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OEPXXABA B CYYACHI/N EKOHOMIUI: IHCTUTYLIMHUIA AHANI3

Boroni6 T.M.

Mema cmammi nonsizae y eusHa4yeHHi posni 0epxasu 8 CydacHil eKOHOMIUj, rMpoeedeHHi IHCmumyyitiHo20 aHanidy npouecy
mpaHcghopmayii 8iIOHOCUH y HayioHarbHIil eKOHOMIUi YKpaiHu, 0ocridxeHHi cknadHoi 83aemMoldii Mix iHCmumymamu ma 3MiHamu y
iHCmumyuitiHomy cepedosuuyi.

Mpedmemom docnidxeHHs1 € meopemuyHi ma fNpakmuYHi numMakHs1 posi depxxasu 8 cydacHili EKOHOMIUI.

Memodu OdocnidxeHHs1. Y cmammi 3acmocoeaHo CyKyrnHicmb Haykosux memodie i nidxodis, y momy yucni cucmemHud,
cmpyKkmypHud, nopieHANbHUU, hakmopHul memodu, wo A038071UM0 peanidysamu KOHUernmyarsnbHy €OHICMb OOCTIOXEeHHS.

Pe3ynbmamu docnidxeHHs1. [TposedeHo aHaniz poni Oepxasu y cyyacHili ekoHomiui, sikuli rnokasas, wo Oepxasea pezyrnoe
dianbHicmb MoHomonil, supobHuymea, po3nodin cycninbHux bnae, ane yyacmb Oepxxasu 8 eKOHOMIUi He 8HOCUMb SIKICHUX 3MiH Y
MexaHi3am hbyHKUIOHy8aHHSI PUHKOBOI €KOHOMIKU, a nuwe nidsuwye piseHb egekmusHocmi ii disnbHocmi. [HecmumyuitiHe
cepedosuuie Mae y QyHKUiOHy8aHHI ma po3eumKy eKOHOMIKU 8e/lu4e3He 3HaqyeHHs, HeOoouiHKa siko2o ghyHOameHmarbHO 36i0HHE
E€KOHOMIYHUU aHarni3, y moMy 4Yucili, poO3yMiHHS posni 0epxasu 8 CyqacHil eKOHOMIUi. 3 moyYku 30py iHcmumyuitiHo2o nioxody, Ons
¢pyHOaMeHmarnbHo20 PO3yMiHHS cymHocmi ma ¢byHKUil depxasu 8 eKOHOMIUi mompibHe 2nuboke yceiOOMIEHHS 8CiX 8U3HaYEHUX
acriekmie miei  poni, 5Ky eidiegpae iHcmumyuiliHe cepedosuwie y PUHKO8I €KOHOMIui. Pa3om 3 mum, mpaKmyeaHHs
IHecmumyuioHanbHo20 cepedosulya K CKnadHO-CMPyKMypoeaHoi eOHOCmi ¢hopmaribHUX i HeghopMaribHUX IHCMUMymie ax Hisik He
nepedbayae 8idcymHocmi epaxysaHHsi 8idMiHHocmel MiX yumu 08oMa OCHOBHUMU murnamu HOpM. YKpaiHcbka Oepxaea 3a 24 poku
3ae2asioM He eriopasiacsi 3 BUKOHaHHSIM C80iX iHcmumyuyitiHux goyHKYilt. BusHadvanbHa npobrnema ykpaiHcbKoi OepxasHocmi rossieae 8
momy, wo cama Oepxasa 8 0cobi YUHOBHUKIB, ax Hisk He baxae rnidnopsadkosysamucsi mum rpasusiam 2pu, siKi 60Ha Hag’a3ye iHWUM
e2pasysim — nidnpuemcmeam, opeaHizauism ma doMmoeocrnodapcmeam.

lany3b 3acmocyeaHHs1 pe3ysibmamie. OpaaHu 0epxasHoi 8niadu, iHcmumymu 0epxasu, cyb’ekmu HayioHarnbHOI €KOHOMIKU.

BucHoeku. [inis nepexody yKpaiHCbKO20 CyCrifio.cmea Ha WX iIHMEeHCUBHO20 MEeXHO02iY4HO20, CouiaribHO20 ma eKOHOMIYHO20
pO38UMKY, CMpYKmMypHUX pegopM ma rnepemeopeHb, a He OernpecusHozo, abo X, y Halkpawomy eunadky eKCmeHCU8HO20
3pocmaHHsi, HeobxiOHe He nuwe npasose 3abesrnedeHHsI 0epxagor CMEOPEHHST ma MiOMPUMKU eghekmueHuUX npaesusn 2pu, ane U
padukarnbHa 3MiHa cycninbHoi ideonoeil, sika 6 eusHadYana 6 couyianbHy HecrnpulHamugicms MmiHbo8ux eudig OisnbHocmi i
3aoxoydysania 6 YecHy i meopuy npauyto. Bci amiHU moxnusei nuwe 6 pasi makoi peghopmu cucmemu depxxagHoi enadu, 3a siKol
niésuwumbcsi cmyniHb 83aeMo0ii He3anexHocmi mpbox 2ifoK enadu | Hal2onoeHiwe — pieeHb 8i0rnosidarbHOCMI 8UKOHaBYUX
opaaHig neped npedcmasHUUbLKUMU ma HacesleHHsIM KpaiHu 3a2asiom.

lMepcnekmueoro nodanbuwiux OocrioxeHb € O0CiOXeHHs poni depxasu y npo8edeHHi CMPYKMypHUX pegopM 6U3Ha4YeHUX
cmpameeieto « YkpaiHa 2020».

Knro4doei cnoea: cyyacHa eKOHOMIiKa, PpUHKOBa €KOHOMIKa, mpaHcghopmauiltiHi - npouecu, HauioHarbHa EeKOHOMIKa,
iHcmumyuioHanbHUl aHaris, iHcmumyuioHarnbHe cepedosuuie, EKOHOMIYHUU PO38UMOK.

FOCYOAPCTBO B COBPEMEHHON 3KOHOMUKE: UHCTUTYLUMUOHATbHbIW AHANN3

Boronu6 T.M.

Lenb cmambu cocmoum e onpedernieHuU posnu 2ocydapcmea 8 co8peMeHHOU 3KOHOMUKe, nposedeHuuU UHCMUmMYyyUOHansHO20
aHanu3a rnpouecca mpaHcgopMauyuu OMHOWEHUU 8 HayUOHarbHOU 3KOHOMUKe YKpauHbl, uccriedoeaHuu  CrI0XHO20
83aumodelicmeusi Mex0y UHCmumymamu U USMEHEeHUsIMU 8 UHCmumyUyuoHansbHou cpede.

