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Executive Summary

The aim of the research was to describe and analyze the process of agrarian reforms in
Turkmenistan. The main research tool was a comprehensive questionnaire-based survey
of two farming groups: individual peasant (daikhan) farmers and leaseholders operating
in large farm associations. The findings of this research show that Turkmenistan has
implemented significant reforms in agriculture, increasing the size of the household plot
sector, enabling the emergence of independent peasant farms, and most importanthy
individualizing to a certain extent the production arrangements in former coltective farms
through the introduction of leasehold contracts. Land reform works to the extent that land
has largely been transferred to individual cuitivation and the farm associations no longer
tunction as production cooperatives.

Yet the observable impacts on family incomes and overall agricultural performance
appear to be still very limited. The policies underlying the agranian reforms can only be
characterized as half-hearted: state orders are retained for the main cash commodities -
cotton and wheat — produced by most farmers, the producers are generally bound to
monopolistic state marketers and input suppliers, and the independent peasant farmers
who are relatively free from these constraints receive land of very poor quality that
requires major investment in reclamation. Low state-controlled prices that farmers
receive for cotton and wheat are only partially offset by farm subsidies, which results in
low profitability and shortage of badly needed investment funds. Moreover, land virtually
cannot be transferred among individuals — neither by buying and selling nor by leasing.
These restrictions on land rights create obstacles to adjustment of farm sizes for greater
efficiency and introduce behavioral and legal uncertainties of tenure that are not
conducive to farm investment.

It is not surprising that, in this environment characterized by pervasive govemnment
intervention in agriculture, the performance of the new leasehold sector falls far short of
1ts potential and the new independent farmers are struggling to survive against all odds.
However, despite these political constraints, the reforms are finally beginning to have
some positive impact, as agriculture is starting to show signs of slow recovery from the
initial transition-induced decline. To support rural development, the government should
not only continue its forward-looking land reform program, but also aim to eliminate the
production and price controls and allow standard land-market transactions.



Research Objectives

The goal of the research project was to study the economic and institutional conditions in
the agricultural sector in Turkmenistan in the ininal phases of transition from a Soviet-
style command system to a more market-oriented economy. Specific objectives included
performance analysis of new farming structures, such as family leaseholders within farm
associations and individual private farms operating outside the collectivist framework:
identification of the main difficulties and constraints faced by agricultural producers of
all categories; analysis of the impacts of reforms on sectoral performance and household
wellbeing; review of the available organizational alternatives for agricultural production
and sectoral service infrastructure based on intemmational expertence.

The problem is relevant for development because more than half the population in
Turkmenistan live in agricultural areas and close to half the labor force works in
agriculture. Any improvements in the productivity and efficiency of agriculture as a
result of ongoing reforms are likely to have significant impacts on rural incomes and the
standard of living of rural families.

Very little research is being done on Turkmenistan in general and on Turkmen agriculture
in particular. While Central Asia attracts considerable attention among researchers and
international organizations, other Central Asian countries are much more accessible
because of the specific socio-political characteristics of Turkmenistan. Published work on
agricultural reform in Turkmenistan seems to have been limited so far to two studies
carried out some years ago with the participation of the Israeli principal investigator
(Lerman and Brooks, 1998; Lerman and Brooks, 2001). Building on this foundation. the
present research considerably expanded the scope and depth of the inquiry into Turkmen
agnculture.

The innovative aspect of the research is precisely in the ability of the collaborating
researchers to penetrate through the barriers that generally shield Turkmen agriculture
from international scrutiny and to collect objective and fairly rigorous information about
the new developments in this important sector.

Methods and Results
The data for this research were collected on three different levels:

1. Country-level data: background information on legal. institutional, and
economic aspects of the ongoing transformation in Turkmen
agriculture, including statistical data from official sources.

2. Famm-level data: two questionnaire surveys conducted through face-to-
face interviews, including a survey of 150 individual peasant farmers
(conducted in 2000-2001) and a survey of 1,100 leaseholders in 110
peasant associations (conducted in 2001-2002).

3. Sector-level data: A time series of financial reports for a group of 40
farm associations for the period 1997-2000, supplemented with



course, still too early to say to what extent the findings and conclusions of the study will
be applied by local policy makers and scientists.

Significant scientific impacts are clearly noticeable both on the level of acquisition of
new skills and on the level of new technology. New research skills acquired during the
project include ability to design survey instruments compatible with Western scientific
requirements, capacity to conduct large-scale farm and household survevs. and — perhaps
most importantly — exposure to Western data-analysis techniques and economic thinking.

Regarding technology, the project has enabled the Turkmen team to purchase essential
computer hardware, as well as basic office equipment necessary for maintaining routine
communication with the Israeli counterparts. These purchases include desktop computers
for database maintenance, portable laptop computers for field work. laser printers. a
scanner, a fax machine, and a photocopier. The project budget has been used to install e-
mail and internet links, in addition to making it possible to acquire a sufficient number of
telephone lines.

The Turkmen co-investigator’s view of the scientific impacts of this USAID-funded
research is presented in a letter he wrote to Ms. Elinor Slater, The Hebrew University
Administration Official, with the completion of the project on November 30, 2003. The
letter is attached in Annex 4. The essence of Dr. Stanchin’s view is captured by the
following quotation from his letter:

*“...the scientific and practical assets that | have acquired during this project under
the leadership of Professor Lerman simply cannot be compared to anything in my
previous experience. ... At the same time, we managed to increase the scientific
level and technical qualifications of the entire research group that worked in
Turkmenistan under my guidance with USAID financing.”

Project Activities and Qutput

Routine contacts between the Israeli principal investigator and the Turkmen co-
investigator were maintained on a daily basis through a regular exchange of e-mail
messages, reinforced, when necessary, by fax and phone calls. All issues relating to
questionnaire development, sample selection, and database design. as well as many
questions of data analysis were discussed and decided by exchange of e-mails. The
project log contains more than 200 operational messages generated by each investigator.
Because of the almost exclusive reliance on e-mail, no working meetings were held in the
usual sense of this term (except for preparatory meetings that predate the award of the

grant).



consolidated financial reports of the agricultural sector for the same
period.

Survey design and the methodology of survey data analvsis are based on previous work
of the Israeli principal investigator in other CIS countries (see. e.g.. Brooks et al. (1996).
Lerman et al. (1998), Csaki et al. (2000)).

The full results of this research are presented in two books published simultaneously in
Russian and Turkmen (240 pp. each volume). The Russian volume includes a 6-page
summary of the main findings in English. Both books are distributed with this final
report. A similar volume with full results in English is under preparation and will be
distributed separately when completed (estimated completion mid-2004).

A condensed journal-article version of the results is attached in Annex 1. An English
translation of the full table of contents of the Russian volume is given in Annex 2. The
survey instruments used in the peasant farmers survey and the leaseholders survey are
attached respectively in Annexes 3 and 4 (in Russian; no English version exist).

Impact, Relevance, and Technology Transfer

In discussing the topics of this section. we need to distinguish between impacts on two
levels:

—Policy impacts on decision makers in Turkmenistan

—Scientific impacts on participating Turkmen researchers

From the very conception of this study, the ultimate goal was to present the findings. with
appropriate policy recommendations, to government officials and policymakers in
Turkmenistan. To ensure maximum legitimacy and recognition, representatives of the
local establishment were actively involved in the design stages and repeatedly consulted
during the performance phase.

Two interim reports (in Russian and Turkmen) with the results of the preliminary
analysis of independent private farmers and leaseholders were submitted in 2000 and
2001 1o the relevant scientific organs and the Cabinet of Ministers of Turkmenistan. The
full final report, also in Russian and Turkmen, is now being distributed 1o a list of some
100 officials and scientists, including provincial and district governors. Copies of the full
report are scheduled to be presented to the President of Turkmenistan. An additional 100
copies (in Russian only) are being distributed to relevant experts in other countries of the
CIS. In addition to the analysis of the results, the report includes an extended section with
detailed research-based policy recommendations. To make the findings and
recommendations more acceptable to the local audiences. the report includes didactic
matenal on principles of market economy (prepared mainly by Dr. Stanchin on the basis
of a painstaking literature review) and on world experience with agricultural institutions
(adapted from Lerman (2001) and Lerman et al. (2002)). The overall intent is to
maximize the impact of the study in Turkmenistan and the neighboring countries. it is, of



Face-to-face training occurred in Rehovot during the visits of Turkmen team members in
Israel. Five such visits took place:

Duration of visit Visitor Training agenda

02/26-03/28/2001 Ivan Stanchin Data analysis. report writing

09/29-11/16/2001 Lilya Stanchina Data analysis

07/13-08/31/2002 Lilya Stanchina Data analysis

03/18-04/14/2003 Ivan Stanchin Report writing, preparation of conference
presentations and Western journal articles

11/16-12/15/2003 Ivan Stanchin Journal articles. conference presentations

The category of training activities also includes work with graduate students in Israel. In
total, four graduate students worked on data analysis at various stages during the project.
One of the graduate students (Rimma Gluhih) completed her master’s thesis on “Private
Farming in Turkmenistan: Performance and Constraints™ and submitted it in March 2003
to Ben-Gurion University of the Negev (Institute for Desert Research and International
School for Desert Studies). An article based on this thesis work was published in a
scientific journal in the USA (see List of Project Publications for details). Ms. Gluhih is
currently a PhD candidate at the Ben-Gurion University and her thesis work continues to
be based on the data output of the Turkmenistan project (**Agricultural Decision and
Performance Among Turkmen Leaseholders and Private Farmer™).

Another graduate student (Darya Zaslaver) is extending her analysis of farm financial
statements in Turkmenistan to a master's thesis in the Department of Agricultural
Economics and Management, The Hebrew University.

The findings of this research project have been presented at two international
conferences, one regional conference, and one local conference:

e American Agricultural Economics Association (AAEA) meetings, Montreal, July
28-30, 2003: a specially organized symposium on land and water reforms in Central
Asia (Z. Lerman and I Stanchin, “Farm Restructuring in Turkmenistan: Qutcomes
and Constraints™)

e Annual conference of the Central Eurasian Studies Society (CESS), Harvard
University, Cambridge, Mass., October 2-5, 2003: a special panel on “Changing
Land and Water Use Patterns in Central Asia” (Z. Lerman and 1. Stanchin. “New
Contract Arrangements in Turkmen Agricuiture: Impacts on Productivity and Rural
Incomes™)

e Regional conference on “Land Management and Land Cadastre during Land
Reform”, Tashkent Institute of Irmigation and Farm Mechanization Engineers —
TIIIMSKh, Tashkent, Uzbekistan, Mayv 16-17, 2003 (1. Stanchin and Z. Lerman.
“Premises and Components of Land Reform in Turkmenistan™)

e Conference on “Socio-Economic Development of Turkmenistan during
Independence”, Magtymkuly Turkmen State University, Ashgabat. Turkmenistan.



October 10. 2003 (I. Stanchin and Z. Lerman. “Stages of Land Reform in
Turkmenistan™)

All four presentations were jointly authored by the two co-investigators. L.erman
presented the papers at the two international conferences (Montreal and Harvard):
Stanchin presented the papers in Tashkent and Ashgabat.

List of Project Publications (as of December 2003)

Interim Briefing Reports [in Russian and Turkmen]

1. Stanchin, Development of Private Farms in Turkmenitsan (4nalysis of Survey Data).
National Institute of State Statistics and Information, Ashgabat (2000).

I. Stanchin, Development of Economic Reforms in the Agrarian Sector of Turkmenistan
{Intrafarm Leaseholds), National Institute of State Statistics and Information.
Ashgabat (2001).

Books [see English translation of table of contents in Annex 2]

1. Stanchin and Z. Lerman, Agrarian Reform in Turkmenistan [in Russian, with English
summary], Center for Agricultural Economic Research. The Hebrew University,
Rehovot:, Israel (November 2003), 240 pp.

I. Stanchin and Z. Lerman, Tirkmenistanda oba ¢zgertmesi [in Turkmen], Center for
Agricultural Economic Research, The Hebrew University of Jerusalem. Rehovot.
Israel (December 2003), 232 pp.

Articles {see Annexes | and 5]

Z. Lerman and 1. Stanchin, “Institutional Changes in Turkmen Agriculture: Impacts on
Productivity and Rural Incomes,” Eurasian Geography and Economics , 45(1):
18-30 (2004).

I. Stanchin and Z. Lerman, “Premises and Components of Land Reform in
Turkmenistan,” Proceedings of TIIIMSKh — Tashkent Institute of Irrigation and
Farm Mechanization Engineers, Tashkent, Uzbekistan (forthcoming). {in Russian
and Uzbek].

I. Stanchin and Z. Lerman, “Stages of Land Reform in Turkmenistan,” Proceedings of
Magtymkuly Turkmen State University (forthcoming). [in Turkmen].

L. Stanchin, “Principles of the theory of market economy,” Altvn Asyryn Ykdysadvveti -
Economy of the Golden Age, No. 3, pp. 34-40 (March 2003); No. 6. pp. 36-43
(June 2003); No. 9 (September 2003) {in Turkmen, Russian, and English].

R. Gluhih, M. Schwartz, and Z. Lerman, “Land Reform in Turkmenistan: Does It Work?”
International Business and Economics Research Journal, 2(2): 93-104 (February
2003).

Electronic publications

Z. Lerman and I. Stanchin, New Contract Arrangements in Turkmen Agriculture: Impacts
on Productivity and Rural Incomes, http://departments.agri.huji.ac.il economics’
lerman-main.html [see Annex 5].

I. Stanchin and Z. Lerman. Agrarian Reform in Turkmenistan [selected chapters in
Russian], http://departments.agri.huji.ac.il’economics/lerman-main.him}.




Project Productivity

It is the considered view of the [sraeli princtpal investigator and the Turkmen co-
principal investigator that all the project goals have been successfully accomplished. ht
now remains to be seen that what extent the findings and recommendations will be
adopted by Turkmen policymakers.

Future Work

Distribution of the report to policymakers in Turkmenistan and continued lobbying for
the adoption of its recommendations is an important remaining task on the agenda for
future work. The responsibility for this task will have to be shouldered by the Turkmen
investigator alone.

In Israel, the project is expected to produce in 2004-2005 2 PhD dissertation (Rimma
Gluhih, “Agncultural Decision and Performance among Turkmen Leaseholders and
Private Farmers”) and an MSc thesis (Darya Zaslaver, “The New Role of the Peasant
Association in Turkmenistan: A View through Financial Statements™). Both theses will
lead to journal articles.

The Israelt principal investigator is synthesizing the project results and preparing them
for publication in English in the form of a book. A preliminary understanding has been
reached with a commercial publisher in the USA (Lexington Books) for the publication
of such a volume in their series Rural Economies in Transition (tentatively scheduled for
2005). Full acknowledgment of USAID support will be included and USAID will receive
pre-publication copies of the manuscript.

The experience gained In this project has enabled the Israeli principal investigator to
develop and submit to USAID/CDR three proposals for future research work in
Kazakhstan (CA23-044), Uzbekistan (CA23-045), and Mongolia (C24-007).
Complementing the work in Turkmenistan, the three proposals focus on the impacts that
agrarian reforms are having on productivity and rural incomes. If these proposals are
approved, the Turkmen co-principal investigator will actively participate in the research
work in Uzbekistan and Kazakhstan, sharing his accumulated experience with the local
teams.
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ANNEX 1. Extended Overview of Methods and Results

Z. Lerman and . Stanchin, “Institutional Changes in Turkmen Agriculture: Impacts on
Productivity and Rural Incomes,” European Geography and Economics.
Vol. 45, No. 1, pp. 18-30 (2004)



Institutional Changes in Turkmen Agriculture:
Impacts on Productivity and Rural Incomes

Zvi Lerman and lvan Stanchin®

Abstract: An agricultural economist and an official of Turkmenistan’s national statistical
agency examine the impact of a series of mnstitutional changes dunng the 1990s on paterns of
land ownership, farm income, crop specialization, and overall agricultural oittput in Turkmer -
istan. More specifically, the changes investigated entail the distnibution of state-held imgated
land to private plots in 1990-1992, allocation of land to independent pnvate farmersn
1993-1996, and the conversion of collective and state farms to associations of privaie lease-
holders in 1996—1997. The study is based on official government statisucs. a 2008 sunvey of
private farmers, and a 2002 survey of leascholders 1n peasant associauons. Jowrnai of Ece-
nomic Literature, Classification Numbers: Q15, Q18, Q246 figures, 4 tables. 10 references

urkmenistan is a huge country of 491,200 km?—the fourth largest by area in the former

Soviet Union (FSU) after Russia, Kazakhstan, and Ukraine. Yet it has a relatively small
{(but rapidly growing) population of about 6 million people, which puts it in the group of FSU
“midgets” {Armenia, Georgia, Azerbaijan, and the Baltic republics) in terms of absolute pop-
ulation size. More than half the population (55 percent) resides in rural areas, compared 10
one-third for the FSU as a whole, but only 5 percent of the country’s agriculrural land (1.6
million hectares) is cultivable, compared to 40 percent in the FSU. The remaintng 95 percent
of agricultural land in Turkmenistan is desert pastures—33 million hectares fit only for cam-
els and flocks of karakul sheep (Goskomstat SNG, 2003). Thus, despite the vast expanses and
the smail number of people, the effective population density is very high, and Turkmenistan
suffers from the phenomenon of “agrarian overpopulation™: there are only 0.5 hectares of
arable land per rural resident, compared 1o the average of 2.3 hectares for the FSU.

Prior to 1991, Turkmenistan’s agriculture could be characterized as a cofton monocul-
ture. Half the cropped land was under cotton and the country, with a share of about 0.5 per-
cent of arable land in the USSR, supplied more than 15 percent of total cotton production in

'Respectively, Professor, Depantment of Agricultural Economics and Management, The Hebrew Eniversity of
Jerusalem, Rehovot, Israel and National Institute of Statistics and Information, Ashgabal. Turkmemistan. This paper
is part of a research project supported under Grant No. TA-MOU-98-CA17-011 of the L' .S -Israel Cooperalive
Development Research Program, Economic Growth, LS. Agency for [nternational Development. The data in the
paper derive from official statistical sources, a 2001 survey of private farmers. and a 2002 survey of leascholders in
peasant associations. The surveys encompassed 144 private farmers (14 percent of the farmers reporing 10 Turkmen
statistical organs in 2000) and 1.100 leaseholders (0.3 percent of all leaseholders in the country). The pnvate farmers
were sampled at random from a national list of about 1,000 farms reporting 1o statistical organs. The leascholders
were sampled by a two-stage procedure: 1§10 peasant associalions were selected at random from a national Jist of 592
associanions and 10 leascholders were then sampled at random in each association. Both suneys were conducted in
face-to-face interviews by independent private interviewers using detailed multi-pan guestionnaires. The authors
wish to thank anonymous reviewers for insightful comments.
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the Soviet Union (Goskomstat SNG, 1994, Goskomsiat SSSR, 1991). Because of 1ts special
role as a cotton producer, Turkmenistan was a beneficiary of major investment projects
designed to increase the irrigated area. The agricultural sector at that time was organized
according to the standard Soviet model: some 600 large collective and state farms controlled
the bulk of agricultural land, whereas the rural population cultivated 1n its spare ume hun-
dreds of thousands of small household plots on 55,000 hectares, or about 3 percent of umi-
gared land (Lerman and Brooks, 2001). The farm structure has changed dramatically since
then, as independent Turkmenistan has begun to implement vanous agranan reforms consis-
tent with its interpretation of a market-oriented economy.

CHANGING FARM STRUCTURE

The main change in the context of the present study is the shift from collective farming
to a more individualized agriculiure 2 The first stage {1990-1992) involved the distribution
of previousiy state-held irrigated land to rural families, which more than doubled the total
size of the household-piot sector to 133,000 hectares. The second stage {1993-1996)
involved a national program for allocation of land to independent private farmers, who were
allowed to engage in commercial agriculture outside collectivist frameworks. In 2002 there
were more than 5,000 such private farms in Turkmenistan, operating on 81,000 hectares.’
The third stage (1996-1997), involved the transformation of former collective and state
farms into associations of leaseholders. So-called “peasant associations™ (daikhan berleshik
in Turkmen) were summarily organized by pres:dential decree to replace the traditional col-
lective and state farms, and each association was instrucied 1o parcel out its large fields to
individual leaseholders (typically heads of families).

We view the creation of leaseholder-based associanions as the most radical siep of the
land reform program because of its scope. The reforms aimed at household plots and private
farms, however important, were marginal in terms of the amount of land encompassed. The
transitton to leasehold contracts, on the contrary, involved more than 350.000 rural family
units and 1.5 million hectares of arable land, i.e., practically the entire rural population and
90 percent of arable land in Turkmenistan. The current structure of the farm sector in Turk-
menistan is summarized in Table 1.

THE ROLE OF PEASANT ASSOCIATIONS AND INSTITUTIONAL
ARRANGEMENTS FOR LEASEHOLDERS

Initially, when peasant associations were created by fiat in 19954 they potentially
offered yet another example of what generally is known in FSU as a “change of the sign on
the door™—a formal organizational transformation without any substantive intemal change.
Yet the situation in Turkmenistan seems to be moving in the direction of genuine structural

?For a detailed discussion of the legal framework for these changes and the implementation of reforms to 1998,
see Lerman and Brooks (2001); for an update through 2001, see Stanchin and Lerman (2003). For a fasciating,
although not entirely objective account (in English) of reforms as seen through Turkraen eves, see MinEcon {1995).

3The statistics on private farming in Turkmenistan are quite ambiguous: as of 2002, there were 5.176 private
farmers according to land allocation records. but enly 1,815 officially registered farmers and 868 “active farmers”
reporting the results of their operations 1o the state statistical organs {Stanchin and Lerman. 2003).

*Basic legislation providing for the ehmination of traditional collective and state farms and establishment of
peasant associations was adopied in June 1995, and leaschold enabling resolutions were adopted in December 1995
However, the transition to intrafarm leasehold relations within the associations began onby 1n 1996 and in some
cases in 1997
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Table 1. Structure of the Farm Sector in Turkmenistan, 20022

Number Land. ha Average size, ha
Associations 587 33,500.000° —
Leaseholders 357.000 1,500,000 4
Peasant farms 5,200 81.000 6
Household plots 416,000 133.000 0.2

1All areas are approximate.

bEncludes pastures.

<Arable land.

Sowrce: Stanchin and Lerman, 2003 based on official data from the National Instiute of Statistics of

Turkmenistan

change since 1996-1997. Although the number of associations {nearly 600} 1s virrually the
same as that of collective and state farms in the past, and they sl legally control most of the
agricultural land resources, the associations, unlike the kolkhozy and sovkhozy. have been
transformed into mere organizational shells, or umbrelias, for the farming operations of indi-
vidual leaseholders, without significant commercial activity of their own. By 1997, associa-
tions were reporting virtually no “collective” sales: all sales reported for staustical purposes
through associations derive from the individual activity of their leaseholders. Furthermore,
the associations have lost much of their fixed asset base (machinery, equipment, hivestock),
while inventories, receivables, and payables—standard signs of commercial aciivity—have
dwindled almost to nothing.’

What is the role of the associations today? First, they are the “guardians™ or “administra-
tors” of state-owned agricultural land that is dismbuted 1o teaseholders for cultivation.® Al
leaseholders interviewed in the 2002 survey reported that they had a land-lease conwact with
the association (Fig. 1). Second, the associations are the authonty responsible for maintain-
ing rural infrastructure in the villages (simiiar to the role played by municipalities in urban
areas}—and they receive a certain payment from the leaseholders (a percemage of produc-
tion revenue) for these services. Third, and most problemanc of all, they are the conduit for
ransmitting state orders to the leaseholders and enforcing compliance.

The continuing existence of state orders in Turkmenistan is a legacy of the Soviet cen-
trally planned system. Turkmenistan has liberahized much of its agricultural production and
food trade, but the main strategic commodities—cotton and wheat {as well as the much less
important rice}—remain subject to state orders. As in the past, production targets for wheat
and cotton are assigned to large farming units—peasant associations in this case: the associa-
tion manager divides the overall quantities among the leaseholders so that the full 1arget is
met (or exceeded). The associations do not sell this wheat and corton for their leaseholders,
as a marketing cooperative would normally do in the West. Rather the sale contract is directy

5The value of associations’ fixed asscts in 2000 had declined by 40 percent since 1997, inventones decreased
by 86 percent, accounts receivable by 72 percent, and accounts payable and loans by 90 percent. This mformation ts
based on an examination of aggregate financial statements of farm associations for the period 1997-2000, fifed with
the Ministry of Agncalre in Ashgabat. The percentage changes were calculated from time series of balapce-sheet
data in constant prices after adjusting the reporied nominal figures for tnflanon

SFor this reason, the peasant associations with all their leaseholders are classified in Turkmen statisucs as the
“state sector™ {instead of the term “public™ or “collective™ sector used in the past). The “private sector™ includes pri-
vate farms and houschold plots combined.
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Fig. 1. Contracts signed by leaseholders with state-controlled marketers and suppliers {percentage
of respondents). Source: Survey of |easeholders (2002).

between the leaseholder and the state marketing organization, which sends trucks to collect
the harvested crop and sometimes even tractors and combines to help with harvesting. The
associations do not act as supply cooperatives either: leaseholders get all the inputs they need
from state suppliers on the basis of individual contracts signed according 1o production tar-
gets.

Finally, since the associations are neither marketers nor input suppliers. they cannot act
as credit cooperatives for their leaseholders. All financial transactions in this svstem are han-
dled by a state-owned agnicultural bank, Daikhan Bank, which has a branch in every associa-
tion, serving all the local leaseholders. The system is organized on the basis of “passbooks.”
50 that very little cash changes hands. Each leascholder’s production quota s recorded in the
“passbook,” which also shows the total credit for revenue that the leaseholder will eventually
receive for deliveries of wheat and cotton and the 1otal debit for inputs that he:she 15 entitled
to receive from the state. The revenue is calculated on the basis of fixed state prices. which
are adjusted every year but are always far below the world market prices.” The cost of inputs
is also based on fixed state prices net of a hefty 50 percent subsidy for all inputs used in the
production of state orders. The input debits, plus statutory management charges that go to the
association, are offset against the revenue and the leaseholder keeps only the “profit.”

This highly bureaucraticized system applies only 1o state orders (i.e., wheat, cotton, and
rice), but it is designed in such a way that the leaseholder must deliver the entire output of
these commodities to state marketers: otherwise there will be no credit entry in the bank
account to offset the debits for inputs. Commodities not subject to state orders, such as vege-
tables, milk, or eggs, are generally produced under differen: institutional arrangements on the
family’s household ptot (not on the teasehold) and are sold in the nearby market or through
occasional private traders: there are no state marketers to deal with these commodities, and
the association is not geared to provide cooperative marketing services.

The complex system of relationships between lcaseholders and various state organ-
1zations is reflected in Figure |, which shows the percentage of respondents in the 2002

"See Lerman and Brooks {2001) for an analysis of the agncultural taxation effect ansing from these price gaps
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Fig. 2. Structure of leaseholder family income (total income of surveyed leaseholders was 13.4
million manat). Source: Survey of leaseholders (2002).

leaseholders survey who signed contracts with input suppliers, product marketers, and the
bank. Over 80 percent of respondents are bound to the state by credit and input supply
arrangements. The percentages for marketing contracts are deceptively low, because lease-
holders generally specialize either in grain or in cotton. The combined frequency of contracts
with the Cotton Board and the Grain Board is accordingly around 100 percent {actually
stightly more than 100 percent, reflecting the existence of some mixed grain. cotton farming).
This means that all leaseholders are bound by marketing agreements to the state, with no
independent commercial activity in the two strategic commodities.

THE ROLE OF THE HOUSEHOLD PLOT

Leascholders operate in a two-tier farming system. In one tier, they have 4 heciares of
irrigated land leased from the peasant associations, where they grow mainly wheat or cotton
for delivery to the state. In the second tier, they have a small household plot of about 0.25
hectares on which they grow vegetables and keep some private livestock. The ousput from
the houschold plot is in part consumed by the family and in part sold in the open market,
without any intervention from the state. The income of most rural families thus includes cash
income from the leasehold operation plus cash and in-kind income from the household plot.
In the 2002 survey, these two components were evenly balanced and joimly accounted for
75 percent of family income (Fig. 2). The remaining 30 percent represents cash income from
off-farm salaries of family members working outside the household, pensions. social trans-
fers, etc. The household plot is thus a very important source of income for rural families.
accounting for more than one-third of total income in value of own fanm products consumed
by the family and in cash from product sales. The enlargement of household plots in 199G
1992 was thus a very important step for the well-being of the neral population.

PRIVATE FARMERS AND THEIR LAND

In add:tion to leaseholders and their household plots, Turkmen agricultere has another
relatively new component that began to emerge only in 1993, These are independen: pnvate
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jated from Stanchin and Lerman (2003},

or peasant farms that operate outside associations on land grants received direcily from the
state—not in the form of a lease from the association. The land in these private farms
increased from zero in 1992 to more than 80,000 hectares in 2002 2 and it is approaching the
total land area in household plots (130,000 hectares}. There are 5,000 private farmers in
Turkmenistan, and an average private farm is about 16 hectares—much larger than the aver-
age leasehold in associations (4 hectares).

Yet there is a serious problem with the quality of land in private farms. The declared
government policy is to give private farms unimmigated, uncultivable land and thus force them
to reclaim desert land at their own expense. In effect, the government has relinquished the
responsibility for what was traditionally regarded as a public good in the Soviet era and 10day
relies on private individuals to invest in land reclamation. The poor qualiry of land in private
farms is clearly illustrated by Figure 3, which shows that in 1993-1995 culuvable land was
only 3040 percent of the holdings, compared to 80 percent in household plots. Yet it seems
that the private farmers are doing exactly what the government intended: they are actively
reclaiming desert iand on their farms and the share of cultivable land has steadily increased
60 percent today (Fig. 3; Stanchin and Lerman, 2003).7 The picture that emerges from the
2001 survey of private farms is consistent with these national figures: among the respondent
farms, 31 percent of the land was irrigation-ready from the stan, another 37 percent was
reclaimed by the farmers during their new tenure, and 32 percent is still unused and remains
to be “opened” for cultivation in the future.

OBSERVATIONS ON PRIVATE LAND OWNERSHIP IN TURKMENISTAN

Leaseholders receive land in use rights from the state through the intermediation of the
local peasant association. The lease term is usually 5-10 years (according to responses from

¥See Figure 4 and the discussion in the next section of the paper for details of the desclopments betwcen 1994
and 2002.

