Pavlo KORINENKO

Doctor of Historical Sciences (Dr. Hab. in History), Professor at the Department of History of Ukraine, Archacology
and Special Branches of Historical Sciences, V.Hnatiuk Ternopil National Pedagogical University

(Ternopil, Ukraine), korinenko@tnpu.edu.ua

ORCID: https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4068-149

Serhii PADALKA

Doctor of Historical Sciences (Dr. Hab. in History), Professor, Leading Research Fellow,
Department of Modern History and Policy, Institute of History of Ukraine NAS of Ukraine
(Kyiv, Ukraine), seriogap@ukr.net

ORCID: https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8478-5332

Natalia VARODI

Candidate of Historical Sciences (Ph. D. in History), Docent at the Department of History and Social Disciplines,
Ferenc Rdkéczi IT Transcarpathian Hungarian College of Higher Education

(Berehove, Ukraine), varadinatalia29@gmail.com

ORCID: https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4175-4928

Land Relations in the Context of Social

and Economic Transformations of the Ukrainian
Countryside During the Years of Independence:
Scientific Assessments and Forecasts

DOI: 10.15407/uhj2021.01.084 UDC: 94(477)

Abstract. The purpose of the study is to analyze the transformations of land relations in the Ukrainian
countryside with gaining independence. Changes in land use, land management, as well as the emergence
of new organizational and economic forms of managementin the agrarian sector were radical, and therefore
ambiguous in their nature. General scientific methods were used in the study, in particular comparative-
historical and systemic-structural, which helped to organize a significant number of source material,
reproduce and compare the direction of land relations transformation at different stages of this process.
The problem-chronological approach was used to determine the structure of the study. The scientific
novelty consists in researching the problem, which has not been investigated in Ukrainian historiography
in such a formulation and chronological framework. Agrarian reform in Ukraine, first of all, the reform of
land relations, has been consistently considered from lease spreading, land subdividing among the peasants
to the opening of the agricultural lands market. Objective and subjective factors, which complicated these
processes and, in particular, lagging behind in the formation of a complex of legal bases were analyzed.
Conclusions. The influence of land relations transformation on achievements and losses in the Ukraine’s
agrarian sector were highlighted. The authors state that the hasty introducing new agrarian forms of land
management without proper theoretical justification, financial support has made the reform process
poorly predictable for 30 years. For a long time, peasants were unsure of the irreversibility of land relations
transformation, which is confirmed by the rather slow rate of State certificates of land shares ownership. It
has been mentioned that the authorities were aware of the problem complexity, so a slow transition from
collective and state farm system — through CAE:s (collective agricultural enterprises) — to PPFs (personal
peasant farms) and PSF (personal subsidiary farms) was proposed. Agro-firms and agro-holdings were the
culmination of a new structure of land management. The changes in the structure of crops and livestock
farming, which became the result of land relations transformation, were analyzed. Changes in the lives of
peasants were traced, first of all, the attitude of most of them to small-scale production. A step-by-step
review of the condition of the agrarian sector material and technical basis was made.

Keywords: transformation of land relations, land share, lease of land, farming, agricultural (farm) land market.
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With the proclamation of Ukraine’s independence, the government authorities became
moderators of the public requirements for the necessity to transform land relations, which
were to restore agricultural producers’ ownership of land and means of production, and
ensure the further development of the agrarian sector on this basis. Under the transforma-
tion of land relations, a complex of organizational, legal, and economic measures of the go-
vernment should be understood, which are aimed at achieving a specific goal that envisag-
es changing the system of legal relations of land management, increasing the efficiency of
the agrarian sector'. The analysis of reconstructing the traditions of land relations in the
Ukrainian countryside consists in the fact that by their essence and orientation they have to
influence significantly the formation of sustainable and effective institutions of land owner-
ship, utilization, and management.

Organizational and functional assessments of agricultural production in the country
have been and remain a priority direction of scientific and historical research. The historio-
graphical analysis in this study is selective, as we pay attention to papers, which are directly
or indirectly related to the problem of land ownership and land use, and, above all, changes
in this area, rather than the entire agrarian sector of the economy. With the declaration of in-
dependence, the scientists of the National Agrarian University (now National University of
Life and Environmental Sciences of Ukraine) began work on the problem of developing new
economic forms in the agro-industrial complex. In the collective work (published in 1998)?,
agrarian scientists presented their vision of the probable implementation of agrarian reform
in Ukraine, paying attention to objective and subjective factors, which slowed down the
process of reforming the agrarian sector of the economy. At the same time, the book clearly
traces the main tendencies, which, in the authors’ opinion, had to be further developed, in
particular, the place and role of establishing private ownership of land and the searching for
new approaches to solving the problem of increasing the efficiency of agriculture by new
economic entities.

In 2001, the editorial board of the “Yipaiucsxuit censtrnn” (“Ukrainian Peasant”, pub-
lished at B.Khmelnytskyi National University of Cherkasy) launched a column “Agrarian as-
pects of economic and political transformations of the 19 — early 21 centuries”. Along with
the emphasis on political and economic transformations in the agrarian sector of Ukraine,
their authors pay attention to changes in land relations (S.Kulchytskyi, V.Marochko,
P.Panchenko, O.Reient), and others. In particular, S.Kulchytskyi in his article “Market re-
forms in Ukraine” noted that as to the rate and depth of reforming production relations
at the present stage, agriculture is significantly inferior to industrial sectors, although the
Ukrainian political elite understood the necessity of accelerating the agrarian sector reforma-
tion in the early 1990s. Consistently analyzing the main steps of power bodies in this direc-
tion, the author paid attention to the importance of the Resolution of the Supreme Soviet
of Ukrainian SSR “On forms of land ownership”, of December 1990, which assumed the ex-
istence of collective and private property of land together with the state property®. The most
important part of production relations transformation in the agrarian sector is land reform,
during which, in the author’s opinion, the slogan “Land to the peasants” had to be restored.

At present, Ukrainian scholars are radically changing their views under the influence of
achievements and losses in the transformation processes, especially with regard to land own-
ership. The authors of this study S.Padalka and P.Korinenko in their published monographs*

! Transformations, as we read in the Dictionary of foreign words, is a change, transformation of one economic system into another, accompanied
by the disappearing of some elements, features, properties or the emerging of new ones. The evolutionary development of the social-economic
system was the dynamic basis of the transformation taking place under the influence of various factors. See: CrioBuuk iHmomoBHuX C1iB T2
Tepmionoriusux ciosocronydens / Yiorap.: J1.O.ITycrosit, 1.0O.Cronenxo, LM.Cura. - K., 2000. - C.903.

