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SUMMARY 
Kornienko H.V. Development trends of sheep breeding: Ukraine and 

international experience 
This study supports the idea of a speedy revival of Ukrainian sheep breeding. 

Works of many contemporary Ukrainian scientists and economists who study sheep 
breeding are considered including Turin V.M., Falcon A.I., Shelest L.S., Peter T., I. 
Konovalov etc. It has been determined that the leading role in the promotion and 
development of sheep breeding in Ukraine has  "Association of sheep breeders and 
goat breeding in Ukraine" (SBI). The article analyzes the current state of the sheep 
breeding in a world where leading position has long been held by China and 
Australia. These countries are leaders in the production of both meat and milk, and 
wool production. The state of Ukrainian sheep breeding: in recent years, the share of 
wool production declined , and meat and milk production - increased, but production 
in all sub-sectors are unprofitable. These basic problems of domestic sheep breeding 
need immediate solution for the revival of the industry, including: the poor state of 
pastures, lack of high-performance breeds of animals, lack of lending programs and 
more. For further development strategy of sheep breeding mainstream of the global 
sheep breeding has been proposed, beef sub expansion that can positively affect the 
investigated area. 

Reform and revival of Ukrainian sheep breeding, given the existing potential is 
important possible mission. As world practice shows, sheep breeding can developed, 
focusing on the production of mutton and lamb. The leading role in the development 
of sheep breeding must belong to the state, that in particular, is to provide producers 
by preferential credit conditions and increasing domestic demand for domestic sheep 
breeding. Mechanisms and procedures, tactical and strategic plans for the 
development of this sector can be borrowed in countries that have succeeded in this 
production, adapting them according to current market conditions of Ukraine. 

Keywords: sheep breeding, global experience, revival of sheep breeding 
industry, industrial economy. 