¥The area of imigated land in Turkmenistan increased from 1.744.) thousand hectares in 1994 to 1 808 .4 thoy-
sand hectares in 2001. Much of the added 64 thousand heciares resulted from the reclamanon eflorts of pnivate farmers
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the 2002 leaseholders survey), but the production targets are set each vear. The lease is non-
transferable: if a family cannot farm, the leasehold revents to the association for reassign-
ment. Private farmers receive land directly from the state. Initially, the land 1s granted in use
rights, but once the farmer has proved his willingness and abiliry 10 farm successfully (within
two to three years), the land 1s transferred into "private ownership” and the farmer receives a
special “land ownership certificate™ from the authorities (sometimes directly from the Presi-
dent).t0

We advisedly refer to "private ownership.” because the concept of private ownership in
Turkmenistan is quite different from the accepted notion in market economies. On paper. the
1992 constitution of independent Turkmenistan recogmzes private land ownership, vet the
Land Code, which is the permanent law that interprets the constitution on land matiers. elab-
orates: “Citizens of Turkmenistan have the right to receive in private ownership wiih lifetime
inheritable possession land for peasans farms and subsidiary household farms. . . . Those
wishing to establish a peasant farm will lease land or receive land in private ownership with
the right of lifetime inheritable possession. . "1 Thus, private ownership is legally equated
with lifetime inheritable possession—a traditional Soviet form of Jand tenure. “Privately
owned” land in Turkmenistan is non-transferable: it may not be sold. given as a gift, or
exchanged; only short-term leasing is allowed under very special conditions. In practical
terms, there is no difference between private farmers who get land in use nights and those
who receive 2 “land ownership certificate” from the state. They have an asset that they can
use, but not dispose of in any way.

In addition to non-transferability, there is another unusunal twist to “private” land owner-
ship in Turkmenistan. “Private” land ownership is granted conditionally, and the state
reserves the right to confiscate “private™ land if the farmer’s performance does not meet the
expectations of the regional authorities (Decree, 1993). During the early phases of reform (up
te 20)0), the confiscation option was generally not enforced, so that both the number of pni-
vate farms and their land holdings steadily increased. In January 2000, there were 7,066 pri-
vate farms in Turkmenistan with 115,000 hectares, up from 750 farms with 28.400 hectares
in 1993, Between 2000 and 2002, however, the number of private farms decreased 10 5,176
and the land holdings dropped to 81,100 hectares (Fig. 4). Thus, within two years, private
farms lost 30 percent of their land area: the state had begun to enforce Ariicle 6 of the 1993
Presidential Decree, taking back “private” land from farmers who had not farmed actively
(or satisfactorily) in the previous two years. This, of course, is an unthinkable policy in a
market economy, yet in Turkmenistan policymakers justify its enforcement by the acute
scarcity of cultivable land and the need to ensure that no cultivable land is left idle.

SOME COMPARISONS OF LEASEHOLDERS AND PRIVATE FARMERS

The most striking difference between leaseholders and private farmers is not in farm
size {4 hectares in leascholds versus 16 hectares in private farms): it is in the fact that lease-
holders are subject to state orders whereas private farmers are aliowed 1o grow whatever they
wish. This is clearly reflected in the specialization of farms in the two groups (Table 2):

iPMore detaiis of these procedures are given in Lerman and Brooks {2001) and Stanchin and Lerman (2003}

11 As quoted tn Lerman and Beooks (1998). The primary source 15 Arucle 54 of 1he draft land code obtatned (in
unpublished 1ypescript) from the State Land Committee of Turkmemistan. A land code has not vet been cnacted in
final form, with the only extant legislation on land ownership being vague generat statements from the Constiatron
and 1998 Civil Code.
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Table 2. Specialization at the Farm Level (percentage of

respondents)

Commodity Leaseholders Private farms
Cotton only 36 8
Wheat only 50 43
Cotton + wheat g 15
Other* p 34

*Primarily tivestock.
Source: Survey of leascholders (2002} and survey of pnivaie farmers
(2001).

leaseholders produce either cotton or wheat, with less than 10 percent of farmns producing
both cotton and wheat and only 5 percent have diversified into other commodities. Among
private farmers, on the other hand, 15 percent produce both cotion and wheat, whereas fully
34 percent produce commodities other than cotton and wheat. These other commodines are
largely livestock products, which are very seldom reported by leaseholders. Nationally, the
product mix of leaseholders in associations is 85 percent crops and only 15 percent live-
stock.1? Livestock production is concentrated mainly in the individual sector—pnivate farms
and household plots, where the product mix is diametrically opposite: 25 percent crops and
75 percent livestock.

The difference in institutional arrangements for leaseholders and private farmers 1s aiso
reflecied in different access to marketing channels. Leaseholders sell primariiv 1o the state,
which is consistent with their obiigation to deliver wheat and cotion under state orders.'?
Private farmers use different channels for different products (Table 3). Vegetables, meat, and
milk-—the products for which no state procurement exists—are sold in the open market.

1ZNational-level data on the product mix for leaseholders versus ihe individual sector were derivad from
NatStat (2002, 61, 65, 67, 79-80).

MAccording to the 2002 survey of leascholders, they sell 88 percent of their output directly 1o the state_ 9 per-
cent through the associations, and only 3 percent on the open markel.
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Table 3. Sales Channels for Farm Products of Private
Farmers (percentage of respendents)

Commodity Channe! Percent
Cotton State 100
Wheat State 71
Market 21
Vegetables Market 8G-100
Meat, milk Market 80-90

Source: Survey of pnvate farmees (2001).

Table 4. Leascholders’ Evaluation of the Situation under the New Leasehold
Arrangements Compared 1o the Collective Past (percentage of respondents)

Better than before No chanse Worse than before
the reforms o & the reforms
Motivation t¢ work 85 1 4
Standard of living 72 23 5
Future prospects 90 6 4

Source: Survey of leaseholders (2002).

Cotton is sold to the state: in principle, private farmers have no obligation 1o sell to the state,
but there are no alternative sale channels for cotton {direct expons are prohibited) and they
are obliged to sell to the state cotton board. Wheat is again in a different category: the state
takes approximately 70 percent of the harvest, but a respectable 20 percent is sold through
alternative channels. There is a very clear lesson behind these numbers: if producers are
given an epportunity to choose between marketing channels, they wili indeed exercise their
right of choice, presumably optimizing sales income.

Despite the state orders and the constraints on individual choice, leaseholders appear to
be quite happy with the new arrangements {Tabie 4).} Most of the respondents in the 2002
survey reported an increase in their motivation to work (compared with the situation in the
former collective) and an improvement in their standard of living. Practically all of the
respondents are optirnistic about their future prospects under the new system. It can be
argued, of course, that attitude questions of this kind would never elicit a truthful answer
given the socio-political environment of Turkmenistan and local cultural traditions. Yet we
do observe respondents that report indifferent and even negative views of reform outcomes.
The enthustasm in the first column of Table 4 may be exaggerated, but given the large size of
the sample, positive views cannot be dismissed as totally spurious. In terms of popular atti-
tude the agricultural reforms appear 1o be a success.

OUTCOMES OF AGRICULTURAL REFORM

Proper assessment of the impacis of agricultural reforms requires detailed companisons
of the performance of the three institutionatly different components of Turkmen agriculture:

4 nfortunately no such data are available for private farmers
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leasehold farms, household plots, and private farms. Unfortunately, neither national siatistics
nor our surveys provide the full information necessary for this kind of analysis. National
statistical data only enable us to make a crude performance comparison between the “associ-
ation sector” (i.e., leasehold farms) and the “individual sector” {mainly household piots, but
also private farms). The results of this comparison are presented in Figure S, where two
features are worth noting. First the share of the individual sector in agriculwral output
increases over time, while the share of the associations decreases despite the transition to
leasehold arrangements after 1996. In 1997, the first year of the main farm-structure reforms,
each sector accounted for one-half of gross agricultural output. Five vears later, in 2001, the
individual sector produces 75 percent of agriculturai output, while the association sector is
down to 25 percent.

Another noteworthy feature is the ratio of output to land in the two sectors. The individ-
ual sector (household plots and private farms combined) control about 10 percent of cultiva-
ble land, on which they produce 75 percent of total output. Association leaseholds account
for 90 percent of cultivable land, and yet they produce only 25 percent of total output. The
relative productivity of land in the individual sector thus appears to be 27 times higher than
in the association sector.!$

Neither feature is unique to Turkmenistan. Similar trends are consistenily observed in all
former Soviet republics, where in line with accepted theoretical considerations we tend to
attribute the performance differences to different incentives for individual farmers and
workers of former collectives. Yet the institutional setting in Turkmenistan is unique in
that the former collectives have shifted to individual leasehold arrangements. As a result,

YThe actual productivity gap is probably smaller than what we measure on the basis of raw output and land
shares, because household plots are known to be using more land than is officiaily reponed (¢ g., communz! land or
land in informal tenure arrangements). Moreover. land is just one of the factors of producyron and high partial pro-
ductivity of land does not necessarily imply hugh productivity of the entire bundie of inputs {including, for nstance,
animal feed siphoned from the “coflective” farm). While productivity of land 15 observed to be higher in the individ-
ual sector 1n all CIS countries, the jury is still out regarding total factor productivity and many rescarchers continug
to study this interesting issue (see, €.g., Letman et ai., 2004).
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leaseholders presumably face incentives that are much closer to the incentives of individual

producers than the incentives of workers in former collective farms in the rest of the FSU.

We would have expected the leaseholders to achieve productivity levels that are much closer
to the individual sector and thus give a strong boost to Turkmen agricuiture. This obviousiy
has not occurred thus far.

The only possible explanation, in our view, lies in the sharp differences in the instiu-
tionai production and marketing arrangements between the individual sector and the lease-
hold sector. Individuals are free to decide what to produce and how to sell, and individual
farming is flourishing thanks to private initative. Leaseholders are stnictly bound by state
orders on the relatively large areas that they receive from the association, and there is not
much reom for private initiative. It is particularly important to note that the second trer of
leasehold farming—the household plots—is not subject to these restrictions and household
plot production seems to be flourishing (as part of the individual sector statistics) while the
association sector is struggling. We hope that future work will enable us to disentangle the
performance of leaseholds and houschold plots in the same rural families participating in the
2002 survey.

Switching to a still broader national view, we see in Figure 6 that both agnculturai out-
put and GDP declined sharply after 1990. Some signs of recovery appeared in 1997-1998,
after the introduction of significant reforms in agnculture. We would hope that the incipient
recovery is indeed linked with the impact of agniculiural reforms, but only the future will
indicate whether this is the case. Figure 6 incidentally reveals another important feature of
rura} Turkmenistan: the labor force employed in agriculture has steadily increased over ume,
both because of high natural increase of the rural population and because of tack of alterna-
tive employment opportunities outside of agricuiture. The combined effect of increasing
labor and decreasing agricultural output has resulted in a dramatic reduction 1n the overall
productivity of Turkmen agriculture.
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The changes induced by farm-structure reforms are also reflected in sectoral output.
Individual farms emphasize livestock in their product mix to a much greater extent than asse-
ciation leaseholders, and the sharp increase in the share of individual farms 1n agriculiural
output has led to an overall increase in the importance of livestock. The share of livestock in
the total value of agnicultural output increased from 50 percent in 1997 to nearly 60 percent
in 2001 (Stanchin and Lerman, 2003). The share of crop production declhined cormrespond-
ingly, reflecting the dectine in the contribution of the wheat- and cotton-producing associa-
tion sector. The crop mix also has changed dramatically over the past decade. as presidential
policies began to emphasize grain production in the interest of self-sufficiency (Lerman and
Brooks, 2001). Areas cropped to wheat quadrupled from less than 200,000 hectares in 1990
to 800,000 hectares in 2001-2002. The increase in land under wheat was achieved by reduc-
ing fodder crops, while cotton, Turkmenistan’s export staple, continued 10 be cultivated on
600,000 hectares throughout the entire decade.

Wheat yields do not appear 10 have suffered as a result of the relentless expansion of the
areas cultivated to wheat: they have remained at a level of about 2 ton’ha during the entire
decade and wheat production grew proportionately 1o the increase in cropped area {from
about 0.5 million tons in 1990-1991 to 2.0 million tons in 2001-2002). Cotton productivity.
on the other hand, was adversely affected by deteriorating drainage and nising soil salinuty,
which depressed irrigated cotton yields from more than 2 ton/ha in the early 1990s to about
1.5 ton/ha in 2001-2002. Cotton production therefore declined from a peak of neariv 1.5 mil-
lion tons in 1990-1991 to about 1.0 million tons in 2001-2002. Cortton thus has lost its
monoculture status in Turkmenistan: it has been overtaken by wheat, which 1s now the domi-
nant crop in terms of both cropped area and physical output (Lerman and Brooks, 2001;
Stanchin and Lerman, 2003). These changes, however, were driven by government self-
sufficiency policies and deteriorating soil conditions; they are not directly related to market
forces (such as changes in world prices for wheat and cotton) or farm-structure reforms dis-
cussed in this article.

CONCLUSION

Turkmenistan has implemented significant reforms in agnculture. increasing the size of
the household plot sector, enabling the emergence of independent private farms, and most
importantly individualizing to a certain extent the production arrangements in former collec-
tive farms through the introduction of leaschold contracts. Yet the policies underlving these
reforms can only be characterized as incomplete: state orders are retained for the main cash
commodities {cotton and wheat), the producers are generally bound to monopolistic state
marketers and input suppliers, and the independent private farmers who are relatively free
from these constraints receive land of very poor quality that requires major investment in rec-
lamation. 1t 1s not surprising that the performance of the new leasehold sector is far short of
its potential and the new independent farmers are struggling 10 survive against all odds.
However, despite these political constraints, the reforms are finally beginning to have some
positive impact, with agriculture slowly starting 10 recover from the initial transition-induced
decline.
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Chy ot 3

Brifopiite opranst Mmeciitoro ynpanichus 6

Homoxosiika 7

Henenowep ]

l Hinyumi pabory 9

NI KOs tlenl rpe

Apyroe

-




PAIAEA B. OBPA3OBAHME JARXAHCKOI'O (PEPMEPCKOI0Q) XO31ICTBA

B.1. lloduemy But pewinas crave depmepom? -
(EHORKTE I NAUG0CE BDKHBE IPHYHID) B.4. Eciin B pa6iorany pankine B cobckoX0IARCT BEHHOM NPeanpRATHY,
TO 4T0 Bl nonyuunu npu snixoae uy nero?

xouy Gonpite sapabartuipars 1 .
X0y DITh HCIABKCHMBIM, PaloTatTh (g3 HAYANLIMKOR 2 HHUCTO HE noAy lmnu
xouy efeciennrt Gyayinee CROUM HACAEIHHKAM 3 NOJAYYHIT 3EMENbHBIA YHACTOK JUIS 1TPOHIBOACTBCHHBIX LIENCH
XOUY PCAIHIONATH CHOH TROPMECKHE ROSMOKNOCTH, NOAY4HN npHycancOHbii ReMebibIL yHacTOK
NPOGECCHONULHEIC SHANHA H ONBIT 4 CxOT
XOMY HOBLICHTH HPECTHK CEMBH, JICTYKHTH YBAKCHUE B apcijly ¢ NpaBoM BhIKYna TEXHUKY
aAoceIban 5
Gt REAWYRACH DECTH OTACTLIOE XOSRHCTRO, TAK Kak
KOANEKTHRHOE XoicTo 11ie obecnednraet
HCOOXOIHMBI Y POBEHE JO0X0A08 6
B.5. B qeM NpoapiRetcn caMoOCTORTENBU0CTE epmepa?
(A0S TPH HANGOACE RGKIKIC PHAYEIDLY)
B.2. I'ne B patiotany No voro, Kax craan pepmepom?
B IJTAHHPOBAHHH colcTReHHOrO HPpOWIBOJICTRA
B CCARCKOXOIHHCEFHCHHOM NPEANIPHATHI 1 8 JKylnke jana ceds CPCEACTB NNPOHIBOJICTRA
0 HPOMUIILICHIOM (CTPORITCARITOM) HPCIPHATHH 2 B HUTHMHK CBoCl0 GalKORCKOL® CHeTa
# yUpeAaacHaK ool cdepr 3
I OPIAIAN MECTHOED YHPARICHHR 4 B BOIMOKHOCTH TIOJTYHCHHA KpeanTa
Apyroe 5 B HAUIHYHH CODCTRCHIOIO AJIMHHHCTPATHBHOTO INTATA (PYKO-

soantenn, Gyxranrep)
B.3. Kaxywo nonxnocth Bt 1animanm 10 1010 KAK ¢Tath Gepmepom? B CAMOCTOATCABLIOM HACME H YBOJIBHCHHH CROHX paboTitnkon
CAMOCTOATCALHO PCTHIOBATH HPOHTRCICHIRYHO HPOJIYKIHIO

PYROBOJAHTCINL, JAMCCTHTEIR PYKOBOJIMTCIA . :_')- R CAMOCTORTCILHOM COTPYHUCCTRE € CEPRUCHBIMAI CYRGaMh
T THCT Coe! v . Npg e nypet oy

CHCIHATHET CPEARCTO SBEHA (HIDKENEP, aIpoloM, (ipuiaiup) B CAMOCTORTCIRHOM PACHOPIKCHIK PEIYIRTATAMH CROCLO TPY/LA
KBasQHItporani paGoani 3

nexsanvduiporannai pabounh 4

CHYKAUHA M3 IMCHR AJIMHIHCTPATHRHO-YTIPABJICHUCCKOrO
Hepeonana (MamunucTKa, sKkonomuct, Gyxranrep, cueroson,
KacCHp H Ap.) 5

Wb e B e

't BD

F <Y

O -3 O A



PA3JREN C. 3EMJAENOJNB30BAHUE

C.1. B kakom roay Bam Beigenunn iemnam: B cobCTBeHKOCTS Ej T., Bapenny E_—_] T.

C.2. O6man naomans iemenb g8 Bamem aalixanckom (pepmepckom
xomicTee na naHisth Moment? 1a

a) Beero, | __BTOM suene
ra 6) coberpeHnoCTE #) apenna

Femennnie yrojns

-1 s
2-canm
dmHtorpaake
4-naciGung o
S-npoune wemnu
H=H1010

.3, Ha cxonexo ner npenocTaBAENA JemAd B Apenay? . eT

C.4. Hmewrca nn y Bac ToKyMeuTrl #a Npaso nobiosannem semaci?
Caxt, CRICTCHLETBO T, 11.)

AR o neprRonH PARD COBCTRAHOCTH Ha M0 |
CRIVICTENBCTRO, UOJITRCPARAMOIICE TPAN0 13 aPCIAY eMan 2
Hero e umen 3

C.5 Npw covtanum 1aixanckor o (pepmepekoro) xomilcyna Bam Suiam
RLICIACHBI ICMAH:

L- M rocyapeiseinore pomia '

2- we ot kpee e kory ofneannenng ra

C.6. [lpu corpamun paiixanckoro (depmepexoro) xommiicrea Bam Gbian

BhRIACAEHDL]:

1- HPPHILHOHITD OGO THUICHHBIE SCMAH

YAORACTBOPHTCABHOIO MCJIHOPATHRHOIO COCTORNHA

2- HPPHILHHOHHO HONOTONICHHEIC 3EMAR, HO

WY XRABOMHCCA B METHOPAIHK
3- HEHOATOTORACHNTHIC eMIH

C.7. Pawpaboran sim na Bawy semmo:

HIPOCKT Oprntinanmu TeppstTopsy
1021 HCNoAR O BANKA SCMCIh

HIPoekT CIposTeahetia opocHTeninol 1 meaopatioiod ceTH
[poeks baauponks 1ORCTPOIKI NPOHIROACT e HIVIR 301

buwec-nam

A e b —

rd

ra

C'.8. Kakopa cMeTnad CYORMOCTE KOMILIEKCHOT D 06yCTpolicTRA 1eMent
Brutero xosmficraa no paipaGorannci npoekinof 1oxyMen tatiun?

[ ]

ron panpalorke r.

C.9. loponsust iin Brt kadectnom cnocil 1eman?

Jm

net

C.10. Kaxan naomans semin ocsocHa Bamu 1102 opomacmoe semre1e/ine cofc i BeHRAMHE CHARME HOCHE KX HPEROTT aBAeHNR?

C.11, Kaxmwe 121pates (8 texyimux nenax) Bet umean no ocnoenuio semenn p Bamem xosniicrae?

| MR Manaton

12

e soan CHEA
MR MBI On



C.12. Kakan naomans NAMHH HYXK1A€TCA B KOPCHHOM MEJIHODATHBHOM yayqmenus? i ra
C.13. Umeere an Bul BOIMOXHOCTS 8 Sauxaliinne 3 rona nposoanThL C.14. Ypepenu an Bei, wro coxpanute 1a cofioll c80%0 co6CTBENNHYI0 1eMAl0
paboTsi N0 KOPEHHOMY METHOPATHBHOMY YAYUIEHHID OPONIAEMBEX emens? 8 Gynymem?
a1 Her — 2 HE Ak - 3
ha-1 Her-2
ayecan A, 10 na kakol iwonan4? | N ral C.15, Kak Bbl OTHOCHTECH K KYAe-Npoake 1eMan?
Gy ecnn HET, 1o no kakol upHusie?  (YKOKATE 0jIiy H3 HAHGONEE BAKLEAX UPHYKIT) wolpaw -~ 1 He ojtodpsre - 2 FATPYAHAKOCE OTRCTHIL - 3
HEY oCTPoil APOIIROACTRENHOR 1HCOBXOAMMOCTH ]
C.16. Hamepenns an Bet 1 B Gyayuiem 1ausmarbcs NAEXAHCKHM
BET CHOBOIHLIX JICHEWHBIX CPCICTR 2 (hepmepcxnm) xo1aAcTBOM?
1HE PACHORRIBCTE HEOBKONUMAMMH TEXHHUTCCKUMH CPCICTRAMM 3
aa -l Her - 2, e ayman o os - 3
NET CICIHAIHPORAITLI (HIPAAHBIX OPratiHsanuh 4
apyroe 5

PAZIEJ D. PECYPCBI XO3ISIHCTBA UL YCIIYIH

1.1. CX0ARKO 4eN0BEK B CPETHEM NIOCTORNNO 1ANATH pabotoit 8 Bamem xoinficyee b Tedenne ropa? E]
Wy neN: erenel Babiel ceMb i
HACMITHIC PaloTIRKR

D.2. Kaxkne nponisorcraeninbie pecypcst But nmeete n o cobcraennocTn?

Ocraronnas Dazancosas O ot Baganconan
Hansmenonane Koant:  Konnvectao IHapmenonande Koms:  Komwicerno
CHAMMUCTE, MILIE MUMIATOR CLUMMOC L, M/ MIDATOR



KHBOTHOBOJAYCCKHEC TTOMCUIENHHSA, KR.M
JAPYUAC HPOHSBOJICTRCHNLIC lI(\C'I‘P()ﬁKH, KB.M

CCNCKOXRARCT BCHITYHY TCXHUKY, CIHIIUNL

B TOM YHCHE:
TRAaKTOPa
MHHH-TPAKTOPA
IPY30BBIE 3RTOMOGH N
IWIyIH
KY 1L THRATOPLI
CCRANKH
CCHOKOUHIIKM

01
02
03

031
032
033
034
035
036
037

i

WATKH 038
komGaine eproyGopounnie 039
xoMOalnm kopmoySopouankie 0310
komOalne xnoikoyGopounwe 0311

HPCCC-NOABOPILIHKH 0312
HPOHYKTHRHLIA CKOT, rosion 04
patoumri ckor, ronon 05
HPOHIBOICTHCHULET HIIBCHTADE, et (6
npyroe 07

D.3. Hmeere an Bt hHHAMCOBY IO BOIMOKHOCTE OMOTHHTEIBLHOIO NPROGPETEHHA NPOHIBOACTBEHHBIX Pecypcon?

na - |
ner - 2

D.4. Coinaeve anr But 1anac neobxonumuix pecypcon?

BOCCHHLN CCMAN
FOPIOYE-CMUIOEHBIN MATCPRATOR
MEHCPULITRI YJo6pensh
LBUIACHLIX HacTed

fa wd B e

D.5. U'ne Bra npnoGperaere neoSxonnmuie pecypobi u yeayrn?

1-Cemena, paccana, cakeni
2-Kopma

3-MoJoymsk ckota o nrHm
A-Munepantnnie yaoGpenms
S-Cpeactna sanmr pactenuh
6-Texunka 1 oGopyoranue
7-Femonr w oGeny kummine
B-Famacn

9-1 oprose-omarsontiie MU TC PRt

TOCYUPCTBCHHERIC ODEAHWAILIIHH
KPCCTLANCKHE OOLEHHCHRR

HACTHRIC M W KOMMUEDHECKHE qlMlevl

10-Branoanenne Mexanmimponannix pabor
11-3o0sempenaparst

12-Berepumaphoe ofcnymunanne
[3-Crpolisateprani

14-Crporrennnie yeuyin

15-Koneyn tannn

16-" Jiewi pomepris

I7-Opranacesne yoGpenus
TR-ABTOIPANCIOPTILIC YUy

Ko

| NPOHIBOANM CAMH 4
2 npyroe 5
3 souliuie ne npuoGperacu 6

D.6. Kaxue upoliniemul Bo3nukawT B upouecce npuobpes eHnst neoGroanmpix
pecypeos u ycnryr?

I-Cemena, paccwia, cakeni) ] HE-Yenyrm ao munoaucimo
2-Kopma 3 MUXAHHPORANN palbot i
F-MonoutHs g CROTa M s [ 2-300nctupeiapar)
4-Munepanitie yolpenns 13-Berepmapioe ol kumtiine
5-Cpeacraa samurti pactenmd ] 14-Copotismarepiactn

O-Texika w obopy tommne 1S-Koueyannanne

T-Pemont w obenyxinanme Lo-"Daek1pontieprun

8- Janracrn o 17-Oprannscckne v nobpeany

-1 0pIONC-CM IOMHBIC MATCPIILIT IR-Autorpancuiiopine yenvin

HO-Cypon reatante yoryru

Kot e
HeLIpyanoctei | HECBRHPCMEHHOC HCTTOCTTHE $AKD 5 4
HEICOKHE 1REHT 2 HET CPEACTR U NPHOGPE 1CHIY 5
OICYTCTHRRE 18 IpOIaxe 3 HIIKOC Kaneo o 0



D.7. Yaonaersopensl 1K Bl yeAyraMu, npeocTaBineMLIMU HHKE NIEPEUNC/ICHHBIMMH 0PI AHNIANHAMN T

~Koaw:  He ynoractropen — i

1-I'oc. konuepr “TyprMennarra™
2-Acconwanns “TypkMenranaonysicpu”
3-Accounans l'ypkmenmanapn’”™
4-Accounanng “TypkMenoGaxsrimat”
5-1'Kb *JlalixanGank”

D.8. Ecau But HE yaonnetreapenst ycayramn 3Tux opranniaunii, 1o no

Kako# npuanne? (yrawnre 3 HanGonee sambax NpHYHI)
NECBOCHPCMEHHOE HOleHe | oMelih BhICOKHE 1LCHEI 4
HHIKOS KIMECTRO YNy Y 2 HONLINKE I3TPATHI BPCMENHU 5
ROTOKHTA 3 npyroe 6

D.9. OGecneveno nu Bame nafixanckoe (depmepcxoe) xormiicTeo?

Konm: na HACTHYMIO - 2;

I-posonporoiom [——] 3-mekiponeprueh rj
L-rasom D - OB UIILMK JIOPOTAMI I o |

HACTHHITO YAORNCTROPEH -~ 2; YAoRneTRopen - 3. __]

6-leyl‘HC FOCYAPCTRCHHBEC OPIAINKIALHH

7-—kp(’.‘CTbﬂiiCKHC OOLC/HHEHHSA

8-komMmepueckue dupMu

Q-YACTHLIE NHIA

10-apyrue

D.10. Yuacrayer mu Bawre nafixancxoe (Gepmepexoe) xonificrso n
COBMECTHON TERATENLHOCTH € APYIHMH XOMACTBAMK?Y

A

HeT

1
2

-

>> ponpoc K1,

Eeam JIA, 10, KAKHE AWJEW NCRTCTLHOCTH [3I OCY INCC TRIAETE conmecTho?

HPOHIRDACTRG IPOAYKILHH

nepepalotea

PCUTHIAIHA IIPOIYKIHKA

COBMECTHOE HETOILIORENNE TCXHIKH W 000y onaHua

MCIIHOPALIHE

L I

cnalmeenme
WREHM IOC KPCTH TORANTKEG
KOHCY L TALHH

apyroe

6

9



PA3JEJ E. PACTEHHERO/ICTBO

E.1. Ucnoabiyeren an noanocrew IEMJIR, NPEAHAIHAYEHHAR ANR

pacredHnenocTea?

ma - |
ney - 2

>> poupoc E.3.

E.2. Ecau ne ucnonniyerca neanocTbio, TO Novemy?

(yxammre ame nnnboice RIKHLE BPHYHHM)

HE BLITOJIHO

HCAOCTACT CPLICTR HA OCBOCHHE IEMCL

O HPHYHNC HC KAYCCTRCHHOCTH 3CMIIH

TPYABOCTH CO CHAGKCHHCM H TeXHHKOR

E SR VE I N ]

OTCYTCTHHE OPOHICHHSA
lleCI’yllﬂpIIDCTI- OPOUICHHAS

npyroe

5
6
7

E.3. Kaxne cenvxoskynntypri Br BLIPAIHBANH & CROEM x01RIicTRe?

Haxveanne kynnrypu

L 3epronbte

a) nienna

6} AumeHn, o

) KYKYDY'1a Ha JepHo

r) pug

2 Xnotraaruux

3.Oroun

4 Baxuesie

5 Kaprogens

6 KopMossle xopienno s

7 Kykypyia na cnnoc u aesiensiit xopm
R OQmuonctune U Muoroneiime Tpikbl
9. Dpyxret 4 #ronw

10 Bunorpan ]

1. Tenamum w napiskn

1) vRoK

G) 15 pycoRhie

B) HBCTH

Komwr|

01

o1
012
013

02
03
04
0$
06
07
08
09
10
1
i
12
13

Ola ]

a) Bmf)a-
HIHBLIH,

na 1

&) [Mpu-
OLIBHO 11
yro?
na-1,
Her -2

) Hpowinoactae p 2000 ¢
Bur cofupaciees

YHEAHUITL !
COKPATINT b 2
OCTARMTE HY IIPEKKEM yposHe 3
JATPYAHAKOCE OV BeTITTh 4




E.4. Hpubaninvensno, Kakoi npoueHT 3epHoBLIx (Kpome prea) Bor

HCIoabYyeTe..,
I - na cemena % 2 - 2 KOPM CKOTY Ya
E.5. Moayvanu an Bel soay B Heobxoanmuie cpoku? na - 1
nmer - 2

E.6. Ckoutko nonuBon nposenn n 1999 rony?
HOpPMa daxr

L= xaomiariuka
2- e HHILL)

3- onontch

4- Jnonepri

5- canon

=

L
UL

+ BHHOIPWIHHKOR

F.7. Kaxue soansie ncrodnuskn Bur nenonbiyere s opomenun”?

