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Abstract. Every economic system is based on a certain system of relations of property that answers the certain
level of development of productive forces. When this system of relations of property stops to provide progress
of economic development, there is a necessity to substitute it by a new one. Exactly the objective necessity of
development of productive forces predetermines the necessity of origin of new, higher pattern of ownership. For
every system of relations of property, its own system of contradictions that provides its development is typical.
Solving these contradictions conduces to the appearance of new adequate forms of further development of the
system of property relations. In relation to the agrarian sector of the economy, any contradiction of agrarian relations
is a form of expression of contradictions that are based on contradictions of land property relations. This implies
that contradiction of relations of land ownership is the basic one in the system of agrarian relations and without
its decision, it is impossible to solve all other contradictions of the agrarian sector and to form effective agrarian
relations. For this reason, in order to work out an effective agrarian policy on the solution of existing in the agrarian
sector contradictions, it is important to find out contradictions and law of development of land property relations
in it. The topic of research is contradictions and laws of development of re land property relations in the agrarian
sector of the economy. For clarifying these issues, there are applied dialectical, dynamic, systematic, and unity of
logical and historical approaches, methods of generalization, analysis and synthesis, etc. The purpose of the article -
expose dialectics of contradictions of development of institutional public forms of the functioning of economic
systems and property relations in the agrarian sector, to define laws of development of land property relations. The
driving forces of the development of any economic system are contradictions between the form of land ownership
and the form of land tenure, between the form of land tenure and the form of direct farming, between the owner
of the land and the immediate worker on it. The dialectic of the development of institutional social forms of the
functioning of economic systems and property relations in the agrarian sector is that the development of land
ownership relations leads to changes and transformations in the system of production relations, their transition
to a higher stage of socio-economic development, and the emergence of new social forms of functioning of
economic systems. In turn, the emergence of new social forms of the functioning of economic systems causes
changes in the structure of property ownership on the land, leading to the emergence and dominant position in
the agricultural sector of new types and forms of ownership, reflecting the socio-economic nature of the current
social system. On the basis of the analysis of the evolution of land ownership relations in various economic systems,
one can conclude that their development is characterized by certain patterns: the development and complication
of property patterns are constantly underway; each form of ownership by its nature is historical; the emergence
of a more developed form of ownership of land does not lead to a complete disappearance of the previous form
of ownership; the more specific forms of ownership within a certain mode of production, the stronger are the
driving forces and sources of economic system development; as the evolution of property relations weakens the
antagonistic nature of social contradictions, there is a convergence of interests of opposing classes, social groups;
each functional form of ownership reflects a certain level of development of the productive power of human labour;
the means of realization of any type, type or form of ownership is the degree of human freedom; the development
of the essential basis of property relations takes place in an evolutionary way, and the change in the legal form of
ownership —institutional instruments; institutional forms of property combine both old forms and new; each typical
civilization is characterized by a predominant property object that is specific for its conditions of development,
which reflects the achieved level of development of the productive labour force of man and the corresponding
formative peculiarities of the appropriation of means and production results, etc.
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1. The problem and its connection with
important scientific and practical tasks

At the heart of each economic system is a certain
system of property relations, which corresponds to
a certain level of development of productive forces.
When this system of property relations ceases to ensure
the progress of economic development, there is a need
to replace it with a new one. It is the objective need for
the development of productive forces that necessitates
the emergence of a new, higher form of ownership.
Each system of property relations is characterized by
its own system of contradictions, which ensures its
development. The solution of these contradictions leads
to the appearance of new adequate forms of further
development of the system of property relations.

Regarding the agrarian sector of the economy, any
contradiction in agrarian relations is a form of expression
of contradictions based on conflicts of ownership
relations with the land. It follows that the contradiction
inland ownership relations is fundamental in the system
of agrarian relations and, without it, it is impossible to
resolve all other contradictions in the agricultural sector
and to form effective agricultural relations. That is why,
in order to develop an effective agricultural policy to
resolve the contradictions existing in the agricultural
sector, it is important to clarify the contradictions and
patterns of development of land ownership relations.

2. Analysis of recent publications
on the problem

Significant contributions to the study of the
contradictions of social systems have made such
scientists as V. M. Heyets, A. A. Gritsenko, Yu. K. Zaitsev,
O. M. Moskalenko, V. S. Savchuk, V. M. Tarasevich,
A. A. Chukhno and others. However, issues that are
not nearly investigated are related to the identification
and analysis of socio-economic contradictions in the
system of agrarian relations of the modern economy,
the elucidation of the laws of development of land
property relations. The coverage of these issues will
allow developing an effective agrarian policy, strategy,
and tactics to resolve socio-economic contradictions in
the system of agrarian relations.

3. Formulation of research objectives

The purpose of the paper is to reveal the dialectics
of contradictions in the development of institutional
social forms of the functioning of economic systems
and property relations in the agricultural sector and
to determine patterns of development of property
ownership relations with the land. In clarifying
these issues, there were applied dialectical, dynamic,
systematic, and unity of logical and historical
approaches, methods of generalization, analysis,
and synthesis, etc. On the basis of the analysis of the
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evolution of land ownership relations in different types
of economic systems, the dialectics of contradictions
in the development of institutional social forms of the
functioning of economic systems and property relations
in the agrarian sector were revealed, and patterns of land
ownership development were determined.

4. The presentation of the main results
and their justification

The driving forces of the development of any
economic system are contradictions between the form
of land ownership and the form of land tenure, between
the form of land tenure and the form of direct farming,
between the owner of the land and the immediate
worker on it. The main one is the first contradiction
since ownership and ownership do not coincide.
Ownership is a relationship between people about
the appropriation, functioning, and alienation of life’s
benefits, which manifests itself through the possession,
use, and disposal of property. Ownership is, as a rule,
long-term use with the incomplete appropriation of
material goods. That is, the owner has more rights than
the owner. The second contradiction determines the
economic content of specific forms of management,
and the third contradiction appears in a real form in
conditions where the owner and the landowner are one
and the same person. In all other cases, it acts indirectly
(Filonenko, 1996).

Evolution of land ownership

Depending on the historical and functional method
of technological transformation of production resources
into its results, there are three types of economic
systems: pre-industrial, industrial, and post-industrial
economic systems (Bashnyanin, 1999). Each type of
economic system is characterized by a certain system
of property relations, which is constantly evolving and
complicated, gaining new forms of development.

In general, land ownership during the history of
mankind was in its evolution, three stages (levels) of
development: communal — private — social property. We
follow how the development of each form of ownership
took place in different types of economic systems, which
causes the emergence and existence of a particular form
of ownership, and which sources of development and
driving forces are in each of them.

