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FORMATION OF NEW LAND USE IN AGRICULTURE

The article deals with the impact of land reform on land use formation in Ukraine and in is
woodlands in particular. Changes in cropland area structure during the period of 1990—2013 are
studied and a significant reduction in the proportion of forage crops, sugar beet and increase of sun-
Sflower, coleseed, soybean are observed. Land ownership changes are analyzed. The need to distin-
guish between the concepts of "business pattern" and "land use form" is emphasized. Separately the
Sfeatures of a new form of land use in agriculture — agricultural holdings — are considered. Positive
and negative consequences of this process are indentified. The necessity to legally limit the size of
such entities is emphasized. Author’s own understanding of the "agricultural holding" category def-
inition is given.
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Amnaromiit M. MockajieHKO
OOPMYBAHHA HOBUX SEMJIEKOPUCTYBAHDb
Y CINIbCBKOMY TOCITOJJAPCTBI

Y emammi poseaanymo numannsa enaugy 3emeavHoi peghopmu Ha ghopmyeanns zemaexopu-
cmyeanb K ¢ Ykpaini ¢ uyinomy, max i 6 3oni Iloaiccs 30xpema. Jlocaionceno 3miny cmpyxmypu
nocienux naoug 3a nepiod 1990—2013 poxie. 3pob.aeno ucHO60K npo 3Ha“He CKOPOYEHHA NUMO-
MOT 8azu KOpMoBUX Kyabmyp, UyKpo6o2o OypsKy ma 3p0CIAnHs RUMOMOI 6a2u COHAUHUKY, pina-
Ky, coi. Ilpoanaaizoeano sminy popm éaacnocmi na zemaro. Hazoaoweno na neobxionocmi pos-
PI3HAMU NOHAMMS «hopMa 20cno0aprosannsy i «popma zemaexopucmysanns». Oxpemo poseas-
HYmo 0co0augicns HO60I (opMU 3eMACKOPUCMYBAHHS 6 CIAbCOKOMY 20CNO0APCHG — A2poX0a-
Ouneie. Budiseno sx nosumueni nacaioku uvoz2o npouecy, maxk i neeamueni. QO6TpyHmoeano
HeoOXIOHicmb 3aKOH00a84020 00MeNceH s Po3mipie makux cyo’ekmie 2ocnodaprosanns. Hadano
a8mMopcoKe GUHAYEHHS NOHAMMS «A2POXO0A0UHR».

Karouosi caosa: 3emaexopucmygantsi; 61aACHICMb HA 3eMAI0; A2POX0A0UHE.
Taba. 2. Jlim. 26.

Anarommit M. MocKaJieHKO
®OPMUPOBAHUE HOBBIX 3EMJIEITOJIb3OBAHUM
B CEJIbCKOM X034l CTBE

B cmampve paccmompenst 60npocot 6AUsAHUS 3eMeAbHOU pedhopmblL Ha opmuposarue 3em-
aenoav3zoeanuil 6 Yipaune ¢ yeaom, u 6 3one Iloaecvs 6 wacmnocmu. Hccaedosano usmenenue
cmpyKkmypbl noceénvtx naousaoeii 3a nepuod 1990—2013 20006. Coeaan 661600 0 3HaMUMEABHOM
COKpaueHuu yoeabHo20 6eca KOpMOBbIX KyAbmyp, CAXAPHOU CEEK.AbL U YEeAuHeHUU YOeAbH020 ecd
noocoaneunuxa, panca, cou. Ilpoanaiusuposarno usmenenue opm co6cmeeHHOCMU HA 3eMAI0.
TToouepxkryma neob6xo0umocmo pazausams NOHAMUS «oPMaA X03UCMEOBAHU> U «POpMa 3eMm~
Aenoav3o8anusy>. OmoeabHo paccmMompena 0coGEHHOCMb HOB0U (OPMbL 3eMAENOAbI0CAHUS 6
CeAbCKOM X03slicmee — azpoxoadunzo6. Boldeaenvl kak noaoxcumeavnvie nocaeocmeus 3moz20
npouecca, max u ompuyameavivie. Q60CHOGAHA HEOOX00UMOCHb 3AKOHOIAMEAbHO20 02PAHUYE-
HUA pazmepos mMaxux cyboexnos xozsaiicmeosanusi. Jlano aemopckoe onpedenenue NOHAMUS
«azpoxoadumne».