MUCTHBIC BOJHKE HCTOMHNKH (PCKQ, CKBAXKHND, POMIKH) 1
HUKYCCTHEHITLIC OPOCHTCIRRLIE COOPYKCHIA (KaHanm,
MEANO W ICTHCHAR OPOCHTCARITZR CCTH) 2
apyroe 3
F.8. Kakue Mmeron opoenns wantonee sdpdexvnpist
Ann Bawnx ycrosnit

HOBCPNHOC THIIE nosia o Guposiam 1
IR THE 2
KAl Iioe opolue e 1

E.9. Komy npuuunnexnt ofiopyrosanne, HCNOOLIYEMOE AIH OARMH BOALI
na Bamt semennnunifl yuncrox?

KPECTEHHCKOMY o LeANCTIHI 1
Aafixanckosy (depMepekomy) xomlicay 2
CUPLAHH LA B BoACHAGKEHHK" 3
Apyroe 4

E.10. KTo onpene/ser )KcnayaTanHio BHYTPHXOISA CTBENHBIX
OPOCHTEALNSIX ceTedl?

Kpeetrsaickoe o0Leannenue
Jafixanekoe (hepmepekoe) xoasiterso
SOPratHIaHA 110 BoAoCHAG K HINO
Apyroe

B e

E.11. HmeeTe au But peansnyio BoiMOAIOCTS MORLICHTh CPEANIOID
YPoxaliHOCTh HA OPOLIAEMBIX YeMIAXT

aa —~ |
HeT - 2 >> ponpoc E.12.
Leam JIA, 1o na exonnka?

- o3uMan nmcHnna :] uira
2- KYKYPY32 Ha wpuo I:I thra
3- xnonuaTiHK E ira
4- OROMH [:l uhia
5= BaxuM IPOOROHNC TRCHIRIC l: tra
6- CCHO MIOHEpHI I:] tira
T- ciim :] AR
8- munorpuinmky I:' It a

E.12. Kakyw upubuus (B 1exymmx wwenax) Bra noaytnm
B PACT CHHCBOACT RE, nhe. Manaon
Ko 1999 1, 2000 v (orenka)

[hueunng |
Xnonok-cupey 2
Onome-Oaxienne 3
Kaprodiens 4
Kopmu b} )
Catnl O
Busotrpay 7
lporue E
1010 9




E.13. Yvo Bel cunvaere Heolx0AHMEM ¢aeNaTh M8 NOBRUMHEHHR BPHOLIALUHOCTH PACTERNEBOACTRA U GyneT aK y Bac BoimoxnocTs

oCytLEcEBHTh 3T0 B Gnikaiimne apa rona?

Koam:

_oaa-1; wer-2

HANo Gyner
C1eNATE  BOIMOXKHOCTS

-noBwcHIL NPONYKTHRHOCTL WCMNIH

! ]-()Cyll[CCTI!H'[‘L CTPOHTENLCTRO H OCHACTHTE

2-WIMCHHTE CHICIHUTHAAUHIO

OBOPYAOBAHHEM PCMOHTHLIC MACTEPCKHE

3-pACHIMPHTL HOCCHHIIE TLAVIMAAH

]2-HPOJIU?KHTI. JOPOUH # KOMMY HHKIMIRKY

4-_\(’.!1)"IIIIH'FI- MUJTHOPATHRHOC COCTOAHHKC ICMENTL

3-kouncpuponathed ¢ ApYIHME DCPMEPIMK TTO:

S-HCHONBLORATL HORBIC copra

a) HPOHIROACTBCHIIO- TCNHHNCCKOMY ofieeneuctvw

6H-HCHONLOBATLL UPOE PECCHERLIC TEXHOAOTUN

G} AKIHOHHDOBANTHIO # HEICBOMY HCHOIBIOBIHRIO

T-yBCAHYHTH KOJHYCCTRO BPHMEHsteMBX yaoBpenui

dunaicon

8-_\.‘Il(.‘JIH'~IH ' KOJHYCCTHO T¢NHHKH B XO3RACTRC

1) NepepaboTKe CeNLCKOXOIMACTREHNOR PO KIH

G-couatn nepepabaTBIHAIOITHE DPCATPHATUA

1) PEUIMBAIHA CCRBCKROXOIAHCTBCHHON MPOJIY KILHH

[-orkprrns dmpsicrnnit Mara s

) apyroe

PASJAFEJ F. KUBOTHOBOACTBO

F.1. Jaunsmaereck A1 Bol xusornonoacraom? aa 1 »=moupock 3
P

wer 2
F.2. Fcan But e 1nHumMac recs mHBOTHOBOACTBOM, T0 nodemy?
(yramire 3 nanboce RKHIC 1IPHYMHIE)
(R TRT IS TN
HE XUATRE T KOPMOR
MY XBATACT MR
1PYIACTH O CUafKeHUeM ¥ 1esitikof
HET KEAAIHN
HCAOCTATUHHO PRI LB WKy HMTL CKOY
HEAOCTATOMHO BOMCICHHR JUIH COACPMUHIR CKOTA, ITTHILLE
EPYAHOCTH I PCICIIHE HIDOJIY KIWY
HEAOCTITOMEH ONLET, KOACGAOCH HaMaTh jleno

apyroe

nano

6yaer

10

CAeNATE BOIMOXKHOCIL

]

]

F.3. KAKORR YACIOHHDUTh MHADTHBIX R NTANLI B Bauiem NAAXAHCKOM
oo

(pepmepcxkom) xosmdcTae Ha nannbid moment?

1. kpynumit porarudt cxot

2, BTOM MHCAC KOPORKI
| P
2 3. ORtU H KR
1 4, cuHinLK
4 S, Ao
s 6. xypt
6 T, WTHIL JIpYTHS BHI0R
Py

|
o

K[HVIRKH
9. MEHoCeMEH {0 VIBCK)

9 10, nepbBawon
19




F.4. Kaxy1o # ckoabko nponykuun kupotTnosoacraa Bul npounisenn B 1999 ¢,?

e

o Msco, | Monoko,| Stiua, | Hiepers, | Kapakyis, | Kokcuipbe, r
O/lnl
a T T mr. K HIT. Kr
Gy . .
| Kpynu#i poratui kot
2000 (onenka) | .
HIOLO ()ﬁmu,l W KO3RI
B TOM MHCAE: Bepbmon
1 COOCTRENILIE Ny X! -
I peanwimMio ] | | Jiomazm
[Truuna
*Ipumeaanne: LIpk e nenomsayioTer oTHCTHLE 1aHIde -
1Ipoune
F.5. Ckoabko monoka B pacyeTe 2 | xoposy y '
TOUO

By nonyyuwaw s 1999 1.7 Kr

F.6. Ckonnko wnu Bul nonyvnan b epeanem
va | Kyputy-necytuxy 8 1999 .7 MTYK
F.7. Kakue xopma Bl Hetioabiyere, 3anuMascs
HHBOTHOROACTBOM, %7

Koaw | a) cobernennuiel 6) kywicanpie® |
nac ORIt |
CACHEIE KOPMa 2 e
NS 1 7
wpno 4 -
KOPHC I h) i
KoMOHKOpMA 6 e
xeh 7 -
CHIOL 3 )
CCHUXK 9
Hpot Y
MM R
uieRy X 12
PHOOTXO/LR _ 13 ]
Apyroe 14 . B

* apennn

L I'onn
| Ko 1999 2000 {vuenka)
|
? ]
3
4
5 i
7

F.9. Yro Ber cuuTaere weolxoanmebim c1enate AR NPHOLIILHOCTH KHBOTHORORCT BA
u fyrer an y BAc BoiMoxiroc s ocymecTenTe 210 B Ganxaimee 18a 1ong?

Ko

HVTO C/1CaTE i
].}‘I!L‘JIH'IH 1. [I[ll'ﬂH'lI!l!JlC'! RO KOPMOR l

2 IMCHIT I CHETMATH SHTHIO
Y BCTHUHTE HOTOMONLE
4.y Ay s nopoatnii coctan
Sovakynant GanLine KopMon

O Y BEJIHYHT L KOJHHICCT RO
cHeNHBrHponatiol 1exinuku

Oy/IL1 BOIMOKHOCTR

e

-

F.8. Kaxyo npuluiiab Bul 00/1yHiAR B KHUBOTHOBO/JCTBE, ThIC. MAHATOR?

T T IORATE IPOLPCCCHIIRIC TENI0.01 (3
ynyinnre w obposunttn nae tbnea
0L NCPEPAtLIEIONIME UL I T
O orepu . dhitpmaciintali s anng

11 PTG L TSIV KITHIO COMOUTORTCHLHO

12 PacinHpr L oy ST L RIBO BOROC R
HOMCIIC TN

Pdysy atmeniee e repriaprol caykGo

e GyICT BOTMORHOCTR



PAZAEN G. HECEJBCKOXO3AHCTBEHHAA JIESTEABHOCTD

G.1. Hmeere in Bri cobersennnie somnocTn no nepepaGorke?

1 3epue

2.CeMeHa XIONKORBIE

I KyrwyT

4.CeMena nojcomiedanuxa

5.Onoutn v pykin
6.Bunorpan
7.Maco

R Munaka

EcTh B HanTHUUR

na-1,
Her - 2

JbUoUo0

MomuocTs,
T Broa

]
T
L ]
]
L ]
L ]
]
L — ]

G.2. Kakyto npoayxumio But noayuaere ot nepepabarwbarouimx

npeanpurTHi?

I.Myka

T Konuentpponamie KOpMAl
JPacimiennnoe macoe

AT Tosoosonm e Koncepin
S.Mucunie mpoiykia

O Mosounnte npoaykiu

Konnyecrno, 1 Broa

I

H

.
|
l
.
[
.

1]

G.3. HmeeTe in Bir noficoGHLIE HPOMBICALI 1R HeCENBCKOX0IAACTBEHHOR

AenvenbiocTn?
Ectu B
HAMHYHH
-1,
Her - 2
LITponssojacrio crpoliMaTepranon
2.1 wednoe nporsrogcTao
3. Konrpopoe npodmoacTao
5.Bunevka xaeGa m xneGoGyaoinmx wineani
6. MakapoHHBIe HYICHHS
7. Konanrepekue wanenus

R KonGache wienus

9. Bunosojounan

NN

10.Koncepnn

L Jipyroe

O6nem peanHiauMu

81999 r.,

ThiC. MAHATOB

Tpubeine B
1999 1.,
ThIC, MAHATOB

b
B

o

o n
I

]
]
]
]
]
o



D

PA3JAEJI H. PEAJTH3A LM A NMPOAYKIIHH

H.1. Peaaurannn npoxykuuw g 1999 - ?

I 3epuo
B TOM "Hene:
a) nuenuna
G) aumenn,
B) KYKypysa pa pHO
) puc
2. Xaomok-crpen
3.Onougw
4. Baxucnue
5. Kaprogens
6.Ccno Muoroscrinx TP
T.Hpouse kopma
BDpyK e v o
2 Bunorpan
10 Muco
1 Mosdoko
12 S, tcny
13.Men
{4 Nepern
15 Kapakyns
|(:_Knx¢_cl.!pl_£

FOCYARDCTBC R ae

O HPOIYKIMK, . .
2t ':. K I'antiné kasran
Lpowtroymre Yo
R i PeIHALWK
norpebiaemon { nponaaeMoi (*xoz)
aa-1, BHYTDH __ Ha

xosslicrna NeHbru baprep
* Ko kintuien peomsanuy

SHLTORMICALIIIE OPIAHH AN | PRINOK W Bacenenme

HEPEPAGATLIIOINE UPEApHS 18
norpetatrennenan KOOHCPEIMA
KOMMCPHECKHE HPEANPHR LA | WIOTOBHTEAY

L 7

KOILICK LIRILIC HAPYEIC SO 1pe s pst 1y
cHoBo s rpotaka

Hpytue

Hmeeres an
ROIMOKHOCTS
Bwfopa nokynarens
aa-1,

HeT - 2

IH\-IU*'.A

NPOJanH,
THIC, MAHATOR
34 TOHNY

Meesn
Hocnenet
HPOIKH




H.2. EcTb nu Tpyanoctn B peanuzannn AROAYKIHY NO IEPEtHCIEHHBIM H.4. Peanuiyere tn Bel ca020 npoxyxuuo 3a npenens Typxmenncrana?
NPHYHUAM, YKAKHTE TaM, rae ecTh?
e Lykanure e nanGonee nakniix dakropa) aa - ner - 2 == wonpoc HLS
Konui: o )
B T H.4a. Kakymo npoayxunio But nponaere 1a npeenn F'ypxkmenucrana n
- ) b, aa®
HeenoeBpeMeHtLIE BLIaTh) 1 I'pynnoctu ¢ 1pancioptom 4 crpanem CHU w apyrue? -
Komy?
> i YLy 1L \J L] o g . .
et na NPOAYKIHIO CIMIIKOM W IKHEe 2 Apyroe B CHI - 1. Hpwsiepioe
Tpymno naidtu aokynarens 3 Her 1pyanocreii 6 R ApYiIHE KOTHUHCCTRO

_crpani -2

1. Xa0u0k-a0kuo, Toun
01 3epiio

0
7]

07 Hpoune kopua 2.08011H, TOHH

B 1OM HCNC:

3.baxucnnie, Tonn
O1). murenuna

08.Dpykrnl # Rrojwm

0 3
U O
]
[

i
i
1
—

4. Opyxrnr, touy

i
H
i
—

1.2, aumens 09.Bunorpan

1.Maco

U

5. Bustarpan, tomm
OF 3 kykypya ua sepito
ykye: P 6.1 iopoosonutmie kowcepnm, THIC. YOI, Dattok

1Nl
0]

H 4. : .
.4 pue — 11.Monoke 7.Buuo sunoTPAIOe, Wit
02 Xnonok-cupen [ ] [—] 12 fna B.Men, ki
13.Men

9. lepern, xr
04 baxventae

Looaa
ninin

03, Oromu E_]

Iy

i
]

14.Ilepers 10.Kapakyn, rr.

05 Kaproden

.ﬂ
;
L

15 Kapaxyns. 11 Koxenpre, i,

o3
ufm

06.Cene muoroac s rpan 16 Koxcupue 12 /pyroe
H.3. Kax But 8 uenom ouenunaere sosmoxnocn PeaIHIANMN NpOAYKIHHT ILS. Hmewten an y Bac sa1 pynseuns » HONYUCHHR JHNEH INH (el HCT pattkn
CALA0K) A PEATHIANHIO (IPOLYKUHH B IPYTHE ¢ Panm?
Xopouio !
. CXIICC THCHULIS 30 PYAHC WA 1
Cpeaue - ry
Doss ‘8 . 2
HA0NO, TaK KK HCHLE CAIIKOM IKie 3 Hebeaume s pycimy <
Troxo, tak kak #iora ne Moty it nokyia ey WHEAKHN 1 ipyaienmnh &
JUAKE CCIM A CHEAXUIO 1CHHh 4
1 noufite 06 31oM e ryman 4

OueHn nhoxg
XOHY HOAY THIL JTHICH MK, UG LS WHo KK 310 Caelih s




PASAEJN I. ®DHHAHCHI XO3HCTBA

L1. Kakosw apHmepno aoxoant ot PeaH3IAHHM NPOAYKUHH B yeayr,
_JATPATLE HA NPOHIBOACTBO M HCTOMHHKH cpeacTs B 1999 r.?

TEIC. MAHATOR

Peamnaims upuaykims u yenyr - scero
HTOM MKCe:
pacTenHeBOACTRY
KHROTHOROHCTHA
JIPYIHX BHAOB NCATENBHOCTH
Tekynuse rarpars - neero
B 10M uHCIC  oltiata Tpyna .
apeiuL CpeicTA NPONIRVACTE
H'L HHX TIAT2 13 1eMalo
M PILHBIE YAnGpeHta
kopma B
M1 HHX KoMBHkopma
ceMenn
OIAAID YOI MCXBNINTTOPOs
onAaTa yonyr BRTOTpancnopTa
GHAATH RETCPHHADILIX YOTyT
npovnc nTpaTn
OTHCICHHE B COLMANLHIG GHHUTR
Basoroh soxon (crpt-2)
Hanoen
TTOrame e o menins 1n npounx ner
Hnesul sloxon, octammdicr » pactiopaxent xoaficran®
Hetom ormme j1oxoia
KAMHABIBLIC RIOKCHHN B PATRHTHE X01-Ra
notpebne e
Kanminnkeme saomcing u pasaniue xosfcrea
HCTOMIKH cpesicIn (Kposme peamit nnis HPOIYKIHK 1]
YOIRT)
Coficinenie chepexeHna
Kpesnn Gaikon )
e ther M EHAEL | IIﬂMlllllL___l_‘(_)_(:)(:lnPCTllli
JadiMu y pojIcTHCHHUKOR
Jpyt e seromnmnxn

* v nncrpykraka LB 12 R R G

O JU K

Koaw:
0t

01
012
013
02
021
022
a221
023
024
0241
025
026
027
028
029
0210
03
04
05
06
07
071
072
08

10

10
]
12
13
14

1999

2000

{oueHKa

1.2. EeTb v y Bac cuer s Ganke? ha l

L3. Hmeere nu But stetioramennnie ecyant, KpeanThe, nonrn?
ma -
uer - 2

Eeam  JIA, 10 kakol ux pasmep? |:| TRIC. MAHETOR

B TOM THCHE Banky a kpeanTL? I:I THIC, MATTOR

1.4. Ectu an y Bac 1aponxennocts?

Lean  JIA, 1o kakas?

1. no wanoram u COIHLTLHOMY dJOIUI)’ THIC. MANATOR

2. KOMMUDHCLKHM OpLanHINHAM TLIC. MAILLTOR

(kpoMe Hanoros 1k conpwnoro dguonna) THIC. M0

3 FOCYARPCTBCHUBIM OPFAHH RN IHAM

4. apyroe TRIC. MANDTOR

LS. Hmeere in Bri peansHyo BOIMOXNOCTS HOAYUNTH KPeANT, ceyny, 1aim?

A -1 HMCKY B paiMepe | I TRIC. MGNATOR
HET -2 HE HMUIY, TTOTOMY 410 tysiite | anboce wmnyvio npInsmy)
IC T HUIOIOBLES CPEICTn !

I[\L‘ﬁﬂlimlﬂﬂ Gunka ronn CIPOTH, 10 1ty

n(l)anJtclllic KR TIL MXOTOL MUOGTG BPUMUHK 2
HEICTHAICCKH KPCAMT DOAY TS 118 RO IMOMNHD i
XOUY TONY R L, HO HE N0, KUK V0 C1etTh 4



L6. Ecan Bus Gpann kpeantut, coyasl, IalMLI, T0 KAKOB HX pAITMED, CPOK M

1.10. Kax But B nenom onenunaeve punanconoe cocroanne Bawero
T'O0BAA MPOUCHTHAR CTRBKAT

xondcTea?
- oy a,
I ‘ I TLIC, MAHATOR 2, :] Jer 3. Yo OTIHYHOE 1 vIORICTROpHTENLIOE 4
xopoure 2 HE OMEHB ILIOXOE
L7. W3 kakux, itHKe nepeuncaennbix, HCTOUHHKOB Bol 1001y4a0H KpeanThl, poutee 3
ceynnl, 3adiMbr 8 1999 1.7 HE OUeHE XOpOLiee 3 moxoe 6
OUCHE TIOX0C 7
TOCYILAPETRO I JPYFHE HACTHRIC JIHLA 4
KOMMEpUeckHe Oarrkp 2 JIPYIHE HCTOYMHAKH
NOACTHCHUUKY 3

L.10. Kakue y Bac npexsioxeHus nian ynyumenns dunanconoro
coactoanun aafnancknx {dpepmepeknx) xormicrp?
1.8. Ha xakoil cpeannit cpox Bei Spaiim xpeantsl, coyanl, 3aiimn?

OTKPBITH NBFOIHOC KPCAHTORANHE |
A TBCC TH MUCHNCR 1
TOBLICHTS SAKYHIOYHME UCHE 2
CHBEHIIE IHECTH MCCRICR JI0 OJIHOIO 14 2
SHHAH . 12 MHHCPLILHLIC Y00pe 3
BONLITE, 1CM HA 1O 3 CHHIHTL 1ICHEBI 112 MHBCPLIBUBIC YOOPCHUA
DCC DLIBICHCPCUHCICHIRIC 4

1.9. Kakue cpencras apencranicsl Bamu b kavectse 1a10ra npu
HoayweHun kpeanta?

TeXnHKy W afiopy toranne |
APAUTOUETINRIC MCTAIL B KOMBK 2
oM 3
KOl 4
HPOIYK KA 5

TAPUNTHE KPCCTLANCKOTY OORCIGURCHHA, BCCOLNaNHH 6

npyroe 7



ANNEX 4. Survey instruments for leaseholders’ surveyv (2001-2002)
fin Russian}



Annex 4
Turkmenistan Leaseholders Survey 2001

AHKETHPOBAHHE
APEHJATOPOR B KPECTHOAHCKOM OBLEAMHEHHWH
Koaw
Benaar
Drpan
Hacenennwlit myuxT {Hazsanmve)
HaiBanne kpecTeiHCKOTO OObeTHHEHHA
Jlata nocellieHms:
neHb Mmecau
Hurepestoep:
PecnonieHT - apeHaAaTop /pYKOBOAHTENb aPEHIHOTO X032§CTRA
Bun BHyTpiX03a#cTBEHHOR apeHnnl
CaMOCTOATENLHAA apEHAA ... ......... 1
cemehtHas apeHaa ... 2
KOJUTEKTHBHAN apeHia ............3

1. KaXaoMy KpecTbAHCKOMY 00bLeAHHEHIIO NPUCBAHBAETCR KO,

2. Konbt BeAasToB 1 3Tpanos, NpH 00Cen0BaHKH aPEHIATOPOB TaKKe Xe, KKHE TPH 06C/18108aHHM
naixanckux {Gepmepckix) x03gHcT.

3. Ha xamnoe oScneayeMoe KpecTbAHCKOe 00beIHHEHHS NAETCA KOMHA Ovxraarepckoro oTveTa.

Kon¢uienuHansHocTs
rapaHTHpYeTCa NoJivyarenem
HHpopMaLHH



Cexyun A.: CEMBSA

A. b, Cxonnko uenosex scero B Baweit cempe”? !:

A.2. Kakoit coctar Baweit cembn?

Ton Bozpacr, (OOpazosa- 3aHATOCTL Poa zansmiii

Hnew comin 710 oTHOWEHNIO ner Hue (*k0x) (na apenac{Bue apeniu|pue APEHIHOTO XO3AiCTBa (*K01)

apcu:lamp}- M x (‘ I\‘Oﬂ) (*koa}

1. Apengarop

2. Kena (Myn)

3.

4,

5.

6.

7.

8.

9,

10.

4 4
*Koaet 06pazosayug *Koam saugtocTu

BbICLUEE i MOIHOCTBLIO 3AHATRINA. ....... RO i

HE3AKOHYEHHOE BbicHiee 2 YACTHYHO 3RHATBIR....coevoit iraveiiceecienesaeeeare s 2

CpeaMee crielHansHoe COBCEM HE BAHATBIM. ..ot et 3

(rexHuKyM) 3

npodecCHOHANBHO-TEXHH-

yeckoe (ITTY,.CIITY) 4 *Pog :auaThii BHe apenaw Koawi:

obulee cpeflHee 5 PYKoBOAHTE b, 3AMECTHTEL PYKOBOAKHTENR NIPEANPHATHA 1

HEROJIHOC CpeaHee CrietIHanHcT CpeaHero 3pena 2

{He KOHYMA HKony) 6 Kprannpuunposanssiit pabouuii 3

YatHACK 7 Hexsanndrumpobansiil paboumii 4

HET obpasosauus 8 Cryxatimii 5
BuifopHiie oprastsl MeCTHOTO yipaBneHHs 6
Jlomoxo3siixa 7
TleHcHaHep 3
Huiviumit paboty 9
Apyroe 10

A.3. Kakyio nomxHOCTh Bbi 3aHHMaNH 10 TOro kak CTanw apenaaTopom?
B kpecThstickom ofbenHHeHHN: L myx | weHa ]

3

paboTHHK annapara ypasneHus i 1
CHEUHANHCT CPEIHETD 3BEHA 2 z
padoTHHK NPOKIBOICTRA 3 3
paboTunk counansion chepu 4
Bre xpecThaHCKOro ofbeauuenus:
pabOTHHK OPraHOB MECTHOTO YIpaBNeHHs 3 5
pabomiux apyrux opep 6 6
YHaUMAaca 7 7
NEHCHOHED 3 8
HUYLIHA padoTy 9 9
Apyroe 10 10



Cexyun B.: YCJIIOBUSLI APEH/bI

A AR A A

B.2. Cxonbxo cemeit BxoQuT B Bawe apenamoe xoisictag? l

< Koraa bein mmmrxy Ul

P CH

—

B.3. Ecii B cOCTaB 2peHIHOTO X032HCTBA BXONHT HECKOABKO CeMef, To No KaKoMy
MPHHUMITY OHH 0O beIMHARKCE?

NO COCTAaBY NMPEXHHX KOJXOIHBIX (COBXO3HMX) OpKra), 3BeHbLeB

o GAHIKHM POICTBEHHBIM CES3AM

MO COCEACKOMY MECTOAHTENLCTE)

10 IpYTOM)

F VY I e

B.4. Hro Bu apenayere?
3EMIAIO ANA NIPOM3BOACTBA TOBAPHOH NPOMYKLUHH H

P -

e
[R————
. [
P 1 o w
R e o .

IEMTIO N0 KOpMOBRE K¥ILTYPH VA CKOTA

tad

cKOT 2 3IEMTI0 H CKOT BMECTE 4

B.5. Ha xakoft cpok ogopMneHa apenna, ner? Koam:
3EMJIH 1A MPOHIBOICTRA TOBAPHOM PO XY KUMK EXETOANRD i 4r. 5
CKOTa ! roa 2 5r. 6
3eMIH MO KOPMOBHIE KYILTYPH 2r. 3 10 10 ner 7
3EMITIO H CKOT BMeECTE 3r. 4 ceuitite 10 ner 8

B.5.1. O6pabarwpaere in Bul 0AHK 1 Te e apeHAHbIE 3EMENBHBE VHACTKH H3 roaa 8 rox”?
Ha, 3emnd sakpennena Ha cpok apeHan

1
Her, semnu nepepacnpeaeaoTcs exeroito 2
3eMENbHBIE YHaCTKH MEHSHOTCE, HO HE €XEr0IHO 3
.6. HmeeTtca 1H y Bac odHuManeHEI# 10KYMEHT, ONpeensiomui YCA0BHA ape#as? aa
B.6.1. Ecii IA, TO KTO BLIAAN 3TOT AOKYMEHT?
PYKOBORHTENL KPECTBAHCKOIO O0bEe AHHEHHA !
KOMHCCHA 110 peOPMHPOBAHHIO KPECTLANCKOFO 00be IHHEHHA 2
apyroe 3
B.7. Tlpenctaenen nu 8 10TOBOpPE apens IUiak apEHA0BANHBIX BaMH 3emens ¢
orobpaxeHneM rpaHiL 3eMe/IbHOro y4acTka” Ja
B.3. Tlpu BBeNcHHH aDEHAHBIX OTHOLUIEHHH, KEM PACIPedCNRTHCE YIACTKH 3eMiH”?
AIMMHHCTpPaLHER KPECTBAHCKOTO OOBEIHHEHHA I apyroe

KoMmuccuelt kpecTsaHcKoro ofbenuHenns 2
Ob6mum cobpaHneM KpecTRAHCKOTO 06meAHHEHHA 3

3ATPYARAKOCH OTBETHTL

B.9. buu1 a1y Bac BHiGOp 3eMeJIBHBIX Y4aCTKOB IPH apeHae?

6uina BOIMOWHOCTS: BRGOpa
3ATPYIHAIOCH OTBETHTL

HET, aPEHOOBAN TO, YTO NPEANOKHIAH 1
3EMENIEHBIA YHAcTOK Bunan no xpeGuio 2

B.10. 3naete in Bbi cBou IIpaBa u 06A3aHHOCTY K2k apenaTtop”? aa i Hetr 2

—

B.11. Kpome noroBopa Ha apeHIy 3eMNH WIH CKOTA ¢ KPECTLAHCKHM 00beaAHHEHHEM
¢ KeM BhI 3aK0104HIH ellle Z0roBOpa’?

TKBT "[aiixaubaux™ |

Accoumrauns "TypxdeHobaxeamar” 2

Foc. koHuepn “TypkmeHnarra™ 3

Accoumauma "TypkMeHraiaoHyMnepH”

P-Y

B.12. TlpennuceisacT a1 Batll 10roBOp 0643aTENBHBIE NAOILATH NOCEBOB H HACAKICHHI?

WIOIMMATHHKA i BHHOTPAIHHKOB 4
MIEHHLIL 2 Canoe 5
oBoLIel K OaxyeBbIxX 3 ADVIHY KVasTWVh I3

| HeT
1 HET
4
5
3
4

T'oc. xoHLEpH "TYpRVEHAOKYHXHMHA™
Accounaumns "Typkmexsaniapu”
Boanbisy oprasH3atnaMy

>

t

[= SV

{OT™eTHTL rae "na"}




B.13. [lpeanscutaaet nu Baw porosop o6a3atenbHoe KOMHYECTBO NPOIVKLHNHY

XJIONKa-chipla 1
nueHdus: 2

oBoweit ¥ faxveswx 3
BHHOrpana 4

¢$pyktoB 5

B.14. Kaxyio nponyxusio Bbl npoussonute no aorosopy (apenas)?

XAONOK

TUUEHHLLY

KapTodens, OBOUIM, Haxun
BHHOTpan

APYTHX K¥IbTYP 6

MACA 7

MOJI0Ka 8

Apyrofi fIpOAYKUHH KHBOTHOBOJCTBA 9
PPyKTHE

£ L ) —

Apyrie KyAbTYPi

OPOIYKUHIO KHBOTHOBROICTBA

(OTMeTHTE Ta€ "02™)

Rt B = W]

B.1S. Ha xako#i npoueHt Bl BRNONHWIH CBOH NPOH3IBOACTBEHHBIE 0DA3aTENLCTBA 1O A0TOBODY apeHIN?

1999 r.
2000 .
oxunaemoe B 2001 r.