The first form of the functioning of socio-economic
relations in preindustrial economic systems was the
original herd whose existence was conditioned by
the low level of development of productive forces.
For this stage of development of society, typical
were communal ownership of land and the collective
organization of labour and production of members
of the primitive community, based on the simple
cooperation of labour using the muscular energy of
people. The division of labour in the primitive herd
was based on sex and age.
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An important role in the development of productive
forces was played by the emergence of tools for working
metal, which allowed increasing productivity of
producers and led to the emergence of an additional
product, which could now be assigned not only direct
producers and members of their families but also
other members of society. It served as the basis for
the emergence of human exploitation of man, which
represented the possibility of appropriating the results
of the work of other people to meet their own needs.
Conditions are created for the formation of a class
society.

As the productive forces develop, there is a social
division of labour: firstly, the tribes that were engaged in
cattle breeding distinguished themselves, later the craft
was separated from agriculture and animal husbandry.
This has led to the emergence and expansion of an
exchange not only within communities but also between
communities. The exchange becomes more regular,
there is money. There is a transition to the application
of drag force of working animals and the use of tools of
work from metal, there is a tendency to individualization
of production.

It is possible to parse the ownership relations with the
possession, use, and disposal of means of production,
including land. Usually, the right to own land was
fixed by the community, the right to use was granted
to individual families, and the right to dispose of the
family. In parallel, this is the birth of private ownership
of the means of production. In turn, the development of
commodity-money relations leads to the expansion of
the primitive communal system, the existence of which
was conditioned by the need for a social association of
people in order to secure a minimum of livelihoods.

In place of the original system, the slave system, the
material basis of which was the servile work of slaves on
the basis of cooperation, comes. The slave system was
based on the property of the slaveholders on the means
of production, the main productive force — the slave
and the product created by slaves. Slaves who worked
on large slave farms, the so-called latifundia, were not,
on the basis of direct coercion, interested in improving
the productivity of their labour. However, for some
time, the organization of management on the basis
of cooperation of the work of slaves allowed creating
a product sufficient not only to meet the needs of the
slave and the half-starved existence of slaves but also for
the market implementation. Despite this, slave farms
were mostly natural.

Along with the large slave farms in agriculture, there
were small farms of free peasants, whose production
took place in order to meet public needs. Their existence
was conditioned by the need to preserve the peasantasa
warrior and taxpayer, on which the economic, political,
and military power of the state depended. Free peasants,
unlike slaves, were interested in increasing production
volumes and improving the quality of their products.

However, the low level of development of labour tools
caused the low productivity of their labour, resulting
in their inferiority to the great slave farms, in which the
growth of agricultural production was due to low costs
for the maintenance of slaves and the use of the effect of
concentration of land and the cooperation of the work
of slaves. As a result, small owners were blown up and
either got into slavery or went to the city, becoming a
pauper or a retinue of senators and rich people.

However, over time, dissatisfaction amongst the
slaves increased, they began to break the tools, to
rise, and the slaveholdings, in turn, began to decline.
This was manifested in reducing the area of cultivated
land, the spread of extensive forms of farming, etc. It
became clear that the technical capabilities of the slave
management of the economy were exhausted. Slaves
were not interested in improving the tools of labour, and
free people increasingly preferred classroom philosophy,
politics.

The contradiction between large farms of slave
owners and farms of free small producers has become
sharpened. For slave owners, the obvious need was to
find ways to increase the interest of slaves in the effective
use of tools and improve the results of their work. There
was a need to change the form of a combination of a
direct manufacturer with means of production. A bet
was made to strengthen small individual farms, which
were in terms of motivation to work more rational forms
of farming but with the preservation of large land tenure.
Changes in the organization of production in latifundia
begin, which begin to be divided into small plots,
so-called parcels, rented to small peasants (columns). As
a result, the latter, remaining free people fell into a land
dependence on the landowner by agreement, which was
liquidated at the request of one of the parties.

As for slaves, slave-owners began to expand their
economic independence, giving slaves land and turning
them into dependent colonate type. Distributing rental
relations in the form of cash and cash payments, as well
as outsourcing. Thus, the development of the slave
system was by way of self-denial of communal property,
displacement of its individual form of private property.
That is, private property becomes an expression of the
transformation of social labour into private labour,
isolated commodity producers. Now the subject of
ownership is not the community as a whole but a
separate person.

Formation of the class of individual owners created
the preconditions for the transition to a feudal system,
which was called to resolve the contradictions of the
slave system. For feudalism, there were three main
forms of land tenure: 1) state land ownership of the
crown, which remained in the hands of the state after
the distribution of land privileged classes; 2) a large
private land ownership of feudal lords, landlords and
3) small peasant ownership with the preservation of
remnants of communal forms of land tenure. By the end
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of the nineteenth century, the private property of the
privileged classes and peasant ownership were burdened
with legal, economic, and statutory restrictions on the
purchase, distribution, inheritance of land, etc.

Feudal production relations were based on the
individual dependence of peasants from feudal lords
on the basis of non-economic coercion. However, they
differed from similar relations in the era of the slave
system, because to some extent contributed to the
peasants’ interest in the results of their work. On the
one hand, they did not stimulate dependent peasants
to improve the results of their labour on the feudal
livelihood but, on the other hand, they stimulated them
to improve the results of their labour on the land they
gave to the exploitation of the feudal lord and on which
their farming the purpose of meeting the needs of the
family in food and reproducing their own means of
production, which they used in their own economy, and
in the economy of the feudal lord. In addition, unlike
slaves, dependent peasants had their own housing and
economic buildings, and the possibility of using some
of the lands owned by the rural community (despite its
subordination to the feudal lord).

Feudal productionwas carried outin two forms —in the
form of a bastard and in the form of obsolete households.
In the battleship, the whole land of the feudal estate was
divided into two parts: one — the mansion, on which
the peasant, with his labour and inventory, created a
product that was fully attributed to the feudal lord,
and the second was a peasant subdivision, on which
the peasantry was created, the product was completely
aimed at satisfying needs of the family and play his
inventory. In the abandonment of land, almost all the
land was transferred to the peasants and was in their
abode. The part of the peasants’ products created in the
farms was transmitted in the form of a feudal lord, and a
part of it was left by the peasant to satisfy the food needs
ofhis family and the reproduction of the inventory. Thus,
in the conditions of the barter, additional work is carried
out forcefully and assigned in the form of working rent,
and in the conditions of the obrok system — voluntarily,
without coercion and supervision, and is assigned in the
form of food rents (Chukhno, 2006).

As a result of the greater interest of dependent
peasants in the results of their work for feudalism,
there was a certain development of productive forces
that predetermined the development of commodity
production and commodity exchange, which in turn
led to the formation of the domestic market, the
strengthening of trade relations between the city and
the village, activation of foreign trade. The feudal
economy was increasingly drawn into commodity-
money relations, its closure, and isolation from peasant
farms. This led to the transfer of peasants from work and
product rents to cash. Monetary rent showed a higher
level of development of agrarian relations because now
the peasant should not only grow the produce but
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also realize it on the market. In addition, his position
changed, it approached the position of the employer-
tenant. Thus, the feudal system, albeit characterized
by a simple reproduction, but was more progressive
in comparison with the slave-owner. He expanded
the economic independence of direct producers and
brought them closer to the ground, contributing to the
greater motivation of their work.