Mpedmemom uccnedosaHusi AensOMCA mMeopemuyeckue U rpakmuyeckue 60rpochbl ponu 2ocydapcmea 8 COo8peMeHHOU
3KOHOMUKe.

Memodbi uccnedoeaHusi. B cmambe npumeHeHa COBOKYMHOCMb HayuYHbIX Memodoe U rooxodos, 8 MOM 4Yuc/ie CUCMeMHbIU,
CMPYKMYyPHbIU, CpasHUMEbHBbIU, (hakmopHbIt MemoOdhbl, Ymo Mo360/UIIO pearnu308amb KOHUEmyarsHoe eOUHCME0 ucciedo8aHUus.

Pesynbmambi uccnedoeaHusi. [lpogedeH aHanu3 ponu 2ocydapcmea 8 COBPEMEHHOU 3KOHOMUKEe, KOmopbIl roKasarsn, 4Ymo
eocydapcmeo peayrniupyem OesimeribHOCMb MOHOMoul, rnpoussodcmea, pacrnpedeneHue obuwiecmeeHHbix bnaz, HO ydacmue
eocydapcmea 8 SKOHOMUKE He 8HOCUIM Ka4eCMBEHHbIX U3MEHEHUU 8 MexaHU3M (DYHKUUOHUPOBAHUST PbIHOYHOU 3KOHOMUKU, & MOJIbKO
rosbiwaem yposeHb 3ghchekmusHocmu ee OesimesibHOCMU. MHcmumyuyuoHanbHasi cpeda uMeem 8 (byHKUUOHUpO8aHUU U passumuu
3KOHOMUKU 6oribuioe 3HavyeHue, HedooueHKka Komopoz2o ¢hyHOameHmarnbHO Oeraem y602UM 3KOHOMUYECKUU aHarnu3, 8 moM yucre,
MOHUMaHue poriu 2ocydapcmea 8 CO8PeMeHHOU 3KOHOMUKe. C MOYKU 3peHUSsT UHCMUmMYyUUOHabHo20 nodxoda, Orisi hyHOaMeHmarlbHo20
MOHUMaHUSs CywHOCMU U ¢byHKUUU eocydapcmea 8 9KOHOMUKe Heobxo0uMo 2r1yboKoe NoHUMaHUe 8cex orpederieHHbIX acreKkmos mou
pOrIU, KOMopYyro Ugpaem UHCMUMYUUOHarnbHasi cpeda 8 pbIHOYHOL SKOHOMUKe. BMecme ¢ mem, mpakmoska UHCmumyuyuoHasnsHol cpedb!
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KaK CIIOXHO20 CMpyKmypupog8aHHO20 COeOUHEHUsI ¢hopMaribHbIX U HEGgOpMasbHbIX UHCMUMYymoe Hukak He npedycmMampusaem
omcymemeusi ydema omnuyuti Mexoy samumu 08YMsi OCHOBHbIMU muramu HOPM. YKpauHckoe 2ocydapcmeo 24 2oda, 8 obuwem, He
Crpasusiocb C BbIMOMIHEHUEM C80UX UHCMUMYUUOHarbHbIX ¢hyHkuyul. Onpedenstowas npobriema yKpauHcKol eocydapcmeeHHocmu
cocmoum 8 momM, Ymo caMo 20CydapCmeo 8 Jluye YUHOBHUKO8, HUKaK He Xesnaem noOYUHSMbLCS meM rpasuiaMm uepbl, KOmopble OHO
Haesisbigaem Opyaum uspokam — npednpusimusiM, opaaHu3ayusm u domoxossticmeam.

Ompacnb npumeHeHusi pe3ynbmamos. OpeaHbl e2ocydapcmeeHHoOU enacmu, uHcmumymbl 2ocydapcmea, CybbeKkmbl
HauuoHarbHOU 3KOHOMUKU.

Bbieodbl. [Jnsi nepexoda ykpauHckoeo obujecmea Ha Mymb UHMEHCUBHOZ0 MEXHOI02UYECKO20, COUUanbHO20 U 3KOHOMUYECKO20
passumusi, cmpyKmypHbIx pegopMm U rpeobpasosaHull, a He OenpeccusHO20, UMU e, 8 ITyduWeM Crlydae SKCMEHCUBHO20 pocma,
Heobxo0uMO He MOJIbKO rpagosoe obecrieyeHue 20Ccy0apcmeoM co30aHuUsi U Mod0ep KU 3gh¢heKmuBHbIX Npasusl ugpbl, HO U padukaribHoe
usmMeHeHue obuwecmeeHHo20 udeosioauu, komopasi bkl onpederisina bbl coyuanbHOe He8OCPUSIMUE meHesbix 8Udo8 desimerlbHoCmu U
rnoowpsina 6bl YecmHbIli U meopyeckull mpyd. Bce u3MeHeHuUss 803MOXHbI MOMbKO 8 Crydae makol peghopMbl CUCmEMb!
eocydapcmeeHHol enacmu, 6razodapsi Komopoli oebICUMCs1 cmereHb 83aumodelicmaus He3agUCUMOCMU MpPexX 8€MOK eiacmu U camoe
2r1agHoe — ypo8eHb OIMBEMCMBEHHOCMU UCMONMHUMESIbHbIX Op2aHo8 neped npedcmasumeribCKUMU U HacerieHUeM cmpaHbl 8 0OWem.

lMepcnekmueol OdanbHeliwux uccnedosaHull siensemcsi uccredogaHue ponu eocydapcmea 8 posedeHuUU CMpPYKMYypPHbIX
peghopm orpedernieHHbIx cmpameauel « YkpauHa 2020».

Knrodeebie crnoea: cospeMeHHasi 3KOHOMUKA, PbIHOYHasi 3KOHOMUKA, MPaHCEOPMaUyUOHHbIE [POUECChl, HauyuoHasbHas
SKOHOMUKA, UHCMUMYUUOHasbHbIU aHanu3, UHCmumyyuoHaabHas cpeda, 3KOHOMUYeckoe pasgumue.

STATE IN MODERN ECONOMY: INSTITUTIONAL ANALYSIS

Bogolib T.M.

Aim of the Article is to define the role of the state in modern economy, conduct institutional analysis of transformation of relations
in the national economy of Ukraine, study complex interaction between the institutes and changes in the institutional environment.