Karouesnle caosa: 3emaenonv3oeanue; coOCmMeeHHOCHb HA 3eMAK0; A2POX0A0UHR.

Problem setting. Transformation processes in Ukrainian agriculture have been
taking place since obtaining of its independence. However, they could hardly be clear-
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ly called positive for a number of reasons. The main indicator here is rural population
living standards, which could hardly be called satisfactory under current circum-
stances. An additional indicator may be the state of soil fertility preservation as the
main means of production in agriculture and the nation’s wealth. In the given case the
situation is also far from optimal. It should be emphasized that those two main, from
our point of view, problems are not new and do not reflect all the ways of solving the
current trends in land use formation and business patterns in the countryside. However,
they were particularly distinguished due to a number of circumstances during agrarian
reform implementation. Therefore, the fate of Ukrainian village, and, thus, the nation
in general will largely depend on the extent to which further government steps in this
direction are successful.

Recent research and publications analysis. The past century has revolutionary
changed the attitude of Ukrainian peasants to the land. As V. Yurchyshyn (2007)
notes in this context: "Fate was not always merciful to Ukrainian peasants and with
them — to their ... social and industrial centres — villages and other rural settlements".
According to this author, the main tragedy of Ukrainian peasantry was conditioned
by land ownership loss. "The first such crime-challenge was total land nationaliza-
tion, in the night of that revolution, by which farmers (and other landowners) were
deprived of the right for the most valuable and the most necessary for them — the
land. Comparatively soon the same regime created the next crime-challenge — vio-
lent collectivization, which resulted in peonage in its worst — slave form, that became
a manner of life for all peasants everywhere"” (Yurchyshyn, 2007). After that, the si-
tuation with land ownership rights and business patterns remained unchanged during
the USSR existence. Although certain attempts to revive agricultural enterprises eco-
nomic activity were made in the reformation period, but fundamental situation with
land ownership rights did not change.

The works of many domestic scientists: A. Tretiak (2002), M. Khvesyk (2009),
V. Mesel-Veseliak (2010), M. Fedorov et al. (2012), Ya. Hadzalo and V. Zhuk (2015)
have been dedicated to the problems of land use formation and the analysis of land
reform implementation. This issue is also studied by foreign scientists B. Deen et al.
(2013), J. Menter (2010), A. Schmitz (2010). These scientists explore a wide range of
issues; in particular, considerable attention is paid to the analysis of land reform reg-
ulatory framework and the trends that occurred in the course of its implementation.
Another study object in the recent time were agricultural holdings — new structural
formations in agribusiness. This issue covers not only land use economics, but is
directly related to rural areas social problems and ecology.

However, land use formation trends in some climatic zones, their characteristics,
the level of relationship with settlements network development and efficiency level
require a separate study.

The research objectives are to identify and analyse the trends of land use forma-
tion in terms of enterprises size and land ownership change, along with agricultural
holdings role in the land use system.

Key research findings. Land reform started almost simultaneously with the
obtaining independence by Ukraine. In fact, the date of its beginning can be consi-

2 Translation — as presented by the author of the article.
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dered 1990 when the Verkhovna Rada of Ukraine adopted the resolution "On Land
Reform", which declared all land subject to land reform from March 15, 1991
(Resolution of the Verkhovna Rada of Ukrainian SSR, 18.12.1990). It was declared
that land reform is part of economic reforms carried out in Ukraine on the way to
market transition. Also, that resolution determined that the reform task is land redis-
tribution with simultaneous transfer to private and collective property, as well as to the
use of enterprises, institutions and organizations in order to create conditions for
equal development of different land management forms, mixed economy formation,
rational land use and protection.