Under the conditions of further development of
commodity-moneyrelations, there wasanintensification
of the exploitation of the dependent peasantry by the
feudal lords. As a result, this negatively affected both
the state of affairs in the farms of feudal lords, as well as
in the farms of peasants. Some peasants who were left
without land were forced to go to the city or work in
farms rich in peasants, turning into hired workers. This
has led to an increase in property and social inequality
in the countryside.

Feudal relations prevented the transition of agriculture to
anew mode of production, which required a large number
of free hired workers. Accordingly, the natural nature of
feudal and peasant farms was incompatible with the needs
of further economic development, which required new
forms of organization of production and labour, a new way
of combining direct producers with means of production,
overcoming their personal dependence on feudal lords,
that is, the replacement of feudal industrial relations with
new ones, which would contribute to the development of
productive forces and meet the needs for further economic
development (Chukhno, 2006).

Thus, as we see, industrial relations in pre-industrial
economic systems were based on communal and private
non-capitalist property of the means of production.
However, the first emerged communal ownership of
land. Objective reasons for its occurrence and existence
were: 1) the emergence of agriculture as an industry,
which largely depended on the satisfaction of food in
need; 2) the low level of development of productive
forces, in which separate individual farming was
practically impossible; 3) a low level of production, in
which the necessary product for the existence could
be created only by joint efforts of members of the
community on the basis of the cooperation of their
work, etc. (Filonenko, 1996).

The peculiarity of communal appropriation of land
was that people perceived it as given to them by nature,
and land ownership actually coincided with land
tenure. However, with the transition from the primitive
community to the rural (neighbouring), the allocation
of a family of general tribal community and the
separation of ownership of land from actual land tenure
took place. The consequence of this was the emergence
of a rural community, the classical form of which was
the so-called mark that existed in Germany, England,
and some other countries. The peculiarity of the brand,
inherent in other forms of rural communities, is the
separation of land ownership of the family. In parallel,
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there is the emergence of private ownership of the land,
on which the house was built.

According to the village community, each member of
the familyreceived a certain portion of the so-called Gufa
for use, all the land was considered to be the property of
the community. Scientists assume that at first the sizes
of the Guf were the same, and communal ownership
extended to all types of land. But subsequently, as a
result of periodic redistribution of land allotments, the
tendency towards the unequal distribution of members
of the community began to emerge, and communal use
of land spread only to some areas.

Over time, the community under the pressure
of its individual members abandoned the right to
periodically redistribute arable land and meadows.
However, it did not retreat from all other rights. First,
the community transferred its lands to individual
families and individuals only for the purpose of their use
as arable land or meadows; and secondly, the treasures
found in the land, the fossils that lay deeper than the
demarcation, belonged to the community; Thirdly,
all another land that was not a part of the estate, and
the arable land (forests, pastures, ponds, hunting, and
fishing) remained communal property, and were put
into public use, the manner of which was determined
jointly by all members of the community; Fourth, the
community retained the right to control and regulate
the use of field lands and meadows (Filonenko, 1996).

Thus, as we see, the foundations of land inequality
and the possibility of developing private property on
land were laid in the neighbouring community. With the
development of large private land tenure community
begins to die, and with it disappear also communal forms
ofland use because of the seizure of communal lands by
large landowners. Instead, the peasantry, having become
dependent on the latter, is transformed from former
independent landowners into dependent tenants.

However, even after the seizure of communal lands by
large landowners and the spread of serfdom to peasants,
communal land use continued to persist for a long time,
reaching more advanced forms. Dependent peasants
continued to use communal lands for a long time on
the basis of a “fate” or “bastard” community, and with
the abolition of serfdom retained their holdings on the
basis of private labour property. However, the remnants
of communal land use and communal practices are now
found in many countries of the world in the form of
mussels, communal use of land of mountain pastures,
forests and other lands.

The agricultural community was a transitional
phase to a private property-based society. It should be
noted that private ownership of land is a reflection of
conditions of land use in the process of formation and
development of commodity-money relations. It occurs
when an additional product appears in agriculture and
when it comes to the possibility of appropriating money
for production, in particular land.

The feudal relations ensured the initial accumulation
of capital, without which capitalism could not be
established, which, as a social mode of production, is
inherent in industrial economic systems. The driving
force that transforms preindustrial economics into
industrial is the process of industrialization, that is, the
transition of national economies to production based
on the use of machines and machinery.

Itisinthe process of initial accumulation of capital and,
as a result of the development of the previous mode of
production, there is a capitalist system, which was based
on the private property of the capitalists on the means
of production and the economic (real) dependence of
legally free workers from the owners of capital, which,
due to the lack of them means of production and
livelihoods, are forced to sell to the capitalists their
workforce. Under capitalism, the destruction of the
natural economy and the development of capitalist
commodity production; the purpose of production is to
become profitable and meet the needs of society; labour
is transformed into goods along with other means of
production; there is an unprecedented development of
productive forces, which is accompanied by constant
scientific and technological progress in the field of
technology, technology, organization of agricultural
production and labour, etc. Thus, capitalism has
generated economic incentives that have contributed
to the scientific and technological progress and the
interest of producers in implementing its achievements
in production.

At first, the capitalist economy was based on the
simple co-operation of the work of hired workers, which,
ensuring higher productivity of workers compared
with the feudal system, eventually allowed to go to
the manufactory, and after the industrial revolution of
the late XVIII —early XIX century - to a large machine
production, the form of organization, which was the
factory. The capitalist organization of labour led to the
emergence of a new productive force — the machines
that led to the intensification of the work of hired
workers, the intensification of their exploitation. The
form of exploitation of hired workers is now supported
by their added value, which the capitalist appropriates
according to the size of the capital invested.

The development of capitalism is accompanied by
the mass seizure of property from small producers,
the deepening of property and social differentiation in
society, the change in the social status of the majority of
people who have turned into hired workers and became
dependent on the owners of capital, the formation of
the labour market, the initial accumulation of capital,
etc. As aresult of these processes, on the one hand, is the
enrichment of the capitalists, and, on the other hand, the
impoverishment of hired workers. This is precisely the
contradictory nature of the capitalist society, the basis
of which is the contradiction between the general logic
of historical progress (the latter is the subordination of
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the production of human development) and the goal of
industrial development.