? CoujanbHOo-eKoOHOMIUHI acrieKTH pedopM B arponpomucioomy komruiekci Yipainu (1991-1998 pp.) / 3a pen. JT. Bepenmrreitna, T.Murpina,
C.Kynpuupkoro, IT.ITanuenka, C.ITagamxu. — K., 1998. - 200 c.

3 Kyavunnvrudi C.B. Punkosi BigHOCHHM B CiTbCbKOMY TociofapcTsi // Ykpainceiui censuus. — Bum.4. — Yepkacn, 2002. - C.15, 17.

* See: I1adasxa C.C. Tlpusatusauis B Yipaiui: nepui nigcymiu ta ypoku (1991-2009). - K., 2010. - 296 c.; Kopinenxo I1.C. Tpaucdopmaii
3EMEJTBHUX BITHOCHH B yKPaiHCBKOMY Certi (IX - novarox XXI cr.): ITopiBusanbHumit aHamis. — Tepﬂoninb, 2019.-511c; Hozo . TIpasosi sacanu
arpapHoi noxituxu B Yicpaisi (ap. nor. XX — novarky XXI cr.): Icropuunnit acriexr. — Tepromins, 2018. - 367 c.
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offer an expert view as specialists on this issue on modern transformations of land relations
and their scientific assessments as well as supposed prospects.

Many research problems on agrarian issues have been scientifically tested at scientific
symposia on agrarian history at B.Khmelnytskyi National University of Cherkasy, which
contributes to the coordination and consolidation of the efforts of agrarian historians. In
particular, in 2014 at the X* Symposium, the attention of agrarian historians was paid to the
necessity of intensifying the activation of the agrarian market study from the perspective of
land ownership, improving agriculture both throughout Ukraine and at the regional level;
focus on studying the results of practitioners’ activities in the modern agrarian sector. Also
in 2000 in Cherkasy National University, the Scientific Society of Agrarian Historians was
created, which immediately became the leader in developing many framework problems in
the history of the Ukrainian countryside’.

The agrarian sector of the national economy is a direct area for scientific studies of
agrarian economists, in particular such authoritative scientists as V.Horbulin, P.Haidutskyi,
P.Sabluk, A Tretiak, and others®. They investigate the economic activity of the agrarian sec-
tor entities and especially the transformation processes, offer valuable recommendations to
the authorities on the optimization of land relations at the present stage and in the future.
In particular, a team of economists headed by V.Horbulin, who were directly involved in
the formation of agrarian policy during the years of independence, prepared a thorough an-
alytical study on the transformation of land relations’. Scholars V.Dudko, H.Zaremba and
V.Cherevko distinguish at least four major transformation processes in the history of land
relations: feudal, capitalist, socialist and the present — market®. However, they do not pay
enough attention to the current stage of land relations. In the other paper, V.Cherevko re-
marked, analyzing the agrarian policy of agro-holdings that these new economic entities had
great prospects for the agrarian sector of the economy in increasing the production of mar-
ketable products’.

It seems that the number of scientific papers of economic scholars is ahead of histori-
ans. Taking into consideration the scale of transformation in land relations and the society’s
expectations of concrete results, it is probably justified. For historiographical analysis, all
these processes take place quite closely, which complicates their thorough analysis. At the
same time, it should be mentioned that some scientific investigations of economists are char-
acterized by excessive abundance of statistical materials, which are not always subject to in-
depth analysis by them.

Scholars of law are quite fruitfully analyzing the current state of land relations in the
Ukrainian countryside. They substantiate the scientific and legal basis of changes in land

> See: [lanuenxo I1. Teupennil Tpancdopmaniit cinpcbkoro rocropapersa Yxpaiuu ta ynpasminas 50-80-x pp. XX cr. // Ykpaiucekuit
censtrmi. — Bum.2. - Yepkacu, 2001. — C.118-124; Moiicienxo B.M. Arpapua pepopma B Yicpaiui: focarsens i npopaxysiu // Tam camo. —
Bun.4. - C.19-21; Todopos I.4. ArporpomucioBuii KoMIIeKC YKpaiHu: BifmoBigs Ha eBporneiichke noxmukanns // Tam camo. — Bum.7. —
Yepxacu, 2003. - C.166-170; Ipuyenxo 3.1. Teaxi acnexru arpapuoi nonituxu 8 Yxpaini 90-x pp. XX cr. // Tam camo. — Bun.10. — Yepxacu,
2005. - C.369-372 ra in.
¢ rmzayquﬁ I1.A. Arpapna pedpopma JLI Kyumu B Ypaini: icropuko-exonomiuni acextu // Exonomika AITK. — 2015. — Nel. —
C.5-13; Hozo . Arpapna pepopma miu it icruna // Ypanosuit Kypep. — 2003. — Ne172. — C.178; Tpemax A.M. Icropis semenbrux
BigHOCKH i semyeycTpoio B Yipaini. — K., 2002. — 280 c.; Hozo . 3emensumit xopexe XXI cr. — K., 1999. — 115 c.; Xsecux M.A., Toasn B.A.,
K;mm;c €4,1. IHcm’ryuioua.ani Tpax-lcqmpmaui‘l' Ta $iHAHCOBO-EKOHOMIUHE PEryJIOBAHHA 3eMJIEKOPUCTYBAHHA B YKpaIHi. - K., 2008. - 522 c;
Hopom H. Tactutynionasue 3a6eaneueHHs PO3BHTKY 3eMEJTbHUX BITHOCKH i CHCTeMu 3eMeBonofinHs // ArpapHa ekoromika. — 2011. - T.4. —
Nel-4. — C.79-88; Andpiiiuyx B.I. Arponpomuciosi ¢OpMyBaHHA HOBOTO THIy y KOHTEKCTi CTpaTerii pOSBUTKY BITYMSHAHOTO CLIbCHKOTO
rocriopapcrsa // Exonomixa AITK. — 2013. — Nel. — C.3-15; Mauix Mﬁ., Sasyv B.M. TeopeTWlHi 3acajii Ta HaMPAMH TPaHchopmartii
OCOOUCTUX CETAHCHKHX rocriopapcets // Tam camo. — NeS. — C.83-95; [llapuii I'1. Cyuacni semerpHi BigHoCHHM Ha centi // Tam camo. — 2014. —
Ne4. — C.12-17; Jynenxo 10.0., Cabuyx ILI., Meceas-Beceasx BA., Dedopos M.M. Pesynsratu i mpobnemur pedopMyBaHHS CLTbCHKOTO
rocroapersa Yicpatuu // Tam camo. — Ne7. — C.26-38 ra iu.