Subsequent events require study and understanding from all sides. The main link
is the enterprise itself. At this level major economic processes associated with pro-
duction are carried out, labour reproduction is provided, scientific and technological
progress achievements introduction is ensured. That is, farms are multifunctional
entities that affect not only economic development but also rural community’s social
development. One of the main features of that moment was land property rights sys-
tem transformation during the reform.

Changes that occurred during the land reform are characterized by the dyna-
mics of agricultural crops planting areas structure at agricultural enterprises during
1990—-2013. Some fundamental changes that took place during this period are note-
worthy.

First, the proportion of industrial crops significantly increased. If in 1990 it was
12.2% in Ukraine, in its woodlands zone — 8.6%, in 2013 they were 34.0% and 26.8%
respectively. Significant changes also occurred in the middle of industrial crops group.
The proportion of sugar beet significantly reduced — from 5.3% and 4.1 to 1.1 and
1.5%, respectively, while the proportion of soybean, coleseed, and especially sun-
flower increased (Planted areas and actual harvest of agricultural crops, fruit, berries
and grape plantings in the Ukrainian SSR in 1990, 1991; Harvest of agricultural
crops, fruit, berries and grape plantings in Ukraine in 2000, 2001; Harvest of agricul-
tural crops, fruit, berries and grape plantings in the regions of Ukraine in 2010, 2011;
Harvest of agricultural crops, fruit, berries and grape plantings in the regions of
Ukraine in 2013, 2014).

It should be noted that sunflower is generally unsuitable for woodlands, but dif-
ficult economic conditions make people still grow it. Flax almost disappeared from
fields: if in 1990 its share was 0.6% in Ukraine, in woodlands zone — 2.9%, in 2013 it
had 0.01%, and 0.1%, respectively (Planted areas and actual harvest of agricultural
crops, fruit, berries and grape plantings in the Ukrainian SSR in 1990, 1991; Harvest
of agricultural crops, fruit, berries and grape plantings in the regions of Ukraine in
2013, 2014).

Secondly, the area under cereals group significantly expanded. In Ukraine the
share of cereals increased from 46.6% in 1990 to 60.3% in 2013. In woodlands this
growth was from 42.7% in 1990 to 61.5% in 2013. That is grain crops group in wood-
lands (by the ratio) became bigger than in Ukraine in general. And within this group
significant changes occurred. They are related to very large (the largest in planting
areas structure) increase in grain corn share both in Ukraine and in its woodlands,
from 3.3% and 1.4% to 19.7 and 31.2%, respectively. Multivector trends in winter
grain crops group were established. If in Ukraine this group increased from 28.0% to
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30.5% due to winter barley and wheat, in woodlands, on the contrary, it decreased
from 25.5% to 21.9% due to winter wheat and rye. Spring grain crops increased both
in Ukraine from 18.6 to 29.8% due to grain corn, wheat, and much more in wood-
lands — from 17.2% to 39.6% due to grain corn, wheat, buckwheat (Planted areas and
actual harvest of agricultural crops, fruit, berries and grape plantings in the Ukrainian
SSR in 1990, 1991; Harvest of agricultural crops, fruit, berries and grape plantings in
the regions of Ukraine in 2013, 2014).

Thirdly, a significant reduction in the area under fodder crops should be marked
among fundamental changes. Their rapid manifestation started after 2000, especially
in woodlands. The share of this crops group decreased from 42.9 to 9.1%. Significant
was fodder crops reduction in Ukraine, during the same period it was 32.8% (Planted
areas and actual harvest of agricultural crops, fruit, berries and grape plantings in the
Ukrainian SSR in 1990, 1991; Harvest of agricultural crops, fruit, berries and grape
plantings in Ukraine in 2000, 2001; Harvest of agricultural crops, fruit, berries and
grape plantings in the regions of Ukraine in 2010, 2011; Harvest of agricultural crops,
fruit, berries and grape plantings in the regions of Ukraine in 2013, 2014).