With the growth of production and accumulation of
capital began to intensify the processes of concentration
and centralization of capital and production, the
trend of monopolization. This created conditions
for the expansion of a new form of organization of
production and labour, which is corporations, and
the growth of the role of corporate property, which
is realized simultaneously as an individual capitalist
private, collective capitalist private and as labour private
property. The proliferation of corporate property led to
qualitative changes in the interaction of business entities
through the convergence of interests of entrepreneurs,
hired workers and the state, the development of a
partnership between the state and business, social
responsibility of business, etc. At the same time, a
decrease in the value of individual capitalist property
began to be observed.

However, after the scientific and technological
revolution ofthe second half of the twentieth century, the
situation has changed: medium and small enterprises,
which, due to high specialization and mobility, are
achieving higher results and higher efficiency compared
to large enterprises, they began to grow. The latest
scientific and technological revolution has accelerated
the changes in the development of the capitalist system,
led to the emergence of new trends and patterns. On
the one hand, in the conditions of intensification of
processes of concentration and centralization of capital,
integration, and internationalization of production,
there is the existence of large corporations; on the other
hand, there is an increase in the number of medium and
small enterprises, and the strengthening of competition
between them (Chukhno, 2006). That is, processes of
integration of labour and production, diversification
and deconcentration of production, demonopolization
and decentralization of production and management,
and capitalization processes are supplemented by the
processes of socialization; private property acquires
forms of collective-private, joint-stock, corporate,
etc. Appearing intellectual property and spreading its
various forms — personal, individual private, collective,
corporate, state property. In addition, there are new
forms of relations between economic entities (for
example, the system of joint ownership of intellectual
capital by all investors).

Under these conditions, a transition to a new
technological mode of production is taking place, where
knowledge and information become the main sources
of economic growth. The role of the service sector,
which provides training for highly skilled workers, is
growing, while the scope of material production is
narrowing. There is an increase in the proportion of
mental labour. Accordingly, the role of living, highly
skilled labour, the intellectualization of the worker
and the socialization of conditions of his work and life,
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the priority for wage workers become a satisfaction of
spiritual needs, and the source of satisfaction of these
needs is the social benefits, not just wages. This means
that, unlike the previous stages of the development of a
capitalist society, which was based on private property
and solved private tasks, nowadays, state property and
social (social) forms develop alongside it. Capitalist
society enters the post-industrial era (Chukhno, 2006).

It should be noted that the mass transition to machine-
building in the agrarian sector took place later than in
the industry. This was mainly due to the coexistence
of various forms of ownership in the agrarian sector,
inherited from different economic systems, and the lack
of sufficient capital from agricultural producers. The
massive activization of the processes of industrialization
of the agrarian sector in developed countries of the
world has been manifested in:

« wide complex application of machines and mechanical
equipment for the production in all branches of
agriculture, which transformed them into one of the
organizational forms of industrial production;

« the rapid growth of labour productivity;

« a significant increase in the concentration and
specialization of production, the emergence of new
forms of agricultural enterprises similar to those
operating in the industry;

« rapid concentration of capital operating in the agrarian
sector;

o rapid and substantial reduction in the number of
family farms; at the same time, modern forms of
the functioning of private and collective property
characteristic of industry (joint-stock, cooperative,
collective, but with the domination of private capitalist
property) became widespread;

« strengthening the processes of integration of
agriculture with industrial and financial capital, etc.
(Zaitsev, Savchuk, 2011).

As the analysis of the essence and laws of development
of the transformation of the economic system of an
industrial type and external factors of its development,
it is characterized by openness, nonlinearity, flexibility,
the ability to respond to changes in the needs of man
and society. It is these particularities, according to Yu.
K. Zaitsev and V. S. Savchuk, that allowed the capitalist
society to respond in a timely manner to the rapid
growth of uncompensated environmental disturbances.
Such a course of transformation shows that the
capitalist system has powerful motivational levers that
provide sustainability and opportunities for the further
development of its economic and social system, as well
as the real possibilities for the dynamic functioning of
individual stages of the life cycle of economic systems
over a long period of time (Zaitsev, Savchuk, 2011).

In the opinion of L. A. Griffen, it was socialism that
created opportunities for the further development
of capitalism, which is aimed only at violence,
exploitation. The existence of socialism has enabled
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the workers of the capitalist countries to succeed in
meeting their demands; contributed to the collapse
of the colonial system; forced the capitalist states to
intensify integration tendencies in the face of the threat
of destruction of the class of the bourgeoisie. However,
capitalism has changed more in form than in essence. It
continues to strive to exploit others, but now on a global
scale, through the exploitation of natural resources and
the population of developing countries. For example,
the US, which has only 5% of the world’s population,
consumes 25% of all energy produced and 40% of
natural resources (Griffen, 1994).

As we see from the foregoing, private capitalist
ownership of means of production, including land, is
characteristic of market-based economic systems of
industrial and post-industrial type. It was historically
formed in several ways: the seizure of communal lands;
redemption of lands belonging to monarchs or tribal
leaders; purchase of land belonging to isolated farmers;
seizure of land both in conquered territories and among
peasants who were the independent economy.

The emergence of private ownership of land was
conditioned by the need to develop and use public
division of labour. The benefits of private property were
due to the fact that it contributed to the redistribution of
landin accordance with the needs of social development;
optimizing the sizes of farms in accordance with the
technical and economic conditions and, therefore,
the more effective use of land and technology on the
basis of large agricultural enterprises; it created certain
conditions for the formation of farms of independent
landowners and encouraged them to manifest an
economic initiative; land purchase and sale have made it
possible to determine the economic value of land.

The sooner penetration of market relations into
agriculture occurred, the sooner the old forms of feudal
land relations were replaced, replaced by new, capitalist
ones. However, the complete disappearance of feudal
forms of land relations did not take place, therefore
today in the Western European capitalist countries,
there are several ways of development of land relations,
among which:

1) English type of land relations, which has developed
directly from feudal land ownership and is characterized
by concentration of land ownership, the entire
separation of land ownership from agriculture and the
lack of small land ownership;

2) Prussian type of land relations, which also evolved
from feudal land ownership with the preservation of
latifundia in the hands of landowners. In this type of
land relations take place as a large land ownership of
large farms, and the small property of the peasants, but
neither with it nor with another, there is no separation
ofland ownership from the agricultural economy;

3) French type of land relations, which preserved
a number of historical remnants of feudalism and
characterized by the spread of the former feudal

latifundia of small land ownership of the peasant or
parcel type;

4) North American type of land relations, formed
on the basis of the seizure of land and their surplus in
the conditions of rapid development of agricultural
capitalism (Lyashenko, 1930).

Thus, on the basis of the collapse of feudal farms,
based on the feudal form of private ownership of land,
there were two types of farms: capitalist-entrepreneurial
and peasant. The basis of peasant farms is peasant private
ownership of land. Peasant ownership of land means
consolidating the ownership of those who work on it;
the limitedness of its economic and economic capacities
associated with the work of the peasant; its dependence
on forms of management, which exist on the basis of a
large ownership of land.

