruit, 12 — Herbs and
spices, 13 — Tea and coffee, 14 — Vegetable fats (oils), 15 — Honey, 16 — Baby food.

Fig. 3. Impact Assessment of price levels for specific product groups, %

Source: own survey.
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The investigated consumers were also asked to specify an acceptable price premium
for organic products (Table 2). Only 1.4% of organic food buyers in the V4 believed they
would not be willing or able to pay more, while in Hungary, 5.4% of those surveyed would
accept higher prices for organic food. Nearly 28% of organic food purchasers accept price
premiums of up to 10% for organic products (the greatest number was observed in
Slovakia, at 34.5% of purchasers), whereas it was almost 39% if the premium was between
11 and 20% (with the highest percentage for Czechia, at nearly 53%).

Table 2. Respondents’ willingness to pay more for organic food

Specification Poland Czechia Slovakia Hungary
0-10% 27.83 20.66 34.47 26.73
11-20% 38.68 52.89 472 45.05
21-40% 20.28 21.49 13.35 17.42
41-60% 6.13 2.89 248 3.90
61-80% 3.77 0.41 0.93 0.60
81-100% 0.00 1.24 0.31 0.60
More than 100% 0.94 0.41 0.62 0.30
I am not willing to pay more for this kind of food 2.36 0.00 0.62 5.41

Source: own survey.

The respondents were also asked to identify the most important factors that would
induce them to purchase organic food more frequently (Fig. 4). In this area, better
availability of organic food, lower organic food prices, higher incomes, and a wider range
of organic food were most frequently declared as the most important determinants.

According to other authors, organic products are excessively expensive, which
negatively affects the development of organic farming (Aertsens et al., 2009, Turhan, 2019,
Van Bussel, 2022; Carrion Bosquez et al., 2023; Smoluk-Sikorska et al., 2024). The results
of surveys conducted by Kulyk and Michatowska indicate that the purchase of organic food
is primarily decided by people with higher incomes and city dwellers (Kulyk,
Michatowska, 2018). The studies by Hermaniuk (2016) and Smoluk-Sikorska (2021) show
that almost 90% of consumers did not accept a price difference of more than 40% between
organic and conventional food. High prices were considered the most important barrier to
organic food consumption. Many authors in their studies also emphasise that the limited or
difficult availability of organic products is a significant barrier to demand for this food
(Ham et al., 2016; Torres-Ruiz et al., 2018; Luczka, Kalinowski, 2020; Smoluk-Sikorska et
al., 2024). Finally, buyers are also usually not satisfied with the commercial offer of shops
(Bryla, 2018; Wojciechowska-Solis, Smiglak-Krajewska, 2023), while farmers mainly offer
unprocessed goods, and more consumers are looking for ready-to-eat food (Beharielal et al.,
2022; Santos et al., 2023).
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Fig. 4. Determinants of organic food consumption increase (%)

Source: own survey.
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Conclusions

The surveyed consumers indicate that the high price of organic products is the most
important barrier. The majority of respondents in each country perceive the prices of this
food as too high and are willing to pay no more than 40% for it.

Next, the consumers indicated the poor availability of organic products and the lack of
sufficient information about organic food. According to the respondents, another significant
limitation was the narrow offer of shops offering organic food. The surveyed group of
respondents from Slovakia considered that the flavour of organic food is a barrier to their
purchases. In Poland, the short expiration date was declared highly important, while in
Czechia and Hungary, there was low availability of this type of food.

Factors that could contribute to reducing the significance of these barriers and, at the
same time, cause more frequent purchases of organic products, include lower prices and
higher incomes of consumers. Greater availability of organic products would also make it
easier for willing consumers to purchase them.

Consumers generally express a strong potential demand for organic food. However,
inadequate production volumes and a weak processing base translate into a lack of the most
demanded product (e.g. meat and cold cuts), resulting in high organic food prices.
Therefore, production on organic farms should be supported to a greater extent in those
product groups for which there is the greatest demand.

Difficulties with the sufficient supply of particular products in the organic food
market, which translates into high prices of these products, are significantly influenced by
the drawbacks of individual links in the supply chain, especially the absence of structures
connecting participants of the supply side of the market, such as producer groups.

Therefore, measures should be taken to organise a regional trade system for organic
agricultural products, which would help manage farmers’ horizontal integration. This
system should also include warchousing and crediting producers. This should be
accompanied by increased cooperation between organic farmers and other organic food
market participants, i.e., wholesale and retail distributors and processing plants. This, in
turn, may result in lower prices and better availability of organic food for consumers, in
particular for those with lower incomes. However, on the demand side, it is necessary to
carry out continuous social campaigns to raise consumers’ environmental awareness and
popularise organic food while emphasising the benefits associated with its consumption.
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