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The politics of state monopoly of land which has consistently been carried out for several
decades only in two countries - the former Sovjet Union and Mongolia, has been functioned
not only as counter-measure against finding solutions to populations' dietary problems but
has as well caused a decrease of cultivated land area and accelerated soil degradation.

In Ukraine, for instance, during the last decades transition of big land areas from using for
agricultural purposes to agro-industrial production facilities, has caused a decrease of the
area of cultivated land by 12 thousand nectars annually. Oddly enough, decrease rates of soil
humus content reached a constant value and became more and more noticable. Thus during a
twenty-year period from 1960 to 1980, this important indicator of soil quality failed from 3.5
per cent to 3.2 per cent, and kept falling in following years.

In our country, the effctiveness of use of agricultural land remains low. Furthermore,
application rates of manure and mineral fertilizers have as well decreased sharply in recent
years. Crop rotation systems have been destroyed in the process of re-distribution of land and
importance of counter-measures against erosion been diminished. The factors mentioned
above will certainly cause a noticable reduction of agricultural production, if no actions to
improve this situation are taken in the nearest future.

In addition to necessary measures of common economic character, acceleration of rates of
de-nationalization and privatization of basic means of production has to become a powerful
stimulus for stabilizing the situation in the sphere of agriculture and for forming up
fundamentally different relations between agricultural producers, state administrative bodies
and structures of the market.

As far as our knowledge goes, the mankind has not been able to propose anything better than
the private property system, as means to reach personal freedom and independence. Many
people realize that in agricultural production process the most basic freedom is expressed by
a set of property rights on self-produced output, i.e. the factual right to manage own farm
production, independently on forms of ownership of farming land and other means of
production.

Nobody will object to the statement that land should be managed by real owner who holds a
large interest in his undertaking. It becomes possible only if the land is in private hands.
Only a real master-owner is vitally concerned in the success of his enterprise and caretaking
of the land belonging to him. Only the real owner is interested that his property will pass
over to his inheritants in good condition and unspoilt by mismanagement.

We have experienced ourselves how forced collectivization of peasantry, the only legal
system thrusted upon all farmers making the state ownership the sole possible type of
ownership of everything and particularly of land, has resulted in loss of enterprising spirit
and mastering skills. The state had no one sack left for alternative approaches and the land
was refused protection and deprived of caretaking. There is only one possible way to change
this situation - by means of fundamental reformation of ownership relations. Pursuant to the
provisions of "Land Reform Act" of March 15, 1991, Ukraine has definitely made its
choice.
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It must be underlined that the manifold of forms for land ownership is a complicated
category or term, particularly for such a country as Ukraine where in the course of three
generations land resources have exeptionally been owned by state. That's why .the" our
Parliament which in 1990 adopted the first Land Codex of Ukraine as a sovereign state
arrived at a conclusion that at present it would not be reasonable to give way to various types
of ownership besides the state monopoly.

Anyway, the scope of rights of land users was extended. Usufruct right to land use was made
heritable for all Ukrainian citizens, and for agricultural and forestry producers this right
became permanent, i.e. with no time limits. Land tenure which had not been allowed before
was legalized.

Necessity of promotion of different types of land management, first of all organization of
farms and remarkable extention of individual auxiliary parcels of land, has been supported
during this reform throughout the country. These efforts have resulted in increase of the
number of fanners from 82 to 32 000 during a four-year period. The share of land in private
use increased from 6.1 to 14 of the total area of agricultural land. At the time being, our
farmers produce 40 per cent of the whole agricultural production.

The process of privatization of the land fund in Ukraine was launched after a special act on
types of land ownership which was adapted in January 1992. Pursuant to the provisions of
this act, a alternatives to the state ownership were introduced, called private and co-operative
(collective') forms.

The second, revised concept of land privatization was enacted as "revised Land Codex" and
it is based upon the following principles: land plots must be allocated to Ukrainian citizens
only for the agricultural production purposes, in accordance with the fixed size standards and
free of charge, with the exeption of areas exeeding the standard average size of a land share.

Under this law, the size standards of parcels are fixed as follows:
* the average land share for farmers, members of co-operative agricultural enterprises and
share holding companies is established from 8.0 hectares in eastern regions to 1.8 hectares in
Western Ukraine;
* the size of auxiliary (supporting) individual parcels must not exceed 2 hectares;
* the size of plots given for construction purposes (dwelling houses and other related
facilities), is 0.25 hectares in the countryside, 0.15-0.25 hectares in larger settlements and
0.10 hectares in towns;
* for horticultural produce, applicants can be given an area up to 0.12 hectares, to build
summer cottages the upper limit is fixed to 0.10 hectares and for garage building to 0.01
hectares.

The farm size is determined not only as the size of allotments allocated to people free of
charge. Also the size of farming area either privatized or exploited according to
usufructuary's rights is regulated. Generally, one person owns no more than 50 hectares of
cultivated land and 100 hectares of the total area, but in marginal districts with bad nets of
communication, the size of allowed cultivated land property will reach 100 hectares. At the
same time, areas transferred to owners exeeding the accepted average size, will cost standard
price for a land unit. At present this price is 280 US $ per one hectar of cultivated area. The
size of leased plots is not standardized.
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In addition to privatization of agricultural lands, people are given property rights to purchase
areas which are occupied under uncompleted state-owned buildings and gasoline stations.
This is valid as well for juridical persons not having shares belonging to the state.

