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MPOBJIEMA IHCTUTYIIOHAJII3ALIII PEHTHUX JIOXO/IB B ATPAPHIN CDEPI
YKPAIHU B YMOBAX IHHOBAIIIMHOT O PO3BUTKY

If there is no free market of land rent appear®as of the current regulators of land relations and
real factor of formation of optimum size of agricwél land market. Rent is a mechanism that
transforms the natural fertility of the land in teeonomic way of reconciling the interests of peopl
(owners of various resources, representatives abua social groups), which allows to involve the
land in economic turnover, creates the conditiarsits production use. It holds a special place in
the mechanism of realization of ownership and is ohthe forms of realization of property rights
and efficient use of land in the system of landtiehs.

The imperfection of the legislation governing te&ationships of land ownership and land use and
incompleteness of institutional reorganizations tive Ukraine agricultural sector led to the
formation of different forms of latent distributiasf actual land rent. Within the limits of the
existing economic system their rates are calculatgghrdless of the size of the actual land rent.
Consequently, privately owned agricultural landg aot regarded as the source of revenue of the
household sector.

3a 6iocymnocmi 8ibHO20 PUHKY 3eM]i peHmMa NOCMAE K 0OUH 13 OII0YUX Pe2yNsimopie 3eMelbHUX
BIOHOCUH | peanvbHUll YUHHUK QOPMYBAHHA ONMUMALbHUX PO3MIDIE CilbCbKO2OCNOOAPCHKUX
3eMAEKOPUCYBAHb PUHKO8020 muny. Pewma € mexanizmom, sKuil nepemeopioe NnpupooHy
POOKOUICMb 3eMAi 8 EeKOHOMIYHY CHOCOOOM Y320004CeHHs iHmepecié atooell (8IACHUKIE DI3HUX
pecypcis, npedcmagHuKi6 PisHUX COYIaNbHUX SPYN), WO 00380AE 3AIYHAMU 3eMII0 8 eKOHOMIYHULL
0bie, cmeoproe ymosu O0asa il 6uUpoOHUUO20 euKkopucmanHs. Bona nocioae ocobnuee micye 6
Mexanizmi peanizayii eracnocmi i € 00Hi€0 3 Gopm peanizayii npasa 81acHOCMI Ul epexmusHo2o
BUKOPUCMAHHS 3eMellb ) CUCTEME 3eMelbHUX GIOHOCUH.

Heoockonanicme  3axkonooaécmea, wo  pe2yno€  GIOHOCUHU — 6IACHOCMI  HA — 3eMI0
3eMIeKOPUCTYBAHHA MA He3a8epULeHiCMb IHCMUMYYIUHUX nepemeopens 6 acpapHill cgepi Yrpainu
npu3zeeno 00 GopmysanHs pi3HUX DOpM NPUX08AHOI PO3NOOIN (DAKMUUHUX DEeHmU 3eMeNbHOl
oinauku. B pamkax icnyrouoi ekoHomiunoi cucmemu, ix mapughu po3paxos8yromocs He3aieHCHO 8i0
po3mipy ¢paxkmuunoi penmu 3emni. Omoice, y npugamHy 61acHiCMb 3eMelb CLlbCbKO2OCNO0APCLKO20
NPUBHAYEHHS He PO32T0a0OMbCsl K 0Hcepeso 00X00) OOMAUHIX 20CNO0APCME.
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Problem statement. The transition to a market economy has led toqumod changes in the Ukrainian
economic system, and in particular to the formatiémiverse forms of ownership and management énsiphere of
land use. In this context, sustainable developmérthe domestic agro-industrial complex requires thrmation of
adequate to the existing conditions of the insthal environment, the lack of which creates prelitons for
preservation of disproportions of reproduction @ss In particular, the new system of ownershiptiats on land
with the dominance of private property, there nhestan adequate procedure for the allocation andrasent of land
rent. However, in modern Ukraine, the imperfectinthe legislative base in this field and the ingbeteness of
institutional transformations in the agrarian seaibthe national economy led to the emergence afyrforms of
redistribution of rent income, often wearing a l@ddctharacter. The result of the latency of thelsgioas was the wide-
spread notions about the absence of condition®mifidtion of land rent in agricultural productiomatcessible to
monitoring by official bodies of information abotite amounts and directions of movement of rentebrime is not
evidence of unreasonableness of the distributicemfs.

Analysis of recent research and publications. Problems of development of the institutional eominent
through the implementation of an effective statécatfural policy, in particular on issues of restations were studied
by many scientists both in theoretical and in aaplterms. They are devoted to the work of reseasch@.M.
Borodinoi', L.M. Vasiljevoi', M.V.Dubininoi', I. V Zastrozhnikovoi', M.A. Latynina, T.S. Lozyns'kos.V. Majstro,
M.J. Malika, D.A. Mishhenka, G.P. Pasemko, N.V.tS8iy, Ju.O. Uljanchenka, etc. Comprehensive study
mechanisms of state regulation of rental incomth@nagricultural sector requires further deepenirtat is why the
guestion of institutionalization of rental incomasagrarian sector of Ukraine are extremely relé¥anmodern public
management practices.