This was largely caused by the decrease in livestock production, but in any case
it should be interpreted as negative in terms of rational land use.

Processes occurring in agriculture are mostly related to land ownership changes.
Their dynamics is our study object (Table 1). Given that in 1990 100% of land
resources were state property, the period of 1995—2013 was taken to analyse changes.
The consideration was carried out in the context of three categories: all land users and
land owners, agricultural enterprises, citizens who were granted land ownership and
use. As a result of privatization land resources redistribution took place by ownership
forms and land users.

It should be noted that during the analyzed period the share of state and collec-
tive ownership land declined, while private property land share increased. Thus, in
2013 lands in state ownership at all enterprises types amounted to 28886 ths ha, that
is 7424.5 ths ha less than in 1995. As for collective ownership lands, in 2013 their area
was only 55.8 ths ha or 0.1% of the total area. In 1995 these lands constituted already
36.6% of the total area. At the same time privately owned lands area increased from
1925.4 to 31400.5 ths ha or by 29475.1 ths ha. Accordingly, their share in general area
increased from 3.2 to 52.0%.

If we consider the situation regarding agricultural enterprises, their total area in
this period decreased from 40198.0 ths to 16912.8 ths ha. At this, state-owned land
area rapidly decreased and collective ownership lands almost completely fell out of
the balance. Though in 1995 their area was equal to 22109.9 ths ha.

Finally, the third group — citizens who were granted land ownership and use. If
in 1995 this group had for 6759.5 ths ha, than in 2013 — 33015.3 ths ha (an increase
by 26255.8 ths ha, or 4.9 times). Regarding ownership forms, first of all it is necessary
to note the significant reduction of public lands, from 4826.2 to 1674.6 ths ha and sig-
nificant growth of privately owned land areas, from 1924.5 to 31334.2 ths ha, or from
28.5% t0 94.9%.

Similar analysis was made for the woodlands zone (Table 2). A feature of this
area is much larger state ownership share in the structure of land users.
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Table 1. Land resources allocation dynamics by ownership types in Ukraine,
1995-2013, ths ha

. 2013 (+,-)
Indicators 1995 2000 2005 2010 2013 1995 | 2010
All land users and land owners categories

Total land area as of 60354.8 | 60354.8 | 60354.8 | 60354.8 | 60354.9 | 0.1 0.1
reporting date
of which by ownership:
state 36310.5|30166.5|29595.6 | 29151.2 | 28886 | -7424.5 | -265.2
% of total area 60.2 50.0 49.0 48.3 47.9 -12.3 -0.4
collective 22118.9| 1079.1 117.1 63.4 55.8 [22063.1| -7.6
% of total area 36.6 1.8 0.2 0.1 0.1 -36.5 0.0
private 1925.4 129109.2 | 30642.1 | 31140.2 | 31400.5 | 29475.1 | 260.3
% of total area 3.2 48.2 50.8 51.6 52.0 48.8 0.4

Agricultural enterprises
Total area of land in use 40198 [29426.4 | 19507.9 [ 17314.9| 16912.8 | 23285.2 | -402.1

of which by ownership:

state (permanent use) 18087.2 | 3449.4 | 1915.3 | 1511.8 | 1438.8 | 16648.4| -73.0
% of total area 45.0 11.7 9.8 8.7 8.5 -36.5 -0.2
collective 22109.9 | 1072.1 110 56.8 49.3 ]22060.6| -7.5

% of total area 55.0 3.6 0.6 0.3 0.3 -54.7 0.0

private 0.9 4 16.8 24.6 23.7 7.8

% of total area 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0

Citizens who were granted lands for ownership and use
Total area of land in use 6759.5 |31517.6 | 32830.3 | 32896.9 | 33015.3 | 26255.8 | 118.4
of which by ownership:

state (permanent use) 4826.2 | 2401.6 | 2192.6 | 1802.2 | 1674.6 | -3151.6 | -127.6
% of total area 71.4 21.2 6.7 5.5 5.1 -66.3 -0.4
collective 8.8 7.0 7.1 6.6 6.5 2.3 -0.1
% of total area 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 -0.1 0.0
private 1924.5 129109.0 | 30630.6 | 31088.1 | 31334.2 | 29409.7 | 246.1
% of total area 28.5 92.4 933 94.5 94.9 66.4 0.4