MeHbliie 50%
508 - 75%
75% - 100%
100% - 125%
125% - 150%:
Bansuie 150%

‘_.._

thwu-—-

B.16. Kaxyio npoayxuHio Bt npeanowns 6 mpoussoanTs?

XNOTIOK

MeHRLY

kaptodens, 0BOILH, Gaxun
BHHOTPAN

1

PSP ]

B.16.1 Kaxuve obazatenscTBa NPHHMMAET Ha cefs apeHIONATEND:

$pyrT
JpYTHE KYIbTYPH

MPOIYKUKK) KHBOTHOBO.ICTEA

Tipenocrasnenye B MONbIOBAHHE 3EMIH I
CeoeBpemeHHOE NpeOCTARIEHHE B HEOOXOAMMbBIX KOTHHECTBAX PECYPCOB 2
BOZB! a
MHHEPAIbHBIX Ya06penni b
ceMsH c
ApYrHX pecypcos d
INpenocraBneuue kpeawra 3
BeTtepruapHoe oGcmyxHBaHue 4
IlpoBeneHKe MeXaHH3IHPOBAHHKX paboT 5
ATDPOXMMHYECKOE O0CTYKHBAHHE NPOTHE CENbXO3RpenTensdi 6
BpiBO3 NPOOYKIHH HA 3aTOTOBHTEALHBIE TYKTH 7
PacueT 3a NpoaalHy10 MPOMYKLHIO NO NPeXbARTEHHIO APEHAATOPOB
LOKYMEHTOB O NpofaXe ApOIyKIHH 8

B.17. 3uaete 11 B ckonbko cTouT ana Bac arpocepeucHoe obecneueHite, Bunonuaemoe

arpocepBHCHBIME CTyxGamu?

JA  cxoabke. THC.MaH. HET
ynobpexns I
CpeICTBA 3ALKTE PACTEHHH M Ap. XHMHKATH 2
ceMeHa 3
MEXAHHIKPOBAHHBE YCITYTH 4
BETEPHHapHbIE YCTYIH 5
apyroe 6

=

B.18. Homyunnu nn Bo MaTepHanbHO-TEXHHUECKOE CHAGKEHHE NPEaNHCaHHOe aoroscpos 3a 2000 r.?

113, NOAYYHIT TONKOCTLIO 1
NOMYYH HACTHYHO 2

HET, HE NOTYYHT 3
TOMHO HE IHAKD 4

B.19. Kaxo# paMmep exeronHoi apeHnsoH niaThl N0 IOFOBOPY apeHas Ha 2000 .2

Bcero

% 0T BaMOBOH NPOIYKUMH ThiC.MaHaT

B T.Y.




B.20. Ckonbko Bbl dakTHueckn ynaatiun 8 2000 r. B Bae apeHIHOR m1aThi?
Beero %o OT BANOBOH NPOIVKLIHN ThIC_MAHaT

B T.M.

KpeCTBAHCKOMY 00beAHHEHHID

B.21. {lons3osanuch nh But B 2000 r. rocynapcreHHbiMi ABFOTAMH WA FOCYJAPCTBEHHOI
NONAEPAKKOHA NpH BRINONHEHHH paGoT No NOrosopy apeHAn”?

M2 APHOOPETEHHA YNOOPCHHI H A10XHMHKATOB
CEMAH
Ha MPOBENEHHE MEXAHHIHPOBAHHBLIX paboT

Ha TPaHCNOPTHHE pacxoam AnA
NePERGIKY APCIVKUMH H PECYPCOB 4
Ha wkpeawTel [KBT ™ Jaitxanbanka”

[P I I

h

B.22. H3MeHunach nu IKOHOMHYECKAs CHTYauuA 8 Bauieii ceMbe Noce BBEIEHHA aPeHIHBIX OTHOLWICHHH?

CHTYZUHA B LIEJIOM YXYAUWHIIACH 1 BCE OCTAIOCH (el HIMEHEHNA 3
CHTYallHf B LUEJIOM YTy4lIHAach 2

B.23. Mamennnca nu Baw nutepec k paGote nocne Toro, kak Bw crani paSorams Ha BHYTpHXOsHcTBE HHOR apenne”

CHU3HICA 1 NOBBICHACS 2 HE HIMEHIICH 3
B.24. B uyem npoasnserca Baitia caMOCTORTEABHOCTD, KAK apenaaropa? {oT™eTbTE rae AT
BoiPALHBAKD YTO X0uy i B BOIMOWHOCTH TOIVHEHHS OIHKOBCKHY SDCINTOR 6
YNPARAAD CBOHM COOCTBEHHEIM TPYZOM 2 B CAMOCTOATECIRROM COTPY.AHHYCCTEE C COPBHCHLIMH CTvVElanmu 7
B 3aKYMKe 228 cefa cpelcTs NpoU3soacTsa 3 8 CAMOCTOATE1LHOM PACTIOPAMEHHH PEINILTATAM CBOSTO TPYIA g
B cObITE NPOM3BEICHHOA NPOAYKLIMKH 4 CAMOCTOATEILHOCTL HE NPORBIAETCA 9
B HANHYHH CBOEro BaHKOBCKOro CyeTa 5

B.25. HmeeT nu apenna NpHEMYILECTBO N0 CPABHEHHIO C KOILIEKTHBHOR Popmoii x03acTBOBaHINR?
na 1 HET 2 3ATPYIHAOCH OTBETHTL 3

B.25.1. Ecnu HET, 10 nouemy? (ykaxuTe onHy Hanbontee BaXXHYIO N0 BalieMy MHEHHIO MPHYHHY)

He BIDKY Oonbino pasHHLL! i TPYIHOCTH ¢ peaix3atineii NPOAYKUMH 4
CHIDKAeTCA 10X0/ Ha oHOro paboTHHKa 2 Manas COLHAALHAR 3AMHILEHHOCTD
TPYAHOCTH ¢O CHaDkeHHEM H TEXHHKON 3 amroe 6

w



Cexyua C.;: 3EMJIENNOJIL30BAHHUE

did|d |2 &

n

C.1. Kakosa nnowans semens, 3akpennenneix 3a Bamu (Bawna xo3sficTsom) no aorosopy apesin”
] Beero
2 B TOM YHCIE OpOllatMple
a namwHA
b cain
¢ BHHOIPAIHHKY
3 HEOPOIIAEMIE YTOILA
4 NPOYHE IEMTH
C.2, MooxeTe jiif Bbl yBepeHHO OKa3aTh Ha MECTHOCTH TPAHHLbL! ADEHIOBAHHLIX 3EMETh O YHacTRaM”?
aa | NOKAKY, HO He TOYHO 2
HE MOTY NOKa3aTe, NOTOMY HTO IPAHHLB YCNOBHBE 3 HET He Moy 4
C.3. Ha xakom cpeaHeM pacTOAHHH HaxoauTcA Balua apeHa0saHHad 3eMAS OT MECTa ANTETHCTBA"?
!-# ywacTok :’ 2-it yuactok :] 3-it }"-IaCTOD
Koaw::
MEHbIUE 3-X KM 1 cB. 10-1t 20 20-% kM
¢B. 3-X 00 5-H kM 2 cB. 20-# 10 40-1 kM
cB. 5-v 0o 10-H kM 3 cB. 40 kM
C.4.  VeepeHs! 11 Bu, uto B 6ynywem rony Bu Gyzete ofpabaThiBarh Te xe 3eMH KaK H B 3TOM?
m Het 2 JATPYIHAIOCH OTBETHTE 3
C.5. HoBoAbHLI TH Bel kavecTBOM HenoabiyeModl Bamu zemnn? Ja | ger 2
C.6. MMpoBoaaTca AH MenHopaTHBHBEIE paboThi Ha apeHA0BaHHO!H Bamu 3ese?
ga 1 wet 2
C.6.1 Ecau JIA, 10 KTO HX NpoBoauT?
Acam | rocy 1apcTeo
KpeCcTbRHCKOe o0beanHeHne 2 apyrwe 4
C.7. Xotrte N Be yBenuuMTs apeHanyio miowans? | Her 2
C.7.1 Ecin A, T0 Ha ckonbxo?

B TOM YHCA¢ naliHA

g [d

C.8. IMoyemy Bl XQTHTE YRENUHHTE NLAOWEAAL APEHAHLIX JeMens?
(yraxHTe 0aHy HaHbOMEE BAKHYIO NPHYHHY)

A0XO0J € 3EMENBLHOTO YHaCTKa HEAOCTATOYEH 1A NPOKHTOUHOTC MHHIHMYMA CEMbH
NPOK3IBOACTRC HA MAN0H FUIOIUALN HE BRTOIHO

HYXKHO BECTH CeBOOBOPOT

HYKHA 3eMIL U151 BRIPAKHBAHIA KOPMOB 115 KHBOTHBIX

HMEIOTCR CB000AHBIE HE JAHATLIE B TPY e, YACHEI CEMbH

apyroe
C.9.  Apennosanu i1 Bul 3eMIu 1 paubute? ga 1 Her 2
C.9.1 Ecmu JJA, 10 Gblai 1 3T0 Te Xe YYaCTKu, KOTOPwE Bi apeHavere cefivac?
aa i Her 2

C.10. Oskunaete nu Bei, 4o Baw apenanslii yuactok Gyaer nepesan Bam na npapa coSCTREHHOCTH?

~

m | Her 2 3aTPYIHAKCH OTBETHTE 3

C.10.1 Ecmu JA, To koraa no Bawemy 310 npousofner?

[ R e P



no3xe 4
3aTPY.IHAIOCH CTBETHTD b

8 2001 rogy
B 2002 roay

8 2003 roay

[T I

C.I1.  Kro Oyaer pewath BONPOC NMepenadt apeHIHsIX YHaCTKOB Ha MPaBa cOGCTBEHHOCTH?
[Mpeanaent TypimenHcTana
TocyaapcTeeHHas KOMHCCHA NO MPOBEIEHHIO 3EMEIBHOI pedopmat
XAKuM 3Tpana
Cryx6a no 3eMesIbHLIM pecypcaM MHHCE1bX03a
PykoBOAHTEAD KPECTBAHCKOID 005 IHHEHHR
BHyTpeHHAN KOMHCCHA KPECTLAHCKOTO O6LEIHHEHHA
BHenHAR KOMHCCHA OPTaN08 MECTHOW B1acTH
Odwwee co0panHe LICHOB KPECTRIHCKOTO 00bEIMHEHHA
dpyroe
3atpyanmocs OTBETHTH

Do ed O b e b
.

=)

C.12. [lpesnonaraere au Bm B Gymymem opraHmsoeath cBoe IafixaHckoe (epMepckoe) XO3SACTBO HA OCHOBe
fiepenavH apeHIHBIX 3EMeb B COGCTBEHHOCTR?
ma 1 Her 2 3aTpyIHRIOCE OTBETHTL 3



Cexyun D.: PECYPCBI H YCIIYIH

D.1. Ckoabko mMecAuee B roay 3aHsTh B Balem apexanom xosaiicree?

Mecaus:
] 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 - 9 - 10 11 12 | Wyoro
| Bl camn o
Ynenst Baweii cembn: ! | 1 :
2. ‘ ‘
3. ]
4. |
5. ;
6. i ] 1
7. i ‘ : i
8 : ? _L |
[ 9. { i
10. i : ;
Hroro ! ; !
Haemu bie paloTHHKH: ; j 1
] : T
2.
3. | ‘
4. : ; 5
5. i !
Hroro ( ‘ . i ! e
BCET O ! ] L1
.2. Kakue nponIBOACTEEHHKE pecypck Bul aperayere?
WHBOTHOBOAYECKHE ITOME IEHKA 1 aBTOTPAHCTIOPT 4
pyrre NPOX3BOACTBEHHLIE NIOCTPORKH 2 NpOH3BOACTBCHHLI HHBEHTAPh 5
CENbCKOXOIARCTBEHHYIO TEXHHKY 3 apyroe 6
D.3. Kakde npOH3BOACTBEHHBIE pecyPCht Bhl HMEETe B IHYHOH COBCTBEHHOCTH?
HHUBOTHOBONUECKHE IOMEMICHH 1 aBTOTPAHCNOPT 4
IpyTHe NPOH3BOACTBEHHLIE NOCTPOHKH 2 NpOH3BOACTBEHHMH HHBEHTApD 5
CENBCKOXO3AHCTREHHYIO TEXHHKY 3 IPYVTO 6

D.4. K1o npenocranineT HeobxonuMule pecypehl  OKa3blBaeT YCIYTH ATA apeHIHON0 X038iicTea”

KaXHTE TAaBHOrg NOCTABILIHKA

Cemena, paccana, CaKeHIb yClel"H MO BHNONHEHHIO

Kopma MeXaHH3IHPOBAaHHMX paboT

Monoarak ckoTa # ITHUK 3o0BeTNpENApaT

Oprasmieckue yaoGpeHua BerepunapHoe obcmyxupatine
MuHepansHbie yn00peHHs CrpoiimaTephans

CpeAacTsa 3a8LKTE PACTEHHH CTpouTeNbibie YCIyrH :
TexHuka 1 cbopynoRanHe nexTpoIneprua E
PemonT 1 0bcayxHpanue ABTOTPEHCNOPTHLE YCITYTH

3anyacTtH YueT W hHHAHCOBbIE PacueTnl
Toproye-cmasoyHble MatepHansl KoncyasTaumn y cneuHanucron

Konee:
TOCYAAPCTREHHBIE OpraHH3alny ! NPOHIBOIHM CAMH 4
KPECThAHCKOE ofbeauHe e 2 APYTHE HCTOYHHKH 5
YaCTHbIC NHLUA H KOMMEPYeCKHE GHPMBI 3 B0o0OLLE He mpHOOpeTaem 6



D.5. Kak Bul oueniBaeTe npefoCcTaBAsEMbIE peCYPChl H YCIyTH? (TalTe OIHY F1ABHYIO NPHIHHY )

Cemena, paccana, cameHLb! Yeayrd no eunoasenmo

Kopma MEXAHHIIPOBAHHBIX paboT

Monoanak ckoTa it ITHUBL 3ooeeTnpenapari

Oprannyeckue ynobpeHus BeTeprnaproe odcTyvikHBanHe

Munepanesuie yaobpenna CrpoliMatepuanu

CpeacTBa 3a1MTh! pacTeHHil CTpoHTenbHNE YoavrH

Texuuxa u o6opynonanne DNeKTPOIHEPIHA

PemoHT H ofciyskuBanue ABTOTPaHCIOPTHHE VCIIVTH

3anuacTH YueT 1 GHHAHCOBBE pacueTw

Toproye-cMa3o4HbIe MATEPHAND KoncyasTaumn y cneunanicros
Koaet:

HeT BuiBopa, Hepy, 4To naoT 1 OTCYTCTBHE B cBOGOAHOI Npoaake

BbICOKHE UEHBI 2 ¥ MEHR HET BOIMOKHOCTH HIMEeHWTh HCROIHMTE AR yonT 4

D.6. Jiosonbbt i Bl B 1enoM ycayraMu 1 pecypcami, RPEeROCTABAREMBIMH KPECThAHCKHM
00beAHHEHHEM H Cly)OaMH APYTHX OpraHH3aumA?

|- OA: 2-HET: 3 - HE NOJB3VKXCh

1. Foc.koruepu "TyprMennarra"

2. Accoumauns "TypkMmeHranaoHymaepn”
3. Acconnauun "TypkmeHManaps”

4. Accounawns "TypkmeHOBaxbi3MaT”

5. TKBT "Haixaundauk"

6. IpyTHe roc. OpraHIzalLHH

7. KpeCTbAHCKHE 00b€ IHHEHHA
8. komMMmepyeckHe hHPMBI

9. HacTHBe THUA

10. apyrne

“-\

Ecny#t HET. To no kako# npyunHe:

(aiiTe 0aANY rIABHYI0 NPHUNNY)
HECBOEBPEMEHHOE HCTIOITHEHHE

00000
Do000

00000
00004

\

1

HHIKOE K2Y4ECTBO VCMT 2
BOJIOKHTA 3

OYEHDb BHICOKHE LIeHB! 4
Gonswme 3aTpaTa BpeMeny 5
6

_dpyroe

(V3



Cekyus E.: TPOU3IBOACTBO B APEHIHOM XO3SIHCTBE

E.i. Yem Bbt 3annMaetecs b cBoeM apeHanoM Xolsiictae”?

TOALKO PACTECHHEBOICTBOM
TOIBKO KHBOTHOBOACTBOM

Ecin Bel He 3apnMaeTech RHAOTHOBOACTBOM B PEHIHOM X03fHcTBe (Hokmodas JITTX). 10 novesn ?

3EMAA BbiZENRCHA MO UCI€BOMY HAJHAYCHHIO

H TEM M IADYTHM

TPY¥IHOCTH €O CHAGWEHHEM H TEXHHKOH

1
HE BBTOIHO 2 HCT KETAHKR
HEAO0CTATOK KOPMOB 3 HET BpEMEHH
HENOCTATOK 3EMIH 4 apyroe
E.2. KakHe kyibTypsl But BrIpauisaii Ha apeninoM yuactxe s 2000 r.?
Ha3sawuue xyneTyp Naotwazs, Beero  |Tipubwiaseo [TponzsoacTeo 8 2001r. Bu
cobpano, |an a10? cobHpaeTecs...
|-¥vBEIHUHTD
2-COKpATHTH
1-aa 3-OCTaBHTL HA APEKH. YPOBHE
(ra) (1) 2 - Her 4-1aTpYAHSIOCH OTBETHTL
1. 3epHoBbie
a) MIEeHHLA
6) AumenDb B
B) KVKYPY34 Ha 3€DHO ‘
) PHC y
2. XJT0nM4aTHHK
3. OroINH
4. baxuessle
5. Kaprogens
6. KopMoBbie KOpHemnoan
7. Kykypy3a sa cHioc H 3e-
JIEHBIH KOpM
8. OnHoneTHHE H MHOTONETHHE |
TpaBs! ‘
9. DpyKTh K ATOAK i
10. Bunorpaa ;
11. Tenaxubl M DAPHHKH
a) OBOLLH
6) UHTDYCOBRE 1
8) UBETHI BB |
E.3. INoaysanu nu Bel Boay 8 HeobxoakMue cpokn 8 2000 r.? 1a | et 2
E.4. {loaywanu an But Bogy B HEOOX0AHMOM koaHyecTse B 2000 r.? Ja | Her 2
E.5. Cronbxo nonusos npoBoannny ? Ha XIONY2THHKE
Ha NWeHHIlE
Ha opome-baxueBbx
Ha KOPMOBBIX
E.6. Kakoe xonuuectso soas Bet nenoaszosans s 2000 .7 :E]

o]

E.7. Kakie BoaHble HCTOUHKMKH Bl HCNIONb3yeTeE Ha opolLeHne?
BHYTPHXO3RHCTBEHHAA OPOCHTEILHAR CETH
CKBRKHHN, KADHIH, POIHHKH

apyroe

E.8. Komy nprrannexuT oSODY.I0BAHHE, HCMOIBIVEMOE ATH OPOLEHHA?
Mos coOCTBEHHOCTE
KpecTEAHCKOMY 00beIHHEHHID

BOJIOXO3AHCTBEHHOH OPraHHIaLHK
apytoe

b b

L2 1D e

L b)) e
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E.9. K70 oprann3yeT 3KCNIYaTalHK BHYTPHXOIRHCTBEHHBIX OPOCHTEILHbIX CETEH”

CaMM apeHIaTOph 1
KpPeCTLAHCKOE DOBEIHHEHHE 2
BOIOXOIARCTBEHHAR DPranA3anng 3
apsroe 4
E.10. TInatuan au Bu 32 nons3oBause BoJoi 8 2000 .7 aa wer 2
E.10.1 Ecan JA, 10 ckonbko? Thic.Manat| 1

E.11. Kaxopa YHCACHHOCTh XHBOTHBIX B Baillem apesaHoM xo3siicTee?

Bitnbl KHBOTHBIX. NTHIA Ha Hayano apeHisi. roioe Ha momeNT onpoca. ranos
KP¥Titivlit pOTATHIA CKOT
B 7. 4. KOPOBbI

CBHHbH

OBLB # KO3bI

NoLLaTH

nTHua

aep0nioasl

E.12. Kakas CrpyxTypa KOPMOB HCNoAb3yeTca BasMH 118 :KHBOTHBIX B apeHIHOM XOIAACTBE, %02
(¥kKHTE | rIaBHBIH HCTOMHHK)

%

1. nacrbuua

2. 3e/IeHBIE H COYHBIE KOpMa
3. ceno

4. 3epHO

3. kombrkopma

E.13. 13 xakux HCTOYNHKOR B nomyyaere xopma?

1. nactbuwa
2. 3e/1EHbIE H COYHBLE KOPMA Koaw:
3. ceno NPOH3IBOIHTE CAMH 1
4. 3epHo BLLIENAET KPECTBRHCKOE 06beIHHEHHE N0 JOTOROPHEIM HeHaN 2
5. KOMOHKODMa MPHOOPETaEM H3 AP>THX HCTOMHHKOB 3

E.14. Kakoe KORMMECTBO JEMIH BhiZeNEHO Bam B aperay 1A NPOKIBOICTEA KOPMOB N0 APEHIOBAHHKRA CKOT?

E.15. Ha Kakoli cpok?

E.16. HocrarouHo av Bam 3emuid Lta NPOHIBOICTRE KOPMOB H COICPKAHHS CKOTE H MTHUW”
aa | HET

E.16.1 Ecax HET, na cxofibka xotenn Oul yBeanunTn? E

()

E.17. Kaky10 4 Ck0/bKO NPOAYKIUMH KWBOTHOBOACTEE Bl NpOHIBOIRTIH B apeHaIHOM Xo3RAcTee B 2000 r.7?

TpowasoacTso, kr. Npubuasyo 14 3107 TMpox3poacTs0 vero Bat cobu-
{MACO - dHBOR BEC) aa -1 paetecs B 2001 r.
Hetr - 2 I-yBeIHUHTE
2-COKpaATHTL
3-OCTaBHTL Ha NPEXH. YPOBHE
4-33TPN IHAKOCH OTBETHTE
Maco
Monoko
Afna {Toec.wt.)
LLepcTs
Kapaky:b, . P
Koxceipbe. wT. |




E.18. Kaxon cpeaniii ro1080R HAaoi MOI0KS HO 0OH) KODOBY B 3PEHIHOM X0ISACTRE B 2N 1 .

o A0r0BOpY apeH

daxTHuECKH

E.19. Kaxas afueHOCTROCTL O2HOH KYDHUbI-HECYLUKH B APEH.IHOM XO3RFCTBE B 2000 1.7
[0 J0roBopY apeHas ﬂ thakTHecKH wr
E.20. Komy npHHaanexuT apeHanulli ckot? KPECTBAHCKOMY O0beIHHEHHIO 1
AccouHauna "TyprsmeHMaL1aps” 2
apyroe 3
E.21. Kax Bbi paccuHTRBaeTECH 32 aper.1y CKOTA ¢ apeH101aTeem?
Doas/Cymma

(0T €O3I1AHHOM NPOIVKTA)

[lepenard vacTe MOMOAHAKA. ..

%o

BbiaeaAo YacTb XKHBOTHOBOIHECKOH NPOIYKUHH
B HATYPRTbHOM BHJE

%o

BbLaensio 4acTh XMHBOTHOBOAMECKOH MPOIYKIHH
10 HEHAM HHXC DHHOYHLIX B QEHEWMHOM pacycTe |

%o

Bein;iatMBaio TBEPAYIO APEHAHYIO NAaTY AEHLIAMH N0
KOIWYECTBY FONOB

TRIC.MAHAT 33 rQ08Y

o 3 0 Os

Hovroe T

E.22. [lpeaycmatpusaercs an B Bawes apenanos 20rosope vBeIHYEHHE NOrOI0BLS cTaa"

E.22.1. Ecau "JA", T0 Ba ckonbko B rogy? %

~

HET

rocios|




Cexyun F.: PEAJIN3ALINA NIPOAYKIIUH APEHIHOTO XO3SIHCTBA

F.1. Kak. rrasHsim 06pa3oM, opraHH30BaHa peanii3aums NPosyKulH apenInoro xo3aiicTsa’
32HUMAIOCH Cay peatiiativell GONBIIHKCTEA NPOIVKUHH
MEpEIae NPOAYKLHIO KPECTRAHCKOMY O0bE IMHEHIIO
CHAK NPONYKUHIO I'OC3aTOTOPraHH3ALHAM TIocs1e YOOPKH YPOXKaR B COOTBETCTBHK C J0TOBOPOM
rocy1apcTBEHHbIE 3arOTOBHTELHBIE OPraHHlauHi caMu YOHPAIOT 1 YBO3NT ypoXail

apyroe
F.2. Peanuzaums npofyKuus NPOWIBENEHHOH N0 A0TOBOPY apeHan B 2000 . ]
KonnuecTso noavkumny FnaBunit [Mmeere au
Beero  [Tlotpebaeno | Mponauo, (xr.) | xanan  [posmomHocTs
TIpOH3BE~ BHYTpH peanm- 8wdopa no-
ReHo XQ3AACTBA, JaUMH  (kvnarens
(cM. 1. E2Z | cembu (kr.) {(*xk01) aa- 1.
H El?) f : HeT -2
1. 3epHo ? [
a) MmmeHHLa i T O
6) RuMeHb T ‘! |l
B) KyKYPY3a Ha 3epHO | D
T) pHC | E
2. Xnonok-csipeu L
3. Opown _{ D
4. baxyesne ‘! 5 D
5. Kaprodens | T J
6. KopMOBBIE KOPHEMIOb! ] T
7. KyKkypysa Ha CHIIOC H [
3ENIEHbLA KOPM i ]
8. CeHO ONHONETHAX K \
MHOTONETHHX TPAB ] J
9. IlpoyHe kopMa 1 LJ
10. ©pykTh! H srOAL i t%
11. Bunorpan ' ,
12. Uutpvcosnie s
13, Usern ; I [
14 Msco 1 =)
5. Moroxo T
16. Afiua, Teic T D
17. llepcts
18. Kapakynb }
19. Koxcbipshe D
*Koans mua:t)s PEANH3AUHH
TOCYNaPCTBEHHEIE 3ANOTOBHTENLHEE OPralH3aliHK I
nepepabaTniBaioLLife NMpeINpHATHA 2
notpedkoonepauns 3
KOMMEPMECKHE NIDEANPHATHA H 33rOTOBHTEAN 4
KPecThAHCKOE 00beauHeHue 5
¢B0G0AHAaR MpoJaxa 6
apy¥rue 7

th = Ll 1Y —



F.3. Ecte a1 TPYAHOCTH B peain3atini MPOZYKUHH 2PEHIHONO XO3AHCTBA N0 NEPEHHCICHHbIM IPHYHH 12 - |

-

X

1]

—
'

HecBoeBpeMeHHbie
BLITLIaTH 32 NpoaaH-
HVIO NPOLVELHIO

Llens! Ha APOIVK-

UK CARWKOM
HHIKHE

Tpyano

KVNarTean |IH3alnmy

TpyaHo JoctasiTs apo-
HAHTH NO- [IVKUMIO K MECTY pea-

1. 3epro

a) NleHpua

1u

a8

0) AuMensL

B) KYKYDY3a Ha 3epHO

r) pHc

ann

. XNonok-cuipen

33

aum

2
3. Osowu
4. baxuepwie

.

:

5. Kaprogens

6. CeHO MHOTONETHHX TpaB

7. [lpoune xopma

8. DpyKTHI H Ar0aLl

9. Buxorpan

6. KopMmogtie xopuennons:

7. Kykkypy3a Ha CHIIOC H
3e/ICHBbIA KOPM

8. Ceno onHOAETHUX H
MHOTO/IETHHX ThaR

9. [Ipoune Kopma

10. PpYKTBl H ATOAB

j

11. Bunorpaa

12. lutpycoasie

I3. LlpeTni

—

-

14. Msco

i5. Monoko

NA0od0do o Sannns

16. Aitua, Thic.T

aiasusasllafsansausnaanana

|

17. Wepcrs

18. Kapaxyae

19. Koxchpbe

Ao Suainamasunsss

EEENEEERmEualE EnEmuan

00

-

is

T E T




Cexyun G.: JOXOAbI, PUHAHCDI, YPOBEHDb XH3HU

G.1. TIpHMCPHBIC JEHCKHBIE J0XOIb H PACNOIN Balliero aperanoro XossiicTea s 2000 1.

CraTbH JOXOJ0B H PACXOI0B THIC. MAKAT

TTOCTVRIIO /ICHET OT PeaNHIANHK NPOIVKLMH. BCETD

H3pacx020BaHO Ha NPOH3BOACTBEHHEE HVHKIW, BCETO

B TOM MHC/IC. OIUIATd TPYAa

APEHIY MM

aPEeHAY NDOAYKTHBHOIO CKOTA

APEHAY APYTHX CPEACTH NMPOHIBOICTEA

MEXAHHIATOPHEIE PA0OTH

aBTOTPaHCNOPT

MHHEDATBHBIE YAODpCHHS

XHMHKAThI 11 3AIIHTH PACTECHHH

KOpMa

CEMCHA

BCTEPHHADHEIE YCAYTH H NpenapaTs T

BOA

TpOUKE 3ATPATH

Hazorn n ormcnenns

UHCTHIH JeHEHHRIT JOXO

G.2. Kaxoit pon 3aHATHH SBIAETCA JONOTHHTEILHEM HCTOMHHKOM 10012 Bameii cemui?
KOBPOTKAYECTBO
BEIIHBAHHE
NOLIHB 01€#Thi
NEpaHHan nepepaboTka oBORICH, GPYKTOB, BHHOIPA 1A
TORRIPHOE 3630
PEMOHTHO-CTPOHTE THbIE PabOTHI
HIMOTORICHHE CTOAADHEN HAJeTHH 1 Me0e1H
JHYHOE HOAC00R0E XOIAHCTBO
KOMMEDUYECKAS JEKTEILHOCTE
OPOMHH PO 3AHITHI

G.3. TpwMepHbIE \MMCTHI qeHexunIi noxoa Bameii cemus B 2000 r.

L= R R R ™ =

=

CraThl JOXOJO0B K pACX0J0B THIC. MAHAT

Beero

B TOM MHECIIE:
YHACTRIR JOXOX OT APEHIROT0 Xo3diicrea

3apIUiaTa. MOAYYCHHAA B AP NOAPAAEICHHX H IIDEATPHATHIX

MHCTHI goxon ot JITTX

NCHCHH

COUHANLHAA MOAACPKKA

YHCTLIH JOXOA 0T JONOHHTEILHLIX 33HATHIH

OpOYHE AOXOAB

G.4. Beaere me Bul GyXTanrepckuii YoET N0 apPEHIHOMY XOIRHCTBY?

F B



G.3. Kto mpeacraBnseT CACAVIOMHE COUMATLHRE JILTOThE M VCTVTH”?