3emenpni BigHocuny B Ypaiui: 36ipauk inpopmManifiHo-aHaTiTHIHIX MaTepiaiB (1991-2010 pp.) / 3a pep. axap. B.ILTopbynina. — K.,
2010. - 196 c.
8 ,Z[yaim 1L, 3apemba B., Tepesxo I. Bunvkuenns i esomonis arpapHux sigsocus B Ykpaiui // Arpapua exonomika. — 2011, — T.4. — Nel-4. —
C.138-147.
? Yepesxo 1. ArpoxommHru sIK OnTHMAbHI pOPME KPYIHOTOBAPHOTO rOCHIOfapioBanHs B arpobisueci Yipaiuu // Tam camo. — 2012. - T.S. —
Ne1-2. — C.36-42.
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utilization and land management, pay attention to the development and interpretation of
definitions on agricultural issues at the modern scientific level, as well as clarify the legal
aspects of emerging and forming new structures of economic activity in the agrarian sector
of Ukraine®.

As a whole, the analysis of the scientific literature shows that the interest of Ukrainian
historians, economists, lawyers in the problem of land policy at the present stage is one of
the priorities of scientific studies. Scientific papers are becoming more and more complex,
their topics are diversified. Modern historiography of land relations in the days of Ukraine’s
independence offers new positive assessments of the role and place of private land owner-
ship in the agrarian sector. However, researchers of agrarian relations are quite cautious in
assessing large-scale transformations in the agrarian sector of the economy. The problem of
land relations transformation in the Ukrainian countryside, studied by us, is still remaining
among the priority projects. This topic is quite broad, and it can and should be investigated
by individual stages and even regions. At the same time, there is an objective complexity, con-
sisting in the fact that the transformation of land relations has not yet been completed. The
course to opening the market of agricultural land will be implemented only at present. This
means that the conclusions and recommendations of scientists can only be intermediate.

The transformation of land relations in the Ukrainian countryside began during the
perestroika time. At the end of 1990, the Supreme Soviet of the Ukrainian SSR adopted
the resolution “On Land Reform” and at the same time, the Land Code of Ukraine. The
Resolution was presented as an integral part of the transition of agricultural production to
market relations, during which the redistribution of lands was to be carried out with the si-
multaneous transfer them to peasants in private and collective ownership, as well as for using
by enterprises and organizations. In the same document, it was emphasized that from March
15, 1991, all agricultural lands of the Ukrainian SSR were to become the object of land re-
form™. From the very beginning of the agrarian sector reformation, the task was to help the
producer become the owner of the land, ensure the independence of the peasant, the reviv-
al of landowner on the basis of private property, develop personal subsidiary and peasant
farms. In fact, this was to be a radical transformation of land relations, which was carried out
in two directions: general privatization and liquidation of agrarian production structures
of the Soviet type. The Resolution “On Land Reform” envisaged the transformation of
collective and state farms into more flexible production structures, which would be capa-
ble to make changes in the agrarian sector. Taking a more categorical position, V.Horbulin
accuses the then authorities stating that “from the very beginning of the agrarian reform
the State tried to bring collective and state farms to bankruptcy, and form peasant farms on
their ruins. The State expropriated land from collective farms without any compensation,
which negatively affected the volumes of commodity production. Land subdivision initiat-
ed changes in the system of its ownership and use at the legislative level. Clearly, it did not
lead to drastic changes in the economic model. The difference was that till that time, there
had been one owner — the State, and after that there appeared a large number of owners. In
addition, most of them did not utilize the land. It so happened that the lands of agricultural
producers did not belong to them (they were leased)”*2.

The Land Code of Ukraine was to regulate land relations in the countryside both un-
der the new conditions, which were already becoming a reality, and in the future. The core
element of the Code became the fixed right of every Ukrainian citizen to land plot, which

10 Tonuapyx H.b. TIpaBoBi sacaju yTBEp/KEHHS NPUBATHOT BJIACHOCTI B arpapHOMY CEKTOPi ekoHOMikn Yipainu // YKpalHChKUIT CeAHMH, —
2001. - Ne3. — C.336-342; Depmepchke rocnojapcTBo: MpaBoBi 8acajy CTBOPeHHs, gyHkuioHyBanHs Ta npunusexss / M.B.Ilymbra,
B.IT.)Kymman, H.(D.Kynm—mq, B.IO.Vpxesuu. — X., 2004. — 464 c.; Maiioseys €. Teopia arpapuux Bigocun. — K., 2005. — 276 c;
Jlonamuncexusi F0.M. Tpancopmanis arpaproro cexropa: incrurymnionanshi sacamu. — Yepnisii, 2006. — 344 c.; Mipomnuyenxo A.M.
3emenpre mpaso Yipainu. — K., 2009. - 712 c.; Mipomnunuenxo A.M., Mapycenxo P.1. HaykoBo-mpakTHIHMI KOMEHTAP 3eMETBHOTO KOEKCY
Vipaiun. - K., 2013. - 544 c.; Kopuees FO.B. 3emensue npaso. — K., 2011. — 248 c. Ta in.

" Arpapma pedopma B Ypaini. - K., 1996. - C.17.

12 3emenpi Bignocunu B Yipaini: 36ipauk indopmaniitno-ananirnanux marepianis (1991-2010 pp.). — C.11.
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could be given to him in lifelong inherited possession, and to agricultural enterprises, public
organizations, institutions — in permanent possession'. It is noted in the Code that no one
has the right to confiscate property without landowner’s consent. Land for personal peasant
farms (up to 2 ha) and dachas (summer houses) (up to 0,06 ha) were transferred to owner-
ship free of charge.

The methodological basis of the agrarian policy consisted in the same principles on
which the collective and state farm system had once been created, namely paternalism, ega-
litarianism and leveling. In a broad sense, the above-mentioned methodological principles
were the basis of “social engineering”, which tended to experiment with the society and its
separate social groups. As a rule, “social engineers” imposed those behavior patterns that
determined their idea of a “bright future” and the “irreversibility of the reform processes”.
The process of “introducing reforms” in rural areas in the 1990s envisaged the creation of
special commissions for introducing share property relations, as well as collective farms’ ref-
ormation. They explained the essence of the reform to the peasants in detail, agreed on the
questions of who was to be entitled to a property share, searched in the archives for infor-
mation about the year of the peasant’s joining the collective farm, his payment in-kind and
monetary payment of work for years on the farm, and so on. No wonder that such an ap-
proach was doomed to failure, about which sober-minded Ukrainian scholars warned.