Subject of research covers theoretical and practical issues of the state role in the modern economy.

Methods of research. The author applies system of methods and approaches including systemic, structural and factorial methods
contributing to the conceptual integrity of research.

Results of research. The author analyzes the role of the state in modem economy and comes to a conclusion that the state regulates
activities of monopolies, production, distribution of public benefits, but participation of the state in the economy does not introduce qualitative
changes into the mechanism of market economy functioning, it simply increases the effectiveness of its activities. Institutional environment is
of great importance for the functioning and development of economy, and its underestimation fundamentally weakens economic analysis, as
well as concept of the state in modern economy. From the point of view of institutional approach, fundamental comprehension of essence
and functions of the state in the economy requires deep understanding of role played by the institutional environment in market economy.
Simultaneously, interpretation of institutional environment as complex-structured integrity of formal and informal institutions does not
presuppose levelling of differences between the two types of standards. Ukrainian state was not successful in performing its main functions
within 24 years. And the main problem of the Ukrainian state is its unwillingness to comply with the rules of the game which it predetermines
for the other players, such as enterprises, organizations and households.

Application of results: state authorities, state institutions and the subjects of national economy.

Conclusions. Transfer of Ukrainian society to the way of intensive technological, social and economic development, structural
reforms and transformations, but not depressive or extensive growth, requires not only legal support by the state of effective rules of
the game, but also drastic change of the societal ideology which would develop social intolerance to the shadow economy and
encourage honest and creative work. All the changes are possible only in case of implementing reform of the system of state
authorities which is capable of increasing cooperation between the three independent power branches and level of responsibility of
executive bodies before the representative bodies and the population in general.

Perspective of further researches is analysis of role of the state in the implementation of structural reforms in compliance with the
strategy “Ukraine 2010”.

Key words: modern economy, market economy, transformation processes, national economy, institutional analysis, institutional
environment, economic development.

Relevance of the problem. Throughout the years of Ukrainian independence, one of the most important and sensitive topics of
social discussion has been the discussion of priorities in the economic development. In this article we present an institutional analysis of
the process in which the relations in the national economy of Ukraine have transformed.

Main text of the article. The process of social transformation in Ukraine was initiated by the state, and it is the changes in the
state and state sector that have defined the scale and directions of macroeconomic transformations in the society and economy, which
finally resulted in the formation of the modern mixed economy. As evidenced by the Ukrainian experience, macroeconomic measures
do not have a direct and immediate effect on the economy contemplated by the orthodox economic paradigm. The standard set of
measures recommended for a transition to a market economy, “liberalization, privatization, and financial stabilization”, which was tried
out in several variations, has led to significantly different results in different post-socialist countries. We will try to determine the role
played in Ukraine’s case by the initiator of market transformation, e. i. by the state.

In the beginning of transformation, it was the state machine and the government that gave a start to systemic changes and became
the central destabilizing factor of the transitory economy. Using the methodological approach of the institutional theory, we can examine
the significant transformations of the state itself, and therefore of the whole institutional environment as a special type of control of the
social development process.

The complexity of this task is based in the fact that today it is not possible to examine the currently existing state as a holistic
phenomenon, which could contain a stable existence of goals, priorities, and mechanisms, consistent conduct of the appropriate policy,
etc. The Ukrainian state, despite its twenty years long existence, is an unstable collection of formal an informal institutes with a rather
short period of existence, which experience strong influence from various factors, and many of them are present in a concealed form.
Such state institutes are quite numerous; in the most general way, however, they can be divided into the following groups:

1) Institutes inherited from the centrally planned economy; system of labor relations, state enterprises, pension system, social
protection system, etc.;

2) Market institutes: private property, competitive commodity, financial, and stock markets, etc.;

3) Mixed type quasi-market institutes with prevalence of the state: direct subsidies to companies and sectors, municipal and public
utilities sector, higher education and public health systems, government contracts and state procurement, etc.;

4) Mixed type quasi-market institutes with prevalence of the market: “virtual” land market, oligopolistic and monopolistic markets,
price regulation system, etc.;
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5) Opposing institutes (predominantly informal), resembling the processes of the economic agents’ adaptation to unfavorable
institutional changes: corruption, barter, tax evasion mechanisms, shadow economy, organized crime, etc.

The complex system of interactions between these institutes is the “unknown” component in the economic equation, which has an
impact not only on the adoption of certain decisions at the level of state as a whole, but also on the strategies and actions of various
market participants in regard of the changes in the institutional environment.

Therefore, the modern post-soviet state displays the features of two systems, which, in theory, are incompatible. And while the
rapid destruction of the centralized institutional system happened in a rather short period, the formation process of the new system is
prolonged and complex. The interaction of traditional institutes with new ones displays a broad spectrum of possible results, from
disappearance of the traditional institute, replacement of the previously existing relations with a new type, adaptation, and assimilation
to a complete rejection of the newly introduced institute. The difficulties for establishment of new interaction types are aggravated by the
fact that the formation of standards and rules of the new mixed economy largely happens spontaneously, without any clear
understanding of the goals and tasks for the reshaping of economic and social environment, in the circumstances of intensified
destructive processes in the economy and society.

The dual nature of the state (as the main producer of the institutional environment and one of the active participants of market interactions)
gains especially conflicting forms in the period of systemic transformation, which leads to contradictions in objectives and policies. The search
for and division of economic rent, as well as various forms of conflict behavior typical for both state and corporate sectors, become the external
manifestations of the deformed, from the perspective of a long-term society development, institutional structure.

The general logic of such division of research is as follows: starting with the review of possibilities of the institutional approach in
the understanding of goals and function of the state in the circumstances of transformation, we proceed to an overview of the role of the
state in preparation and implementation of reforms, and to investigation of the central mechanisms of the state’s activity in a mixed
economy. The analysis that has been carried out makes it possible to conclude that the increased role of the state in the creation of
institutional prerequisites for the development of a mixed economy is capable of creating fundamental grounds for economic
development and prospering of Ukraine in the 21 century.

The institutional approach in analyzing the role of the state, as well as the roles of other economic entities, has significant
differences from the neoclassical approach. According to the neoclassical theory, the intervention of the state, and, therefore, the
analysis of its actions, is only needed in cases of market “failure”, when the market fails to ensure efficient distribution of resources in
the interests of the society. Typically, four cases of such “failure” are distinguished: monopoly, externalities (outside factors), public
commodities, and asymmetric information.