€C.3N neIVYACTE, TO KTO
Jeror (peIOCTABIRET
HYCHVIH. || - TOCV13PCTBO H MECTHRIC BIACTH
novyaK - 1 |2 - npodCo3HAR OPIaHK3AIHA
Her - 2 3 - KPeCcTLRHCKOE O0bEIHHEHHE
4 - IpvrTHE

Hammeropanme Nbrot # VEIVT

TICHCHA
nocobue Ha aereH

JILIOTHl NPH HOCCHICHHH ACTEMH AOIIKOJILHBIN YUK IeHHI
JILIOTEI TDH MOCEINEHHH AETHMH HIKOIK

(J0CTaBKA B K\INKOTY, GECIUIATHRIC 3aBTPAKK)

CTHIICH.IHK CTVAEHTAM 1
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Abstract

Turkmenistan is one of the 25 former socialist countries in Europe and Central Asia that em-
barked on a transition from plan to market in the early 1990s. In agricullure, the transifion was
expected to improve the productivity of the chronically inefficient collective farming inherited
Jrom the Soviet era. Improvements were to be achieved through the transfer of land and assets
Jrom collective farms to individual operators, in line with the esiablished practice of agriculture in
market economies. This study examines the progress of agricultural reform in Turbonenistan by
focusing on land distribution, farm structure transformation, and changes in production patterns,
marketing, and farm performance. The study is based on a survey of 143 private farmers con-
ducted in Turkmenistan in 2000. Preliminary results indicate that, despiie fairly generous alloca-
tion of land to individual farming, ne significans performance improvemenis have been achieved
so far, primarily because private farmers operate under severe environmental, institutional and
political constraints.

1. Overview of Land Reform in Turkmenistan

Turkmenistan is a highly agrarian country, over half of the population is rural, and 44% of the labor force is
employed in agriculture. Agriculture is the second most important sector in the Turkmen economy after the oil and
gas industry. The territory of Turkmenistan is largely desert with irigated arable land constituting less than 4% of
the total. The most important cash crops are cotton and wheat; cotton is exported after processing into fiber while
wheat is consumed domestically. Turkmenistan also produces livestock, as well as fruits and vegetables for domestic
consumption.

Prior to the declaration of independence in 1991, Turkmenistan was one of the least developed republics in
the Soviet Union and its agriculture was based on cotton monoculture. After 1991, Turkmenistan began raising
wheat production, to reduce its dependence on food imports from former Soviet republics, which also had become
independent states with independent interests and trade policies (Lerman and Brooks 1998).

Turkmenistan is the only country in Central Asia in which the post-Soviet constitution formally recognized
private land ewnership. The Constitution, however, only sets general principies, while the definition of ownership as
well as practical implementation are Jeft to laws, presidential decrees, and government resolutions. As a result, the
actual rights of landowners in Turkmenistan are similar to those of landholders in “lifetime inheritabie possession™
according 1o the Soviet Civil Code in the pre-1990 era. Although land received for privaie farming is classified as
privately owned, it cannot be sold, given as a gift, or exchanged. In addition, if privately owned agricultural land is
left uncultivated, the owners may lose their private property through administrative measures (Lerman and Brooks
1998).

Prior to the adoption of the new Constitution of May 1992, all land in Turkmenistan was state-owned. Over
95% of the arable land was permanently used by 576 large-scale farms (1,500-2,500 hectares on the average) and

Readers with comments or questions are encouraged to contact the authors via email.
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around 2% were allocated in lifetime inheritable possession to rural households (less than {.2 hectare on the aver-
age). The latter produced 20% of gross agricultural product. Land reform started in 1993 with the conversion of
household plots from inheritable possession into private ownership. At the same tme virgin and unutilized land was
transferred from the State Land Fund to private ownership and long-term leases (10-99 years, mainly 10-20 years) of

individual farmers.

The agrarian reform program in Turkmenistan combined the recognition of the acknowledged benefits of
individval farming with the deeply rooted socialist belief in economies of scale and in the associated central control
tools (for details see Lerman and Brooks (1998, 2001), Mkrytichyan et al. (2000), and O'Hara (1997)). in accor-
dance with these principles, in 1995 the traditional collective and state farms were reorganized into 570 associations
of leaseholders (daikhan berleshik, or peasant associations). Each leaseholder was allocared state-owned arabie land
for individual production within the umbrella of the association. Yet the government maimained state procurementy
orders, especially for the two strategic commodities - cotton and wheat, supplementing it with an extensive system?
of subsidized inputs and credits. The leascholders received land for individual production, but no freedom of decid-.
ing what to produce. Legislation passed in 1996 facilitated the jcasing of land from peasant associations to their
members, and in the following year there was a dramatic shift from collective farming in the associations to member
leasing. The majority of association farmland is now leased to members. After a two-year probation period, farmers
may be given full ownership if the land has been used productively. By contrast, the lease may be revoked if land is
not used productively. :

3

In a parallel strand of reform, Tuckmenistan encouraged the establishment of so-called peasant (dalkhan)*
farms - independent family farms Operaung oitside associations and cnjoymg relative freedom from state orders.
This freedom, however, had a price: the private farmers were given virgin land in the desert and were required to
convert it by themselves into productive irrigated land within two years. Land quality was intended 1o differentiate
private farmers from leaseholders, who received irmigated land within the bounds of their associations. While the
conversion of former collective and state farms into leaseholder associations was a unique Turkmen procedure (with
some analogies observed only in Uzbekistan), the creation of peasant farms outside traditional collectivist frame-
works is a general agrarian reform strategy vused in all former Soviet republics.

The present article focuses on the peasant farms of Turkmenistan. It is based on the results of a survey con-
ducted in 2000 on a sample of 143 peasant farmers in four of the five administrative regions Turkmenistan. After a
general discussion of the emergence of private farming in Turkmenistan, we present a preliminary analysis of survey
findings and try to answer the question posed in the title: Does land reform, as represented by the new subsector of
private farms, work in Turkmenistan? Figures and tables given without an explicit source are based on original sus-
vey data.

2. Emergence of Peasant Farms in Turkmenistan

The creation of private farms in Turkmenistan was enabled by legislation adopted in 1992-1996. According
to the 1993 presidential decree, Turkmen citizen could apply to receive without any paymeat up to 50 ha of land in
private ownership for individual commercial farming. This land, however, was not necessarily arable or irrigated.
The presidential decree specifically stipulated that local authorities would allocate land plots for individual commer-
cial farming from reserve lands, virgin lands, and lands pot used by farm enterprises (which later became peasant as-
sociations). The new farmers were thus expected to “open” virgin lands by their own efforts and using their own re-
sources. Yet the new farmers were in the danger of losing their land if they failed to start farming commerciatly
within two years. The stipulation was probably unrealistic, given the tremendous difficulties that individuals would
face in “opening” virgin lands and providing irrigation in the desert. Nevertheless, such “opening” of virgin lands by
private farmers since 1993 (115,000 hectares, or 0.3% of all agricultural land) accounts for part of the considerable
increase in the irrigated area observed during the recent years. The hardship associated with allocation of virgin
lands was partially offset by exempting peasant farmers from taxation for the first five years and making them eligi-
ble to receive credit at low interest rates much below the rate of inflation.
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Of the 115,000 hectares transferred to peasant farmers as of January 2000, 90,200 hectares are in private
ownership and 24,800 hectares are in long-tenn leases. The fastest pace of land allocation 1o peasant farming was
observed duning the first three years after the 1993 decree: 93% of land in private ownership and 59% of the land
under long-term leases was allocated up to 1996. During 1996-2000, the land allocated in private ownership in-
creased by a mere 700 hectares and the leased component increased by 8,800 hectares (Figure 1).

According to land records, there were 7,066 peasant farms at the end of 1999. However, only 2,039 farms
were registered with the state statistical agencies, and 1,103 provided repons about their activity. These 1,103 peas-
ant farms are the actively producing component of

the private farming sector in Turkmenistan, and the 140
143 peasant farms inciuded in the survey represent 1161 115k
13% of the report providers. 120 1055 1 :
98.5 = .
The threat of losing land if it remains un- £ 100 81. pob - =
cultivated for more than two years is quite real. In ‘e 80 1 L 53
total, peasant farmers have lost nearly 25 thousand 3 60
hectares due to failure to meet the startup condi- 3 = | ownershiy
. - : £
tions. This happened because in many cases the < 40 1
land received from the state required signiﬁcam. in- 20 {283
vestment due to poor quality and remote location,
n

and not everyone had the necessary financial and

technical resources for developing this land. Figure 1 Dynamics of land allocation for crestion of private

farms (based on official statistics).
3. Peasant Farms in the Survey

The survey provides farm-level information about resources and farming activities, as well as the demo-
graphic profile of the families of peasant farmers.

3.1 Family profile

The overwhelming majority of farmers in

the survey are men {95%). The average farmer is

48 years old, while the average age of all family Higher E——’ B wormen
members is about 30. The mean family size in the . amn
sample is 5.6 persons. The educational attainment  Technical / vocations! -

of farmers is quite high: 58% of respondents report

higher education and only 5% have less than 10 General secondary

years of schooling. This is in a dramatic contrast to

the rest of the rural population, where according to Students

a parallel survey only 10% report higher education,

while 85% have secondary school background No educaton

(Lerman and Stanchin 2001}, Men generally have a

higher educational artainment than women in rural 0 10 20 30 ag 50 80%
households. Figure 2 shows clear gender differ-

ences in the level of education between men and Figure 2 Education level of family members abeve 15

women in farmers' families: most women have
secondary education, while men generally continue
to acquire some higher education.

About 56% of the farmers surveyed previously worked in a farm enterprise (a collective or state farm); the

rest worked in industry or services outside agriculture. Farmers had held relatively high positions in their former
Jobs: 65% of respondents had had managerial or professional jobs, 10% described themselves as qualified workers,
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and 15% as administrative staff in their previous position. Private farmers thus bring with them a rich agriculwral
experience and a high educational attainment to their new occupation.

The land allocated to private farmers is usually far from the village, often in the middie of the desert. As a
resuit, only 14% of respondents live with their families on the territory of the farm, while 57% continue (o live in the
viltage run by the peasant association with which the farm is administratively linked and 29% are domiciled in other
villages or townships (Table 1). The rural housing is generaily deficient in basic amenities. Nearly half the respon-
dents have no running water, no electricity, and no gas in the house. Electricity is reported by 30% of private farm-
ers, gas by 12%, and running water by 4% only.

Table 1 Where does the family live?
Farms using | Farms using
Allfams | ounland | leased land
On the territory of the farm 14.1 24 83
In the village of the peasant association 570 319 70.2
In another village 6.3 86 48
in the district center 19.0 27.6 13.1
Other 3.5 34 36 1
3.2 Land

Among the 143 farms surveyed, 60 had Jand allocated in private ownership and 83 were using leased land.
None of the farms reported using both own and leased land. This essentially is a reflection of the existing institu-
tional arrangements for land allocation in Turkmenistan, where the decision on whether land is given in private
ownership or leased does not depend on the applicant: it is decided by government land authorities on the basis of
ceriain political considerations, which are totally non-transparent to outsiders.

Farm sizes varied from 1 hectare to 370 hectares, but most farms {88%) did not exceed 50 hectares, which
is the legal limit for privately owned land. Farms based on own land averaged 19 hectares, whereas farms using
leased land reached larger sizes, averaging 39 hectares. Most of the Iand is arable (68%), with 0.2% under perennials
and 27.5% in pasture. Other land constitutes 4.6% and is not used actively.

Land allocated to peasant farms was classified in three quality categories: 1 — land of satisfactory quality
prepared for cultivation, 2 — land prepared for irrigation but requiring further amelioration, and 3 — unprepared
virgin land. In line with existing legisiation, a large share of land allocated to farmers in the survey was unprepared
virgin land from state reserves, which required a large investment in improvement and amelioration. Farmers receiv-
ing land in private ownership ended up with much more virgin land than farmers who were given land in long-term
lease (Figure 3). Officials probably give the worst land in private ownership, while for the time being retaining bet-
ter lands in the state reserve.

ownership lease
1
8% 2 3 1
169 38 30% Figure 3 Quality of land allocated to peasant
. farms in private ownership and in long-terym
lease:

l-ln‘ndotnﬂdmuyqnﬂqmedfaralm
2 - land prepared for brrigation but requiring
IT:!M smeliorstion, 3 - onprepared virgin

78%
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In general, farmers were satisfied with the quality of land they had received, although ameliorative im-
provements were required for 61% of land received in private ownership and 22% of arable fand given in long-term
lease. Land improvement normally involves leveling rough native terrain, moving large volumes of sand. trucking in
equally large volumes of fertile soil from afar, and providing irrigation ditches or pipes from relanvely distant water
sources. The average cost of development of | hectare for the farmers surveyed was about 650 thousand manats',
i.e., $125 at the official rate of exchange and about $30 at the free-market rate. This is about one-third of the angual
net profit per hectare of cotton, but more than two years of profits from wheat production {see Table 5 below for de-
tails). In spite of the investment so far, half the arable land in the sample still requires radical improvement. This was
reported by 72% of respondents, but only half the farmers said they could afford the cost of land improvernent work
in the coming 3 years. The main obstacles for tmprovement are lack of money and machinery (two-thirds of respon-
dents who would not be able to invest in land improvement).

Less than half the respondents reported cultivating their entire land holdings. The main reason for
underutilization of land is lack of means for land development, as reported by 41% of respondents. Among other
reasons, 19% of farmers noted difficulties with access to farm supplies and machinery, 25% complained about
absence or irregularity of irrigation.

3.3 Irrigation

Under the prevailing climatic conditions in Turkmenistan, irrigation is indispensable to agriculture and it
was developed extensively throughout the cultivable parts of country in the Soviet times. Surface irrigation remains
the dominant technique, although micro-irrigation is being introduced on an experimental scale (in 1994, micro-
irrigation covered a mere 400 hectares, or 0.02% of total irrigated area) All the main canals, major parts of the inter-
farm and intra-fanm irrigation networks, and all the collector and drainage networks are above the ground. With such
urrigation systems, water loss is up to one-fifth of the intake due 1o seepage and evaporation (Orfovsky et al. 2001).
Yet practically all the respondents (97%) consider furrow irrigation as the most effective method, probably because
they do not know any other irrigation methods.

All private farms have access to an external ir- Table 2 Sources of water for irvigation, % of respondeats

rigation network or at least to local water sources. Thus, Water sources

62% receive water from man-made irrigation networks, p———y

30% of farms irrigate their fields from wells, rivers, or local networks | %

other local water sources, and 8% access other water

Aler sou 5 O All farms 294 622 8.4

sources. The distribution of water sources is different for .

farms based on own land and farms using leased land Farms using own land 16.7 81.7 '
g Farms using Jeased land |  38.6 482 133

(Table 2). These differences may affect the quality of
waler (salinization, contamination).

Although all private farms have access to wa- terin percent
ter, only 20% of farms report receiving water on time Table 3 Actual - F d&mp
and even then much less than the required norms (Table All farms | using own using
3). It is hard to expect high yields in the desert under land leased tand
such conditions: expert estimates show that reduction of Cotton 55.0 757 503
watering by 10%, 20%, 30%, 40%, or 50% reduces crop Wheat 55.0 56.0 544
yields by 4%, 9%, 15%, 24%, or 36%, respectively Vegetabl ’

. getables 67.6 ns 581
(Khamidov et al. 2001). Farmers try to compensate for Alfalfa 633 683 0.0
these shortages by using mineralized water from drain- ) )
age collectors, lakes, and ground sources. Irrigation with | O~dens 367 36.5 57.1
saline water worsens soil quality and depresses crop  LYineyasd %0.0 1000 §0.0

! The pational currency, the manat, was introduced in November 1993with the initiat raze $0.5 for 1 manat. The currescy deprecisted apadly. In
April 1998, the currency was pegged at 5200 per dollar, close to the market rate. Since then the government has maintained the official rate de-
spite strong excess demand for foreign currency. The panaliel exchange rate fell precipitously to over three times the official rate by mid 1999
and to four times the official rate by late 2000.
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yields. At present 80% of Turkmenistan's irrigated soils are saline, and salinization reduces output by 40% (Khaki-
mov 1986}). During fall-winter, special activities are required to flush the salt from the soil.

No privale irrigation schemes exist in Turkmenistan. AH are managed by a state agency, and they are gen-
erally larger than 10,000 hectares, having been originally designed and built for large collective and state farms.
Among the respondents in the survey, only 6% own their irrigation equipment and 6% are responsible for maintain-
ing the irmigation network. Water is allocated 10 each farm on the basis of standard crop requirements. If a farm ex-
ceeds its allocation, a fine is applied, based on the excess water usage. In 1995, the fine was 0.503 manat/m’, or 20
cents per 1,000 m’. This is a symbolic charge that does not reflect the real value of water. Moreover, the fine is
hardly ever applied, because the inefficient and insufficient irrigation prevents farmers from receiving even the
minimum amounts of water.

3.4 Farm Production

Practically all peasant farmers engage in crop production (Table 4). Livestock is reported by a much
smaller proportior of farms: less than 20% of respondents have mixed crop-livestock farming, and only 5% special-
ize in livestock without any crop production. About 80% of farms grow wheat, although wheat production is sub-
stantially less profitable than cotton (Table 5). By contrast, among leaseholders in peasant associations (former col-
lective or state farms) surveyed in a previous study (Lerman and Brooks 2001), 80% grow cotton and only 20%
grow wheat. Authorities do not explicitly prescribe what private farmers must produce, while the production spe-
cialization of leascholders in peasant associations is stricly controlied. However, cotton cannot be grown without ir-
rigation, whereas many private farms established on virgin land still suffer from shortage of water. Farms using
leased land have better access to focal water sources, such as wells and rivers (see Table 2), which are more reliable
than the poorly maintained man-made irrigation networks. Better access to water probably explains the higher ten-
dency of these farms to grow cotton (Table 4). Cotton production aiso reguires ten times more labor per ton than
wheat (Guchgeldiev 1999), which may be a barrier to the adoption of cotton in family-based private farms.

Table 4 Specialization profile of peasant Iarmers {% of respoodents)

Crops Livestock im Wheat Cotton Vegetables
All farms 77.6 4.9 17.5 g81¢ 294 11.2
Farms using own land 70.0 10,0 20,0 833 117 16.7
Farms using leased land 83.1 1.2 15.7 78.3 422 6.0

Table 5 Comparative costs and profit of whest and cotton production in 1999 (national dats).

Peasant associations Private farms

Cotton Wheat Cotton Wheat
Sown area, thousand ha 500.9 6105 13.6 68
Yield, ton/ha 1.69 1.53 3.60 151
Gross output, thousand ton 8449 937.2 48.9 10.2
Revenue, billion manat 786.4 397.6 48.8 43
Total costs, billion manat 266.4 2434 21.4 25 |
Total profit, billion manat 520,0 154.2 274 1.8 E
Costs per | ton, thousand manat 315.0 260.0 437.0 2450 X
Costs per 1 hectare, thousand manat 532.0 398.0 1573.0 367.0
Profit per | hectare, thousand manat 1038.0 ) 252.0 ! 2014.0 264.0

Source; Lerman and Stanchin, 2001.

Livestock production {whether specialized or as part of mixed farming) appears 1o be more widespread
among farmers using own land than among those with leased land (see Table 4). Yet the average cattle herd is much
larger on farms using leased land: 41 head of cattle compared with 18 head of canle for farms operating on own
land. The opposite is true with respect to poultry, which is more popular among farmers operating on own land: 61%
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of the own farms versus 24% of leased farms. The average flock is also much larger — 638 chickens in farms with
own land versus only 49 in farms using leased land. Sheep and goats. the traditional animals in Turkmenistan, are
reported by less than one-third of farmers with livestock (8% of all farms surveyed). Livestock productivity that
emerges from survey data is very low (Table 6) and it is generally comparable with the productivity reported by
leaseholders in peasant associations, who achieve milk yields of about 1,200 kg pes cow per year and egg laying ca-
pacities of about 70 eggs per layer per year (Lerman and Brooks 2001).

The various reasons given by respondents for not going into livestock production mainly reflect capital
constraints. Thus, 68% of farmers lack the means to purchase animals, 54% lack facilities for keeping livestock and
poultry, and 38% experience difficulties with machinery and purchased inputs.

Table 6 HerdMock size, livestock production (per one farm) and productivity (per one animal)

Average herd/flock size, heads Production Productivity
Cattle inctuding | Sheep Chickens | Me2t: Milk, Eggs, Miik, Eggs,
cows _| and goat tons fons pieces kg | pieces
All farms 303 11.2 106.2 454.2 1.73 11.00 17505 1219 95
Farms using own land 17.6 78 117.0 638.5 1.86 10.19 25546 967 91
Farms using leased land 409 14.2 95.3 49.0 1.81 13.06 4103 1507 105

The private farmers show a high degree of commercialization. Most of the output is sold. This includes all
the cotton, 85% of wheat, 90% of grapes, and about 60% of livestock production (milk, meat, and eggs). Op the
other hand, more than half the output of vegetables and melons are consumed in the household.

3.5 Farm Services: Marketing and Input Supply

Until 1996 all agricultural services, including input supply, processing, and marketing, were the responsi-
bility of the Ministry of Agriculture and Food. After 1996, the responsibility for the main farm services was trans-
ferred from the Ministry to a number of autonomous state-controlled service organizations specializing in various
farm-related services. Among these parastatals, Turkmenobakhyzmat is responsible for the provision of all services
related to the use of machinery, Turkmenpagta provides inputs for cotton production and is responsible for cotton
marketing, Turkmengalla is the wheat purchasing agency, and Turkmenmallary controls livestock-related services
(including actual ownership of some sheep herds). In addition to managing the flow of services to independent peas-
ant farmers and to leaseholders in peasant associations, these organizations also collect the state subsidies that allow
farmers to pay only half price for all inputs, such as machinery, seeds, fertilizers, and herbicides.

Although private farmers have never been subject to any state orders for the production of wheat and cot-
ton, they were originally obligated to sell these strategic commodities to the two parastatals, Turkmengalla and
Turkmenpagta, which paid prices far below world market prices, while af the same time subsidizing 50% of input
costs. In the fate 1990s, producers received only about 40% of the market value of their wheat and cotton, while the
input subsidies offset between one-third and one-half of this negative difference (Lerman and Brooks 2001). Agri-
cultural producers in Turkmenistan are thus heavily taxed by the government’s price policies. Since June 1996, pri-
vaie farmers are allowed to sell wheat and cotion at freely negotiated prices on the State Commodity Exchange and,
in the case of wheat, also in the open market. However, such free sales involve forgoing the input subsidy. Table 7
shows that only a small percentage of respondents channel their wheat and cotton sales through the Commodity Ex-
change, and most sales continue to be directed to the parastatals, presumably in the interest of securing the substan-
tial input subsidies. Nevertheless, over 20% of wheat sellers report selling their grain in the open market, which is
also the main outlet for the unregulated products, such as vegetables, meat, and milk. Since most cotton and wheat is
sold through parastatals, over 80% of producers complain that the prices they receive are oo Jow. Many also com-
plain about delays in payment by the marketers (75% of cotton producers and 44% of wheat producers).
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Table 7 Channels of sales { % of respondents)

Wheat Cotton Vegetables Melons Meat Milk
Parastatal marketing agencies 71.4 97.2 - - - 38
Market and consumers 21.0 - 71.8 80.0 713 88.5
State Commodity Exchange 5.7 2.8 222 20.0 9.1 EX

Many of the farmers who received land from the state did not have the necessary farm machinery and gen-
erally could not afford to buy it. Half the farmers surveyed actually own production assets of one kind or another in-
cluding machinery and equipment, farm buildings, and other. Own machinery is reported by 35% of farmers; 30%
of respondents own tractors, and 12% own trucks. The average farm has 1.1 units of machinery of any kind, and the
area serviced by one unit is {9 hectares. The available own machinery is not sufficient for actual farm needs. Most
farmers, both with and without own machinery, purchase mechanized field services and transport services from out-
side sources (Table 8). As a result, despite the limited spread of machinery ownership among farmers, practically
everybody has access to machinery services through rental arrangements with parastatals and even private service
suppliers (Table 9).

Table 8 Machinery ownership and purchase of machinery-related services by farmers

% of them
% of f;
ot farmers mechanizes field services TAnSpOrt SErvices
Farmers with any own machinery 35.0 72.0 65.0
Farmers without own machinery 65.0 91.4 88.2

The farmers use the standard range of purchased inputs and farm services. Over 90% of farmers in the sur-
vey purchase fertilizers, seeds, and machinery-related services (Table 9). Inputs specific to livestock production are
purchased by a relatively small subgroup of respondents, as livestock production is infrequent in the sample. Key
inputs are provided by parastatals at 50% discount, but access to subsidies is tied to fulfilling state orders. Since pri-
vate farmers generally do not produce under state orders, parastatal agencies are not the dominant source for the
supply of farm inputs in the survey. Despite the obvious importance of state agencies as input suppliers, more farm-
ers buy their inputs from other private individuals or private commercial firms than from parastatals (except for fer-
tilizers and seed; see Table 9). This is a clear indication of an emergent market system for farm inputs despite the
strict government control in Turkmenistan. Peasant associations are of marginal imponance as suppliers of farm in-
puts and provide mainly herbicides, veterinary services, and consulting, which are used by a small proportion of
farmers. On the whole, farmers do not repont major difficulties with purchasing farm inputs and services. The main
complaint concerns high prices and lack of funds.

3.6 Banking and Credit

Banking to agriculture in general and to private farmers in particular is the monopoly of the state-controlled
Daikhan Bank (i.c., Peasant Bank in English translation). Private farmers are allowed to hold individual accounts
and 10 conduct financia) transactions with Daikhan Bank only. Credit to farmers is provided exclusively through
special government programs administered by Daikhan Bank. Not surprisingly, over 40% of respondents are dissat-
isfied with the service they receive from this monopolistic financial institution.

Investment and working capital financing is provided to private farmers through special government pro-
grams, which are characterized by deeply negative real interest rates and high levels of credit targeting. Those who
accept state orders for wheat and cotton receive credit against the future harvest at 1% interest rate (in an environ-
ment where inflation averaged 21% in 1998-99, after subsiding from more than 1000% annually in 1993-1995).
These credits are in addition to the 50% input subsidy, and they cover 35% of total wheat production costs and 25%
of cotton production costs (Lerman and Stanchin 2001). Independent private farmers and other agricultural produc-
ers operating without state orders are alsc entitled to subsidized credit, but they have to pay 8-10% nominal interest
rates (Presidential decree No. 3626, March 4, 1998). This is higher than for producers working under state orders,
but still deeply negative in real terms.
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Table 9 Purchase of farm inputs and services {percent of farmers)
Farmers | Sourceof ‘"Wiﬁgfd"i‘:f ‘t‘;‘f“ whobuy the | 1yieficutties with parchase of inputs
Inputs and services | purchasing ey ations Own | No 1 Lackof
the input, % supplier Individuals procusction lc::b' High prices Funds
Seeds and seedlings 94 43 7 10 N - 12 !
Feed 37 6 9 28 ss 21 17 51
[Young animals 32 2 2 33 4 | 2 9 68
[Fertilizers 92 55 11 20 2| 43 37 6
Manure 88 9 9 16 49 73 7T 13
Herbicides 34 31 41 27 - 20 13 i 19
Farm machinery 72 11 13 46 4 2 23 . 31
Repairs, maintenance 52 22 3 47 16 15 24 48
Spare paris 52 1 3 82 — 3 ] 35 46
Fuel 58 46 2 47 — 26 15 %
Mechanized field services 93 40 8 40 10 i 7 ] 31 . 54
Transport services 91 41 5 42 9 | 38 M | 8
Veterinary dnugs 22 6 [ 81 35 1 31 3l 3
Veterinary services 30 19 28 42 5 6 13 67
«Construction materials 13 6 6 72 — 22 10 59
jConstruction services 20 4 4 39 4 4 23 67
[Expert consulting 29 29 27 34 2 L33 3 51
* May add up more than 100% because the farmers use multiple sources of supply.
Active borrowing — beyond auto- Tabie 10 Difficulties in obtaining credit
matic credit for inputs from the Daikhan Percent of respondents among
Bank -~ is extremely limited among pri- farmers unable 10 get credit
vate farmers. Nearly two-thirds of the re- (65.7% of all farmers)
spondenls indic_ated that they were unable No mortgage facilitics 204
to get any credit. As the main reasons for Bank requi 0o licated 149
such severe credit constraints they cited fequirements (0o comp, ;
technical complexity of the loan- applica-  [-oc credit but do not know how to apply 36.2
tion system and inability to provide satis-  (Credit not available ! 85

factory collateral due to the absence of
mortgage facilities (Table 10). Credit availability does not appear to be a strong constraint.

Less than 10% of respondents reported actual borrowing in 1999. These few borrowers received loans
mainly from formal sources — from state and commercial banks (Table 11), Contrary to smallholders in some other
countries, such as Armenia and Georgia, Turkmen farmers do not show special reliance on relatives as a source of
loans: a higher percentage of respondents borrow from banks than from relatives. Loans received from banks are
larger than informa] loans from relatives, and they naturally carry an interest charge. Interest rates from commercial
banks are higher than from state banks, and not always ncgative in real tesms. The average loan obtained from banks
was 43,800 thousand manat, which is approximately equal to one year of sales for the farmers who borrow.

Table 11 Sources of credit, loan amoun

and interest rates for private farmers in 1999

% of farmers reporting borrowing Avi
Tom all sources 9.1
|State bank 35
Commercial banks 35
Jatives 28
individuals 0.7

loan amount, thousand manat Interest rate, %
34,500 na
47,900 2-15
37.000 10-36
2733 0
1,800 { s

* This is less than the sum of all sources because one farmer borrowed from three sources.
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3.7 Outcomes

Despite the rapid growth in the area and the number of private farms since 1993, they account for a very
small percentage of agricultural land and agricultural output in Turkmenistan (Table 12). Private farms contro! one-
third of one percent of agricultural land and about 1% of arable land in the country. Cartle herds on private farms in-
creased three-fold between 1997-99, but they still represent merely one-third of one percent of the total number of
cattle in the country and about one-tenth of one percent of meat and milk production. The share of private farms in
grain and cotton production is higher, approaching 1% of the country’s total, but it is marginal by all counts.