With the proclamation of Ukraine’s independence, more and more attention in land
relations began to be paid to the formation of the legal framework for new economic enti-
ties. The Laws of Ukraine “On Economic Partnerships” (September 1991), “On Collective
Agricultural Enterprise” (hereinafter — CAE) (February 1992), “On Peasant Farm” (March
1992) were prepared. During 1992-1995, the Government introduced three other impor-
tant documents to implement the main provisions of the Resolution “On Land Reform”
and the Land Code, including Government Decrees “On privatization of land plots”, “On
the peculiarities of property privatization in agro-industrial complex” and “On accelerating
property privatization in agro-industrial complex”. In accordance with these documents,
property inventory making and redistributing land, allocating stock lands, establishing the
boundaries of village councils territory in land use were initiated; the registration of CAEs
also begun. At the same time, samples of documents were prepared, in particular, “On the
form of the contract for the right of temporary use of land”, the form of the Certificate
for the right to land share was approved as well as the samples of the Book of land shares
certificates registration'*. From the viewpoint of a certain sequence of preparing the regula-
tory-legal framework, it seems that almost everything was reasoned out and there had to be
no serious complications in the transformation of land relations and introduction of new
organizational and economic forms on land. The objective complicating fact was that land
relations transformation began in the conditions of state ownership of land and state-owned
organizational forms (collective and state farms), which were almost the only ones in manu-
facturing marketable agricultural products.

In the autumn of 1991, the Government proposed to transform collective farms into
associations, giving each collective farmer the right to leave the collective farm and start his
(her) own farm. The Verkhovna Rada obliged local councils to withdraw 7-10% of lands
from collective farm lands and transfer them to the land reserve to be provided to farm-
ers (yesterday’s collective farmers) for arranging their own farms. To perform these tasks,
in 1992, the land fund of 4 million ha was created. The following year, it rented out land
plots to 18 000 farmers with an area of 360 000 ha (on the average, 20 ha per farm)*.

At that time, the lease relations became so widespread that the law-makers faced the task
of providing this socially significant process the corresponding regulatory and legal support.

3 Kopinenxo I1.C. TIpaBosi sacagu arpapuoi nomituxy B Ykpaini (apyra monosuna XX — nosarxy XXI cr.). — C.137.
4 Tam camo. — C.145.
5 Tpemax A.M. Icropin semenbuux Bigaocus i semueycrpoio B Yipaini. — C.174-177.
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In 1991, the Verkhovna Rada passed the Law “On Peasant (Farming) Economy”, which laid
down the development of a raft of legislation aimed at working out the conceptual principles
of land reform. Thus, an alternative to the collective farm form of land management was in-
troduced and it was recognized as equal to the state, collective and lease forms.

Under the existing peculiarities of that time, let us try to identify the main directions of
the transformation process. The first of them was the de-nationalization and privatization
of property, lands of collective and state farms. Having completed this work, the authorities,
together with economic entities, undertook to subdividing lands and property of the former
farms in favor of their available members at the time. The fourth direction of land relations
transformation did not begin in the 1990s. The moratorium on selling land introduced in
Ukraine was generally explained by politicians first of all by the desire to prevent the pur-
chasing of land from its owners very cheaply. It was justified when the land was not the cap-
ital and had no real price. The moratorium was also an objectively forced step of the State in
response to problems, which required solving: conducting administrative-territorial reform,
determining the boundaries of cities and villages, fixing the boundaries of municipal and
agricultural lands, cadaster registering and zoning of rural areas.

The creation of shadow schemes for buying and selling land was more the result of
the inability of state bodies to prevent abuses in the sphere of land use, delays in land trade
through auctions, and so on. Under the conditions of the moratorium’s constant continua-
tion, there was an artificial restraint of increasing land cost, more and more peasants wanted
to sell their land under shadow schemes. In 2018, there were several schemes in Ukraine
for the alienation of farm lands: by concluding a lease agreement with further redemption
after cancelling the moratorium; by giving powers of attorney authorizing other persons to
alienate the land; concluding preliminary agreements in accordance with Article 635 of the
Civil Code of Ukraine on the transfer of the right to alienate land in the future. Besides, the
scheme of transferring marketable agricultural lands to the category of lands for personal
farming, and eventually their using for other target purposes, became widespread. Such a
scheme of land alienation has become the most widespread in Kyiv region, where cottages
construction is being actively conducted.

At the same time it should be noted that the transformation processes at that time were
understood somewhat simplified by the developers of the agrarian reform, namely as a ne-
cessity to redistribute the lands of collective and state farms in such a way as to abandon
public (collective farm-cooperative) ownership and pass on to the domination of private
property of land. Collective and state farms, as manufacturers of marketable agricultural
products, had to give way to new organizational and economic structures. The reformers did
not pay attention to the fact that the State provided perpetual use of land to collective and
state farms for the whole life use, and they had disposed of it for almost 60 years.

At the height of transformation processes the issue of recognizing the right to collec-
tive ownership of land turned out to be quite complex. For example O.Kubalskyi considers
that such a form of ownership did not exist in Ukraine, because it was not recorded in the
Constitution of Ukraine'®. A.Miroshnychenko thinks that there is a contradictory situation
and so far it is not possible to find the similar approach to its assessment'”. We share the opi-
nion of V.Humeniuk and V.Poliiuk, who believe that this form of ownership in Ukraine was
not effective, to be more exact, it existed for a very limited period of time and was, in fact, a
transitional stage from collective and cooperative to private land ownership, i.c. its transfor-
mation took place in the process of reforming the agrarian sector of the economy'. Despite
the possibilities of coexisting different forms of land ownership declared by the reformers,

16 Kyﬁaﬂbcwuﬁ O. Pedopma 1861 p. i comianpHo-KymsTypHi TparcdopManii B yKpaiHchKoMy cesti: icropis i choroperss // YipaiHchKuit ces-
HuH. — Bun.2. — Yepxacn, 2001. - C.86.