In all of these cases, the intervention of the state in the form of regulating the activity of monopolies, elimination of external effects,
production and distribution of public commodities, and ensuring equal distribution of information between parties, makes it possible for
Pareto optimality to increase. Therefore, it follows from the neoclassical theory that the difference made by the presence of the state in
a market economy is limited to the efficiency of resource distribution, and thus different distribution of wealth between the economic
entities, without any fundamental differences in their interaction. To put it differently, the state’s involvement in the economy does not
make any qualitative changes to the operating mechanism of the market economy, but merely improves its efficiency.

A principal difference between the institutional approach and the neoclassical one is that the modern market economy (or, more precisely,
mixed economy) cannot exist without the state performing several special functions. The point here is that the normal functioning of the mixed
economy is based on existence of, and compliance with, certain social “rules of the game” (the emphasis on which makes the institutional
approach distinct from that of other theoretical schools) [1]. Such rules, or the institutional environment, create the boundaries within which the
economic agents interact with each other. It is the state that creates, maintains, and enforces compliance with the majority of such rules by
means of formal institutes enforced by regulations governing the activity of individuals, legal entities, and the state itself, as well as informal
institutes, such as customs, traditions, behavioral stereotypes, value paradigms, etc.

The institutional environment has an enormous meaning for the functioning and development of the economy, and underestimating
it fundamentally impoverishes the economic analysis, in particular the understanding of the role of the state in modern mixed economy.
The following aspects of this role can be distinguished:

1) Reduction of uncertainty. Having a system of unified standards, rules, and requirements for all economic entities without
exception and a stable structure of interaction between the entities simplifies the coordination between them and significantly narrows
down the range of entities’ actions, thus reducing the level of uncertainty in the system as a whole.

2) Incentive regulation. Depending on the nature of the regulations, economic entities are stimulated to either efficiently or
inefficiently use the resources, search for rent, and/or participate in extralegal activities.

3) Function of division. The existence of institutes inevitably means that different groups of economic entities will have certain
rights and face some restrictions. Typically, extending the rights of certain entities is impossible without narrowing the rights of the
others; therefore, each institutional environment has a corresponding division of political and economic power between the participants
of economic relations.

4) Choice limitation. The neoclassical theory accounts for only two types of limits for the choices of economic agents: budgetary
(incomes and prices) and natural (resources). A distinctive feature of the institutional approach is the inclusion of the third, institutional
type of limits, represented by formal and informal institutes.

5) Formation of preferences. As the institutional environment affects the structure of incentives, rationality level, and level of
respect for interests, it can be said to affect both the nature of the agents’ preferences and the level of dependence of such preferences
on restrictions.

6) Influence on the rationality of behavior. Unlike the neoclassical theory, the institutional approach does not view the agents’
behavior as absolutely rational (e. i. aimed at the optimization of the target function). Depending on the institutional environment, the
behavior of agents in different spheres of economic activity may vary from fully rational to “usual” or “traditional”.

7) Influence on the level of adherence to one’s own interests. Depending on the effectiveness of legal sanctions and type of
informal rules, the behavior of agents may vary between opportunism to a complete exclusion of exercising their own interests [2].

From the standpoint of the institutional approach, fundamental understanding of the nature and functions of the state in economy
requires deep realization of all abovementioned aspects of the role played by the institutional environment in the mixed economy. But
although this approach treats the institutional environment as a complexly structured unity of formal and informal institutes, it does not
mean at all that one should not take into account the differences between these two main types of norms.

The difference between the formal and informal rules of the game consists in the following: first, formal institutes are willfully created and
introduced by the state, while the informal ones generally emerge spontaneously through evolutionary selection. Second, formal institutes are
backed by the legal and administrative guarantees of the state, while informal ones do not have a legal form of protection (moral, ethics,
psychological stereotypes, and way of life). In other words, the compliance with the formal rules of the game is achieved by legal sanctions,
while the compliance with the informal rules is achieved by social means. Third, the establishment of formal institutes is a cost-intensive activity
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connected with specific costs, which may be comparable with the future savings on transactional costs; informal institutes, on the other hand,
are perceived as emerging at no cost. Fourth, informal institutes are continuously and flexibly adjust to the fast-changing social environment,
and thus possess the property of “continuity”, while the formal ones change relatively seldom, with rapid and significant changes happening
only after a critical mass of inconsistencies in the functioning of such institutes accumulates to the level where they threaten the achievement of
socially important goals, and thus are “discrete”. Fifth, the informal rules always occupy the space left unclaimed by the formal institutes,
although they may emerge as substitutions.

The formal and informal institutes are in continuous complex interaction. The paper by A. E. Shastytko, analyzing the works of the
new institutionalist school, distinguishes six main forms of interrelations between the formal and informal institutes:

1) informal rules may have the form of expansion, extension, and addition to the formal ones;

2) informal rules are the source for the formation and change of the formal ones;

3) informal rules, which are the implicit boundary of the social life, determine the set of available alternatives in the form of a set of
formal rules;

4) informal rules may serve as a replacement for the formal ones;

5) informal rules may contradict the formal ones; and

6) the specific features of their interaction are related to the distribution of resources under the informal rules in effect and the
existence of an “asymmetric distribution of force in the conflict around the adoption of formal rules” [3].

Extending the terminology of modern economics to the subject matter of institutional economy, one should admit that formal and
informal institutes may relate to each other as substitutes, complements, or independent rules; besides, in any of the of the above
combinations they may be present only partially. In other words, the formal and informal rules are not absolute substitutes.

At the same time, a distinction should be made between the properties and the mechanism of interaction between the formal and
informal rules. Speaking of substitution or complementarity, we are speaking of their properties. Looking into the way of their interaction
in a single-time use, we are speaking about the mechanism. In our opinion, the following types can be distinguished from the standpoint
of the logic of interaction:

Contradiction up to the extreme case of mutual exclusiveness;

Division of the spheres of influence (complementarity effect);

Mutual reinforcement (synergetic effect);

Mutual weakening (attenuation effect); and

. Neutral relation (indifference effect).

he above types of interactions exist within the formal and informal rules as well, which means that different formal and informal
rules may as well substitute, complement, or be independent from each other.