Table 12 Share of private farmers in tural land and agricultural outpot in Turkmenistan

Total area Share of
Number of | allocated to {private farms ] .
Year farmers | private farms, |in agriculeural Cartle Meat Milk Grain Cotton
thou. ha land, %

1993 750
1994 3407 81.4 0.25
1995 4991 98.5 0.30
1996 5636 105.5 0.33 [ |
1997 6117 109.6 034 0.10 0.084 6.102 0.47 0.18
1998 6809 116.1 0.36 0.13 0.083 l 0.096 J o 0:30
1999 7066 115.0 0.35 0.34 0.087 0.130 0.68 3.75

Source: Lerman and Stanchin, 2001 for data abowt private farmers and that FAOSTAT on-line darabase for Turkmenistan's total
production. No production data for private farms are available prior to 1997. Production shares of private farmers should be
treated as very rough order-of-magnitude estimates, because they have been calculated as the ratic of numbers from two highly
disparate sources.

So far, private farmers have not been able to achieve higher yields than peasant associations. As noted pre-
viously, milk yields range around 1,200 kg per cow per year both for private farms in the survey and for peasant as-
sociations. National data indicate that grain yields are somewhat lower for private farms than for peasant associa-
tions, while yields of vegetables and melons are much lower for private farms (Table 13). It is only in cotton that
private farms show a certain advantage both in 1998 and 1999. These results are quite disappointing, especially in
view of the fact that private farms emphasize grain at the expense of cotton (sce Table 4 above).

leleCmpyiddsanunntmodauommdpﬂmfm(hmpwhme)

1998 1999
Peasant associations Private farms Peasant associations Private farms
Cotton (raw) 1.29 1.5¢ 2.10 360
Cotton fiber 1.25 2.03 1.80 221
Grain 1.83 1.67 2.08 1.51
Vegetables 15.10 7.68 15.85 579
Melons 10.07 417 12.41 564

Source: Lerman and Stanchin, 2001

Table 14 Financial performance of the private farms in the
survey (in thousand manats per farm)

*Excluding family labor.
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Although private farmers have not achieved higher
productivity, their operations appear to be profitable

1999 2000 est. (Table 14). In 1999, the average farm had a gross profit
Sales 21,259 24,430 of $2,700 at the official exchange rate {$670 at the
Cost of production® 9.989 10,486 free-market rate), which is about 55% of towal sales
Gross profit 11.270 13.944 revenue. The profitable operation of private farms is a

significant achievement in view of the system of gov-

emment controls that keeps the producer prices artifi-
cially below world market prices.
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Despite these positive outcomes of the process of reform, the private farmers have not had a measurable
impact on the overall agricultural performance because of their marginal role in the country's agriculture. With 44%
of the labor force employed in agriculture, the sector accounts for about 20% of GDP, which suggests that labor is
still much less productive in agriculture than in other seciors of the economy. Turkmenistan still has a long way to
go on the path of reform if it is to achieve significant improvements in productivity and efficiency of agriculture.

4. Constraints for Private Farming in Turkmenistan

The development of private farming in Turkmenistan is hampered by institutional, technological, and fi-
nancial conditions. The main difficulties they face are unfavorable natural conditions (poor soil, scarce water, ineffi-
cient irrigation); lack of funds for purchasing inputs and undertaking farm operations; lack of necessary farm man-
agement skills, uncenain property rights; low government-controlled prices; and export barriers.

One potential advantage of transferring agricultural land to privawe ownership is to stimulate family invest-
ment in the farm. However, the new private farmers come from the ranks of former coliective-farm workers, who
were notortously poor and did not bring with them any startup capital to the new venture. Moreover, the jegal
framework in Turkmenistan prohibits virtually all transactions in land, which suggests severely circumscribed own-
ership rights and uncertain security of tenure. Therefore, farmers are understandably reluctant to invest in their land,
which is reflected in Jow willingness to borrow. Farmers are not investing in the development of higher yielding
technologies and in quality seed stocks, while the state will remain unable to fund significant investments in agricul-
tural in the foreseeable future. Altering priorities led to a reduction of state investment in agriculture. The capital-
intensive oil and gas sector now dominates the government’s investment priorities: its share in total investment in-
creased from 9% in 1994 to 48% in 1999. The share of agriculture in total investment accordingly declined from
15% in 1994 to a mere 2% in 1999, although this sector employs almost half the population (Pomfret 2001).

The pervasive government intervention in agriculture imposes a heavy implied tax on producers. The gov-
emment-controlled prices for the two strategic comumodities ~ wheat and cotton — are so low that even the seemingly
generous subsidies that farmers receive in the form of inputs and credit are insufficient to offset the extraction of
funds from agriculture. Although recent legisiation allowed some trade liberalization, the dornestic market is limited
domestically and individual farmers do not have access to export markets. In practice, most farmers are forced 1o
sell t the state at prices much below world market prices for their products.

5, Conclusion

Commercial individual farming in Turkmenistan is conducted on privately owned or leased land using
mainly family tabor. In principle, private farmers have the right to decide what to produce and are allowed o con-
clude voluntary business contracts with legal entities or individuals for the sale of their products at freely negotiated
prices. In practice, the pervasive system of govemnment subsidies and interventions often prevents farmers from ex-
ercising these options.

Distribution of land for individual use and the introduction of private responsibility for production provide
incentives to increase productivity and efficiency in agriculture. However, despite the growth in numbers and total
area, private farms still cultivate only a small percentage of agricultural land and account for a minute share of agri-
cultural production. Private farmers diligently open virgin lands without funds, skills, or machinery, They even
manage 1o show a profit, although it may be inadequate given the risks involved in private farming in Turkmenistan.
The land reform in Turkmenistan works, but it still has not produced measurable impacts on Turkmen agriculture.

Acknowledgments

This research was supported in part under Grant No. TA-MOU-98-CA17-011, U.S.-Israel Cooperative Development
Research Program, Economic Growth, U.S. Agency for Intemational Development.

103



International Business conomics Research Journal VYolume 2, Number 2

References

1.

2.

10.

Guchgeldiev, O. (1999). Comprehensive Economic Study of Cotton Production Sub-sector in Turkmeni-
stan. M.Sc. Dissertation, The University of Birmingham.

Khakimov, F. (1986). Desertification Processes and Soil Reclamation in the Downstream Area of the
Amudarya, Proceedings of the 5th All-Union Conference on Ecological Problems of Desert Development
and Nature Conservation, Ilym Publishing House, Ashkhabad {in Russian).

Khamidov, M., F. Baraev, and A. Allaviev (2001). Aliernative strategies for Water Pricing and Water Con-
servation. In: P.C. Bloch and A.A. Kutuzov, eds., Rural Factor Market Issues in the Context of Agrarian
Reform, BASIS, The Land Tenure Center, University of Wisconsin, Madison.

Lerman, Z. and K. Brooks (1998). Land Reform in Turkmenistan, in: S. Wegren, ed., Land Reform in the
Former Soviet Union and Eastern Europe, Routledge, New York, Chapter 7.

Lerman, Z. and K. Brooks (2001). Turkmenistan: An Assessment of Leaschold-Based Farm Restructuring,
World Bank Technical Paper No. 500, World Bank, Washington, DC.

Lerman, Z. and L. Stanchin (2001). Farm Restructuring and Land and Water Reform in Turkmenistan. AID
Grant TA-MOU-98-CA17-011. Unpublished draft.

Mkrytichyan, L., A. Halnepesova, and J. Ataev (2000). Agricultural Policy Reforms and Food-Sufficiency
in Turkmenistan. In: S. Babu and A. Tashmatov, eds., Food Policy Reforms in Central Asia: Setting the
Research Priorities, International Food Policy Research Instiite, Washington, DC.

QOHara, S.L. (1997). Agriculture and Land Reform in Turkmenistan Since Independence, Post-Soviet Ge-
ography and Economics. 38: 430-444.

Orlovsky N., M. Glantz, and L. Orlovsky (2001). Irrigation and Land Degradation in the Aral Sea Basin.
In: §.-W. Breckle, M. Veste, and W. Wucherer, eds., Sustainable Land Use m Deserts, Springer.

Pomfret, R. (2001). Turkmenistan: From Communism to Nationalism by Gradual Economic Reform,
School of Economics, University of Adelaide.

Notes

104



I. Stanchin and Z. Lerman. “*Premises and Components of Land Reform in Turkmenistan.” paper
presented at the Regional Conference on “L.and Management and Land Cadastre during Land
Reform". Tashkent institute of Irrigation and Farm Mechanization Engineers — TIIMSKh,
Tashkent, Uzbekistan, Mayv 16-17, 2003.

NPEANOCHIUIKH H COCTABBIE YACTH 3EMEILHON PEQOPMbBI B TYPKMEHHCTAHE

Cranupn H. M., 20KTop IKOHOMHUECKHY RAVK
Haunonanbuslit HHCTHTYT FOCYIaPCTBEHHOMA CTATHCTHKH H HHPOPMILUHH «TypRMEHMILLIHIACREa TS
Awxabaa. TypxmeHncTan

Jepwman i, NOKTOp IKOHOMHYECKHE HaVK
Espeiickuit yuusepenses 8 Hepyoatume
Hepyeainm, Hipauaw

TypkMeHHCTaH ABIAETCA EIHHCTREHHON cTpano# B LlenTpatbHol A3uu. KOHCTHTYUHR KOTOPOHR OBHUHATEHO
ApHIMACT 4acTHYo coBCTBeHHOCTE Ha Jem1l0. Jlo ee NMpHHATHA - 18 masn 1992 r. e jeman B TypemeducTane
HAXOIHIACh B FOCYAAPCTBEHNHON CODCTBEHHOCTH. Takan HCK.TIOHHTEILHAA COBCTBEHHOCTS Ha 3IEMTK0 YXOAHT KOpHRMM
B coseTckii Jlexper o 3emie ot 1917 1., xoTopmy BCR 3eMar Ouila HauHOHATHIHPOBAHA. TYPKMEHHCTAH Ha HCTORE
He3aBHCHMOCTH  YHACIEA08A7 THNHYHYIC ABOHHYVIO MOAEdd JemieBidlcHHa of Omsmero CCCP. Boaswas 4acts
CENpCKOXOIAHCTRERHBIN Yroanit — 87%. a naimyu — 94% HaxoIMI0Ch B TIOCTORHHOM MO07BI0OBAHHH KPYMHEEY 363
k0onx0308, 136 cCOBXOI0B. 77 MEKXOIAHCTBEHHBIX CEILCKOXOIAACTBEHHLY npeinpuatyii. Cpeinas naowais KoIxo1a
O paMepy HCMoab3yeMOH NaluHKM cocTapadra B 1990 r. 2360 ra, xionkosoadeckoro ¢oexosa - 5-7 Tme. ra, a B
CPEIHEM € ¥YYETOM KapakyJeBOIMECKHX COBX0308 B 0OJbIUHHCTBE HE HMEIOWMX Opouacuulx 3emels — 2030 a B
00WECTEEHHOM NPOH3BOICTBEE ITHX XO3IRHCTB ObIT0 33HATO 375.] ThiC. 4e10BEK. a B pacyeTe Ma o1Horo paboTaiowters
Harpy3ka nawHu coctasasia Sonee Tpex rextap. Kpome oburecTpenioro cyuecTsopata ¢opMa HHIHBIIYAILHOMO
NOILIOBAHHA 3eMieH, JOTA KOTOPOro B 3eMeibHoM PoHIe CTPaHL MO NIOUIAIH CEIbXOINTOIHA COCTARIAIE MEHEE
0.1% # no stnotaaM nawHu — oxoao 2%.'

Ha nayaibHOM 3Tane nepexola X puiHOYHOH IKOHOMHKE NPABMTEILCTEY TYDKMEHMCTAHA TOCTYIATH CaMBble
PATHYHLIE NPELTOKEHHA N0 METOIAM MPOBEICHHA JeMeIbHOR pedopMul: pacnpeleIcHie IvIH No NasM. Beeodlyee
PaBHOE W TPONOPUHOHATLHOE PACTIPEISTICHHE 3€MIH B PacyéTe HA OIHOMC rpawiladuia | \VPKMEHRCTaNa,
AKUMOHUPOBAHKE, DUEHKE 3EM/IH H BLIKYT! 33 CHET COOCTBEHHBIX CPEICTB, PacipeleleHHE 3EMIH 10 KPeduio. a Taxke
BavuepHan ¥ apyrue. Ho Bee npeasioxentsle sapuante Ipeannentom TyprmenncTana CanapuypatoM TyprsenBatn
GbiTH OTBEPTHYTH KaK HECOCTORTEnbHEIE. 3 W30pan VHHKAIBHLI 1101501 K 3eMeEIbHON pedopae H PCOPTaHRIALHH
CEARCKOXO3AHCTBEHHBIX MNPEIMPHATHR. KOTODWH B KOPHE OTIHMAETCH OT MOPAIKE H MENaHHIMOB. BIATBIN Ha
BOOpYkeHHe apyrumu pecnvbarkamu Ouisiero Cowla.

[lo w3bpannoii [MpesnaenTos TypkMeHHCTaHA NPOTPaMME JeMeILHas PedOPMa OCYLIECTBANCTCR ¢ OXBATOM
BCeX (hOpM IEMETLHOTO NOTRIOBAHUA H XOIAHCTBOBZHHA, Ho e€ OCYLICCTRICHHE MPOBOIMTCR HE CPAlY. 8 ROCTENEHHO,
noaTanyo. HecmoTps Ha 1o, yTo lemeasHad pedopsa OCYWIECTRINETCS B PATTHYHHIN OPMAX COBCTBEHHOCTH W
XOIMACTBORANMA, €€ COJEPXAHME CIEAYET paCcCMATPHBATH KaK EIHHOC Uet0e. Tax, (OPMHpOBaHHE “aCTHHIX
epMEPCKHX X03IARCTE CI1EAYET PACCMATPHBATL TAKKE H KK PEOPTAHHIAUMIO KPVITHLIX XOURACTE, 3 PEOPraHMIALMIO
CBA3BIBATE ¢ APCHIHBIMA OTHOLICHHAME, YCPE3 KOTOPME Takke MIET NPOLECC NOCTENCHHOMO (OPMHPOBAHHS
JafxaHCKHX {pepMePCKHN) XoaHCTB.

Pegopua  npuycadebnozo lemiremomsiosanus. [lepbas cocTaBHas uacTh  IemelsHoH  peopMu 8
TypxMenHcTaHe, xkak H B apyTHX pecnyGankax Guibero Col3a COCTOS1A B YBEIMUEHUM MHCIA TIPHYCATEOHBIN
¥4aCTKOB H HOPMbI HAICICHHA 3EMIeH 8 pacueTe Ha 01HY CeMbi0. Bonpocw NpHycaieSHero 3emeILHore nonploBaHug
HaceeHUEM, KaK ¥ APYTHX NOILIOBATCICH 3eMeTbHOTO $OHIA, HAXOINIHCH B COBETCKHA MEPHO1 NO1 WECTKHM
TOCYJapCTBEHHBIM  koHTponeMm.  [IpuycatefHuie  JemMedbHblE  MWaCTKH  CHCTEMATHHECKH  OOMEPRIHCE
IEMACYCTPORTENBHOH cayxkGod. [Tepes aavKuHCTPaKER CT0A7a rl1aBHad 331443 HE J0NYCTHTL YBEIHYEHHS 0WATIH
NpRYcalefHOro 3eMeTbHOTD YYACTKA, MOCKOTLKY 3€MI8 PAacCMAaTpHBATACL B KA4CCTBE WCTOMHMKA GOrarcrTsa, a
GoraTeiM 4ETOBEKOM NpDH  COLHATHCTHYECKOR CHCTeMe OuTh e Papewatoch. TIPH NPCBLIWEHHH NICLATH
fIpHYCa1eOHOrO IEMEALHOrO YHaCTKA YCTAHOBIEHHOR HOPMB! OTCYTCTROBATH HATOTOBBIE COOPM # NICHH. HO BOZHHKATH
abCypIHHIE CHTYAURH BRIpYGKH MI0JOHOCALLKN MHOFOIETHUX HACAXICHHH, PACMALIKH NOCEBOR OBOLIHEX H IEPHOBRIX
KVABTYP. ECan J2Ke HO1 20NOIHHTETBEHEE NIOWATH NPHYCATEOHOMO N0T530BaHHA DLLTH HCMOISI0BAHM NYCTYIOUINE
3EMTH. KOTOpble BOOGWIE WE MCNONL3OBATHCE, TO NHE BIMPas Ha ITO M HEIABHCHMO OT MIOMATH. JaHuui (akt
paccMaTpHBAICA KaK YrO0BHO HAKAIYEMOE NpECTyNIeHHe. YTOl0BHBHM KOJEKCOM ITO DACCMATPHBATOCH Kak
«Cawogotenpii 3aXeam. pacnawIKa U IaCe€ 3eMiIN. HAXODORUICUCR B NOTe30CAHKN COBX0306. KAINOI0E U oy Zux
20CV0apCMBEHHNX Wk OOECMEEHHBIX OPCaNLIAULE . v, KOTOPBR ~  HOKAINBAEMCR TUMEHUEM CEOBOON Ha CPOK 00
O8YX em WK UCHPAgUMETbHbLMY PaGOmMAMU KA CPOK 00 OOHO2E 200Q. U1y Wmpadom 8 paivepe ¢ mpexcom pybaei ¢
RORpucKayuei ypoxcan.”



B to xe BpeMs, HECMOTPR HA TO. YTO OOUIECTBEHHOE CETLCKOE XDIMRCTEO OLI0 BOODYKEHO IHAYHTEILHBIMM
NPOHIBOICTECHHLIMH MOMHOCTAMH, YKOMILICKTOBIHO KAIPaMH. MMCIOUINMK CACUMATLHOE ODPAIOBAHHE, H B HETV
HAMpPABAICH BECh OOBEM HHBECTHUH. N0 HPOHIBOIHTEILHOCTH TPY.1A M O0BLEMY (POINKUMK. DO HAEMOMY B PACYETE
HA CIHHHUY OpOIIAEMOA IIOWATH. OHO 3HAUHTEALHO YCTYRAN0 METKOTOBAPHOMY MAPUCTIAPHOMS  JIRUHOMY
foicobnovy xoamdcrBy.  Henomesva 10 3% opowaemoro JemeisHoro oHla. JHYHBE Ne1Co0Hsle XOMAcTBa
HACCMEHHA CHCTCMATHUMCCKW NPOHIBOINT NPOIYKUHIO. KOTOpPAA 3HAYHTEIbHO NPEBRUIACT NPON3IBOIHTEIRHY W
cnocoDHOCTE OfUIECTBERHONO CEXTOPa.

Bricokas 3dibeKTHBHOCTL TIPOMIBOACTBA B JMYHBIX  [TOICODHMX NOIMACTBAX 00VCI0BHIA B HHCIE
MepBoOYEPEaHBIX HANPABICHHA NpOBEIeHHA 3eMelbHod pedopMut 8 TYPKMENHCTEHE YBEAHYCHHE NIOILAICH 3EMETs
fpuycaaedHoro nons3osanns. Ecau B 1990 r. b npuycaleOtom noavlosaudn 6800 519 Teic. ra. 7o ywe B 1992 1
nAoWAAL 3eMelb HA3 npHycaneOHLIN y4acTkax YBEIHMHIZCE NMOYTH Basoe W coctaevia 019 ¥wmc. ra. 3a nepuoa
semenbHOH pedopmbl 254 ThIC. cemedl NOIYYHIN B NPHYcalebHOE TOTLIOBAHHE 3EMETbHBIE YHACTRK. B eme 368 Twic,
ceMmefl paciiMpuan nprycalebHoe 3leMebiOe NOIB30BaHHEe B cpeadem B 1.5 paza. OO0ilee XQIHYECTBO CeMmed.
BAAACICWUX HA APaBAX CODCTBEHHOCTH NPHYCAICOHBIMM JEMIAMH BO3POCTO Mo cpasHennio ¢ 1990 1. 8 1.7 paia w
coctasdao Ha | susapa 2002 r. 622.4 Teic. 3eveabHas na0wWals B HpHYCa3eOHOM NOJLIOBAKHKE 32 ITOT K€ NEPHO]
Bo3pocia B 2.5 pasa W coctanuna 1328 Teic. ra.

HHTeHCHBHO cTana BO3PAcTaTe NICWALL NALLHY ¥ MHOTOIETHHN HACANICHHA B NPHYCAT1E6HOM MOILIOBAHHN.
3a 1990-2001 rr. naowans nawHK sospocia ¢ 30.1 Teic, ra 20 91.9 Teic. ra, i B00ee e B TPH pala. MHOTOICTHHN
HACAXKIEHHHA — ¢ 7.4 Totc. ra 20 12,1 Teic. ra. waH 8 1.6 paza. ECTH B cTPYKTYPE Naikk OpuycateDHmE ICMIH JAHHMATH
B 1990 r. 2.4%. to B 2001r. - 5.6%.

TipHpocT natulHH H MHOOJIETHHX HACAKACHHH B NPHYCATEOHOM N0IB30BAHMK TIOZBOIHT 3RAUHTEILHO
¥BEMUUHUTE 00BEMDI TPOHIBOACTBA CEILCKOXO3AACTBEHHOR NPOIYKUHH B YaCTHOM CEKTOPE.

3emensnan pepopMa OGUHMX CAOOB0-GZOPOOHME YHACMKOS. 3eMIH IPEAIAHAN 118 OPraHH3IAURH JA9HRIX
CAJ0BC-0TOPOIHBIX YHACTKOR BLICARIUCH B UENAX MAKCHMATLHO BOIMONKHOIO O0ECNEYEHHR HACCICHHA POXY KTaMH
MHTAHHA COOCTBEHHOrO MPOH3IBOICTEA.

Jlaunpie ca10BO-OrOPOIHBIE YYACTKH SEIAIOTCA OIHOH H3 COCTABHKX HOPM HACTHOTO HCNOIEIOBEHHA IEAMTH B
TypkMeHHcTaHe, 36MIH 119 HX OPralK3aUHH CTATH BELICIATECA B TYPKMEHHCTaHE B cpednne BO-x 1T 3 BalIeIeHHE
3emels A J34HBIX CRIOBO-OTOPOIHBIX YYACTKOB ObI0 OMOBOPEHO MACCOW  BCEBOBMOWHBIN  YCIIOBHA,
OTPaHHYHBAIOLIHX YCTOBHA HCMOILIOBAHHA 3EMETb, NT01LATL JACTPOHKH. ITANHOCTE H T.A.

B pesyabraTe uereHanmpapleHHOR paboTal 3a roab! HE3aBHCHMOCTH GBLIM BLITCTEHE KPYNHBE MACCHBH
jeMenh ANR OPraHv3aLMK JauHbIN CAN0BO-OMOPOIHBIX YHACTKOB, KOTOPhi€ B HACTOALICE BpeMA 0OpazoBath 3elcHsIC
30HB, OKPYXaKIHE ropol Awxabal — croauwuy TYPKMEHHMCTawa M IpVIHE ropola. aJIMHHHCTDETHBHBIE ULEHTDH
3TPanoe, NOCEIKH FopOACKOre THNA.

Ha lsupaps 2002 r. B TypKkMEHHCTaHE BRAIEIbUAMM CAIOBO-OTOPOZHLIN YHacTKOB ObL10 47,1 THC. cemeit,
KOTOphIE HMETH B cOGCTBEHHOCTH 3.7 Thic. ra. Cpeanas nioiias jeMeIpHoro yuacTka coctasriz 0.08 ra. B Tom yHeae
nauiid — 0.03 ra, MHOrOIETHHE HacaxkaeHHs- 0.02 ra.

3emenshan pegpopma no cordanuie wacmusix xoaaiicms. BTopofi COCTaBHOR 4aCTLi0 lemertuoi pedopsibl
RBIRETCR COMIAHME YaCTHRIX MpoHsBoanteaer. CornacHo ykasy [Tpeanaenta TypkmenHcTana o1 2 despam 1993 r. «O
Mpase BIAACHHA ¥ NOALIOBARAA 3eMiIeH B TypxMEeHHCTaH» rpakiane TyPKMEHHCTaHA MOrYT O UHTE JEMUC B
cofcTBeHROCTE 0 50 ra And Beaenis TOBAPHOIO CEIBCKOXO3RACTBEHHOrO RpoH3BOIcTBa. [IpH ITOM 3eMiTH
MpeA0CTaB.TAOTCA HE H3 YHCIA (AXOTHMX K HCHIOALIYEMBIX B CETILCKOM XO3AHCTBE, 3 H3 COCTABA PEICPBHLLY, KOTOpPLIE
A0 CBOMM CBORCTBAM B CEALCKOM XO3AHCTEE He HCNOIL30BATHCL. COMTACHO 3EMEILHOMY 33XKOHOIATCILCTEY
Typxmenncrana xaiablif rpawaIaHMH CTPaHB HMEET NPABO HA NOIYYEHWE 3CMETBHOMO YWACTKE B HacTHIVIO
cobcTBenHocTh. Konuenuus 4acTHOH cOOCTBEHHOCTH Ha 3EMII0 ABTAETCR THMUTHPOBAHHON, 381N NPEIOCTARIRETCR B
HacleIyeMoe NOKH3IHEHHOE BalalreHWe Oe3 npasa npoJax, JapeHHd, oOMena. Bomaeuerue Taxwx 3eumeTn B
CENBCKOXOIARCTBEHHBIN  0B0OPOT OLII0 CONPAKEHO ¢ GOILIIMMH 3aTPATAMH H3 METHOPATHBHOC VIVHILEHHE,
nposeneune paGot N0 BLIPABPHHBAHHIO H BEPTHKAILHOH MaHWpoBKe. T1OCKOABKY MHOFHE BRLIEICHHLIC JEMETbHBIC
YHACTKH HAXOZHAKCH BLIUE BOIHBIX WCTONHHKOB, JAR HX OPOLIEHHR TPebOBAIOCH CTPOHTENLCTBO BOICTOILEMHEX
YCTAHOBOK H HAaCOCHHIX CTauuui. M3-33a OTCYTCTBMS CPEACTB HE BCE HOBHE (EPMEDH, MOIVUHBUIHE IEMEIBHBIC
YYaCTKH TAKOr0 Ka4e€cTBa. MOFTH HX HCNONL108ats. B 10 we BpEMA N0 YCI0BHAM 3EMEIBHOIO 33KOHOIATEIbCTBA
depmepsl, He HCNOALIOBABUIME 3EMTI0 B TEHEHHE JBYX J1€T, TEPAIN NPABO HA CODCTBEHHOCTH M JEMIA V HHX
Himmanack. [lo scell BEPOATHOCTH. TAKOA MEXAHHIM MPEJOCTARICHHA 3EMAM B CODCTBERNOCTL OLLT upeIBHvYaRHO
WKECTKHM, ocobenno ¢ yueToM alcoMoTHOrO papHOIYWIHA DaHKOBCKHN CTPYKTYP. KOTOPHE WIHOPHPOBATH Npochbu
HOBLIX epMeEpOR T NPEIOCTABICHHIO KpeanTon, HeeMoTps Ha To. wTo noctaHosaennes MNpenienta TyprveuncTana
o1 28 aexadpa 1994 r. yraepaceno «T10:10%keHHEe O NOPAIKE KPEIHTORAHHA HHBCCTHUHOHHLIN [POCKTOR». KOTOPLIM
APEIYCMUTPEHB! HCTOUHKKM KPEINTA, ¥CI0BHA NPEJOCTARICHHA H BO3BPATa, BCE XK€ ITOT 3AKOHOIATEILHBIH aKT
OCTAICK HEPEATHIOBAHHMM. B 2Tl CBAIN MHOTHE (epMEPH. NPEICT2BHBUIHE JOKVMEHTALMI0O 1T NOIVYEHHS
KPCIHTA. TAK €ro ¥ HE MOTYUHIIH, HEe CMOTTit OCBOH TS 3EMIH W B HTOTE OHa v HHX Ol HTbATA.



Tes He Menee, HaunHan ¢ 1993 r. 8 TypkMEHHCTAHE HAYRICK MPOUECC (POPMHPOBAHKE MACTHLN NOIHCTS,
OPHEHTHPOBARKELIN HE HA Ca&MO0 00eCNEUEHHE, KaK ITO HMEET MECTO B CYAL ¢ THUHBIMY NOICOOHBIME NOIRHCTARAMM, 2
Ha TOBAPHOE CEIbCKONOIHCTBEHHOE MPOK3IBOICTBO.

HecsmoTpa Ha 3HaUMTEIbHLIE MPENATCTBHA ¥ HH3KOE KAYECTBO 3€MIH. BRLICTACMON B YACTHOE JEMICICTHE.
BCe GONbLINEE YWD HACTHRIX NHU CTANC NOJABATh JAARTEHHA Ha NOIYVYEHHE ICMIM B HaCTHMHO COOCTBEHHOCTL. ITOT
npoluecc Oal HAYAILHBIA TOAYOK JBHXEHHIO B Pa3BHTHH YaCTHBIX JAHNZHCKHN {{epMepCKHX) XO3RHCTB B
TypKMEHHCTaRE.

Ecau Ha nepmo#i cTyneHH lemeibHOA pedopmbl adxanckoe (PepMepcKoe) Xo3AHCTBO GOpMKPOBATIOCH 13
CYET HEHCNOAbLIYEMbIX 3eMelb, TO C MPHHATHEM 3akoHa TypkmeHHcTaHa «(0  JaRXaHCKou  XOIRACTBE»
OpEIYCMATPHBAIACh BOIMOKHOCTE oplad#latini ¥ BRICICHWA IEMENL W3 COCTAaBa 3EMOCT OTLIOBAHHA KOINO3O0B,
COBX030B H PYFHX CEIbCKOXOIAHCTBEHHBIN NPeINpHATHR. T. €. H3 COCTaBa 3EMEIb. KOTOpHe o00JaJaleT
Ka4eCTBEHHBIMH CBOHCTBAMM H HCMOIB3YIOTCR. Takusm o0pa3oM, eI 3aKOHOIATEIbHBI aKT o7 2 dempam 1993 r.
NPEAYCMATPHBAT COXPEHEHHE CYIUECTBYIOLIMX 3EMIEN0OTL3OBANHI XOIXO30B H COBXO3OB. TO H2 BTOpOH CTMMEHH
3eMebHON pedopsbl 3akoH «O J1aH XaHCKOM XO3RRCTBE» NPEIYCMATPHBA1 WX TpaHcdopMaLnio.