Non-nationalizing of enterprises and living houses which has been carried out already for
four years, has sharply focused on the need of privatization of not only the land covered by
dwelling houses, uncompleted state buildings and gasoline stations, but as well non-
agricultural constructions in general. It seems unreasonable to transfer property rights on
enterprises, houses, shopping centres, catering and public service establishments from the
state to private ownership without touching questions of land ownership. This is how
governmental bodies act just now. Proposals for amendments aimed at extention of allocated
plots not only to citizens but also to juridical persons, are filed in for discussions in the
Parliament.

Privatization of individual auxiliary parcels and areas under agricultural buildings and other
agriculture-related facilities under permanent exploitation, was assumed the easiest category
to legalize for private use. Over 13 million people are having this kind of plots.

It was planned to privatize this land in the course of 1993 by introducing a simplified
registration system for legalizing of property rights. In order to a desision to be made, for
citizens it was necessary to put in a written application and to confirm the size of their plot.
After that, within a month the final decision should be taken by the authorities and a
certificate on the owner's rights sent to the applicant. These rights would imply the purchase
and sale of plots, giving as presents, exchange, transfer by inheritance, etc. For changing the
legal status of ownership for other types of plots, a six-year moratory was declared.

Seemingly the process of land privatization at its starting point should be widely supported
by this part of population who actually are land users. In spite of such a promising outlook,
nothing happened in 1993. 1994 was very quiet, too. By the end of the first quarter of 1995,
hardly about one third of these plots became privatized. Many bars to this wished
development can be pointed out, but the main reasons for delay are two.

For the first, up to 2/3 of citizens did not send in their applications in due time. By their
opinion, the current system of land use is highly satisfactory and guarantees effective use of
land. Sensation of fear is spreading among country people; many are afraid of possible raise
of taxes on their land property. Very few are interested to alter the basic rights of ownership,
i.e. they do believe there is not a word of truth in what authorities say about equality of
various types of land ownership. ia^Aj

For the second, state executive bodies have not been able to co-ordinate their activities to
solve problems linked to financing of the land reform process. Unsufficient educational work
has been done, and lack of information about necessity of keeping within the time limits
determined by Parliament (the deadline is fixed to January 1, 1998), has made this uphill task
even more difficult.

Land privatization for organizing private farms has created mixed feelings among the rural
population which in many cases have resulted in conflicts and confrontations between
workers of collective (state) farms and private farmers.
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As the category of private farmers will mainly be formed up not by workers of those
traditionally large-scale state and collective farms of industrial character but will consist of
other groups of population, there is no ground for allocating plots of standard average size to
eveybody free. Only those who work on their farms and are directly related to agricultural
production, should be provided areas free of charge. Applicants belonging to other layers
than " farmers proper", are going to purchase their land by paying fixed prices for it.

Until March 1995, land in Ukraine was inexpensive (20 US $ per one hectar of cultivated
land) and the regulations allowed to obtain up to 100 hectares of agricultural land; in some
cases even the same size of cultivated land for the same price. In this way private farmers
were given priority to purchase new lands, over workers in semi-industrial state-owned
farms and co-operative rural enterprises. Hot debates took place, and particularly in regions
of limited land resources they could result in quarrels and physical acts on vengeance.

In March|995, the Ukrainian Government adopted a methodology for monetary land
assessment. In accordance with these regulations, the average value reaches 3600 US $ for
one hetctar of cultivated land. It gives us a possibility to standardize the prices which in
reality provide us information for establishing bying-selling relations for land properties.

The most difficult task of the land reform in Ukraine has been the basic alteration of property
rights at large-scale collective and state farms and other state-owned big rural enterprises.
We have been trying to introduce a transition solution before the final implementation of the
proper private ownership system become actual. This alternative is called collective
ownership. In this connection a new category of "average land share size" was created there a
group of people who were entitled to having legal rights at their principal "shares", was
given agricultural area of fixed size to be managed under conditions of extended land use
rights. People who are willing to leave a state farm and establish their own ones are
guaranteed this right by the law.

As for the size of shares, implementation of the land reform according to the law has not
been counteracted by local and regional authorities. Still, concerning groups of rural
population who should be entitled to obtain property rights on land allotments, the question
has become a subject of endless debates and argument.

According to the issued legal acts, allotments can be obtained by all persons working in
agricultural sector, incl. retired people (former workers in the sphere of agriculture and
residing in the area), as well as present and former workers/retired persons providing social
services to the local population.
The very last statement proves difficult to be accepted. In this connection two questions are
raised:
* For the first, why people who get their main income from their place of employment in
schools, at hospitals, at local village councils, etc., should be included into the group of
people having property rights to allotments (shares). The main source of income for a farmer
is his own work on his land, isn't it?
* And for the second, by which reason also people who are not members of above-mentioned
collectives should be given the same rights of purchasing shares from collectively owned
land allotments?

In order to resolve this dilemma, proposals have been moved to give the land share property
rights only to those who are or used to be members of physical rural enterprises, mainly



state agro-industrial companies. This proposal will be put into practice by introducing a
revised "land ie" concet.
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Personification of the land that has been transferred from the state to the collective
ownership, will be another important taking. It is high time we abandoned the well-known
"as-a-matter-of-course" hypothesis implying that the average size of allotments can be
characterized just in terms of accounting. It does mean that farmers whos property rights are
based on collective farming must be provided certificates issued by public authorities which
prove that average-sized plots principally belonging to them are located on a really existing
territory and have both fixed size and price. Preparations for issuing this kind of certificate
are going forward.

During the period fom 1992 to 1994, land privatization measures were taken in 1/4 of all
state-owned rural semi-industrial enterprises, and in 1995 the progress has been remarkable.

Even if so, we leam by experience how complicated the privatization process is. Obviously
implementation of land reforms can be neither deliberately pushed ahead nor the brake put
on its natural course of development.
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