7 Mipomnnuenxo A.B. 3emenre npaso Yipainu. — C.151-152.

8 Iymensox B.I, Ioaiwx B.I1. 3emensna pedpopma: mpasosi acnextu. — K., 2005. - 368 c.
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the subdivision of collective farm lands from 1992 was carried out rapidly (4000 collective
farms conducted subdivision that year)"”. However, receiving land ownership certificates
by peasants lasted for10 years®. The human factor was mainly holding back the process of
the long-term land subdivision. The peasants were not prepared for such drastic changes,
which were offered to them “from above”, and therefore they were not in a hurry to leave
the collective farms. At the same time, the peasants did not oppose the authorities all-round
de-collectivization.

The founders of collective agricultural enterprises (CAEs) were 10-12 villagers (head of
the collective farm, chief engineer, chief accountant, agronomist and other former leaders of
the collective farm). They got the opportunity to add shares of other fellow villagers to their
(much larger) land shares. Thus, the problem of their opposition to de-collectivization was
removed, and there was a civilized transition from the collective farm to the farming type of
management. At the same time, the rest of the peasants, members of the former collective
farm, although they expanded their land plots a little, found themselves outside the process
of CAEs formation. They undertook the arrangement of their personal farms. It so hap-
pened that CAEs faced various problems of material and technical provision on their farms
(obsolete equipment, financial debts, etc.), most of which could not be overcome, and by
the end of the 1990s more than 90% of CAEs had become unprofitable.

In the general course of agricultural lands’ denationalization, certain peculiarities took
place in the western regions of Ukraine. The local peasants still remembered the boundaries
of the land plots, which had belonged to their parents, so they tried to get exactly those areas.
However, in practice it was unreal. Although it should be mentioned, that in these regions
the process of creating individual farms was faster and more intensive than in the center
and east of Ukraine. In Ternopil region, 181 000 of such farms were registered, in Volyn
region — 141 000, in Chernivtsi region — 115 000, in Ivano-Frankivsk region —109 000, and
in Zakarpattia region — 96 000*. Without the necessary farm machinery, and often health to
cultivate the land (3-6 ha), the peasants, having worked 2-3 years in their fields, began to
rent out their land plots. At that time, the founders of CAEs were mainly leaseholders, and
85% of such agreements were concluded (10% — with business structures)®.

Transformations in the whole complex of property relations during the transition from
the collective and state farm system to CAEs are not the subject of our study. We proceed
only from the fact that without a sufficient amount of modern movable and immovable
property, the transformation of land relations, increasing economic efficiency is impossible.
The property of collective and state farms, and these were tens of millions of livestock and
poultry, hundreds of thousands of tractors, cars, combines and other farm machinery, thou-
sands of farms, in case of their preserving, had to become an important factor in demonstrat-
ing the benefits of conducted transformation. It turned out that no one was interested in
preserving the property of collective farms. Peasants were given the right to share it, which re-
sulted in the great destruction of the material and technical base of agriculture in Ukraine*.
Scientists have still to study this process and its consequences for the agrarian sector.

With the adoption of the new Constitution of Ukraine in 1996, which fixed two forms
of land ownership — public (state and communal property) and private ( the property of in-
dividuals and non-state legal entities), the first stage of land reform was completed. Its main
result was land denationalization and its transfer to owners (shares). At that time, 9500 col-
lective farms or 98% of their total number had already been reformed. On their basis, CAEs,
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unions of peasants and cooperatives, farms, etc. were created. This was the transition period
from public to private ownership of land, which developed according to the “revolutionary
scenario”, mainly by administrating. There was de-collectivization, farming, and individu-
al farms’ formation. It should be mentioned that even such significant events mentioned
above could not overcome the crisis. On the contrary, the economic consequences of land
relations’ transformation at the first stage of land reform were unsatisfactory. Agricultural
production decreased by 35%. The new structures, first of all CAEs (there were 10 500 of
them in 1997), did not cope with the economic problems, but acted as a restraining factor
preventing from increasing social unrest®. Peasants were divided into groups in disposing of
their land shares: some began their own farming, others — rented out shares.

The beginning of the second stage of agrarian reform can conditionally be dated by
1997. With the completion of subdividing and certifying land shares, conditions were cre-
ated for the further development of lease relations at a qualitatively new level. With issuing
the Decree of the President of Ukraine “On Land Lease” (1997), land plots owned by cit-
izens and legal entities, territorial communities of villages, and the state were included in
the lease objects. These steps were aimed at facilitating the search for an effective master on
land through leasing to which other groups of the population gained access. Regarding the
social background of farmers, it should be mentioned that only 10% of them were former
members of collective farms. This happened because the land transfer mechanism allowed
all citizens of Ukraine to be engaged in farming, while certain sum of money was necessary
to start one’s own business.

The transformation of land relations, in particular, the conclusion of land lease agree-
ments by farmers, created serious economic problems for peasants. Land lease agreements
were short-term, which negatively affected the efficiency of such land utilization, as there
was no stimulus to introduce optimal crop rotation, fertilizer application, etc. On the other
hand, expanding the number of leaseholders really created the conditions for the emergence
of new economic entities on the land. However, under the pressure of the left-wing political
forces, in 1998, the Verkhovna Rada passed the Law of Ukraine “On Land Lease”, which
terminated the creation of new economic structures, which, in fact, was an attempt to revive
collective farms.

Despite the activation of lease relations, as a whole, their level remained quite low in
comparison with other Eastern European countries. This was primarily the result of the
backwardness of agriculture, in particular low production volumes, because the determining
criterion for land ownership is not the availability of land ownership, but the income, which
can be obtained from it. Therefore, in the EU countries, the rent for the utilization of agri-
cultural land makes 20-25% of the yield cost, or 2,5% of the land cost. In Ukraine, the rent
made only 15-17% in comparison with the EU countries.

In our country, the relationship between leaseholders and landowners remained poor-
ly regulated. The legislation envisaged that the lower limit of the rent had to be at least 3%
of the standard monetary land evaluation, but this rate was not always and not everywhere
observed. Thus, the rent to 14% of peasants made less than one percent of the monetary
evaluation. On the whole, the undetermined rental potential and low rents forced a signif-
icant number of the rural population to sell their land shares at low prices. In addition, the
difference between the real price of manufactured product and the price of rented out land
made 50-100 times. As a result, the peasants did not actually benefit from land ownership.
Moreover, contrary to the law, some individuals bought land in large amounts, often fraudu-
lently. The peasants were also outraged by the fact that many farm heads rented out the land
of CAE members without any permission to persons who were not agricultural producers.