The basis of the emergence of the capitalist-
entrepreneurial form of land ownership is the
transformation of a large feudal property, the subjects
of which are the owner of the land, the entrepreneur,
the tenant and the hired worker who got rid of the
land. Under conditions when the landowner is not its
immediate owner, he acts as a landlord and receives rent
from tenants. With regard to the tenant entrepreneur who
acts on the ground and does not own the land, he provides
with his own capital the creation of opportunities for the
emergence of additional value, some of which later will be
assigned to the owner of the land.

By destroying the old forms of great feudal land
tenure and replacing them with new forms of great
capitalist land tenure, the market economy system of
industrial and post-industrial type did not lead either
to the complete elimination of smallholders or to the
full socialization and concentration of agricultural land,
as was the case in industry. As a result, along with the
remnants of collective communal land tenure and large
private land ownership of the era of feudalism, in the
agriculture of developed countries, small land tenure
of the peasant type and various forms of partial land
ownership of the urban population, which in economic
terms are eliminated from the forms of small-scale
farming, have become widespread, for housekeeping
and groceries to meet the needs of the family.

The development of parcel land tenure takes place
in two directions: on the one hand, in the form of the
development of parcel peasant land tenure in general,
when former independent peasant farms turn into
parcel areas, suitable only as a mansion and a city. On
the other hand - in the form of the distribution of the
same parcel around cities and large industrial centres,
when small areas are used by city residents as a place to
rest like a city and other. Revenue from such areas does
not play any significant significance at all.

From the foregoing, itis clear that the market economy
system in general and in particular the capitalization of
agriculture does not always lead to the concentration
of land ownership. In some circumstances, the process
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of capitalization of agriculture is accompanied by a
concentration of land ownership and the presence
of large sizes of farms, in the opposite case, the
fragmentation of land ownership, and the presence of
small sizes of land holdings.

The problem of land ownership in a capitalist
economy is to overcome the monopoly of land
ownership, which at a certain stage becomes an obstacle
to the further development of capitalist agricultural
production. The negative consequence of land
ownership and its rental monopoly is the impact on the
development of productive forces in agriculture. The
distraction of capital for the purchase of land, which
leads to a reduction in investments in its cultivation,
and the transition to the cultivation of the worst land —
these are the main negatives of land ownership for the
development of productive forces and agricultural
capitalization. That is, in the agricultural sector, the
principle of private property conflicts with other
basic principles of capitalism — economic freedom,
competition, concentration trends, and socialization.
The contradictions between private property and all
capitalism do not disappear, even at the high stages of
the capitalist process of socialization.

The historical mission of the development of
capitalism in agriculture was the expansion of the
feudal forms of land ownership that it inherited from
the previous period and the promotion of a new
form of ownership that corresponded to the level of
development of productive forces and corresponded
to a new mode of production. Capitalism, on the one
hand, provided employees with personal independence
from feudal lords, landlords, and, on the other hand,
led to the separation of land from its owner, for whom
land now increasingly becomes not the object of capital
investment in agricultural production but a source of
rental income from ownership to land. Land ownership
takes on an economic form, turning into an ordinary
commodity that is in demand by capitalists and tenants.
This form of separation of land from agricultural
production is an obstacle to its development and
capitalization.

Another way to overcome the feudal forms of
landed property by capitalism is to mobilize land in
connection with the growth of mortgage land debt, in
which capitalization of rents takes the form of mortgage
debt. But if through the mobilization and price of land,
capitalism adapts land, as a means of production, to
the conditions of capitalist production, then mortgage
debt leads to the degeneration of the very nature of
land ownership and landowner. It is a question of the
fact that obtaining a rent goes not to the landowner
but to the bank capital. Under such conditions, the
landowner turns into an agricultural producer or leaves
the capitalist land relations.

A complete separation of land tenure from agriculture
is through a lease. This is due to the fact that the

314

Vol. 3, No. 4, 2017

development oflease relations, on the one hand, involves
the presence of tenant entrepreneurs and hired workers,
and, on the other hand, the isolation and preservation
of the class of landowners. In this regard, the lease may,
in some cases, be based not only on capitalist relations
but also on the remnants of pre-capitalist relations
and forms. Accordingly, there are two types of lease:
capitalist and non-capitalist.

The capitalist lease implies the existence of developed
capitalist relations in agriculture, namely: the leasing of
land for the purpose of its further exploitation through
the use of capital and hired labour in conjunction with
the work of family members. The central figure of
such a lease is the entrepreneur-tenant, who conducts
commodity capitalist production. The non-capitalist
lease implies the existence of undeveloped capitalist
relations in agriculture and the leasing of land not so
much for the purpose of its capitalist exploitation as
for the purpose or satisfaction of the food needs of
the family, or for the purpose of simple commodity
production. The central figure of such a lease is a small
producer, a peasant who leads a household to meet their
food needs or to market products. Despite the prevalence
of both types of the lease in different countries, there is
a tendency to replace the forms of land relations of the
pre-capitalist economy with forms of the capitalist lease.

As we see, the development of private ownership of
land is an objective process, due to a certain system of
contradictions and the need for their solution. The most
important of these are:

« the possibility of separating property rights, which
is a source of non-profit income, from actual land use,
which leads to inefficient use of land;

« the contradiction between the interests of society in
using land and the interests of the landowner;

« the contradiction between the distribution of land,
caused by the ownership relations with it, and the needs
of its new distribution and redistribution, caused by the
development of productive forces;

« the contradiction between the market and the natural-
production criteria of the use of land as an expression
of contradictions between different methods of
management (Filonenko, 1996).

The above contradictions require the search for
solutions. There are three ways of resolving conflicts
of private ownership of land in the agrarian sector:
nationalization of land and its rents, the creation
of collective agricultural enterprises, and the
establishment of control by society for the use of
land. The first two ways have been realized at the
beginning of the last century in post-socialist countries,
whose economic relations were based on the social
ownership of the means of production, the social forms
of organization of production and labour, the direct
combination of producers with means of production,
the lack of human exploitation, the systematic and
proportional development of the economy, ensuring
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the comprehensive development of personality and full
satisfaction of its needs. In fact, public property has been
secreted. Under such conditions, direct producers were
formal owners, alienated from the means of production
and its results, and the removal from management
thereof. This undermined their interest in the results of
their work.

In addition, production under socialism was
carried out in accordance with the policy plans, the
implementation of which did not contribute to the
implementation of scientific and technological progress
in agriculture. Instead of democratizing public life,
its bureaucratization took place, which limited the
economic independence of labour collectives. All this
led to the development of agriculture on an extensive
basis. When the opportunities for such a development
were exhausted, the growth rate of production began to
fall, and social tension in society would increase. This
conditioned the need for a radical restructuring of the
system of agrarian relations and, above all, relations of
ownership of land.

