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Summary 
Vlasenko I.V. PhD, Associate Professor 
Vinnytsia National Agrarian University 

AS REFORMING LAND USE PROVIDING PEOPLE WITH FOOD 
These historical aspects of land reform and modern look to it. The results of 

the land reform states overcome the state monopoly on land ownership; conducted 
privatization of land and formed a land reserve and contingency fund shows the 
transfer of land ownership of private farms covered rozpayovannya private farm 
land. The following disadvantages holdings, in implementing the agricultural land 
market. 

Key words: land use, land reform, land market maratoriy agriholdings 
monopoly. 
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