In the institutional framework, the state can be defined as a special type of organization, fundamentally different from all other
organizations functioning in an economic system, because:

1) The state possesses power, or political will;

2) In order to enforce its political will, the state creates enforcement institutes with the nature and mechanism of operation
substantially different from those existing in the market environment;

3) The state is a mechanism for achievement of social ends, and, at the same time, it is represented by a bureaucratic machine,
which is a group of civil servants making decisions on behalf of the society. This creates a dichotomy: any other economic agent
pursues its own goals, while a civil servant’s choice is a fusion of social, group, and personal goals in a way that ensures maximum
prosperity within the restrictions of his or her activity.

4) While an economic agent makes its decisions based on expected value (although facing the problems of irrational choice,
asymmetric information, commodity valuation, etc., as well), the system of priorities and expectations of a person making decisions on
behalf of the state is shaped artificially.

5) The decisions adopted by the state are of general nature, concern a group or all entities at the same time (including the state
itself), and remain in effect for a long period of time. They involve much larger costs and results for the society as a whole, and
therefore require the potential risks to be calculated and eliminated as thoroughly as possible. For example, the procedure of drafting,
approval, adoption, and implementation of a law require time as well as financial, economic, and material costs. The consequences of a
flawed law are lasting and cause colossal social losses during a vast period of time. This is one of the reasons why many laws currently
effective in Ukraine were adopted as early as in the Soviet period.

6) The state’s responsibility for its decisions is much less personified, as its decisions are made collectively, and thus entail
collective liability. The phenomenon of collective liability causes mutual cover-up on one hand and collective lack of responsibility on the
other hand.

These properties of a state make it possible to define it as a collection of non-market decision making institutes. However, there is another
aspect to this, which is just as important: according to D. North, modern institutional theory treats institutes as the “rules of the game”, and
organizations as “players” [4]. The state’s unique feature as an organization lies in the fact that it does not only have to follow the rules of the
game just as the other organizations (such as companies and households), but, unlike them, directly shapes these rules (or, to be more
precise, the formal part of the rules, which, in its turn, determines the sphere of influence of the informal ones).

The most important of these rules are the rules related to specification and protection of ownership rights in the society. The
importance of these rules from the institutional theory standpoint is so high, that, in the framework of this theory, their creation is
associated with the genesis of the state and market mechanism.

In order to clarify this statement, let us refer to the fundamental meaning of market as a term: “A market is, first of all, a place
where sellers and buyers meet; they perform exchange at the price they managed to negotiate. This involves voluntary alienation of
property. Therefore, market is mutual transfer of ownership rights” [5]. Thus the functioning of economy as a whole can be represented
as a continuous process of voluntary and compulsory exchange of ownership rights. Such exchange cannot happen if the ownership
rights are not specified and protected. The ownership rights, which determine the economic agents’ possession of commodities, are a
prerequisite for the operation of economy in its entirety. For this reason, any exchange of ownership rights “...allows for the presence of
a guarantor of a certain kind, a person, group of persons, or social institute, which would act as an entity stipulating, recognizing, and
protecting the redistribution of ownership rights between the parties” [6]. The position of such guarantor can in part be held by economic
entities other than the state, however, this solution for the problem of specification and protection of the ownership rights is not efficient,
as it diverts a part of resources away from the economic activity. Besides, separate agents have no incentives to solve these problems
by themselves, because the benefits of such activity may be significantly lower than the costs.

All this creates an objective need for a certain “external force” in relation to the other economic agents — the state — to act as the guarantor
of ownership rights. According to D. North, the genesis of the state should be interpreted as the consequence of the following exchange: the
market economy participants entitle the state to exert force (e. i. to limit the types and scale of their operations) to ensure successful
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specification and protection of ownership rights, while they are ready to pay for the state’s activity in the form of taxes. Thus “the nature of the
state is determined by the ownership relationships emerging between the citizens and the state apparatus”. In other words, “...the state is a
special version of ownership relations, which emerge when the citizens entrust it with some rights to control their activity...” [14].

The fully specified ownership right includes a number of rights: possession, use, disposal, management, title to profits, title to the
capital value of the commodity, rights for safety, transfer of the commodity, perpetuity, ban of harmful use, and responsibility. During the
exchange within the economy, the whole range of rights or certain elements thereof are transferred from one person to the other. It also
follows that it must be the state’s responsibility to ensure performance of contractual obligations, because contracts are nothing else but
arrangements between the parties regarding the redistribution of ownership rights. An effective contractual system makes it possible to
significantly reduce the future uncertainty and efficiently coordinate the operations of economic entities.

As it can be seen from the above, a clear specification and protection of ownership rights and enforcement of contractual
obligations (and, therefore, a highly developed judicial and legal system) are indispensable for the normal functioning of an economy. A
low level of specification and protection of rights disrupts the connection between the costs and economic results of the parties, which,
in its turn, reduces the incentives for legal activity and creates the conditions for participation in extralegal activities. Besides, this
reduces the general number of legal contracts and increases the share of opportunistic actions, e. i. actions connected with breaking
the undertaken obligations as well as the legal and moral standards of the society. At the same time, the rules governing the protection
of ownership rights and contracts begin to be replaced by informal and extralegal rules, and in the area of protection of ownership rights
the state is replaced with organized crime.

Another important aspect of the formal part of the institutional environment is the functioning of cash and credit. In its absence, the
contractual system cannot function normally, because it is the cash and credit that provide both the general measure of contractual
obligations (the prices) and the means to discharge such obligations (the money). The state also arranges the functioning of cash and
credit and maintains its stability. A failure to perform these functions results in two mutually dependent consequences: inflation and
demonetization of economy, which cause disruption in the price and contract systems as well as a general and technological decline of
economy, and not merely a reduction in its efficiency, as postulated by the neoclassical theory [7].

There is another important aspect: the rules governing the access of agents to certain markets. Such rules are the main factor
influencing the level of monopolization and competitiveness of the national economy. The more the state tends to ensure equal
opportunities of access for all entities, the more competitive are the market structures of such economy. On the other hand, the
facilitation of natural monopolies limits the opportunities for free competition. From the institutional standpoint, the essence of the
competition is that it serves as the mechanism performing the evolutionary selection of the most effective innovations, not only in
technology but in the organizational sphere as well. Therefore, excessive monopolization sentences the economy to decline; at the
same time, however, the state has to protect certain groups of monopolists, namely those whose monopoly is a result of creating a new
product or technology. The activity of such innovators is protected by the state patenting and licensing system, which is a special case
of protecting ownership rights, while the absence of such system reduces the incentives for the society’s technical development.

In general, “a monopoly is possible without support from the state; a monopoly can be established with assistance from the state;
the state can directly create a monopoly; however, neither freedom nor competition are possible without involvement of the state” [8].