The situation in the agrarian sector was associated
with an escalation of supremacy between the form of
ownership ofland and the forms of real land tenure. The
impression was that the associated producers are formal
owners, and the land, in essence, is a draw. In this regard,
the main link of a radical restructuring of agrarian
relations was to resolve this contradiction. However,
unfortunately, all the efforts of the reformers focused
on the restructuring of land ownership. It was not taken
into account that the restructuring of land ownership
relations in conditions of the ineffectiveness of public
ownership of land should take place not only as a
substitute for private property but also through changes
and changes in the economic situation of all subjects of
agrarian relations — both the owner and employee.

Thus, in the absence of proper conditions for solving
this contradiction, there was a dialectical denial of public
ownership and the revival of private ownership of land.
In resolving the contradiction of private ownership of
socialism was not taken into account: first, that the form
of ownership of land is conditioned by the needs of the
development of productive forces, and secondly, that
the socialization of the land should correspond to the
economic interests of the peasants, that is, those who
will handle it.

The world experience of the restructuring of agrarian
relations shows that, firstly, it is not possible to hurry to
change the forms of ownership of land, and secondly,
such a change should occur along with similar changes
in the economy, which makes the transition to new
forms of ownership of land more efficient, thirdly,
the use of public property and public ownership of
land is justified only when they represent one of the
prerequisites for resolving the contradiction between
the form of ownership of land and the forms of real use
of land, etc.

Today, in developed countries, the resolution of
conflicts of private ownership of land takes place by
establishing control by the society for the use of land
and compliance with the terms of its sale. Currently, in
all countries, the land legislation provides for the state
control over compliance with these conditions.

In general, it must be said that the nationalization
of land, although in practice, is socially inaccessible to
industrial and post-industrial societies, remaining a
utopia of social transformation, but its implementation
would bring a number of benefits for the development of
agriculture since it would free capitalists from the need
for unproductive costs for the purchase of land, created
would be favourable conditions for the competition
of capital in agricultural production, would lead to the
disappearance of an absolute and monopoly land rent
that, in its own would lead to lower prices for agricultural
products, reducing the capitalist costs of production.

Thus, the dialectic of the development of institutional
social forms of functioning of economic systems and
property relations in the agrarian sector is that the
development of land ownership relations leads to
changes and transformations in the system of industrial
relations, their transition to the higher stage of socio-
economic development and the emergence of new social
forms of functioning of economic systems. In turn, the
emergence of new social forms of the functioning of
economic systems causes changes in the structure of
relations of ownership ofland, leading to the emergence
and dominant position in the agrarian sector of new
types and forms of ownership, reflecting the socio-
economic nature of the prevailing social system.

Thus, in pre-industrial economic systems, which
characterized the low level of development of productive
forces, social forms of organization of production and
labour were largely dependent on nature and demanded
the unification of people into groups in order to meet
their needs and needs of the ruling class. Under such
conditions, the main productive force was a man. In such
systems, conditions are created for the exploitation of
man by man, new social institutions arise — classes that
act as production units that determine the relationship
between people in the production process.

For market economical systems of an industrial
type characterized by a high level of development of
productive forces; preserving the division of society
into social classes; the economic dependence of
legally free employees from the owners of capital,
which forces employees to alienate their workforce
in order to secure livelihoods for themselves and
their families; replacement of private non-capitalist
ownership of private capitalist property (corporate,
corporate, monopoly, oligopolistic); the main
productive force is the machine, the person becomes
an appendage to the car; capital and labour are parties
to capitalist production relations; strengthening the
processes of specialization and concentration of labour
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and production, centralization of ownership and
management, capitalization and monopolization of
production.

In a market-based economic system of post-
industrial type, there is a transition to automated
production; science becomes the main productive
force, and important resources are knowledge and
information; denied the relationship of personal and
economic dependence of man; preconditions are
created for ensuring the comprehensive development
of the individual and the harmonious combination
of the individual with the environment; processes of
integration of labour and production, diversification,
and deconcentration of production, demonopolization
and decentralization of production and management
are taking place, and capitalization processes are
complemented by socialization processes; private
property acquires forms of collective-private, joint-
stock, corporate; intellectual property appears.

If in pre-industrial systems, the main means of
agricultural production growth was agricultural capital,
industrial — industrial capital, then in the post-industrial -
information and knowledge of direct producers.

Patterns of development of relations of land ownership

In addition, on the basis of the analysis of the evolution
of land ownership relations in different economic
systems, one can conclude that their development is
characterized by certain patterns:

1) development and complication of forms of property
is constantly underway;

2) each form of ownership by its nature is historical, that
is, having arisen as a result of certain circumstances, it
with the termination of their actions should be replaced
by another, more adequate to the new conditions.
Conservation of the development of functional forms
of property leads to stagnant phenomena, inhibition of
social processes;

3) the emergence ofamore developed form of ownership
of land does not lead to the complete disappearance of
the previous form of ownership;

4) the more specific forms of ownership within a certain
mode of production, the stronger are the driving forces
and sources of economic system development;

S) as the evolution of property relations weakens the
antagonistic nature of social contradictions, there is a
convergence of interests of opposing classes, social groups.
Indeed, preindustrial economic systems were based
initially on the property of the ruling class on the means of
production and the employee (producer), and later on the
results of his work; industrial economic systems — only on
the property of the capitalist on the means of production,
and post-industrial systems — on the property of the workers
themselves for their unique abilities (a combination of
capital and labour is in place), the social status of man is
now largely determined by the level of education;

6) development of property relations has an interesting
trend — in the early stages of its development, humanity
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used common, collective forms of ownership, then,
with the development of productive forces, communal
property self-denied and displaced by private property,
self-development, which takes place in the direction of
its socialization (socialization of the nature of labour and
production) and the emergence of group and collective
forms of private property;

7) each functional form of ownership reflects a certain
level of development of the productive power of human
labour (but this provision should not be absolutised,
as the reasons that determine the logic of property
relations at a certain stage of historical development are
multidimensional). Type and form of ownership should
correspond to the level of development and the mode of
functioning of the productive forces;

8) a measure of the realization of any type or form of
ownership is the degree of human freedom, that is, the
form of ownership expresses the degree of freedom
of action of man (from full freedom to individual
production to its “restriction” by defining the framework
of collective or social interests);

9) development of the essential basis of property relations
takes place in an evolutionary way, and the change of legal
form of ownership - institutional instruments;

10) institutional forms of ownership combine both old
forms and new ones;

11) each typical civilization is characterized by a specific
for the conditions of its development, the dominant
object of property, which reflects the achieved level of
development of the productive power of human labour
and the corresponding formative peculiarities of the
appropriation of means and outputs.