Source: Calculated by the author according to the State Agency of Ukraine on Land Resources
data (Dynamics and distribution of land resources of Ukraine (as of January 1, 1996), 1996;
Structure, dynamics and distribution of land resources of Ukraine (as of 01.01.2001), 2001;
Structure, dynamics and distribution of land resources of Ukraine (as of 01.01.2006), 2006;
Structure, dynamics and distribution of land resources of Ukraine (as of 01.01.2011), 2011;
Structure, dynamics and distribution of land resources of Ukraine (as of 01.01.2004), 2014).

Its area amounted to 10459.4 ths ha in 1995, and in 2013 — 9357.6 ths ha.
Accordingly, this category share in the total land area was 69.5% and 62.2%, while in
Ukraine 60.2% and 47.9%, respectively. In this climatic zone a miniscule share of col-
lective land ownership is observed, the area of which decreased from 3873.8 to 0.7 ths
ha during the period under study. At the same time private property lands area
increased significantly (from 711.8 ths ha to 5683.8 ths ha). Accordingly, the share of
those lands in the total land area increased from 4.7% to 37.8%.

If we consider ownership change by land user categories, it should be noted that
state-owned land area significantly decreased at agricultural enterprises, as well as the
total land area. The first of those indicators decreased from 4078.4 ths ha to 272.4 ths
ha in 1995 and 2013, respectively. The second figure dropped from 7948.0 ths ha to
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2263.6 ths ha. Again, collective property land area reduced to a minimum and private
ownership land in 2013 occupied a very small share.

Table 2. Land resources allocation dynamics by ownership types
in Ukrainian woodlands, 1995-2013, ths ha

Indicators 1995 2000 2005 2010 2013

2013
1995 [ 2010

All land users and land owners categories

15045.0 | 15043.6 | 14865.6 | 15043.6 | 15043.6 | -1.4 0.0

Total land area as of
reporting date
of which by ownership:

state 10459.4 | 9196.9 | 9189.7 | 9370.2 | 9357.6 | -1101.8 | -12.6
% of total area 69.5 61.1 61.8 62.3 62.2 -7.3 -0.1
collective 3873.8 | 1723 6.3 1.0 0.7 -3873.1| -0.3
% of total area 25.7 1.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 -25.7 0.0
private 711.8 | 5674.4 | 5669.6 | 5672.4 | 5683.8 | 4972.0 | 114
% of total area 4.7 37.7 38.1 37.7 37.8 33.1 0.1

Agricultural enterprises
Total area of land inuse | 7948.0 | 4703.5 | 2688.2 | 2201.4 | 2263.6 | -5684.4 | 62.2

of which by ownership:

state 40784 | 621.3 | 329.1 282.7 | 2724 [-3806.0| -10.3
% of total area 51.3 13.2 12.2 12.8 12.0 -39.3 -0.8
collective 3869.6 | 172.0 5.9 0.9 0.5 -3869.1| -04
% of total area 48.7 37 0.2 0.0 0.0 -48.7 0.0

private 0 3910.2 0.0 0.0 0.6 0.6 0.6

% of total area 0.0 83.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Citizens who were granted lands for ownership and use
Total area of land in use | 2000.5 | 3147.1 | 4631.2 | 4753.1 | 5992.4 | 3991.9 | 1239.3

of which by ownership:

state (permanent use) 1284.5 | 408.2 371.2 331.6 318.2 | -966.3 | -13.4
% of total area 64.2 13.0 8.0 7.0 5.3 -58.9 -1.7
collective 4.2 0.3 0.3 0.1 0.2 -4.0 -0.1
% of total area 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 -0.2 0.0
private 711.8 | 2738.6 | 4259.7 | 4421.4 | 5674.0 | 4962.2 | 1252.6
% of total area 35.6 87.0 92.0 93.0 94.7 59.1 1.7