M. HakoHel. B KAa4ecTBe TpeTheH CTYMEHH MPOBEIEHHA leMelbHOR pedopuul N0 GOPMUPOBAHHID YACTHBEY
3eMIe]e1bUeB, CIEAYET CHHTATh HANPABIEHHR. ONPEICIAEMBIC 3AKOHOM TYPKMEHHCT2Ha oT 30 zexabpn 1996 r. O
NpeJoCcTaBAEHHH 3EMIH B COOCTBEHHOCTS FPaX1aH 1% BEICHHA TOBAPHOTQ CEILCKOXOIRHCTBEHHOIO NPON3BOICTBA .
MexanuaM peaiuiaimiu ITOTO 32KOHa NO3IBOIN PELIHTL BakHeRw Y npobiesy 3eMelsHON pedopMbi — YCTAHOBHTL
paMep 3eMenbHOMO Y4acTKa, BbLIEANEMOro B COOCTBEHHOCTL, TPOGIEMY PACTIPEICICHHS 3EMETLHOR COOCTBEHHOCTH
MedNC1y zadXanaMH TYpKMEHHCTAHA, ONMPEIeiH. YCTOBHA HE1&TeHHR 3emIed. 3aKoHOM ApElNCMOTPEHE NOCTENEHHAR
NIEPe1ada 36MIH B HaCTHYH COOCTBEHHOCTD CEMbAM H OTIEIbHLIM apEHIATOPAM. B TEHEHHE 1B\ €T NOIANCTBOBAHHA
BBIUNOTHABIIHM YC/TOBHR JOIOBOPA apeHIb H 10Ka3aBLUAC CBOE MMEHHE TPYINTBCA H3 3€M.1C.

Peopzanulayqun kpynrex xoimiacme. Tpetrwefl COCTARHON 4acTbiO 3EMETLHOR pedopsul B TYpKMEHHCTARE
ARIKETCA PEOPraHH3alMA TPATHUHOHHBIX KPYTIHBIX XO3AHCTB. KpynHbe celbCKOXOIAHCTBEHHWE NPEINPHATHA
APOI0KAIT JOMAHHPOBATL B CETLCKOM X03aHcTBe TYPKMEHHCTaHA, HECMOTPR Ha POCT HHIHBKIYAIBHOMO CEKTOPA B
BHIE HaCTHBIX XO3AHCTE Ha MpPHYCAIeOHBIN yHacTKaN., a4HBIX CAJOBO-OTOPOIHBIX YYACTKOB M JafXaHCKHN
{depyMepckHX) xo3aficTE.

PaavkansHas Mepa no peopraHH3AUMH KPYNHbIX x03RHCTB, 6013 o0uasiena & nocTtasosicnnn [lpemaenta
TypkMeructana or 28 mapra 1994 1. «O pedopMHpOBaHHH KOTXOIOB, COBXO0I0B, H APATHX CEILCKOXOIZHCTBEHHBIX
npeanpustii Typkmennctana». Kpynusie xo3sfictea Hameyalock Npeodpa3oBate B OOLEIMHEHHA KPCCTLRHCKHMX
XO3AKCTR, AKUMOHEPHbie O0UIECTBA H KOOMEPATHBL, ACCOUHALMY H IPNTHE CEILCKOXOISHCTBEHHBIE NpEINPHATHS
paytHyeX $opM cobcTeenHOCTH. PaboTHHkaM paspelratock ¢Bo00IHO swbHpaTh RpeANOYHTaEMYIO HM Gopsy
OpraHK3auHxH, 3eMas NepelaBatach B MOCTORHHOE N10.1630BAHHE BHOBE CO3JAHHBIM OPrAHHIALMOHHLIM CTPYKTYPAM. #
CEABCKOXO3AHCTBEHHOE HMYULECTBO MPEIOCTARIAIOCH B APEHIY € NPaBOM BLIKYNA. ITOT MEXAHHIM PEOPraiHIalHA He
MO3BONAN IPHBATHIHPOBATh 3EMTIO M HE 12BA71 BOIMOWHOCTH PACHPEILINTL IEMETLHEIE 20.H H HMYLIECTBEHHBIC NaH
MHIHBHIYATHHLIM ‘LICHAM X0IRACTR. BMECTe ¢ TEM. 7TOT MEXaHIM NPEIYCMATPHBL] PEOPTaHHIALHIO CVILECTBMIOLIHKY
KPYNHOMacLITaGHEIX NPeNpPUATHR B XO3RHCTBR PAIHOODPAIHLIN OPrAHHIAUHOHHEIN GOPM. NPHYEM KaKIOC HI HHX
HME/IO [1paBO MPAMOrO KOHTPO1A CBOHX PECYPCOSB.

C METOIHYECKHX H OPranH3aUHOHHBLIX NOIHUHA ITa nporpaMMa 3eMeIbHO-BOIHOH peopun  Gblta
A0CTaTOMHO NoapoGHo orpabotanHa. Beino peweHo Hayath 3eMedbHYio pehopmy B 58 xo3miicTeax, xoTopwe no
Pa3MELICHHID OXBATWIBATH  BCE BEIANThl TypimeHucTana. XOIAACTRA, HameugHHLe 1% PCOPTAHMIANNM, 3a
HCK/TIOUEHHEM HEKOTOPBIX, OTHOCHIHCH K HHIKO PEHTAOLTBHRIM H XPOHHUECKH VOLTOYHbIMH. IXOHOMHUYECKH CHABHLIC
X038HCTBA, BXOOAIUIHE B COCTAB OOUIeH MPOrpaMMbl PEOPraHH3alIMK, HAYATH CODCTBEHHYIO NPOrPaMMY BHYTPEHHER
PEOPTaNNIALMH €UIE NO BHLINODA YKAJAHHOrO NOCTAHOBIeHWA OT 28 mapra 1994 r. W MM NpeIycMaTpHEAIOCH
HCTIONB30BATL B KA4ECTBE 00pa3LOBO-NOKAIATEILHLIN 114 IPHMEPa APy THM X03RACTRAM TypKMEHNHCTaHA.

B cuny pana nNpHYHH NporpaMma Tak H He ObUTA oCYIMecTBIeHA. CYHTZLTCA. HTO PELIEHME HAuaTh
PeopraHu3alHi0 co cnabpix X03AHCTS OrpaHHYHIO yCNex nporpaMMil. ONWT IPYrHX CTPaM NOKaIHBAET, 4TO
IKOHOMMYECKH OTCTANbIE XOITHCTBA ABIFIOTCA OTHOCHTEABHO C1A0KMH KAHIHIATAMH 118 PeOPTaHHIaLKH, NOCKOILKY
MX 2KTHBBI, KAK (PIBW/IQ, ARAKLIOTCR WIHOWCHHLIMKA M HEIOCTATOMHBIMH. W NOITOMY NEPCREKTHBN (HHAHCOBOFD
¥CMEXa A2KE NTPH ONTHMAEHOH OPTaHHIaLINH 4aCTO TYMAHHM.

DaKkTOphl, XAPAKTEPHIYIOLIHE YPOBEHD IKOHOMHHYECKOFO PAIBHTHA XOBAHCTB. HE€3)CI0BHO OKA3ATIH BIHAHHE
Ha OCYILECTRACHHE NPOrpaMMbl 3EMEILHOA pedopMel. OIHaK0, 0TAABATE HM J1aHb MPCHMMUECTACHHOMN) BIHAHHA BCE
#*¢ He cnexyet. TTo Hallemy MHennio, npobiema He Obia PElLiena H3-31a HEATEKBATHOCTH NOITOTCRICHHOCTH OOWecTBa
HameueHunM pedopMam. C Touk#H 3pesBA 4eloBedeckoro HaKTopa OHA BXOIHIA B SBHOE NPOTHBOPEUHE C YPOBHEM
[(I0ArOTOBIEHHOCTH HACEAEHHA K €€ NIPOBEICHHIO TAKHMH METOI2MH.

H3BecTHo, K WeMy. KEKHM PE3yIsTaTaM fIPHUBEIH IKOHOMHUECKHE PpedOPMEl H JEMEIbHbE NPEOOpPaIOBaHHN, B
4acTHOCTH, HPOBEICHHBE 0€3 J0CTAaTOMHON NOATOTORIEHHOCTH K HHM MOICH B PoccHM, Ma Yxpanue, APMEHHH W
apyrux crpaiax CHI. Coraacno JanHeiv, npeaoctapicHibiM ®AO u cratuctHyeckoMy arewterey CHIT, nocae 1990
. APOM3BOICTBO B CELCKOM X038AcTBe Kasaxcraxa, Kptprersckoi Pecnybauke cokpataunce k 1996 r. npumepuo ka



40%, obbeMbl Npoi3B0ACTBa B TATKHKHCTAHE COKPATHIHCE elte BOAbINE, B OCHOBHOM, H3-12 MPAAIAHCKHN BOHEHHA
B Pecny6anke ¥30ekncTan o0wenbl NPOHIBOICTEA COXPATIINCE B MENbILER CTEMEHN, TPHMEPHO Ha 20 %'

Hosas nporpassia 2KOHOMHYECKOH H 3EMEIBHO-BOIHOHA peopy Hauaitach B TypkMeHncTate 8 woke 1993 r.
B cooTtBeTcTEMI ¢ vkaioMm TNpeadenta TypkMEHHCTaHa oT 15 nioHa 19935 1. Ged. 11 yIPA3IHEHE W DACNY HICHB! KOINO 3B
M COBXO3bl. @ HA HX §a3€ OpraHHIoRaHbl KPECTRAHCKHE o0beantenna. B jakone Typxsensuctada of 15 wionz 1993 r.
«O KPECTBRHCKHN OOBLIWHEHHAN». HIIAHHOM B COOTBETCTBHH C BHIUCHAIBAHHBIM YKAIOM ¢ HHITPYKTHBHBIMH
TONOKEHHAMH COJEPKATHCE MEPBL. NPEIYCMOTPEHHLIE 178 TOrO, YTOOL CABHHYTL CEILCKOXO3RHCTBEHHBLIH CEKTOp K
00s1ee 3HaYHMOH U rIyOOKOH peoprasuiaivy.

CornacHo  3akOHy  KpeCcTRAMCKOMY oObEamHenuio mnepejaBalack BCA  3EMIS H  HMMUECTBO, paHee
HCNOALIOBABLICECA KPYNHLIM XO3RACTBOM, Ha Base xoToporo cHo 6win0 co3lano. Takwe GECRIATHO MePeIandLIHCh
aKTHBBI, B TO BPEMR KAK 3€MIA 0CTaBalach OCY.JApPCTBEHHOW CODCTBEHHOCTLIO M NePelaBatach KPECTBRHCKOM)
obbeanHenHIo B noablopatue. [peolipa3opanre KOIXO30B, COBXO30S M IPYTHX CEILCKOXOIAHCTBEHHBIN NPEINPHATHI
B rocyiapcrecutivio opuy XOIRHCTBOBAHMR - KPECTRAHCKHE OOBLEIHHEHHA VCTPAHHIO NpodieMy pacnpeleteHus
3eATH H HMYUIECTBA KO.TXO30B M0 NARM K J0TAM. HJEHCTBO B KPECTBAHCKOM OOBEIMHEHHW HOCHT I0GPOBOILHHIR
xapaktep. TIpH BeIXOIe H3 COCTABA KPECTHAHCKOrO OOBLEIHHEHHA €ro WISHBH MOTYT 3a0Path JHYHOE HMVIUECTBO H
npHycageGublii 3emenbHptil yuacTox. 0IHaKO OMW HE NOIYYAT HMYLIECTBA KPECTBRHCKOTO 00BEIMHCHAR. NOCKCITLKY
OHO HE NOANCKHT PallcIeHHIO Ha NaH Mexay €ro wiedavd. Tawkwe pabGoTHHR KpPEeCTBAHCKOTO 00LEINHEHHAE.
BLIXOARUIME M3 €ro COCTaBa, He MOTY4aeT 3eMelbHoi 10aM n3 ¢oHaa 3emetb  xo3sdAcTBa.  Ain  Boen
CEIbCKOXO3AHCTBEHHBIX NPEINPHATHA H rpamaan OLlW CO33aNe! PABHBE CTAPTOBKE M NPABOBHE ) CIOBHA fIO.IVYEHHR
HMYLLIECTBEA H JEMIIH.

KpCCTI:RHCKHC 06'BCJHHCHH£ HAJCTAIHCE WHPOKHME NPARAMH H NOJHOMOUMHAMH HCNOIBIOBAHHA 3ICMIH H
AmywecTsa. OHM MOLIH C031aBaTh HE3ABMCHMBIC RHYTPEHHWE OPranulaunoMHme GOpMBL. BKII0Y2N APCHIHKEC
X03fHcTBa. JaHXaHckHe (GepMepCkHe) XO3AACTBA PACTCHHEBOIYECKOR M KHBOTHOBOIHECKOH CNEUHATHIALMH.
arpocepencHbie GOPMHUPOBAHAA H IPYTHE XOIRACTACHHBE CTPYKTYPH. pabOTAIOUINE HA MPHHUNNAN PEHTADEILHOCTH.
HuyuieCTBo W aKkTHBBI MOKHO ObLTO nepeath CTPYKTYPHOIM  BHVIPHXOISKCTBERHWM  NOIpaileTeHHsM B
COOCTBEHHOCTS, B TO BPeMA Kak 3eM/1I0 paspeilaiocs NepelaBars TObKO B apeHy.

Kpectuatcxkoe ofneavinenne HRIETN0Ch IPABAMK YOPABICHHA 3EMEILHMMH PECYPCAMH, HCNOILINEMBIMH
GLIBLIMM CEALCKOXOIRACTBEHHLIM NPEIANPHATHEM H OHO. HAPRZY C MPaBAMH, HECAO OTBETCTBEHHOCTL 33 PAUROHAIBEHOE
HCMOIBIOBAHHE 3EMIIH BTOPHYHBIM MMOL30BATEIEM, T. €. NPEIOCTABICHHBM B N0 apeHly. TaKkoe ROJONEHHE pelko
BCTPEYACTCA B APYTHX CTpaHax MHPA. OIHAKO HANOMWHZET NpaKTHKY B Hipawie. rie Golbuine MICIATH
FOCYApCTBEHHON 3eMAR CIANTCH B APEH1Y CEAnCKHM OObeanHeHnsM (MOWAB), KOTOPHE IATeM CIAOT €€ B No]
apeHay ceoMM wiexam. OOHZKO CIEIYET OTMETHTR, HYTC NpHHATas B Hipanile npaxTHxka B NOCICIHHE TO3b
MOABEPracTCs KPHTHKE, H DACCMATPUBAOTCR BOIMOKHOCTH €€ HIMEHEHHA. YTODW MOIBOIHTL NPOHIBOIHTEIAM
HanpAMYHO apeHI0BaTh 3eMT0 ¥ rocyaapcTsa. B TypxmeHHCTaHe KpecTeRHCKOE OOBEIHHEHHE aTBEYAET 33 TO, YTO0L!
IEMEILHBIE PECYPCH! HCTIQMB3OBATHCE TI0 UEIEBOMY HAIHAYEHHIO (HANpHMEp, 118 BHPAWHBAHHA CEIBXOIKVILTYPHL,
YKa3zaHHOH B JOrOBOPE apEeHIB!), H ROIHOCTRIC OTBCYALT 3a ylepD. MAHECEHHHIt B CBAIH ¢ HEMPPEKTHRHBM
IEMICIOIBI0BAHHEM, B YACTHOCTH, JArPA3HEHHE OKPYKAOWIEH cpedbl H NPOYHE HAPYLIEHHS,

Brympuxoiriicmsensan apenda. B coorsercraun ¢ 3akoHoM Typxmennctana «O0 aperic H apeHIHbiX
OTHOLLIEHHAX» «ApeHoa npedcmasifem coloi OCHOGARHOE NA 0OZ0E0PE CPOYHOE BOIMEIONOE RINDCHLE NOTLIOIANUE
EMICH, UHLLMU NPUPOOHBIMU PECYPCaMll, RPEONPUAMUAME W OPVZUME UMW ECMEEHHMAMU KAMAIEXCAME. O MAKNCE
UNBLY UMYIHECMEBOM, HEODICORMBLM GPeROamopy 018 CAMOCMOAMEILHOZ0 OCYECMEIEHUR XOIRUCIMBENHOT KW UNON
desmervrocmur.’

ilpu apeHne 4eTkO pasaenenbl NPABOMOYHA COGCTBEHHOCTH. OYHKUKH PacnOPAKCHHS H [OAB3OBAHHR
REPEXOdT K APCHARTOPY, NnpaBa COOCTBEHHOCTH COXPAHAET APEHI0IATETb, KOTOPOMY BLLICIRETCA PEHTa B BHIC
NpouEHTa OT CTOMMOCTH NPOIYKUHK CO3IaHHOA  apedaatopoM. Jlpyram  cocTaguas  4acTs  npubel  —
IPEINPHAHMATENLCKHA 10X01 MPH apeHie CAMBagTCa © onnarod Tpyaa apenaatopa. Taxuwm obpazom. apemaa
HO3BO/IAET COCIHHHTL POAb PAGOTHUKE W XOISMHA, CO312ET YCIOBHA CBOSOIHOMD NPEINPHHHMATEILCTEA, 4TO
0co0eHHD BaXHO. ApeHIHbIE OTHOLEHHA MOAYYHAR HAUATLHOE pacnpocTpatenne s TyprMerucTane ¢ 1988 7, xoraa B
COOTRETCTBHH C Pa3palOTAHHbIMH PEKOMEHIALHAMH CTATH BHEIPATBCA B CEILCKOX0IRHCTBERHRIX npe.mpnm:x.b

B nepuoa nepexona axonomuxn TyYPXMENNCTAHZ K PRHKHOYHBIM OTHOWEHHAM BHYTPHXOISACTBEHHAR apeHi1a
NPHHEATZ B KAYECTBE OCHOBHOTO METOAA XO3AHCTBOBAHHA B ArPapHOM CEKTODE. 3HAUKMOCTH BHATPHXNRACTBEHHON
apeHIbl B JIKOHOMHKE Ce1hCKOro XOIFHCTBA H MacyTaObl €€ pACIIMPEHHA OTpaweHw B Aporpamwe [Ipemienta
TypkMeHHCTaHa NO YTAYOICHHIO PEHOMHBIX PEGOPM 1 COURATLHO-IKOHOMHYUECKOTO Pa3BHTHS TypxmenucTana B 1996
r. OCHOBHOE OT/IHYME HAMEYEHHBIX MEP MO PAIBHTHIO APEHIM COCTOAIO B TOM. HTO 10TO80D 3PEHIL  HOCH yke
A0NTOCPOMHBIR XAPAKTED. @ 3EMAR H HMYLNECTBO KPECTLAHCKHX OOLEIMHEHHH CTalM NEPEIZBITLCN B JOATOCPOYHYIO
apeHay Ha cpok He Mmedee 10 1eT. uTo obecneunio J0CTATONHYIO TAPAHTHIO 3EMIENOILIOBAHHA. ONBT IPITHN CTPaH
MHpa fl0KA3aT, YTo apeHda daxe Ha 10 JeT SBIACTCA HEIOCTATONHBIM CPOKOM 1R CTHMY.THPOBAHHA HHBECTHLHA B
3EMENBHBIE YTOIbA MM 34KTAIKY MHOTOJIETHHX Hacaxaenuik. Kpove Toro. apeH1aTop noyyat noteHunalsHoe Ipaso
AOTYIHTE APEHIOBAHHBIR 3EMEIbHBIH YHACTOK B COOCTREHHOCTL, €CT B TEYEHNE JBYX €T HCMLITATEILHOMO TIEPHOIA
CMOT [10Ka3aTh XOPOIWHKE TPOH3IBOICTBEHHbIE pe3y.-1513m.1



Takna 00pa3os. apen la cIVKHT TEKAE HHCTPYMEHTOM M11aBHOTO NEPEN0A K OTHOLEHHAM COOCTBEHHOCTH ¢
$OPMHPORAHHA HACTHOrO NPOMIBOAMTEIA. T10DTOMY B MCIIOBHAX NEPENOIHOFO HEPHOIA K DLIHOMNOH IKOHOMHKE.
koraa ofwectseHnbie QOpMbl TPOHIBOICTE2 SBIAIOTCA JOMHHHDYIOWMMH, BOTIPOCH GOPMUPOBAHMA 4acTHBIN
MPOH3IBOAWTEEH M MOTHBAUHOHHONO BOJIEHCTBHA HAa Pe3yabTaTsl TPYIA B CEILCKOM XOISACTBE TypKMEHHCTTaHA
C1eaYET PACCMATPHBATE HEPE3 CHCTEMY aPEHIHBIN OTHOWEHHH.

Ocobo cheayerT OTMETHTL CIEIYIOWIHE 1BA MNPEHMYIMECTSA apeHAW. Bo-NepBLIN. 1O BLPABHHBAHHWE
CTAPTOBLIX YCMOBHH, YEr0 HElb3n J0OMTLCA NPOCTOR pasziaueit cobcTaennoctn. Bo-Bropuin. peurenue npodiesu
HAKOIIEHHA. NPK KOTOPOH H3 MPOLEHTHLIX KM J0JE€BRIX BLINIAT OY1€T GOPMUPOBATLCA H PAIBHBATLCR COUMATLHAY
CHCTEMA K CennTefHan joxa B KOTOPOR NPOXUBAET CeMbR apeH1aTopa. Tem caMmbiv OYV1eT YCTPRHEHA BOIMONHOCTE
4npoeNaHHA» YacTH Npuboian. B apeHIHBIX OTHOWEHHAX. chOPMHPOBABIIMNCA B TYDKMEHHCTAHE. CHCTEMa
FOCYIAPCTECHHLIN 3aKYNOMHBIX UIEN THOKO COMETATACH C BOIMONKHOCTLIO PACUIMPCHHOTO NPOM3BOICTBA. 3 Takke Co
CKIAZLIBAIHLEHCA IKOHOMHYECKOR CHTYAUMEH M NEPexX010M B YCIOBHAX HHBIRUMH OT (PHNCHPOBIHHON APEHIHON
TIATE K HATYPRILHBIM  BIAKMOPACYETEM H  T10J€BRIM  OTYHCICHMAM 0T CTOMMOCTH DPOIMKUHH, CO3I2HHOA

apEHIATOPOM.
ApeHIHble OTHOWEHHA B TYPKMEHHMCTAHE. HCXOAA H3 CKIAILBAFOINEACA IKOHOMMYECKOH CHTY aliHH,
NOAYHAIOT NOCTORHAOE pa3pHTHe.  Tak. B APOUECCE NOCTEREHHMX WIMEHEHWH COKHIACH  CHCTEMA

BHYTPHXO3SACTBEHHOA apeHabl. MpH KOTOPOR apeHIaTopy rocyIapCTBO OKAalbiBaeT 3Ha4YHTEIsHMle Iu7oTh. Ecam
apeHfatop (Ha NpoU3BOICTBE XJIONKA-CHIPUA. MUUEHWILI W PHCA) NONL3YETCR BTOTaMH. TO OH 00#3aH NpolaBaTh
NPOJYKUHKD NO TBEPAbiM rOCYAZPCTBEHHBIM 12KYNOUYHBIM UeHam. Ho apeHIaTOp HMeeT NpaBe CaMOCTOSTEILHO H NO
CBOOO/IHBIM UEHAM PEANH3IOBATL H2 BHYTPEHHEM DHIMKE THODBVIO NPOHIBOINMYIO HM NpodyKuHio. TTpi JToM JbroT ax,
€CTECTBEHRO, JTHILACTCS.

Hmozu remervhaix npeobpaioearuii.

3eveannan pedopma — 0110 W3 BaxHel kX npeolpazosaniii. koTOpoe NpoBoaHTces B TyprMeuuncrane eie
€ YHETOM HAUHOHAILHBIX OCOGEHHOCTER, MEHTATHTETA TYPKMEHCKOIO Hapola. B pe3yibTate nposeleHHa 3EMETHOR
pedopmbl B TypkMeHHCTAHE €O31aH HAaCTHLIA CEKTOD CEIBCKOXOINHCTBEHMLIX NPOHIBOIMNTEIER. H B oblecTse
NPOHIONLIH 3HAYHTEBHBIE H3MCHEHHA. [Ipexie BCero, B KODHE HIMEHHITACh 3AKOHOIATETRHAN M NPABOBAR 63k,
KOTOPLIE CTATH OCHOBOH HHCTHTYIHOHATSHLIX NPeoGpaiosanui. Kapantaibno MIMEHRIACH GaHKoBCKaA, GHHANCOBANR,
HAMOrOBaA CHCTEMA, CO31aH QHHAHCOBLIH, KPEIHTHHA H CTPEXOBOH PHIHOK., HIMEHEHA CHCTEMA \ IPABICHHS CETBCKHM
XO3SACTBOM, HIMCHEHBI TIPHOPHTETH # METOIR XOIAHCTBOBAHMA.

Mnowate 3eMens B YacTHoM cextope 8 2001 1. no cpasxennio ¢ 1990 r. vBemuniacs & 4 paza. [lowas
RAUIHH W MHOFOIETHAX HACANIICHHH, HCNONbLIYEMBX B 3TOM CEKTOpe. YBEIHYHIack ¢ 37.5 Tec. ra Jo 159.9 Tuc. ra,
HiK B 4.2 pasa. M3 obwieit naowadn seMens, HCNOAbIYEMBIX B YACTHOM MPOX3IBOICTBE, HA J0TK0 IPHYVCAICHHLIX TeMers
npUxoaHTCs 61%, JaRXaHcKHX (PepMepcKHX) xoaRieT — 37%, ca1080-0ropOIHEIX VHACTKOR — J4s

Hrorn ocywiecTBrenus pedopM NPETBOPHIHCE B 3HAYHTEIbHbI JKOHOMMHECKMH POCT CTPaHB 80 BCEX
OTPAacnAX M cfepax ykonoMukd. 3a 1991-2001rr. nocTpoeHo casiie 150 HOBBLIX NPOMBILICHUBIN NPEANPHATHA.
AoGuiva wegtu yBenuuuack B 1.8 pasa, NPOKIBOICTRO XAONUATOOYMAKHLIX TKaHel — B 2.3 pa3a, TPHKOTAXHOIO
NOJOTHA — B 6,3 pasa, TPHKOTAXHLIX M3Icauik — 8 2.6 pala, x:tonuatobymaxuol nprxx — b 10.3 pasa. Pewena
npofiema NPo30BOALCTBEHHOMA Ge3onacHocT Crpans!. [IpOHIBOACTBO NMlehKUb Ha AVUT HACEIEHHA VBETHYHAOCH B
10 pa3. Banopas npoaykiHa cebckoro xoicrsa s 2001 r. no cpaBHesnio ¢ 1991 1. B CONOCTABHMBX HEHAX 803pocIa
8 2 paza.’

PeaynbTaTe! NpoBEICHHOTO MCCNEN0BAHHA CBIICTEILCTBYIOT O TOM. YTO CAM2 1O cebe 3eMelbHaR pedopma,
He TMOIKPENCHHAN IPYTHMH 1peo(ipasoBaHHAMH B YTIPaBACHHM, XOIRHCTBOBAHMH. (QHHAHCOBON ¥ GaHKOBCKOR
CHCTEME, arpOCEPBHCHOM 06CCMEYEHHH. H MI2BHOE — HE MPOIEILIAT YCPES YETOBEHECKOE OCUIHANKE HEOGXOAMMOTTH
Ka4ECTBEHHOrO MIMCHEHHA — HHKOT12 HE 1aCT NOI0KHTETBHOTO PEIVIsTaTa.
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YER OZGERTMESISNIN DUZUM BOLEKLERI WE SERTLERI
Stangin 1., ykdysady ylvmlaryii doktory
Tiirkmenistanyn Milli dowlet hasabaty we maglumatlar instittuty
Lerman S., ykdysady vlymlaryn doktory, professor
lerusaliminyit yewrey uniwerstiteti

1 Tirkmenistan Merkezi Azivada Konstitusivasy vere sahsy evegiligi
resmi edyin veke-tdk vurtdyr. Onufi 1992-nji ¥vlyvi Magtymguly avynyi
18-ine kabul edilmegine ¢enli, Tiirkmenistanda #hli ver dowlet
eyeciliginde duryardy.

2.Bazar vkdysadyyetine gegilmeginin  ilkinji dowiirlerinde
Tirkmenistanyii hokiimetine ver OGzgertmesini gegirmegifi usullary
boyunga has diirli teklipler gelip gowusdy: verleri nay bovunga paylamak,
Tirkmenistanyfi bir rayatynyri hasabyndan veri dhliumumy deii we
gatnasykda paylamak, paydarlasdyrmak, vere baha kesmek we 6z
serigdari hasabyna satyn almak, veri bije bovunga paviamak we
beylekiler. Yone #hli teklip edilen gomiislerden dhtibarsvz hokmiinde
Tirkmenistanynn Prezidenti Saparmyrat Tirkmenbasy tarapyndan yiiz
owrlildi, yer ozgertmesine we oba hojalvk kirhanalarvny gaytadan
guramaga tisin ¢emelesme saylanylyp alyndy. Ol 6riki Sovuzyi bevieki
respublikalarynda hereket edydn tertiplerden we mehanizimlerden
diiypgéter tapawutlanyar.

3.Tiurkmenistanyfi  Prezidenti  tarapyndan  savlanvlvp  ainan
maksatnama boyunga yer dzgertmesi yerden peydalanmagyi we evecilik
etmegif dhli gdmiislerini ¢ekmek bilen amala asyrylvar. Yone ol birbada
dil-de, kem-kemden, dowiirler boyunga gegcirilydar. Mufia garamazdan.
ver 6zgertmesi hususyyetciligin we eyegilik etmegin diirli gérniislerinde
amala asyrylyar, onuii mazmunyna bir biitewilik hokmiinde seretmek
gerek.

4. Mellek yanyndaky yerden peydalanmagyri ozgertmesi.
Tiirkmenistanda yer dzgertmesinift ilkinji diizim bélegi, 6fki sovuzyit
beyleki respublikalarynda bolsy valy mellek vanyndaky parcalan
sanyny artdyrmakdan we bir maggala basyna hasapdan verleri
paylamagyil kadasyndan durvardy. Yergurlusyk isleri ravatlarvh
bagbangylyk-bakjacylyk ver pargalarynyn golavynda béliinip berlen
yerler boyunc¢a ugurdaslvkda gegirildi.