Such ambiguous processes also took place because at that time the attitude of ordinary
citizens to new patterns of rural management, and especially to private land ownership, was
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still quite contradictory. According to a survey conducted in 1998 by scientists from the
National Agrarian University, it was found that about 25% of respondents wanted to be-
come farmers and about 13% — tenants. The attitude to the business patterns was as follows:
a little more than a third of the heads of economic subdivisions considered it expedient to
preserve collective farms; farmers were supported by about 13%, joint-stock companies —
8,9%. 22% were ready for the immediate introduction of private ownership of land, and 39%
believed that land had to be the national property™.

At the end of the 1990s, the crisis phenomena in the agrarian sector of Ukraine did not
decrease, but on the contrary, they increased. And this happened despite the fact that a lot
had already been done in the reforming. Land subdivision had been finished, the number of
land users had increased by 12 times, new organizational and economic forms, CAEs, had
been created, lease relations had become a reality. Nevertheless, as of 1999, 85% of CAEs
were unprofitable, agricultural production decreased by 51,3%, more than 2 million land
plots remained uncultivated, in particular, in Ternopil region almost 200 000 ha*. There
were various reasons for these threatening processes for Ukraine’s food security. At that
time, the crisis in Ukraine was at the macroeconomic level. The state did not provide the
necessary subsidies to farmers, capital investments in production facilities decreased by sev-
eral times, and the tax burden was too heavy, so not all new owners were able to develop
agricultural production.

Under such circumstances, in 1999 the Presidential Decree “On Urgent Measures to
Accelerate the Reformation of the Agrarian Sector of the Economy” was issued, according
to which the state pursued the course of liquidating CAEs by their transformation to pri-
vately owned production structures and the lands of CAEs had to become the private prop-
erty of their members in half a year. We can state that CAEs fulfilled their historical mis-
sion of “shock absorber” during the transition period, but did not fulfill their function of
demonstrating the advantages in the economic sphere. The positive moment connected
with the liquidation of CAEs is that the foundations were laid for multi-structuralism in the
countryside. Private land ownership provided the combination of individual, family and col-
lective forms of labor organization, including joint stock companies, limited liability compa-
nies, joint share companies, farms, agro-firms, etc. Approximately 1500 of CAEs were trans-
formed into cooperatives with a hundred or more founders. According to S.Kulchytskyi,
they essentially remained collective farms or state farms?.

Again, as it was in the early 1990s, the peasants were faced with the question of what to
do and what form of management to switch to. For the vast majority of peasants, the only
way out of the situation was to rent out their shares. The only difference was that at first they
transferred their shares to CAEs, and then - to leaseholders. Today we are already on the
threshold of the third and last transfer by the peasants of their shares — their selling, which
will objectively lead to the establishment of mainly large-scale commodity production. As
compared with collective and state farms, these will be mega-structures. In fact, such process-
es began in the mid-1990s, when new lease relations between share owners and new econom-
ic entities were established rather rapidly. Agro-firms began to acquire the characteristics
of latifundia (large landed estates; formally the leaseholders of land), which had millions of
peasants’ shares at their disposal®.

After the liquidation of the CAEs, two types of producers began to be formed more
distinctly: individual and corporate. As for individual farms, it should be noted that at that
time there was already extensive network of them. They occupied an important place among
other economic structures. At the same time, the formation of several types of farms was
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completed: personal peasant farms (PPFs); personal subsidiary farms of peasants (PSF); sub-
sidiary farms of enterprises, organizations and institutions; collective horticultural coopera-
tives. In 2008, the peasants’ subsidiary farms had 42,5% of the land and they manufactured
54% of products®.

In the early 2000s, 13 723 new agricultural enterprises were created on the basis of the
former CAEs, including 1030 farms, 2840 private enterprises, 6402 partnerships, and 3312
agricultural cooperatives. And only a little more than 400 000 peasants cultivated their land
shares™. The above presented statistics shows that with the liquidation of the CAEs there were
profound transformations in land relations and, first of all, changes in land ownership and its
users. 98,8% of lands were disposed by non-state agricultural enterprises, 17,8% of lands were
given to the citizens as private ownership and for using, and 2,0% of lands were transferred to
farms*. The facts of fictitious farming were not uncommon, when farms were registered on
nominees of officials’ relatives who received illegal income through the tillage of land by agri-
cultural producers and free of charge use of peasants’ property. The creation of a large number
of farms in 1992-1995 was characterized by several factors: the relative easiness (though not
always) of their registration, the chance to obtain land without payment, the plot exceeding
the average land share for a particular locality, favorable tax climate, the opportunity to receive
credit resources for a significant period and at a low interest rate. It is worth considering the
desire of part of the population of Ukraine (and not only rural) to be an independent owner of
land. At that time, economic conditions were more favorable for farming.

Personal peasant farms (PPFs) are the main segment of rural employment. They have
become the place of occupation for at least 40% of those engaged in work in rural areas.
Land plots of PPFs of up to 2 ha were given to the citizens of Ukraine from the state and
communal property. Many peasants increased their holdings at the expense of pastures. By
the mid-2000s, about 7 million peasants had worked on PPFs. The acreage of their lands had
increased 6 times as compared with 1991 and had reached 6,3 million ha®.

At the same time, it should be mentioned that the processes taking place on and around
PPFs are not simple. Firstly, a gradual reduction in their number is registered. Accordingly,
the land area at their disposal has decreased. In 2000, they owned 6 665 400 ha, while in
2012 - 6501 000 ha of land**. Another problem for the PPFs is utilization of land. It is aban-
doned, not cultivated because of old age, low incomes and high tillage costs. Many young
peasants go to work in cities, other regions, and abroad. Personal plots of land are being
turned into wasteland, and shares in the fields have long been rented out to large product
manufacturers. There is reason to believe that after some time the leased shares will become
their property. According to L.Antipova’s calculations, the lease of shares has already cov-
ered more than 90% of lands, first of all, arable lands®.

Finally, the PPFs are a step back, which led to land spreading apart. Although it should
be taken into account that the land plots of PPFs are a kind of insurance for the state in case
of any problems in the food market, and therefore it is important to keep using the land
received by the peasants during the collective farm lands’ subdivision. Modern economists
consider that the future of PPFs will be affected by such limiting factors as land resources,
which will be difficult to increase with each passing year, as well as demographic, economic
and social changes™®.
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PPFs are important and often the main sources of income for rural families. At the
same time, they continue to remain unviable forms of agriculture, as they are unable (finan-
cially) to acquire material and technical resources. This process is constrained by inefficient
and imperfect selling and trading. New schemes of obtaining material and technical resourc-
es are slowly developing. The quality of products manufactured by PPFs also needs to be
improved.