Source: Calculated by the author according to the State Agency of Ukraine on Land Resources
data (Dynamics and distribution of land resources of Ukraine (as of January 1, 1996), 1996;
Structure, dynamics and distribution of land resources of Ukraine (as of 01.01.2001), 2001;
Structure, dynamics and distribution of land resources of Ukraine (as of 01.01.2006), 2006;
Structure, dynamics and distribution of land resources of Ukraine (as of 01.01.2011), 2011;
Structure, dynamics and distribution of land resources of Ukraine (as of 01.01.2004), 2014).

In turn, citizens land area increased from 2000.5 ths ha to 5992.4 ths ha during
this period or by 3991.9 ths ha, and state ownership land area decreased from 1284.5
ths ha to 318 2 ths ha (its share in the total area decreased from 64.2% to 5.3% respec-
tively). At the same time privately owned land areas increased from 711.8 to 5674.0
ths ha and their share — from 35.6% to 94.7%.

Thus, the overall trend, formed both in Ukraine and in its woodlands zone, is the
significant reduction of state-owned lands, almost complete absence of collective
land ownership and significant increase of privately owned land areas. Transfer of vast
agricultural land areas into private ownership by state became a prerequisite for mar-
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ket land relations formation. Redistribution of agricultural lands by categories of land
users took place in favour of citizens who were granted land for ownership and use.

During the research we found the need to distinguish the concepts of "business
pattern” and "land use form". The first of these categories applies to the forms of agri-
cultural production organization. In Ukraine today a dual organizational structure of
agriculture has been formed, which distinguishes two types of producers: corporate
(agricultural enterprises) and individual (farms and households) (Borodina et al.,
2012). Regarding the form of land use, it is currently largely determined by land own-
ership and the way it is used. All producers can be divided into two big groups by own-
ership: the first one includes those who manage production on their own land, and
the second — on leased land. By the way of use we can distinguish those who cultivate
land by their own labour and those who use hired labour.

One of the challenges to the land reform was the emergence of structural associ-
ations, which entrenched the term "agricultural holdings". The official definition of
such organizational business form does not exist, but they are usually referred to com-
panies, which consolidately use large leased farmland arcas and legal address of their
head office is geographically remote from direct business activities location. The
emergence of such structures has generated considerable discussion regarding their
role and place in rural area economic and social development.

For deeper understanding of uncontrolled agricultural sector agroholdingization
consequences let us find out the essence of "agricultural holding" concept having sys-
temized its basic definitions. Note, that in domestic and foreign literature there are
about 20 interpretations of this term. Here are some of them.

Y.M. Hadzalo and V.M. Zhuk (2015) understand agroholdingization phenome-
non as the growing share of large land, vertically integrated structures in agricultural
economics and their impact on agricultural policy and drawing negative methods and
tools of their economic medium and small enterprises. The authors emphasize that
Ukraine’s agroholdingization growth has been lobbied for a long time. Serious
dynamics of production, exports and foreign currency inflow increase, large-scale
attraction of investment from global stock markets and so on brought domestic agri-
cultural sector to the first positions not only in the economy of Ukraine, but also at
the world agromarket. Such a success has been and still is so important to country’s
politicians that solving agroholdingization problems has been delayed for years.

A. Yerankin (2009) understands agricultural holdings as a generalized concept
that characterizes a fundamentally new type of agricultural production, which is dis-
tinguished by the maximum use of capitalist type production or transfers such expe-
rience from other economy sectors into agribusiness, and is based on business capi-
talization, investment attracting and getting the maximum possible niche at the mar-
ket.