The purpose of the article is the rationale of the institutsrapproach to the formation of innovative system
of state regulation of agribusiness.

The main material. One of the key elements of the radical transfoionabf the socio-economic structure of
Ukrainian society in the end of XX century, of ceer was another attempt to solve the land queftioR. 135]. The
other fundamental innovations of a systemic nafoir@ while pushed into the background of the ti@msation in this
area, but not humbled their consequences. Tectmits in the structure of ownership of naturalowgses that
occurred during the implementation of land refonrlkraine have no analogues in the modern econbistory no
scale and transience. So, just a few years haspraetically eliminated the monopoly of state ovatép of land. As a
result of privatization of Ukrainian citizens haket opportunity to become landowners on private @ryprights.
However, the formal side of these processes, espdesn a quantitative evaluation of the privatiaatiof land
ownership and outwardly, seemingly quite wealthgegl not reflect the complexity and contradictioasrfed as a
result of the land reform of agricultural land owstép and land use.

Features of the historical process in Ukraine lgrgeedetermined the lack of the evolutionary natof
development of land relations [2, P. 16]. In tl@gard, the stability of the legal and economic famrk in relation to
the specified area can be viewed as exceptiorg mbhérent in land reforms in Ukrainian conditionsonsistent short
and revolutionary in its nature, the attempts loédalization gave way to the inevitable regress.

Returning to the recent Russian experience of mifay of land relations it should be noted that,pitesthe
adoption of the relevant regulations, the denatipation of land resources for a number of yeard hapurely
declarative character. In fact, the transfer ofcaggural land in private ownership was limitedenshrining the right of
a ground area receipt by the representatives tdinetategories of Ukrainian citizens. Attemptsraplementation of
this right and the involvement of land in agricu#tluproduction on a fundamentally new, market basishe initial
stage of the reorganization of the agrarian seaftbtkraine were experimental in nature. Accordiogrost experts, all
of them failed, as the main reasons which are t#ckfrastructure, adequate to the changed econoeaitities and
widespread government support in various areaem fimancial and credit — to the educational. Withdisputing the
importance of these factors, the author, neverseleonsiders as a fundamental, artificial, andlypaoercive
transformation of the system of economic relatiooscerning the ownership and use of land as arfactagricultural
production. The main argument of their implementativas the desire for a speedy liberalization ef agricultural
sector, considered as absolutely sufficient coouitif increase of efficiency of domestic agricudtim the short term.

However, the absence of the entire post-Soviebded fundamental decision from the state aboupthwity
of private ownership of land and support from thajarnity of the population led to the incompletenessd
inconsistency of land reforms in modern UkraineR331]. As a consequence, the Declaration of fgieanership of
land was accompanied by the introduction of letjianorms, almost denouncing it. This situationcaused by
attempts to create land-use systems that combonetc efficiency and social justice.

Already at the initial stage of reforms in the datie agricultural sector was the attempt of spegdip the
transformation of land relations through total ptization of lands in use for agricultural orgati@as. The land
transferred under the reform has entered the ¢ieproperty. In turn, each member of the stadereed a land share
(Pai) in right of common ownership to a land ardad because of the moratorium on sale to freelpalie of land



owners was not possible. To sell their land shahes; could see in nature only agricultural orgatians, which used
the land in common ownership. In this regard, we say that in fact a full-fledged institution ofiyate ownership of
agricultural land as a complex of substantive pevedrthe owner was absent. Moreover, with some dments, this
situation continued and in the present, despitetmsiderable development of the land legislation.

While agrarian reform in Ukraine was originally acmlly-oriented, as delivered in the course of
implementation of privatization plans was limitedthe equitable distribution of land among the tafikural residents.
But the social interpretation of «justice» in tb@se has nothing to do with its economic contdm:drovision to all
participants in this process are relatively simlkmd led eventually to the erosion of land resesydut instead the
formation and development of the institution ofvate ownership of agricultural land to degradafimna number of
years.

As a result the average in Ukraine the value ofath@ment due on the transfer of private propelity not
exceed 7-10 hectares, at the time, both in thetdesrof Western Europe, where the agriculturataeis traditionally
represented by many small farms, the land arealmgsadsingle manufacturer and to ensure the pradfagproduction,
the average number is 45 hectares.

Note that, for example, in Poland, where the aweifagm size is just 7.5 hectares. almost 55 % eddHarms
were practically self-selling their own productsdeghan 50 dollars a month [4, P. 62].

However, the original philosophy of land reformsswa create a significant layer of owners of adtizal
land, actively involved in agricultural productiodany researchers and currently, it is believed doanbining in one
person the farmers, receiving business incomepametr of the land, appropriating rents is the st to improve the
efficiency of agricultural production. At the irati stage of land reform that was the basis as at meferred
embodiment of radical change to consider «ferb&dra the domestic agricultural sector. Therefevben non-violent
destruction of collective ownership of land durthg current reforms at first glance there were ¢canemic reasons for
preventing the exit from the collective farm frota individual members. However, statistics indigaéssivity in that
the bulk of the rural residents.