The transformation of land relations during the years of independence turned out to
be such, at which every peasant was forced to look for his (her) niche in the manufactur-
ing of farm products. We mean the emergence of personal subsidiary farms (PSFs) — land
plots provided for the cultivation of farm products (including marketable) and procure-
ment of feed for farmers’ own livestock and poultry”. According to the decision of the
village council, the peasants received 0,6 ha plots of land free of charge on property rights.
However, it so happened that in reality the land plots of PSFs turned out to be larger than
those of PPFs. The peasants increased the land plot area by adding part of the reserve fund
lands, public pastures to their shares with the permission of the village council, as a result
of which the land acreage of PSFs increased almost by 6**. If we try to predict the future of
PSFs, we can affirm that the majority of them will not be able to compete with large agri-
cultural producers. This will mean that the number of the middle class in the countryside
will decrease.

Since 1985, collective horticulture, in fact, has become a nation-wide movement.
Hundreds of thousands of city dwellers returned to land. In 1998, 2 635 000 citizens
had 293 700 ha of land. Land plots with an area of 0,04-0,06 ha were given free of
charge by executive committees of district councils from former collective farm lands in
coordination with village councils. They were received as single land areas by workers,
employees at their places of employment, and then the plots were united into horticul-
tural cooperatives. Over time, summer residents in the countryside were able to privat-
ize their 0,06 ha. At present, the situation is that, according to some estimates, some of
these lands are not used for their intended purpose. A new impetus to the process of
increasing the number of land users is given by the decision of the Cabinet of Ministers
of Ukraine to provide land to the ATO (anti-terror operation) participants. However,
the search for vacant lands for the ATO participants turned out to be quite problematic
for local authorities.

A separate niche, and in addition concerning the amount of leased land and the vol-
ume of agricultural production, is occupied by large producers — agro-firms and agro-hold-
ings. They lease land from the former CAEs and individual farmers. As of 2011, there
were approximately S0-60 agro-holdings in Ukraine, which used more than 24% of the
land, “Ukrlandfarming” leased 522 000 ha of land, “Ukrainian Agrarian Investments” -
336 000 ha, and “Myronivskyi Khliboprodukt” — 290 000 ha (agro-holdings leased land for
4-5 years (48,9%) and for 1-3 years — 10%)>’.

As a whole, agro-holdings are increasing the areas of leased land, creating processing
enterprises, building elevators, opening transport and trade organizations, and scientific
institutions. The example is the “Nibulon” agro-holding (the Netherlands, Belgium, and
Ukraine). Its shareholders invest their capital in the processing sector: vegetable oil, sugar,
etc. Instead, they still pay too little attention to the social sphere in the countryside. There
is a just concern in the society about their policy of excessive cultivating such crops as rape,
sunflower and corn. Competitive advantage is achieved by them through the application of
new technologies, logistics, and product quality control.
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Agro-firms are slightly smaller concerning the area of leased land, although in general
they use more than 6 million ha of land. At the same time, there is a tendency to increase
their land areas. “Zoria Podillia” in Vinnytsia region, “Zoria” in Rivne region, “Havrylivski
Kurchata” agro-firms and others are rather powerful. According to foreign experts, they are
bigger than similar foreign structures.

Thus, the main directions of land relations’ transformation during the years of Ukraine’s
independence were the denationalization (privatization) of collective and state farms’ lands,
and the formation of new economic entities on the land; giving up the planning in the agrar-
ian sector and the transition to market conditions. Land subdivision, the spreading of lease
relations, the transformation of the CAEs into private economic structures were the main
organizational and legal actions, which gave a real shape to the transformation of land re-
lations. According to their significance and range, the whole period can be conventionally
divided into three stages. The first one lasted from 1991 to 1996, i.c. till the adoption of
the Constitution of Ukraine. At that time, 14,9 thousand new agricultural formations were
created and 5,6 million lease agreements of land shares with an area of 32 million ha were
concluded®.

The transformation of land relations at the first stage considering the historical process
took place as if in the opposite direction — from the socialist (collective) land use — to the cap-
italist one (private, mostly individual). It was impossible to overcome this difficult period
safely. As a result, there was land spreading apart, the transition from large-scale agricultural
commodity production to small-scale production. The top of justice in land relations was
that at the first stage the state gave the land to the peasants free of charge. However, the un-
predictable event happened: the majority of peasants, having received State Land Shares Use
Entitlements, immediately began to rent them out to CAEs, agro-firms, and agro-holdings.
In fact, in the modern transformation of land relations in Ukraine, the European experience
has been confirmed, which proves the necessity and regularity of the existence of various
forms of land management. This process requires special research by historians, economists,
and sociologists.

At the second stage of the agrarian reform, peasants rented out their shares to individual
farmers and agro-firms. In fact, there was a process of peasants’ abandoning the land, and
getting accustomed to living on rent. The slogan “Land to those who cultivate it” acquired a
completely different social meaning. A complicating circumstance was that the legal support
of these large-scale processes was not always at the proper level. If in 1991, 0% of land was
privately owned, in 2007 — 50,9%*".

The third, final, stage of land relations’ transformation envisages the provision of
such a disposal of land share as its selling. This process has already begun. The transfer of
land rights will no longer take place on the basis of a lease agreement, but on a monetary
basis.

Summing up, we can affirm that the transformations of land relations in Ukraine are
permanent. They take place at the request of the society, but they are carried out by the
present power authorities that establish the corresponding legal relations, determines goals
and tasks. The transformations of land relations have turned out to be so large-scale and
multi-vector that they in fact, have become, the “agrarian revolution”. A new land order has
begun to take shape: the state monopoly on land was abolished, transition to various forms
of land ownership was made, the land was redistributed free of charge for the benefit of citi-
zens, paid (for leasing) land use was introduced, and agricultural land circulation began. De-
collectivization, denationalization and privatization of lands have been chosen as the means
of implementing such projects. The initiative for de-collectivization was put forward by the
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Government structures and political parties. Accordingly, the organizational and econom-
ic structures in the countryside were rebuilt. The authorities’ mistake was that even those
collective and state farms, which were highly profitable (the so-called “millionaires”) were
broken up.