Thus, in agrarian civilization, the dominant object of
the property was land, which, due to the development
of the productive power of human labour, gradually
evolved from the collective form of human existence into
a separate means of its production activity. In the period of
development of industrial civilization, the dominant object
of the property was created by a man of the instrument of
production, and the need for high concentration of them
created the gap between labour and property. As a result,
means of production, alienated from the workforce, have
become capital forms, and labour is the form of commodity.
Fundamentally new processes in property relations appear
with the emergence of post-industrial civilization. Here, the
main object of property is the information and knowledge
that embodies the costs of the intellectual workforce,
which, unlike the workforce used in traditional branches of
the economy, loses the ability to alienate from its carrier. In
addition, materially-conceived means of production in the
process of their productive use of human labour acquire
qualitatively new social features and turn into a productive
force of its labour, a specific object of its individual,
personalized property.

Thus, as we can see, throughout the history of
mankind, the development of land ownership relations
is closely associated with changes in the institutional
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forms of social functioning of economic systems.
Thus, in pre-industrial economic systems, communal
property, exploitative types of private property and
state ownership, such as the property of kings, feudal
lords and other rulers, took place. In market economical
systems of industrial and post-industrial type, along
with the state form of ownership, group and collective
forms of private property arise and develop. That is, the
self-development of private property takes place in the
direction of its socialization through the transformation
of a single form of capitalist private property into its
corporate form.

S. Conclusions and prospects
for further research

The dialectic of the development of institutional
social forms of the functioning of economic systems
and property relations in the agrarian sector is that
the development of land ownership relations leads
to changes and transformations in the system of
production relations, their transition to a higher stage
of socio-economic development, and the emergence of
new social forms of functioning of economic systems.
In turn, the emergence of new social forms of the
functioning of economic systems causes changes in the
structure of relations of ownership ofland, leading to the
emergence and dominant position in the agrarian sector
of new types and forms of ownership, reflecting the
socio-economic nature of the prevailing social system.

On the basis of the analysis of the evolution of land
ownership relations in various economic systems, one
can conclude that their development is characterized by

certain patterns: the development and complication of
property patterns are constantly underway; each form
of ownership by its nature is historical, that is, arising
from the action of certain circumstances, it with the
termination of their actions should be replaced by
another, more adequate to the new conditions; the
emergence of a more developed form of ownership of
land does not lead to the complete disappearance of the
previous form of ownership; the more specific forms
of ownership within a certain mode of production, the
stronger are the driving forces and sources of economic
system development; as the evolution of property
relations weakens the antagonistic nature of social
contradictions, there is a convergence of interests of
opposing classes, social groups; each functional form
of ownership reflects a certain level of development
of the productive power of human labour; the means
of realization of any type or form of ownership is the
degree of human freedom; the development of the
essential basis of property relations takes place in an
evolutionary way, and the change in the legal form of
ownership - institutional instruments; institutional
forms of property combine both old and new forms;
each typical civilization is characterized by a dominant
property object that is specific for the conditions of
its development, which reflects the achieved level of
development of the productive labour force of man
and the corresponding formative peculiarities of the
appropriation of means and production results. Further
research will be devoted to the development of a model
of the economic policy of the state in solving socio-
economic contradictions in the agrarian sector of the
modern economy.

References:

Bashnyanin, G. L, Kopych, I. M., Shevchyk, B. M. (1999). Economic systems: problems of structuring and

typology. — Lviv, Co-education, 220 p.

Griffin, L. A. (1994). Dialectics of social development (the experience of modern Marxism). second edition. —

Kiev, Naukova Dumka, 116 p.

Zaitsev, Yu. K., Savchuk, V. S. (2011). Modern political economy (problems and institutional field of the subject

and research methodology). - Kyiv, KNEU, 337, [3] p.

Lyashchenko, P. 1. (1930). The main elements of the social economy of agriculture. — Moscow, 400 p.
Filonenko, O. S. (1996). Agrarian relations: content, development, future. — Kyiv, Vintage, 208 p.
Chukhno, A. A. (2006). Works: In 3 volumes. Vol. 2. Information Post-industrial Economics: Theory and Practice.

Kyiv, 512 p.