A role just as significant in the institutional environment is played by the budgetary, fiscal, and social policy of the state, related to
the definition, change, and distribution of economic power (income and wealth) between the groups of economic entities. Excessive
regulation in the form of high taxes and social payments reduces the incentives for work and investments, as well as for legal activity
with a view to profit. Nevertheless, an absence of a well thought-out social, budgetary, and fiscal policy may cause uneven distribution
of economic power between the entities, which decreases the incentives for activity in the least protected groups of agents and
stimulates them to evade formal rules and/or actions aimed at changing them. In both cases the society and economy suffer from
added sources of instability and new risks, which hinders efficient functioning of the economy.

In transitory and mixed systems, the state performs special functions; this necessitates the development of a special institutional
theory of state for such systems. First, the state in transitory social systems shapes itself as a set of institutes for the new system.
Second, in transitory systems the state participates in the formation of market institutes and creates the general institutional
environment.

As viewed from the institutional approach, the state typical for a planned economy is fundamentally different from a state acting in
the economy alongside with the market. The first reason for this is the fact that in a planned economy the state sector is the only sector
of economy, and its boundaries match the boundaries of the state as an institute. Second, the state organizations exist as a single
whole: there is no autonomy of fiscal or money and credit agencies, which is typical for a market economy. Third, the state subordinates
the whole system of informal institutes to the system of formal institutes, while the informal institutes obtain a subordinated nature; this,
in fact, is the essence of a command system.

These ideas correspond with M. Weber’s classification of “ideal” authority types with their own institutional foundations. For
example, the “legal-rational” authority type (state and market type) is based on formal law with rational premises; the “traditional” one is
based on historically and traditionally shaped norms and customs; and the “charismatic” domination is based on the loyalty to the
leader’s personality and belief in his “unique abilities, heroism, power of spirit, and oratorical gift” [9]. The two latter types are typical for
the planned economy.

As regards the role of the state in formation of the institutional environment in transitory systems, this role within our approach can
be viewed from several standpoints.

1. If, according to the generally accepted statement, “natural” formation of institutes in the process of evolutionary selection takes a
long time, around 300 to 400 years, then the role of the state in transitory systems comes down to being an initiator of changes in the
institutional environment in order to accelerate this process. In fact, it has to lead to an opposite of the “evolutionary” systems of the
Western countries, where formal institutes stipulated the informal norms and rules which have already emerged in the society, and
provided respective legal guarantees. However, it is not enough to just create the formal institutes: they will actually function only when
they are supplemented and supported by informal rules and relations; otherwise we are facing a perpetual conflict between the
institutes and powerless legislation.

2. At the same time the state must stipulate and provide legal guarantees for informal relations. The competition between informal
institutes is significantly accelerated in transitory systems; the period of their existence is often limited to a few years, and therefore the
institutional and organizational structures are undergoing dynamic changes. This is the reason why in transitory systems the state
inevitably faces the problem of existence and necessary enforcement of temporary and transitory institutes regulating the behavior of
“transitory” organizations, and the transience of effective norms causes enormous costs and low efficiency of legislative activity.

3. Institutes of the previously existing centralized system are enduring and inert, which may be connected with irreversible costs
and with the inertia of the public mind. They continue to exist in the form of residual norms, rules, and relations, adapting to the new
economic environment. The best known atavisms of this sort are the institutes of barter, netting, etc., which have become collectively
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known as ‘“institutional traps”. Therefore, the function of the state in the transitory systems lies in establishment of competitive
alternatives to “institutional traps” (for example, by stimulating payments by drafts).

It should be mentioned that the state acting as the generator of changes in the institutional environment of a transitory economy
inevitably faces several principal problems:

1) Lack of national experience and legal succession of the market institutes is manifested in a lack of the country’s own vision of
the objectives and directions for the development of economics, numerous mistakes and the notorious “multi-vector policy”;

2) Discreteness of the institutional space, €. i. the absence of an internal unity of the institutional environment, which makes it impossible
to treat it as a unified formation with specific general properties, thus creating additional transactional costs in the transitory systems;

3) Emergence of numerous “collateral” problems in transitory economies, caused by the fact that the general macroeconomic
instability and continuous struggle with various crises narrow down the horizon of long-term management, diverting the attention from
the design and implementation of long-term development concepts to management of current problems (reducing the budget deficit,
receiving an IMF loan, restructuring an external debt, saving the banking system, ensuring the supply of fuel for the current season,
measures against the outflow of capital and dollarization of the economy, etc.) These current tasks demand adequate regulations,
rules, and organizations to be introduced as “anti-crisis management institutes”. The predominance of such institutes causes
deformation of the institutional environment as a whole and change in the structure of formal norms.

Quite often current tasks require special severe measures, the side effects of which impact the functioning of other sectors of
economy. For example, in the middle of 2008-2009 financial crisis, the National Bank of Ukraine implemented several harsh restrictions
on withdrawal of deposits, conversion and transfer of currency, etc. This resulted in immediate side effects: the new rules complicated
the operations of importers and exporters, drastically decreased the domestic demand for goods and services, and reduced rate of
savings, which caused a drop in the competitiveness of the national economy unseen since mid-1990s. This shows that an economy
with deformed processes of production, distribution, and investment, with continuous emergence of problematic situations, operating in
a state close to emergency, demands a special approach to management and reformation.

The information provided above suggests that most concepts of reforms aimed at maximum withdrawal of the state from control over the
economy “in order to transform to market economy as soon as possible” are, in fact, unfounded. The duration, incompleteness and low
effectiveness of the reforms in the Ukrainian economy were largely caused by similar anti-statist spirits in the expert and political circles.

A “purely” market, “extremely” liberal economy is, obviously, incompatible with regulatory planning, direct price control, or large
state property. Nevertheless, in practice the historical economic development has shown that the state’s capabilities of participating in
the economic activity of the society are not limited to the above. The state can participate in economy not only by distributing or using
the available resources, but also by supporting the interaction between the private owners of such resources, which, in fact, is what the
institutional approach demonstrates. Thus we can agree with the statement by a well-known scholar M. Raskov, who said that
“...market economy begins with the state, which has to find its place in this economic system. It must neither remove itself nor take over
unnatural functions” [10].

Based on these premises, we can make a hypothesis that the Ukrainian state throughout its twenty years long period of reforms
generally failed in most of its institutional functions. Its institutional “inadequacy” can be characterized by the following aspects.