De-collectivization led to radical changes in the social structure of the village: the col-
lective farm peasantry disappeared and farmers, hired workers, and the unemployed ap-
peared. The structuring of organizational and economic forms (PPFs, PSFs, agro-firms, and
agro-holdings) shows that in Ukraine the radical redistribution of land on a lease basis has
already been completed. During the next and last stage — the circulation of agricultural lands
will make significant changes in the ratio of the number of landowners and the amount of
land, which will be owned by them. We note that the transformation of land relations is
multi-vector, but it has not yet solved many problems. At present and in the near future, it
is possible to predict further transformation of land relations. These include a decrease in
the amount of lands per capita; withdrawal of lands from agricultural circulation for con-
struction, the development of infrastructure, etc. Considering these possible realities, the
problem of preserving medium farming will become more acute, which is connected with
the increasing asymmetry in the ratio of land ownership by PPFs, PSFs, agro-firms, and

agro-holdings.
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3eMesbHI BiJTHOCHHM B po3pisi coniaibHO-
€KOHOMiIYHHMX TpaHCPOopMaIiil yKPaiHCHKOTIO cela
32 POKM HE3AJIE)KHOCTi: HAYKOBi OIliHKH Ta MPOTHO3HU

Amnoranis. Mera qocimpKeHHA oArae B aHaIisi TpaHcdopMartiil 3eMeTbHUX BITHOCHH B YKPaiHCHKO-
My ceJli 3 IIPOrOJIONIEHHAM HE3AJIEKHOCTI. 3MiHM B KOPUCTYBAHHi, PO3HOPSIIKEHHI 3EMJIEI0, 4 TAKOXK
TIOSBU HOBUX opraHiaauiﬁHo—rocnonapcme cl)opM TOCTIOZ[APIOBAHHA B arpoceKTopi 6yJIH PpaiMKaIbHU-
MH, 2 OT)KE i HEOJHO3HAYHUMHU 32 CBOIM XapaKTEPOM. V nocnimxenni BUKOPHCTAHO 3aralbHOHAYKOBi
METO/IM, 30KPEMA MOPIBHAIBHO-ICTOPUYHUH i CUCTEMHO-CTPYKTYPHUI, AKi TOTOMOTJIU BIOPAIKYBATH
3HAYHE YHCIIO JKEPENTLHOTO MaTepiary, BiITBOPHTH Ta TIOPIBHATU CIPAMOBAHICTh TPaHCPOpMATIiT 3e-
MEJIbHUX BiJHOCHH HA PISHUX €TaNax [bOTO MPOLIECY. Hpn BU3HAYEHH] CTPYKTYPH JOCIIJPKEHHS BUKO-
pucraHo npo6ﬂeMHo—xp0Honoril{HI/Iﬂ migxin. HaykoBa HOBM3HA nojiarae y BUBYEHH] HpO6.TIeMI/I, AKa
B pra,IHCLKifI iCTopiorpa¢iI HE C’I'y,HiIOBaJIaC}I B TaKil ITOCTAHOBII Ta XpOHO.HOI‘i‘{HI/IX pamKax. ArpapHa
peq>opMa B YKpa'l'Hi, Hacamrepes; pepOpMyBaHHS 3EMETBHUX BITHOCKH, MOCTIIOBHO POSIJIA/IAIOTHCSA
BiJ] HOMIUPEHHSA OPEHIU, PO3NAIOBAHHSA CEPET] CEJIH — /10 BIIKPHUTTS PUHKY 3€MEJTb CilTbChKOTOCTIOfap-
CBKOro IpusHadeHHs. [1poananisoBano 06 eKTHBHI it Cy0 €KTHBHI UMHHIKY, SIKi YCK/IAHIOBATIH HABAHI
HPOLIECH T4, 30KPEMa, Bi/ICTaBAHHS y pOpPMyBaHHI KOMILIEKCY MpaBoBux 3acaj. BucHoBkm. Bucsitre-
HO BIUIMB TPaHCPOPMALIi1 3eMEIbHUX BITHOCHH Ha 3500YTKY i BTpaTH B arpapHOMY CeKTOpi YKpaiHH.
ABTOPHU KOHCTATYIOTH, IO HOCIIIITHE 3aTPOBA/PKEHHSA HOBUX POPM FOCIIONAPIOBAHHSA Ha 3eMuTi Oe3 Ha-
JIKHOTO TEOPETUYHOTO 00IpyHTYBaHHA, GPIHAHCOBOTO 3abesnedeHHs POOKIO mpoLiec pedpopMyBaHH
Brpoporx 30 poxis crabko nporrososanuM. CeJLHY TPUBAIKIA dac He Oyin BIICBHEH] B HE3BOPOTHO-
cri TpaHchopMarii 3eMETBHUX BiJHOCHH, MO TATBEPYKYEThCA JOBOI CIOBUTbBHEHUMH TEMITAMH OT-
PMMAHHA HUMH JJEPYKABHUX AKTIiB IpaBa BIACHOCTI Ha 3eMeJibHi 11al. BinsHayaerbcs, o opranm Baagu
YCBIIOMJTIOBAJIM CKJTJTHICTh HpO6J'I€MI/I, TOMYy 6yn0 3aIPOIIOHOBAHO TIOBIILHUM TIEpeXif| Bifi KOJArocH-
Ho-pagrocnsoi cucremu — yeped KCIT — go OCII ta OIII. Arpodipmu it arpOXO/IMHIH BHABUIIHCA
KyJIbMiHaIlielo HOBOI CTPYKTYpH rocrofapioBanHs Ha semi. [TpoanasnisoBano aminu y crpykrypi arpo-
KYJIBTYp i TBAPMHHMIITBA, AKi CTAIM HACTiKOM TpaHcpopmanii semensHux BinHOocHH. IIpocTexeno
3MiHU y YKUTTI CeJISTH, Hacamriepes HAJTAIITOBAHICTh OLIBIIOCTI 3 HUX HA ﬂpiGHOTOBapHC BI/Ip06HI/IL1TBO.
3pobI1eHO MOETAMHHIIA OIJIAY CTAHY MATEPIaIbHO-TEXHIYHOT 6431 arpapHOro CEKTOPA.

Kimouosi croBa: Tpancpopmaia seMeIbHUX BiIHOCHH, 3eMEJIbHMII TIall, OpeHaa 3emi, ¢pepmep-
CTBO, PUHOK 3€MEJIb CLITbCHKOTOCIIOAPCHKOTO IIPUBHAYEHH.
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