Onbra WYJ1IbrA

3AKOHOMEPHOCTW PA3BUTUA OTHOLWIEH COBCTBEHHOCTW HA 3EMJTIO B ATPAPHOM
CEKTOPE 2KOHOMWKW

AHHOTaumA. B OcCHOBe KaKAOW SKOHOMUYECKOM CUCTEMbl JNeXUT OnpefefieHHaa CcucTeMa OTHOLWEHUN
COOCTBEHHOCTI, COOTBETCTBYIOLAA OMNpeAesieHHOMY YPOBHIO Pa3BUTUA Mpou3BOAMTENbHbIX cui. Korga 3Ta
cMcTema OTHOLLIEHUN COBCTBEHHOCTU NnepecTaeT obecneyrBaTb NPOrpecc SKOHOMNYECKOrO Pa3BUTUA, BO3HMKAET
HeobXoAMMOCTb ee 3aMeHbl Ha HOBYI. VIMEHHO 0OBEKTVBHAA MOTPEOHOCTb Pa3BUTUA MPOV3BOAUTESNIbHBIX CUI
npegonpenensieT Heo6XoANMOCTb BO3HUKHOBEHUSI HOBOW, BbICLLEN GOPMbI COOCTBEHHOCTU. NS KaXKA0W CUCTEMbI
OTHOLUEHWUA COOCTBEHHOCTM XapaKTepHa CBOSA CMCTEMA MPOTMBOPEUMI, KOTopas ObecrneyrBaeT ee pa3BuUTME.
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PelieHre 3Tnx npoTmBopeunin BedeT K NMOABIIEHNIO HOBbIX afleKBaTHbIX GOPM AaNibHenLwero pa3BuUTUA CUCTEMbI
OTHOLLEHUI cO6CTBEHHOCTU. OTHOCKUTENIBHO arpapHOro CeKTopa SKOHOMUKY, TO lo60e NPOoTUBOpPeUre arpapHbIX
OTHOLWWEHUIN ABNAETCS GOPMON BbIPAKEHUS MPOTMBOPEUMIA, OCHOBAHHBIX Ha MPOTMBOPEUUSX OTHOLUEHWI
cobcTBeHHOCTM Ha 3emnto. OTCloAa cnepyert, UTo MPOTMBOPEYME OTHOLIEHMI COOCTBEHHOCTM Ha 3eMlio ABNAETCA
OCHOBHbIM B CUCTEME arpapHbIX OTHOLWeHW 1 6e3 ero paspelleHns HEBO3MOXHO pa3peLllnTb BCe OCTalibHble
NPOTMBOPEYNA arpapHoro cektopa v cdopmupoBaTb 3PeKTUBHbIE arpapHble OTHOLWeHUA. IMEHHO No3ToMY, UTOObI
pa3paboTatb 3ddEKTUBHYIO arpapHyHo NONNTMKY MO PELLEHMIO CYLLECTBYIOLLMX B arpapHOM CEKTOpe NPOTUBOPEYNi,
BAXXHO BbIICHUTb MPOTUBOPEUMUA Y 3aKOHOMEPHOCTU Pa3BUTMA B HEM OTHOLUEHUI COBCTBEHHOCTW Ha 3eMilio.
lMpedmem uccnedos8aHus — NPOTUBOPEUNSA U 3aKOHOMEPHOCTM PA3BUTUA OTHOLLIEHWI COOCTBEHHOCTU Ha 3eMJTio B
arpapHOM CEKTOPE SKOHOMUKN. [111A BbIACHEHWA U PaCKPbITVA 3TUX BOMPOCOB ObI/IN MPUMEHEHbI faNeKTUYeCKUi,
AVHAMUYHBIA, CUCTEMHbIV, €AUHCTBA JIOTMYECKOrO Y UCTOPMYECKOro Noaxofbl, MeToAbl 0606LeHna, aHanmsa
N CcuHTe3a M Ap. Leab cmameu — packpbiTb AMANeKTUKY MNPOTMBOPEUYUN PasBUTUA WHCTUTYLMOHANbHbIX
06LecTBeHHbIX GopM GYHKLNOHMPOBAHNA SKOHOMUYECKNX CUCTEM U OTHOLWIEHW COOCTBEHHOCTM B arpapHoOMm
CEKTOpe, onpeaennTb 3aKOHOMEPHOCTM Pa3BUTUA OTHOLLIEHWI COOCTBEHHOCTU Ha 3eMio. [BVXKYyLWYMY cunamm
pa3BUTUSA MO0 IKOHOMMUYECKOW CUCTEMbI ABNIAETCA NPOTUBOpeUre Mmexay GopMol 3eMenbHON COOCTBEHHOCTY
n dopmoin 3emnesnageHnsa, mexay Gopmoit 3emnesnageHus 1 GopmMoi HenocpenCcTBEHHOW PaboTbl Ha 3emne,
MeXxay BnagenbLiem 3eMn 1 HenocpeacTBEHHbIM PabOTHMKOM Ha Hell. [lnanekTrka pa3BuUTAA MHCTUTYLIMOHANbHbIX
o6uecTBeHHbIX popM GYHKLNOHMPOBAHNA SKOHOMUYECKNX CUCTEM N OTHOLIEHWI COOCTBEHHOCTM B arpapHoMm
CEeKTope 3aK/ioyaeTca B TOM, UYTO Pas3BUTME OTHOLUEHWU/ COOGCTBEHHOCTV Ha 3eMIio BefdeT K M3MEeHEeHUAM U
npeobpa3oBaHMAM B CYCTEME MPOU3BOACTBEHHbIX OTHOLLEHMWI, UX Nepexoda K BbICLIel CTaguu O6LeCcTBeHHO-
3KOHOMMYECKOTO Pa3BUTMA U MOSIBIEHUS HOBbIX O6OLECTBEHHbIX GOPM PYHKLMOHUPOBAHUA SKOHOMUYECKNX
cuctem. B cBolo ouepefpb, NoABNEHME HOBbIX O6LWeECTBEHHbIX GOPM GYHKLMOHMPOBAHNA SKOHOMUYECKUX
cuctem obycnoBnvBaeT M3MEHEHUA B CTPYKTYpPe OTHOLIEHMI COOCTBEHHOCTM Ha 3eMJlto, BefleT K MOABMEHUIO 1
rocrnofCTBYIOLLEMY MONOMXKEHUNIO B arpapHOM CeKTope HOBbIX BUAOB 1 ¢OpM COOCTBEHHOCTM, OTPaXaa coLunanbHO-
SKOHOMUYECKYI0 Npupogy obLecTBEHHOro cTpos. Ha ocHoBe aHanv3a 3BOMIOLMM OTHOLIEHWIA COHBCTBEHHOCTM
Ha 3eMJIl0 B Pa3HblX SKOHOMUYECKUX CUCTEMAX MOXKHO CAenaTb BbIBOA, YTO ANA WX Pa3BUTMA XapaKTepHbl
onpefesnieHHble 3aKOHOMEPHOCTU: MOCTOAHHO MPOVCXOAMT Pa3BUTUE U YCIOXKHeHUe GOpPM COOCTBEHHOCTU;
Karkgaa dopma cOOBCTBEHHOCTM MO CBOEN Mpupofe ABAAETCA WCTOPUYECKONW; YeM Gonblue KOHKPETHbIX Gpopm
co6CTBEHHOCTU B Npejesniax onpefeneHHoro cnocoba Npon3BoACTBa, TEM CUNTbHEE ABNAITCA ABVXKYLUME CUMbl 1
WCTOYHUKN Pa3BUTMA SKOHOMUYECKOWN CUCTEMbI; MO Mepe 3BOMIOLMM OTHOLEHUI COOCTBEHHOCTU ocnabnaeTca
AHTaroHNCTMYECKNIA XapaKTep CoLManbHbIX MPOTUBOPEUNIA, TPOUCXOAUT CONMMKEHNE MHTEPECOB MPOTMUBOMOSTOXKHbIX
KJ1accoB, COLMaNbHbIX FPYMN; Kaxaas GyHKLUOHanbHas ¢opma COGCTBEHHOCTY OTPaXaeT onpefeneHHbI ypoBEHb
Pa3BUTUS NMPOW3BOAUTENIbHOV CUIbI TPYAA YeSIOBEKA; Pa3BUTME CYLLHOCTHOW OCHOBbI OTHOLLEHWIA COOGCTBEHHOCTY
NPOVCXOANT SBOJMIIOLMOHHBIM MyTEM, a M3MEHEHUE MPABOBON (pOPMbl COOCTBEHHOCTU — MHCTUTYLIMOHANbHbBIMY
NHCTPYMEHTaMU; UHCTUTYLIMOHabHble GOpPMbl COBCTBEHHOCTIN COYETAIOT B Cebe KaK OTKMBLLME GOPMbI, TaK Y TOSIbKO
YTO POXKAEHHbIE; KaXAoMy TUMY LMBUNM3aLMN NPUCYLY cneundruyecKnii Ana yCroBuin ee pa3Butna JOMUHMPYOLNIA
06beKT COOCTBEHHOCTH, OTPAXKAOLUNIA JOCTUTHYTbIA YPOBEHb PAa3BUTUA NPON3BOAUTENIbHOW CUMbI TPYAa YenoBeKa
1 COOTBETCTBYOLWME GOPMALIMOHHbIE OCOOEHHOCTM NPUCBOEHUS CPELCTB 1 Pe3yNbTaToB NPON3BOACTBA U T. .

318