Thus, the mass donation of land in private properguch a compressed period did not lead to thergemce
of a numerous class of agricultural entrepreneficsordingly, this variant of the distribution ofnis in favor of the
land owners did not become dominant.

Moreover, the owners of agricultural land, the bidkd not to practical realization of their righihis
situation is due to the fact that a significantgargion of potential participants of the land refooriginally belonged to
the economically inactive population. So, accordmgome estimates, more than 40% of land shabesi{@3 million
hectares) was transferred to the people who bytithe of privatization were already retired. Almdsdlf of the
privatized agricultural land to date is from persavho are not involved in agricultural production.

However, those directly involved in the agriculiusactor, having the opportunity to become land ensnfor
the most part were in no hurry with the practicapiementation capabilities. About 1 million peoplaible for land
shares, not even filed applications for certifisabé title. In turn, approximately 92 % of the lanolders, who received
a certificate of ownership, only 60 % ordered théased to or in the authorised capital of agnigalt organizations,
or used for the expansion of private farms [5,H. 3

The bulk of the share of land continues to be theventional unit, having only an average quantitati
expression in the common ownership. In this regtelinvolvement of the privatized agricultural daim agricultural
production often occurred on an informal basis,tiwee that the legally prescribed mechanisms oftfmal realization
of reforms in the land sector wore complex and raahittory.

So, the key legislation governing land reform ir eountry was carried out in extreme conditionsthoait
proper consideration and testing. The lack of faséx and assessments of possible economic and isggéets led to
the need for constant adjustments of the regulafmgnework with the help of numerous and often raliyu
contradictory amendments and regulations.

In addition, in each subject regional public auites issued numerous laws and regulations, deirgdop
appropriate legislation. But the current land ledisn, which takes into account the negative elemee of the initial
stage and applying for a complete and exhaustivajreng conflict-free progress of the ongoing laetbrm does not
eliminate the negative consequences of mistakes madhe beginning its boost. As a result, on the band, the
system of land relations in Ukraine was heavilyutated, and with another — a number of issuesigmdbctor are still
not reflected in the legislation.

However, the real the variety of forms of land ovamgp and payment for land use has created thectblge
conditions for the formation and development of ldred market as one of the main economic mechani$msdern
land use. In terms of, on the one hand, the absencmst cases of real competition among produfmerghe right to
use in the production process of land, and on therahe complexity and opacity of consolidationpoivate land
ownership the most common form of organizationetditions in the sphere of land tenure became a.léesa result of
all of the changes in agriculture occurred contrely and unstable system of land relations, wiadlective owners of
the land are mostly former employees of collectvel state farms, and users are enterprises invatvadricultural
production and often represents a various optionthe reorganization of these farms.

However, the rental relations in the domestic agtical sector for a long time in its content frandegal and
economic points of view had little in common wittetideal model of this kind of cooperation betwken owners and
agricultural producers. In fact, they representyamlstatement of fact that the use of the land aresome of the
boundaries of a particular agricultural enterpridéen the land was carried out without proper leggistration of the
lease terms. Thus, the comparison of statisticel da the number of land shares transferred ineifige contract, with
indicators of use of agricultural land leads to toaclusion that a significant part of land resestdn collective or



private ownership of citizens over a long periodravenvolved in agricultural production without armesponding
formalization of economic relations.

But taken in recent years under pressure from th¢e sgoverning bodies, formalization of the lease
relationship, solving the problem of accounting tioe use of land resources, has not led to a mgfhidevelopment
of these relations. In particular, various aspettdetermining the size of the rent still not reagatl, which leaves the
possibility of discrimination of the owners of lanesources in the process of distribution of valdded in agricultural
production. The result is rents are understatemtitoscule size in most cases subsistence in naflre payments for
the use of farmland in the form of money are exekisnd can be considered as an exception to dupractice.
Ultimately, at high dispersal of land ownershiptwélly free use of land initially gave the oppoiityrto the heads of
agricultural enterprises to reallocate a signifigaortion of the rents in their favor. All of théave led to a situation
where agricultural lands are in private ownershig, not considered as a source of income for thedtwld sector.

Over the past few years the situation in this splimas not changed, because the entire array oblandrship
in accordance with the official views still doeg hoing any income.

Conclusions and suggestions. However, the development of agrarian relationgmiadern Ukraine is of
fundamental importance, first of all, the questidrihe formation mechanism of the distribution axfid rent. Debatable
the merits of diverse forms of ownership of landtlee domination of private ownership has no indejgah value
outside of this issue, since the assignment ofsrenthe main form of realization of ownership bé tresources. The
actual owner is the one who assigns the exces#tpfofm the exploitation of land. In this regatte continuing
disparity of economic implementation of private peaty its legal fixation is one of the main reastorslow utilization
efficiency of land resources in the modern econoifriykraine.
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