First of all, the national economy has an extremely inefficient specification of ownership rights In early 1990s, the state refused
control over the large majority of state enterprises, thus creating the conditions for the so-called “nomenklatura privatization”, e. i.
privatization of public property by the management of state enterprises [11].

At the same time, our nation’s economy has a very low level of state protection of ownership rights and contracts. In many ways
this stems from the underdevelopment of the judicial and legal system and predominance of the executive power over other branches.
For example, the dysfunction of laws, absence of legally determined ways for their implementation, amorphous wording, and
inconsistencies between laws are general (and acceptable) practice in Ukraine. Moreover, the state itself is continuously in breach of its
own obligations under the contracts in which it is involved as a party or as a guarantor: from the return of the people’s savings to
discriminatory decisions against individual deposit owners during the financial crisis in 2008-2009.

Besides, the state has failed to provide due stability and efficiency of money and credit circulation: in the 1990s and 2000s, the
economy monetization ratios varied by up to several tens of times, which is evidence of insufficient/excess monetary stock for the
actual needs of the national economy. Facing lack or excess of money at various times, the Ukrainian enterprises, companies, and
households were forced to aim at short-term financing and crediting plans only, which prevented them from undertaking long-term
contractual obligations, which are vitally important for efficient development of the modern economy.

It is an important fact that the system of formal institutes in Ukraine is limited by extreme instability; the list and content of
regulations is perpetually being revised, and because of that a number of laws, decrees, resolutions, and directives have an effective
period which cannot be compared with the standards of developed countries. Another point of difference is the extremely large number
of such regulations. We can illustrate this statement with the following data (table 1).

Table 1. Number and Effective Periods of Ukrainian Economic regulations in 1993-2014

Resolutions and Directives of the Government Decrees and Directives of the President
Year Effective period, days Effective period, days
Number Average Max : Min Number Average Max : Min
1993 272 777 1649 18 70 881 1758 54
1996 272 645 1349 13 84 640 1377 2
2005 235 431 1090 11 25 477 927 78
2010 125 291 686 21 19 339 621 63
2014 173 - - 17 24 155 - -

Such instability and mutability of the regulatory environment can be explained by two principal causes:

1) Numerous political and technical mistakes in the process of drafting and adopting the documents;

2) Confrontation between groups of economic interests influencing the procedure of making political decisions and drafting
documents.

“Investments into lobbying a regulation pay back much faster than any other investments in our time” [12]. This is another aspect of
Ukrainian institutional “inadequacy”: the conditions created in the country are highly favorable for the search of non-competitive ways
for the economic agents to receive rent, moreover, the state (in the person of state officials) has become one of the most active
recipients of such “quasi-rent” by continuous implementation of the formal rules allowing them to redistribute the national income and
wealth in their own favor (table 2).
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The abovementioned aspects related to the “inadequacy” of the state in enforcement of formal institutes corresponding to the institutional
structure of an effective mixed economy. However, the state’s indirect influence on informal institutes deserves attention as well.

Table 2. Typical Examples of Non-Competitive Receipt of Rent through Exploitation of Institutional Traps

Institutional Rent Source Examples
Traps
Control over natural resources Obtaining access to mineral, forest, and recreational resources, etc.
Abuse of power — -

Budget loans Receiving loans on preferential terms of non-recoverable loans
Distribution of budgetary funds Stealing state property

Political corruption Enterprise privatization Non-competitive privatization of enterprises, purchase at an understated price

P Access to budgetary funding of Governmental contracts, tenders for purchase of goods and services for

projects and programs budgetary funds

Shadow economy |Fiscal (tax, customs) benefits Tax evasion, capital withdrawal, illegal VAT refunds

Flawed legislation |Redistribution of ownership rights gﬁg:gi?ﬁover of company management, criminal takeover of company

This influence is often underestimated, although it deserves to be examined separately. It is important because the state by its
actions, primarily through mass media, promotes the formation and change of the social ideology, e. i. a system of societal objectives
and preferences, and thus significantly impacts the objectives and preferences of separate economic agents. The social ideology itself
is in complex interdependent relations with the informal rules and has a great influence on personal behavior, starting from the
individual balance between personal and social interests and up to the effects on the macroeconomic scale, such as the inclination to
make savings.

It follows that, in order for the Ukrainian society to follow the way of intense technological, social, and economic development,
instead of depressive or, in the best case, extensive growth, the state needs not only to establish and maintain effective rules of the
game, but also radically change the social ideology to the one which would make illicit activities socially unacceptable, and encourage
the public for honest work. All of these changes are possible only if the state government system is reformed in a way which would
increase the mutual independence of the three branches of power and, most importantly, the level of accountability of the executive
bodies to the representative ones and to the public in general.

The key problem of the Ukrainian state is that the state, in the person of the state officials, is very reluctant to follow the rules of the
game imposed by it on other players, enterprises, organizations, and households; and even these “rules” are perpetually changing in
the interests of the groups of economic agents which are currently connected with the centers of national or local governance. B.
Disraeli said: “When Her Majesty’s ministers are not accountable to the Parliament and the British People, and where they are not
protected by law in any way, there is no “government” in the legal sense, instead, there is a bureaucracy under an authoritarian power,
which is a servant to it alone and is changed upon its first whim” [13].

In order to overcome the problems of “institutional inadequacy” and to successfully form an institutional environment in Ukraine
which would meet the standards of the modern mixed economy, the society needs this paradigm, the paradigm of treating the state as
an ultimate source of economic power, inappropriate privileges, or “free” benefits, to be changed.
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YOK 332.3
PE®OPMYBAHHS 3EMEJIbHUX BIQHOCUH B YKPAIHI

OBcieHko A.M.

lpedmMemom QAocniOxeHHsI € MmeopemuKko-MemodosioeidyHi OCHO8U CMAaHOBIEHHSI ma pPO36UMKY 3eMeslbHUX BiOHOCUH 6
aepocghepi YkpaiHu;

Memotro Haykoeoz20 O0cCniOeHHSI € aHarni3 U y3asallbHeHHS OCHOBHUX acriekmie po36UMKY 3eMesibHUX 6I0HOCUH 8 agpapHil
chepi eKOHOMIKU 8 KOHMeKCcmi HeobxiOHocmi NidBUWEHHST egbeKmueHOCMI il QbyHKUIOHY8aHHSI ma 8U3HAYEHHST OKPeMUX MOXITUBUX
wiisixie supiweHHs yiei npobnemu 3 ypaxysaHHsIM 3apybixkHo20 0oceidy;