V. Andriichuk (2007) considers agricultural holdings as the result of capitaliza-
tion and economic concentration, and regards management performed by the main
large company and loss of legal entity status by all other included enterprises followed
by their transformation into structural units as their special feature. S. Demianenko
and A. Kuznietsova (2008) reveal the essence of agricultural holdings through a spe-
cific form of share capital ownership, whereby a parent company, owning a control-
ling interest in other enterprises, manages and controls their activities and thus com-
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bines them into a single organizational structure with appropriate objectives and mis-
sion.

As V. H. Andriichuk (2009) notes, large corporations with highly concentrated
manufacturing are capable of faster development on the innovative basis, providing
high efficiency activities. In his opinion, this statement does not diminish small and
medium-sized businesses role and importance, but it warns: it is dangerous to overes-
timate its contribution to current and especially future economic development and
thus underestimate large economically powerful corporations on-going development
that reflect production concentration process and are often the determining factor in
achieving competitiveness by states at both domestic and foreign markets.

The above circumstances gave the author the reason for two conclusions: first —
in the nearest future the share of agricultural lands controlled by various big compa-
nies may rise significantly; second — the attempts of big capital from other economic
sectors to expand to agribusiness certifies that now not simply attempts to provide raw
materials, get preferences, acquiring agricultural commodity producer status reduces
transaction costs etc., and this becomes the dominant motive for capital infusion as
well as becoming the owner of now leased land after lifting the moratorium on agri-
cultural land sale (Andriichuk, 2009).

Agricultural holdings have recently revealed an impressive growth dynamics.
According to P.I. Haidutskyi (2010) in 2010 we already had 300 large agricultural
holdings with the area of over 10 ths ha including about 30 very large agricultural
holdings with the area of over 50 ths ha; there are those which have 300—350 ths ha
of land. In Russia there are several agricultural holdings having 600—650 ths ha of
land, same as in Ukraine and Kazakhstan. Furthermore, in Ukraine 43% of land
shares is actually leased by agricultural holdings, 5 years ago it was only 23%, i.e. they
have doubled their shares during this time. Such gigantomania and rapid growth logi-
cally provoke a very serious discussion in the society and it is very polar — from
extreme admiration to anxious and serious warnings, especially form agrarians
(Haidutskyi, 2010).

I.E Tomych (2010) also gives data that the average size of agricultural holdings
in the 2000s was 10—15 ths ha, today (2010) — despite they begin to build their struc-
tures through subsidiaries, their average size is more than 100 ths ha, and some are
close to 0.5 min ha.

According to Ya.M. Hadzalo and V.M. Zhuk (2015) in 2013 in Ukraine there
were 156 agricultural holdings with the average size of 55546.8 ha.

In our view, the term "agricultural holding" should be interpreted as follows: an
entity created for agricultural production, which directly or through other structures
and related entities uses land with the total area of at least 15000 ha in two or more
administrative districts.

Conclusions and development prospects. Summarizing the above material several
important points could be emphasized. Firstly, land use formation mechanism, which
was introduced within the last two decades, did not provide a comprehensive solution
for the problems in agricultural production and rural areas in general. Secondly, the
structures size with regard to "agricultural holdings", should be restricted by law.
Government policy regarding agricultural holdings should include the following ele-
ments:
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- to adopt the Law "On Agricultural Holdings in Ukraine";

- to establish profit tax, rural areas social development contributions to be
transferred to local budgets;

- toallocate the priority right to local residents of a given administrative area for
employment in agricultural holding structure, with the mandatory fixing of that indi-
cator at the rate of at least 75%;

- to ensure directing at least 30% of income for livestock industry development
within agricultural holdings, with the obligatory raising this industry share to the level
of at least 25% within the marketed products during 5 years;

- to introduce financial penalties for violations of scientifically based farming
system, streamlining the fees to local budgets;

- to reduce the amount of taxable profit by the amount spent by agricultural
holding on rural social sphere support.

Thirdly, a simplified system for small agricultural producers performance is ne-
cessary in terms of not only land rights implementation but the whole mechanism of
production and sales functioning.
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