N. Petrukha

Ph.D. (Economics), Associate Professor,

ORCID: 0000-0002-3805-2215

Kyiv National University of Construction and Architecture, Kyiv, Ukraine

BIOECONOMIC AND ECOBIOPOLITIC ASPECTS OF THE WARTIME
AND POSTWAR RESTORATION OF THE RURAL ECONOMY

Over the past three decades, ecobiopolitics has not only taken center
stage on the global agenda, but has also acted as an active driver of the
bioeconomy, contributing to the achievement of the Sustainable
Development Goals. Most countries of the world have reoriented their rural
development policy towards the transition from the traditional model, in
which agriculture is positioned as a burden on the economy, to a model in
which it acts as an engine of rural development through the tools of
bioeconomy, allowing at the first stage to move to a “green” economy, and
then — to sustainable inclusive growth.

The rural economy is connected not only with agriculture, food and
processing industry, but also with such industries as construction, chemical
industry, biotechnological industry, glass, pharmaceutical, mechanical
engineering [1-2; 5]. In all these industries, it is necessary to form their own
points of growth, because nowadays they are experiencing a large percentage
of damage as a result of the full-scale invasion of the Russian Federation into
the territory of Ukraine.

Back in December 2015, the European Commission adopted a new
package of documents, which were designed in order to help European
agribusiness and consumers in making the circular economy stronger, where
resources are used more efficiently. This decision should contribute to the
“closing the contour” of the economy, it means, closing the life cycles of
products due to the deep processing of raw materials and recycling, which
will also have a beneficial effect on the environment. The transition to a new
type of economy — bioeconomy will be carried out through the instrument of
European structural and investment funds, as well as the financial component
of the Horizon 2020 program (about 650 million Euros), 5.5 billion Euros
from structural funds for the management of secondary raw materials and
waste, and investments at national levels [6].

We can assume that food relations between states in the near future may
change beyond recognition, not only through the war of Russia against
Ukraine, but also as soon as a number of developed countries build an internal
non-waste “circular economy”, aimed at solving, particularly, the problem of
resource depletion [2; 7], what determines the subsequent role of Ukraine in
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ensuring global food security, for which the issue of the need to unblock
commercial seaports is gaining particular urgency.

Since February 24, 2022, the world, and Europe in particular, has been
facing an unprecedented number of different challenges that will only
increase this year. We are talking about the growing energy, food and
financial crisis and at the same time ongoing processes of fighting to prevent
climate change, environmental degradation, including the loss of
biodiversity, nutrient emissions and soil degradation, measures to financial,
economic and trade restrictions of the Russian Federation. The solution of
these complex problems, the need to support the restoration of the rural
economy of Ukraine, which suffered because of damaging as a result of
hostilities, requires a systemic change in our economic model, the penetration
of eco-biopolitics into it, primarily into the activities of the National Council
for the Resumption of Ukraine from the consequences of the war.

Ecobiopolitics should promote the idea of inclusive growth of the rural
economy in order to distribute and preserve the benefits that the globalization
of the food system, technological changes and innovations in agriculture
bring to the whole society and, in particular, to rural construction institutions
[2; 5; 7]. These are just some of the key drivers for reconnecting the
construction and rural economies to ensure both private growth and synergy
in rural construction. Others, such as the migration of the rural population
from the zones of active hostilities (both internal and external), the loss of
stability of value chains, also form the bioeconomic constraints of the war
and post-war recovery of Ukraine's rural economy. In such a situation, the
current economic model has a systemic failure, institutional and regulatory
inability is generated to ensure the effective (as far as possible in the new
normal) functioning of the rural economy in a state of war and will provide
an eco-biopolitical vector for its recovery. This is due to the orientation of the
current agrarian and construction policy aimed at counteracting the
emergence of crises [3—4] on unlimited resources and their absorption. It
understates the capital costs associated with implementing ecobiopolitics into
rural and building economy institutions and the importance of natural capital
to ensure their long-term viability. This does not create the right incentives
for the synchronous movement of the agriculture and construction industries
towards the bioeconomy, which now proceeds exclusively within the
naturally renewable boundaries of the resources involved. We need to
improve eco-biopolitics through its double decoupling — a proportional
reduction in investments in resource-saving and environmental projects while
ensuring their flow into the recovery process, providing a new architecture
for agri-food value chains on the basis of parity between agriculture and
construction, denounced as a circular economy and bioeconomic.
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At the same time, we must remember that both the bioeconomy and the
circular economy do not imply ensuring the sustainable development of the
rural economy, it must be created on the principles of ecobiopolitics, in which
the Sustainable Development Goals are a red thread along and the need to
curb the level of militarization of the Russian Federation. It is an important
thing that the production of biobuilding materials does not compete with food
production and does not have a negative impact on other ecological processes
of the post-war recovery of the rural economy, in particular the sacrifice of
biodiversity and climate change protection in the name of large-scale rural
construction projects.

At the same time, the circular economy must reduce its dependence on
fossil and non-renewable building materials with a high environmental
footprint. An integral part of creating synergies is assessing how biomass and
biodegradable building materials perform in a circular economy, such as how
easy to reuse in agriculture or construction, or, for example, when the
possibilities of recycling material in rural construction projects are exhausted.
This means that when you plan new biobuilding materials, the possibility of
reuse and the need to recycle them in rural construction projects aimed at the
post-war recovery of the rural economy and it should be taken into account
at the beginning, at the design stage.

Consequently, eco-biopolitics can not only help in the post-war recovery of
the rural economy, but also create the effect of integrating the construction and
rural industries, which is less dependent on non-renewable resources, includes
closed recycling cycles, secondary ones, and pollutes the environment less during
implementation of rural construction projects. On the other hand, the circular
economy can help make the bioeconomy more resource efficient and restorative
in nature. The concepts of the bioeconomy and the circular economy as the
interdependence of the construction industry and agriculture clearly reinforce
each other and generate synergistic effects. However, they have been developed
mostly in parallel, but now they must be strategically combined.
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