Memodu dJdocnidxeHHsi. OcHO8HUMU Memodamu OOCIKEHHS] 3eMerbHUX BIOHOCUH € mpaduuyiliHi 3az2anbHONpuUliHsaImMi e
EeKOHOMIYi mMemodu: cmamucmuy4He CrOCMepPeXeHHs, J02iYHUl aHasia, Memo0 rOpi8HsIHHSA, CepedHi ma 8IOHOCHI 8eslUYUHU,
OuHami4Hi psdu, iHOekcHUlU Memod, Memodu Mamemamu4HOi cmamucmuku (QucnepciliHul, KopenayitHul, 8UpPIBHIO8aHHSA ma iH.);

Memodonoeziss npoeedeHHsi pobomu. OCHOBHI MOMOXEHHSI €KOHOMIYHOI meopil 8 eanysi cinbcbko2o 2ocrodapcmea; npaui
8iMYU3HSAHUX ma 3apybiXHUX yHeHUX i Mpakmukie 8 o3Ha4eHil cehepi;

Pesynbmamu po6omu. Y KOHmMeKkcmi 03HauyeHoi npobremamuku Mu cripobysanu pOo3KpUmu CMaHOB/IEHHSI ma pPO38UMOK
3eMeribHUX 8iOHOCUH 8 YKpaiHi;

lanysb 3acmocyeaHHs pe3ynbmamis. Pe3yrismamu 0aHo20 O0CTiOXeHHS MOXymb Bymu 3acmocosaHi y cobepi ausyeHHs rpobriem AlK:

BucHoeku. [Npu peghopmysaHHi 3emeribHUX 8iOHOCUH ma wWeudKUux memnax rnepepo3nodiny ¢hopm enacHocmi Ha 3emio i
HepauioHarbHOMYy 8UKOPUCMaHHI 3eMesibHUX PEeCcypcie 3a ocmaHHi POKU 3eMeslbHi 8i0HOCUHU HEMOX/IU80 po3aissdamu i3051b08aHO
8i0 KOMII/IEKCY M08’si3aHuxX 3 HUMU couyjiallbHUX, eKOHOMIYHUX, eKoslozidHux i npasosux npobrem. Ceped epomadsiH YKkpaiHu Hemae
00HO3Ha4YyHOI MIOMPUMKU Oep)xasHOI 3eMesibHOI MOMimuUKU, WO e8HOK MIPOK 3yYMOB/IEHO Cyrepedsiusicmio rnpouecis, sKi
8i0bysarombcs 8 uili cgpepi. [nsi yOOCKOHaneHHs1 3emeribHUX 8i0HOCUH ma nodasiblo20 po38UMKY 3eMeribHOI pechopmu ocobriusy
ysazy cnid npudinumu supiweHHo npobrem hopmMysaHHs1 PUHKOB020 0biey npas Ha 3eMJII0 CillbCbK020Cn0dapChKoeo Mpu3HaYeHHs.
PuHko8i 3emerbHi 8iO0HOCUHU Maromb 6ydyeamucs Ha CcydacHil opaaHisayitHo-npaesositi 6a3i.

Knrouyoei crnioga: 3emeribHi BIOHOCUHU, CinbCbKe 20Crnodapcmeo, peayriro8aHHs 3eMesbHUX 8I0HOCUH, PUHOK 3eMiTi, agpapHi peghopmu.

PE®OPMUPOBAHUA 3EMENIbHbIX OTHOLUEHWUW B YKPAUHE

OBcueHko A.H.

Mpedmemom uccnedoeaHusi si8sIEMCs MeoPemMuUKO-MemoO0I02UYecKUe OCHO8bI CMAaHOBNEHUs] U pa3eumusi 3eMerlbHbIX
omHoweHul 8 azpocghepe YKpauHbl;

Lenbro HayyHO20 uccriedogaHUs1 8MISieMCcs aHanu3 u 0606weHuUe 0CHOBHbIX acreKkmos pal3eumusi 3eMeslbHbIX OMHOWeEHUU 8
aepapHoli cghepe IKOHOMUKU 8 KOHmMeKcme Heobxo0uMocmu MosbiweHuUs1 3ghghekmusHocmu ee (hyHKUUOHUPOBaHUS U ornpedeneHust
omOoeribHbIX 803MOXHbIX Mymel peweHusi 3moli npobremsl ¢ y4emom 3apybexHo20 orbima;

Memodb! uccnedoeaHusi. OcHOBHbIMU Memodamu uccrie0osaHusi 3eMesibHbIX OMmHOWeHUl sensamesi mpaduyuoHHbIe
obwenpuHsimble 8 3KOHOMUKe MemoObl. cmamucmuyeckoe HabrodeHue, fo2udeckull aHanu3, mMemod cpaeHeHus, cpedHue u
OmHocUMesbHbIe  8€NUYUHbI, OuUHamu4deckue psidbl, UHOEKCHbIU Memod, Memolbl Mamemamu4yeckol cmamucmuKku
(GucriepcuoHHbIl, KOPPensaUUOHHbIU, 8bipasgHuU8aHue u op.);

Memodonozusi nposedeHussi pabombl. OCHO8HbIE MOMOXEHUST IKOHOMUYECKOU meopuu 8 obracmu cefibCKo20 Xx03sAlcmea;
mpy0Obl 0MeYecmMEeHHbIX U 3apybexHbIX Y4eHbIX U MPakmuKos 8 yKka3aHHoOU cghepe;

Pe3ynbmamsbi pabomsbl. B koHmekcme 0603HaqYeHHoU npobriemamuku Mbl MOMbIMAanuch Packpbimb cmaHoeneHue u pasgumue
3eMeribHbIX OMHOWeHUll 8 YKpauHe;

O6nacmb npumMeHeHus1 pe3ysnibmamos. Pe3ynbmambl 0aHHO20 uccriedo8aHust Moaym bbimb NPUMEHEHb! 8 obrnacmu u3yYyeHust
npobnem AlK;

Bbieodbl. [pu peghopmuposaHuu 3eMesibHbIX OMHOWEHUU U Bbicmpbix memnax nepepacnpedeneHusi popm cobcmeeHHoCMuU Ha
3eMsII0 U HepauyuoHarbHOM UCIO0/1b308aHUU 3eMeflbHbIX pecypcos8 3a rnocriedHue 200bl 3eMefibHble OMHOWEeHUs] HEB03MOXHO
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