5. Sahsy hojalyklary diretmek boyunca Yer oigertmesi. Yer
Ozgertmesinini  ikinji diizim boélegi sahsy &ndiirijileri  doretmek
hasaplanylyar:



a) Tirkmenistanvii Prezidentinin 1993-nji vvlvn Baydak avvnyn 2-
sinddki “Tirkmenistanda yerden pevdalanmak we evelik etmek hukugy
hakvndakv™ kararyna lavvklvkda Tiirkmenistanyvn rayvatlarv hant oba
hojalyk oniimgiligini vola goymak ig¢in 50 gektara c¢enli ver
hususyyetgilige aldylar. Yerler siirim we oba hojalygvnda ulanylyan
yerlerin hataryndan dil-de, dtiyaclyk vagny 0z hisivetleri bovunga oba
hojalygynda ulanylmadyk diiziimden hodiirlenildi;

B) eger ver Ozgertmesiniii birinji basgan¢agynda pevdalanylmavan
verleriii hasabyna dayhan (fermer) hojalvklary emele gelen bolsa. onda
Tiirkmenistanysi “Dayhan hojalvgy hakvndaky™ kanunyti kabul edilmegi
bilen kolhozlaryii, sowhozlaryii we bevleki oba hojalvk kirhanalarvnvi
yer peydalanysynyn diiziiminden, yagny olaryii evelevan onat hilli we
pevdalanyan yerlerinifi diiziiminden yer boliip bermegifi we guramagvii
mimkingiligi g6z oiitinde tutulypdy. Sevlelikde, eger 1993-nji yvivid
Baydak avynyii 2-sinddki kanungylvk nama kolhozlarvii we sowhozlanvii
dowam edyidn yerden peydalanylysvny saklamagy g6z ofilinde tutdy.
onda ver Ozgertmesinifi ikinji basgangygynda “Davhan hojalvgy
hakyndaky” kanun olaryii basga gorniisde gecirilmegini géz Oilinde
tutdy;

¢) ahyrsoiiky hem, 1996-njy yylyvit Bitaraplyk ayynvi 30-yndaky
“Haryt oba hojalygy Oniimgiligini vola govmak ii¢in ravatlann
eyeciligine verleri bermek hakyndaky™ Tirkmenistanyni kanuny bilen
kesgitlenilvin ugruny sahsy ekerangylary doretmek bovunga ver
Ozgertmesini gecirmegii Uglinji basgangagy hdkmiinde hasaplamak
gerek. Bu kanunyn durmusa gecirilmeginin mehanizmi ver 6zgertmesinin
mohiim meselesini ¢6zmage — eyvegilige boliinip berilydn ver pargasynyvii
mdégcberini anyklamaga, Tiirkmenistanynn dayhanlarynyn arasvnda ver
eyeciliginiin paylamak meselesini ¢6¢zmige miimkingilik berdi, verleri
bolmegin sertlerini kesgitledi. Hojalygy dolandvrmagyn iki vylvnyh
dowamynda kirende sertnamasynyfi sertlerini yerine vetiren we verde
zihmet ¢cekmige 6z bagsamygyny subut eden ayry-ayry kirendegilere we
maggalalara kanun bilen sahsy eyegilige kem-kemden ver bermek géz
Gitiinde tutuldy.

6.Uly hojalyklaryri gaytadan doredilmegi Tiirkmenistanda ver
ozgertmesinin Uglinjt diiziim bélegi adaty uly hojalvklary gaviadan
doretmekdir. Uly hojalyklary gaytadan doéretmek bovunga ¢iirt kesik
¢dreler Tirkmenistanysi Prezidentinifi 1994-nji yylvii Nowruz ayvnyi 28-
indidki “Tirkmenistanyii kolhozlaryny, sowhozlaryny we bevleki oba
hojalyk kirhanalaryny ézgertmek hakyndaky™ kararvnda vglan edildi.
Uly hojalyklary dayhan hojalyklarynyn birlegiklerine. pavdarlar
jemgyyetlerine we koperatiwlerine, assosiasivalaryna we evegiligii diirli
gorniisli beyleki oba hojalyk kdrhanalarvna 6wiirmek bellenildi. Isgiriere
halan guramalarynyfi gémiisini erkin saylap almaga rugsat edildi. Yer



tdzeden doredilen kidrhana gurluslara hemiselik peyvdalanmaga berildi we
oba hojalyk emlikleri kdrendegilige satyn almak hukugy bilen berildi.

7. Tiirkmenistanvii ykdysadyyetinin bazar gatnagvklaryna ge¢vin
dowriinde i¢ki hojalyk kérendesi agrar boliimde hojalygy dolandyrmagyii
esasy usuly hokmiinde kabul edildi. Oba hojalygynyn vkdyvsadyvetinde
icki hojalyk kirendesinin dhmiyeti we onuii md¢berlerinini giftelisi 1996-
njy vylda Tirkmenistanyi bazar 6zgertmelerininn qunlagdyryvlysy we
durmus-vkdysady taydan osiisi bovunga Tiirkmenistanyni Prezidentinin
maksatnamasynda  seyle hem 1995-nji vylyn Bitaraplvk avynyvn 27-
sindiki “1996-njv vylda davhan birlesiklerinifi dzgertmessi bovunca
gosmaca careler hakyndaky™ kararda gorkezilendir. Sona gérd bazar
ykdysadyyetine ge¢i dowriinii  sertlerinde. haganda jemgyvetgilik
gbmiisddki oniimgilik agalyk etse, Tiirkmenistanyvii oba hojalygynda
hususy Ondlirijilerin ddreysi we zdhmetin netijesine esaslandvryvivlvkly
tasir etmek meselelerine kidrende gatnasyklary arkaly seretmek gerek.

8.Yer 6zgertmesinifi amala agyrylmagy netijesinde jemgyvetde ep-esli
iivtgetmeler bolup gegdi. Ozaly bilen kanungvlyk we hukuk esasiary
diiypgoter tytgedi, olar institusional 6zgertmelerin esasy boldy. Bank,
maliye, salgyt ulgamy diypgoter iiytgedildi, malive. karz we
dtiyalandyrys bazary doredildi, oba hojalvgvny dolandyrys ulgamy
iivtgedildi, hojalygy yoretmegini ileri tutulvan ugurlary we usullary
tytgedildi.
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NEW CONTRACT ARRANGEMENTS IN TURKMEN AGRICULTURE:
IMPACTS ON PRODUCTIVITY AND RURAL INCOMES’

Zvi Lerman and lvan Stanchin
The Hebrew Universin:, Rehovot, Israel and National Institute of Statistics. Ashgabat.

Turkmenistan

Turkmenistan is a huge country of 50 million hectares — the fourth largest by area in the
former Soviet Union (FSU) after Russia, Kazakhstan, and Ukraine. Yet it has a small
population of about 5 million people. which puts it in one group with the FSU midgets -
Armenia, Georgia, Azerbaijan, the Baltic republics. More than half the population (55%)
lives in rural areas, compared to one-third in FSU, but only 4% of the country’s agricultural
land {1.6 million hectares) is cultivable, compared to 40% in FSU. The remaining 96% of
agricultural land in Turkmenistan is desert pastures — 38 miliion hectares fit only for flocks of
karakul sheep and camels, not for human beings. Thus, despite the huge expanses and the
small number of people, the effective population density in Turkmenistan is very high: there
is only 0.6 hectares of arable land per rural resident compared to 2.3 hectares in FSU.

Prior to 1991, agriculture in Turkmenistan was organized according to the standard Soviet
model: some 600 large collective and state farms controlled the bulk of agricultural land
while the rural population cultivated in its spare time tens of thousands of small household
plots on 55,000 hectares, or about 3% of irrigated land. The structure of the farm sector has
changed dramatically since then as independent Turkmenistan began to implement various
agrarian reforms consistent with its interpretation of a market-oriented economy.

Changing Farm Structure

The main change in our context can be characterized as a shift from collective farming to a
more individualized agriculture. The first step (1990-92} involved distribution of irrigated
land to rural families, which more than doubled the total size of the household-plot sector to
133,000 hectares. The second step {1993-96) involved a national program for allocation of
land to independent private farmers who were allowed to engage in commercial agriculture
outside collectivist frameworks. Today there are more than 5,000 such private farms in
Turkmenistan (the numbers are very fuzzy) operating on 81,000 hectares. The third, and
perhaps the most daring and radical step (1996-97) involved the transformation of former
collective and state farms into associations of leaseholders. So-called “peasant associations™
(daikhan berleshik) were summarily organized by presidential decree in place of the
traditional collective and state farms, and each association was instructed to parcel out its
large fields to individual leaseholders (typically heads of families).

We view the creation of leaseholder-based associations as the most radical step of the land
reform program because of its scope. The reforms aimed at household plots and private
farms, however important, were marginal by the amount of land that they encompassed. The
transition to leasehold contracts, on the other hand, involved more than 350,000 rural family
units and 1.5 million hectares of arable land. i.e., practically the entire rural population and

" This paper is pan of a research projeci supponed under Grant No. TA-MOU-98-CA17-011 by the U.S.~Israel
Cooperative Development Research Program. Economic Growth, LS. Agency for International Development.
The data in the paper derive from official statistical sources, a 2001 survey of private farmers. and a 2002 surves
of leaseholders in peasant assoctations.



90% of arable land in Turkmenistan. The current structure of the farm sector in Turkmenistan
is presented schematically in Table 1.

Table 1. Structure of the Farm Sector in Turkmenistan: 2002

Number Land. ha Average size. ha
Associations 592 33,000.000 (incl. pastures}
Leaseholders 357.000 1.506.000 (arable} 5.6
Peasant farms 5.200 81.000 20
Househoid plots 616.000 133.000 0.2

The Role of Peasant Associations and Institutional Arrangements for Leaseholders

Initially, when peasant associations were created by fiat in 1995, they had the potential for
becoming yet another example of what is generally known in FSU as a “change of the sign on
the door™: a formal organizational transformation without any substantive internal change.
Yet the situation in Turkmenistan seems to have developed toward a genuine structural
change since 1996-97. Although there are still 600 associations and thev still legally control
most of the agricultural land resources, they have become mere organizational shelis, or
umbrellas, for the farming operations of individual leaseholders, without significant
commercial activity of their own. As of 1997, associations have virtually no “collective”™
sales: all sales reported through associations derive from their leaseholders. The associations
have lost much of their fixed asset base (machinery, equipment, livestock), while inventories,
receivables, and payables—standard signs of commercial activity—have shrunk almost to
zero (Table 2).

Table 2. Characterization of Associations as a Shell for Leaseholders

2000
Percentage of sales generated by the association, % of total reported sales 4.6
Fixed assets, change since 1997 in percent -40
Inventories, change since 1997 in percent —-86
Accounts receivable, change since 1997 in percent -7
Accounts payable and loans, change since 1997 in percent -90

Source: Aggregate financial statements of farm associations 1997-2000. MinAg.

What is the role of the associations today? First, they are the “guardians™ or “administrators”
of state-owned agricultural land that is distributed to leaseholders for cultivation. All
leaseholders interviewed in a large farm-level survey in 2002 report that they have a land-
lease contract with the association. Second, they are the municipal authority responsible for
maintaining rural infrastructure in the villages—and they receive a certain pavment from the
leaseholders (in percent of production revenue) for these services. Third, and most
problematic of all, they are the conduit for transmitting state orders to the leaseholders and
enforcing compliance.

The continuing existence of state orders in Turkmenistan is a legacy of the Soviet centrally
planned system. Turkmenistan has liberalized much of its agriculral production and food
trade, but the main strategic commodities—cotton and wheat (as well as the much less
important rice}—remain subject to state orders. As in the past. production targets for wheat
and cotton are assigned to large farming units—peasant associations in this case; and the
association manager divides the overall quantities among the leaseholders so that the full
target is met (or exceeded). The associations do not sell this wheat and cotton for their
leaseholders, as a marketing cooperative would normally do in the West: the sale contract is



directly between the leaseholder and the state marketing organization. which sends trucks 1o
collect the harvested crop and sometimes even tractors and combines to help with harvesting.
The associations do not act as supply cooperatives either: leaseholders get all the inputs they
need from state suppliers on the basis of individual contracts signed according to production
targets.

Finally, since the associations are neither marketers nor input suppliers. they cannot act as
credit cooperatives for their leaseholders. All financial transactions in this syvstem are handled
by a state-owned agricultural bank — Daikhan Bank — which has a branch in every
association, serving all the local leaseholders. The svstem is organized on the basis of
“passbooks”. so that very little cash changes hands. Each leaseholder’s production quota is
recorded in the “passbook™. The “passbook™ shows the total credit for revenue that the
leaseholder will eventually receive for deliveries of wheat and cotton and the total debit for
inputs that he is entitled to get from the state. The revenue is calculated on the basis of fixed
state prices, which are adjusted every year but are always far below the world market prices.
The cost of inputs is also based on fixed state prices net of a hefty 50% subsidy for all inputs
used in the production of state orders. The input debits, plus statutory management charges
that go to the association, are offset against the revenue and the leaseholder keeps only the
“profit”.

This highly bureaucraticized system applies only to state orders, i.e., wheat. cottor, and rice.
but it is designed in such a way that the leaseholder must deliver the entire output to state
marketers: otherwise there will be no credit entry in the bank account to offset the debits for
inputs. Commodities not subject to state orders, such as vegetables, milk, or eggs. are
generally produced under different institutional arrangements on the family"s household plot
and are sold in the nearby market or through occasional private traders: there are no state
marketers to deal with these commodities and the association is not geared to provide
cooperative marketing services.

Fig. 1. Contracts with State Marketers/Suppliers
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The complex system of relationships between leaseholders and various state organizations is
reflected in Figure |, which shows the percent of respondents in the 2002 survey who signed
contracts with input suppliers, product marketers, and the bank. Over 80% of respondents are
bound to the state by credit and input supply arrangements. The percentages for marketing



contracts are deceptively low: leaseholders generally specialize either in grain or in cotton.
The combined frequency of contracts with the Cotion Board and the Grain Board is
accordingly around 100% (actually slightly more than 100% reflecting the existence of some
mixed grain/cotton farming): all leaseholders are bound by marketing agreements 1o the state.
with no independent commercial activity in the two strategic commodities.

The Role of the Household Plot

Leascholders operate in a two-tier farming system. In one tier, they have 5-6 heciares of
irrigated land leased from the peasant associations, where they grow mainly wheat or cotton
for delivery to the state. In the second tier, they have a small household piot of about 0.25
hectares on which they grow vegetables and keep some private livestock. The output from the
household is in part consumed by the family and in part sold in the open market. without any
intervention from the state. The income of most rural families thus includes cash income
from the leasehold operation plus cash and in-kind income from the household plot. In the
2002 survey, these two components were evenly balanced and jointly accounted for 75% of
family income (Figure 2). The remaining 30% represent cash income from off-farm salaries
of family members working outside the household, pensions, social transfers, etc. The
household plot is thus a very important source of income for rural families. accounting for
more than one-third of total income in value of own farm products consumed by the family
and in cash from product sales.

Fig. 2. Structure of Leaseholder Family Income
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Private Farmers and Their Land

In addition to leaseholders and their household plots, Turkmen agriculture has another
relatively new component that began to emerge only in 1993. These are independent private
or peasant farms that operate outside associations on land grants received directly from the
state — not in the form of a lease from the association. The land in these private farms
increased from zero in 1992 to about 100,000 hectares in 2001 and is close to catching up
with the total land in household plots (130,000 hectares). There are about 5.000 private
tarmers in Turkmenistan, so that an average private farm is 20 hectares — much larger than
the average leasehold in associations (5.6 hectares).



Yet there is a serious problem with the quality of land in private farms. The declared
government policy is to give private farms unirrigated, uncultivable land and thus force them
to reclaim desert Jand at their own expense. In effect. the government has relinquished the
responsibility for what was traditionally regarded as a public good in the Soviet era and today
relies on private individuais to invest in land reclamation. The poor land quality in private
farms is clearly illustrated by Figure 3, which shows that in 1993-95 cultivable land was onh
30%-40% of the holdings — compared to 80% in household plots. Yet it seems that the private
farmers are doing exactly what the government intended them to do: they are actively
reclaiming desert land on their farms and the share of cultivable tand has steadily increased
from the initial 30%-40% to 60% today. The picture that emerges from the 2001 survey of
private farms is consistent with these nationa! figures: among the respondent farms. 31% of
the land was irrigation-ready from the start, another 37% was reclaimed by the farmers
during their new tenure, and 32% is still unused and remains to be “opened™ for cultivation in
the future.

Fig. 3. Share of Cultivabte Land in Individual Sector
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A Digression on Private Land Ownership in Turkmenistan

Leaseholders receive land in use rights from the state through the intermediation of the local
peasant association. The lease term is usually 5-10 years (this follows from the 2002 survey),
but the production targets are set each year. The lease is nontransferable: if a family cannot
farm, the leasehold reverts to the association for reassignment. Private farmers receive land
directly from the state. Initially, the land is granted in use rights, but once the farmer has
proved his willingness and ability to farm successfully (within two-three vears), the land is
transferred into “private ownership™ and the happy farmer receives a special “land ownership
certificate™ from the authorities (sometimes directly from the hands of the President).

We advisedly put “private ownership™ in quotation marks, because the notion of private
ownership in Turkmenistan is very different from the accepted notion in market economies.
On paper, the 1992 constitution of independent Turkmenistan recognizes private land
ownership. Yet the Land Code, which is the permanent law that interprets the constitution on
land matters, elaborates, “Citizens of Turkmenistan have the right to receive in private



ownership with lifetime inheritable possession land for peasant farms and subsidiar
household farms ... Those wishing to establish a peasant farm will lease land or receive land
in private ownership with the right of lifetime inheritable possession...”. Thus. private
ownership is forcefully equated with lifetime inheritable possession ~ a traditional Soviet
form of land tenure. “Privately owned™ land in Turkmenistan is non-transferable: it may not
be sold, given as a gift, or exchanged: only short-term leasing is allowed under ven special
conditions. In practical terms, there is no difference between private farmers who get land in
use rights and those who receive a “land ownership certificate™ from the state. Thex have an
asset that they can use but not dispose of in any way.

Some Comparisons of Leaseholders and Private Farmers

The most striking difference between leaseholders and private farmers is not in farm size {3-6
hectares in leaseholds, 20 hectares in private farms): it is in the fact that leaseholders are
subject to state orders while private farmers are allowed to grow whatever they wish. This is
clearly reflected in the specialization of farms in the two groups (Table 3, based on 2001-
2002 surveys): leaseholders produce either cotton or wheat, with less than 10% of farms
producing both cotton and wheat and only 5% diversifving into other commodities. Among
private farmers, on the other hand, 15% produce both cotton and wheat while fully 34%
produce commodities other than cotton and wheat. These other commodities are largely
livestock products, which are very seldom reported by leaseholders. Nationally, the product
mix of leaseholders in associations is 85% crops and only 15% livestock. Livestock
production is concentrated mainly in the individual sector — private farms and household
plots, where the product mix is diametrically opposite: 25% crops and 75% livestock.

Table ). Specialization at the Farm Level (percent of respondents)

Leaseholders Private farms
Cotton only 36% 8%
Wheat only 50% 43%
Cotton+wheat 9% 15%
Other 5% 34% (livestock!)

Table 4. Sale Channels for Farm Products: Leaseholders and Private Farmers (percent of respondents)

Channel Leaseholders Commodity Channel Private farmers
State 838 Cotton State 10Q
Association 9 | Wheat Siate 71
Market 3 Market 21

Vegetables Market 80-100

Meat. milk Market 80-90

The difference in institutional arrangements for leaseholders and private farmers is also
reflected in different access to marketing channels (Table 4). Leascholders sell primarily to
the state, which is consistent with their obligation to deliver wheat and cotton under state
orders. Private farmers use different channels for different products. Vegetables, meat. and
milk — the products for which no state procurement exists — are sold in the open market.
Cotton is sold to the state: in principle, private farmers have no obligation to sell to the state,
but there are apparently no alternative sale channels for cotton - direct exports are prohibited
—and they are obliged to sell to the state cotton board. Wheat is again in a different category:
the state takes 70% of the harvest, but a respectable 20% is sold through alternative channels.
There is a very clear lesson behind these numbers: if producers are given an opportunity to



choose between marketing channels, they will indeed exercise their right of choice.
presumably optimizing sales income.

Despite the state orders and the constraints on individual choice, leaseholders appear to be
quite happy with the new arrangements (Table 5: unfortunately no such data are available for
private farmers). Most of the respondents in the 2002 survey report an increase in their
motivation to work (compared with the situation in the former collective)} and an
improvement in their standard of living. Practically evervbody is optimistic about the future
prospects under the new system. At least in terms of popular attitude the agricultural reforms
are a success.

Table 5. Leaseholders® evaluation of the situation under the new leasehold arrangements compared to the
collective past {percent of respondents in 2002 survey)

Better than before the No change Worse than before the
reforms reforms

Motivation to work 85% 11% EL

Standard of living 72% 23% 5%

Future prospects 90% 6% 4%

Qutcomes of Agricultural Reform

Proper assessment of the impacts of agricultural reforms requires detailed comparisons of the
performance of the three institutionally different components of Turkmen agriculture:
leasehold farms, household plots, and private farms. Unfortunately, neither national staristics
nor our surveys provide the full information necessary for this kind of analysis. National
statistical data only enable us to make a crude performance comparison between the
“association sector” (i.e., leasehold farms) and the “individual sector” (mainly household
plots, but also private farms). The results of this comparison are presented in Figure 4. where
two features are worth noting. First the share of the individual sector in agricultural output
increases over time, while the share of the associations decreases despite the transition to
leasehold arrangements after 1996. In 1997, the first vear of the main farm-structure reforms.
each sector accounted for one-half of gross agricuitural output. Five vears later. in 2001, the
individual sector produces 75% of agricultural output, while the association sector is down to
25%.

Another noteworthy feature is the ratio of output to land in the two sectors. The individual
sector (household plots and private farms combined) control about 10% of cultivable land, on
which they produce 75% of total output. Association leaseholds account for 90% of
cultivable land, and yet they produce only 25% of total output. The relative productivity of
the individual sector is thus 27 times higher than in the association sector.

Neither feature is unique to Turkmenistan. Similar trends are consistently observed in all
former Soviet republics, where in line with accepted theoretical considerations we generally
attribute the performance differences to different incentives for individual farmers and
workers of former collectives. Yet the institutional setting in Turkmenistan is unique in that
the former collectives have shifted to individual leasehold arrangements. As a result.
leascholders presumably face incentives that are much closer to the incentives of individual
producers than the incentives of workers in former collective farms in the rest of the FSU.
We would have expected the leaseholders to achieve productivity levels that are much closer



to the individual sector and thus give a strong boos to Turkmen agriculture. This obviously
has not happened so far.

Fig. 4. Associations and Individual Farms: Qutput and Land
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The only possible explanation, in our view, lies in the sharp differences in the institutional
production and marketing arrangements between the individual sector and the leasehold
sector. Individuals are free to decide what to produce and how to sell, and individual farming
is flourishing thanks to private initiative. Leaseholders are strictly bound by state orders on
the relatively large areas that they receive from the association, and there is not much room
for private initiative. It is particularly important to note that the second tier of leasehold
farming — the household plots — is not subject to these restrictions and household plot
production seems to be flourishing (as part of the individual sector statistics) while the
association sector is struggling. We hope that future work will enable us to disentangle the
performance of leaseholds and household plots in the same rural families participating in the
2002 survey.

Switching to a still broader national view, we see in Figure 5 that both agricultural output and
GDP declined sharply after 1990. Some signs of recovery appeared in 1997-98 —
coincidentally with the introduction of significant reforms in agriculture. We would like to
hope that the incipient recovery is indeed linked with the impact of agricultural reforms, but
only the future will show if this is so. Figure 5 incidentally reveals another important feature
of rural Turkmenistan: the labor employed in agriculture is steadily increasing over time, both
because of high natural increase of the rural population and because of lack of alternative
employment opportunities outside agriculture. The combined effect of increasing labor and
decreasing agricultural output of course has had a devastating effect on overall productivity
of Turkmen agriculture.



Fig. 5. GDP, Agricuttural Output, and Agricutiural Labor 1990-2000
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Conclusion

Turkmenistan has implemented significant reforms in agriculture, increasing the size of the
househoid plot sector, enabling the emergence of independent private farms, and most
importantly individualizing to a certain extent the production arrangements in former
collective farms through the introduction of leasehold contracts. Yet the policies underlyving
these reforms can only be characterized as half-hearted: state orders are retained for the main
cash commodities (cotton and wheat), the producers are generally bound 1o monopolistic
state marketers and input suppliers, and the independent private farmers who are relatively
free from these constraints receive land of very poor quality that requires major investment in
reclamation. It is not surprising that these constraints have a negative impact on the
development of Turkmen agriculture and the performance of the new leasehold sector seems
to be falling far short of its potential.
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OUR SEMINARS

FUNDAMENTALS OF MARKET
ECONOMY THEORY

Political Ecomomy

In the history of human-
ity the XX-th century was
the most intensive century
by the rates of progress. The
progress was especially rap-
id in the second half of the
century. Within the life of
one generation the man man-
aged to overcome the sound
barrier, the Earth gravity,
arrived in the Moon, in the
depths of air space and the
world ocean. invented the
intensive svstems of infor-
mation provision and com-
munication managed 1o cre-
ate live organisms in «lest
tubes». The achievemenis of
the civilized world were
based on unprecendented
economic growth that in its
turn provided action of the
feedback and impact on sci-
entific and technological ad-
vancement. The aggregation
of the created material goods
was rapidly growing. By ap-
preciation of Mr. A. Din-
kevich,! the world GDP was
in the XX century 19 fold
higher than in the XIX cen-
tury. In the meantime, the
growth rate of material goods
exceeded the growth of pop-
ulation. The population in-
creased 6,6 fold. As a result,
the quality of life improved

I.Stanchin
Doctor of Economic Sciences, Deputy Head of
Department, National Institute of State Statistics and
Information of Turkmenistan.

largely. The progressive so-
cio-economic development was
accompanied by accumulation
of knowledge that resultant-
Jly embedded in realization
of unlimited human skills and
general efforts of the soci-
ety to the creation of wealth,
Undoubtedly, the ideas real-
ized to the material produc-
tion were the central link
of the public life evolution-

.al development. This real-

ization was mostly effective
in conditions of market econ-
omy having big advantage
of functioning.

The rapid economic
growth and complication of
evolutionary market system
found reflection in clarify-
ing, deepening and develop-
ing of the theory of mar-
ket. There were elaborated
the models of the develop-
ment of new global econo-
my in which the values have
been reappraised and the role
of human being has been
scientifically understood,
while the investigations are
oriented on personal factor,

Y

development of motivation
and creative skills. The de-
velopment was considered not
only as the accretion of pro-
duction capacities and in-
crease of rates, and mainly
as the investments 10 the
capital. To what extent couid
the world processes of eco-
nomic achicvements be pos-
sible if there were no clas-
sic doctrines of economists
whose teachings made up the
underiying contribution to
the economic theory? The an-
swer cannot be unambigu-
ous. However, as one of the
authoritative economists of
the XX century John Mein-
ard Keynes (1883-1946) not-
ed, the «jdeas of economists
and political thinkers - both
right and mistaken ones - are
much more meaningful than
it is saccepted to consider. In-
deed, they govern the world.
The practitioners considering
themselves free of intellectu-
al influences, are usually the
s/aves of some economist of
the pasps. The political lead-
ers of all countries usually

1 ADinkevich «Appropristencss of Economic Developments, Economist, 2001, NIl p 75
2 J Keynes «Genersl theory of employment, interest and maoncy» (ransistion from English) M. 1978 p 458
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invite economists to imple-
ment the tasks of reform-
ing. structural adjusting or
developing of productive forc-
es, o define the strategic
purposes and claborate pro-
grams. It concerns the lcad-
ers of the USA, Russia, Turk-
menistan and other countries.
However, the assistance of
economist i$ needed not only
on higher levels of public
activity, but also on the lev-
cls of industry, an enter-
prise and in common life,
the effectiveness of produc-
tion, the living standards of
workers and vital activity
as a whole depend on the
taken decision.

From antique times the
economics served for the ra-
tional housekeeping, there-
fore, on that stage the eco-
theory developed
within the single science.
With the evolution of pro-

. ductive forces and public

relations.the economic knowl-
edges of the society were
deepening and extending.
The necessity appeared to
single out the economics as
the separate subject that was
applied already not only
within the scales of house-
keeping, but also on the level
of the state. The economic
theory gets independent ap-
pecarance in the papers of
scholasts. Joseph Schumpet-
er (1883-1950) in his paper
«History of economic analy-
sis» highly appreciates the
role of scholasts in forma-
tion of economic theory and

YKDYSADYYET]
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the economics. He writes that
«. pure economic théory was
their creation. Just within
their systems of moral theol-
ogy and [aw the economic
science reached the defining
indcpendent existence, just
the scholasts were closer
than any other group to be-
coming the «founders» of
scientific economicse'.

If the scholasis in their
theological teachings consid-
ered the economics as the
part of ethics, the repre-
sentatives of the school of
mercantilism Antuan
Montchrestien (1575-1621) in
his book «Treatise of polit-
ical economy» (Traite of
economic politique) intro-
duced the term <«political
economy» (1615). A. Montchr-
estien considered the mer-
chandise to be the source
of well-being and highly ap-
preciated the work of a
merchant. .

In its historical develop-
ment the political economy
as the science, theory and
practice had several stages
conditioned by the evolution-
ary or revolutionery devel-
opment aad arrangement of
production relations, level of
the development of produc-
tive forces characteristic to
the separate country for the
definite method of preduc-
tion and to civilized society
as a whole. «The whole his-
tory of theoretical economys,
Y.A. Peviner writes, - «is
the conflict of different ap-
proaches to the rules of mea-

suring the value of goods and
services»t.

The history of economic
science has in its arsenal the
economic theories of many
scientists whose views were
realized into the life and
played the huge role in eco-
nomic development and so-
ciety organization. It is the
unreal task to consider the
whole complex of elaborat-
ed economic teachings even
within the framework of in-
dependent studying. Never-
theless, in order to under-
stand better the character
of modern economic pracess-
es, especially in tranmsition
economics il is reasonable to
pay atiention to the founda-
ticns of economic theories
and teachings of the most
famous economic schools.

English classical political
economy

The formation of eco-
nomic theory is connected
with the English classical
political economy. Within the
period of its prosperity the
political economy became the
science. It is considered that
economists William Petty
(1623-16870, Adam Smith
(1723-1790), David Ritardo
(1772-1323), Pierre Boisgulle-
bert (1646-1714), F. Quesnaz
(1694-1774, Ann Rober Jack-
ues Turgot (1727-1781) in their
papers founded and devel-
oped the classical political
cconomy, described the pro-
cess of bourgeoise society

1 I Shumpeter «History of economsc anslysiss ip the book «Sources isues on Aistory of patoaal economy
and economic thoughts, Economics, ed 2, M, 1990
2 8 V. Braginsky, Y A. Pevzoer «Political economy: debatable problems ways of resevaticos, Moscow,

“Mysl, 1991 pl6
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origin, and classical political
economy received the high-
est prosperity within this pe-
riod. The political economy
of this period laid down the
foundations of the cost the-
ory. Sir W. Peity is the fa-
ther of the school of classi-
cal political economy.

Unlike A. Montchrestien,
W. Petty considered that the
production sphere was the
source of welfare. He was
the first economist who gave
the birth 1o the labour the-
ory of cost®, gave the defi-
nition of differential rent
and considered that the so-
cicty developed under eco-
nomic laws. The words of
W. Petty: «Labour is the
father of wealth, the land
i1 its mother» are cited in
many economic textbooks.

The main papers of W.
Petty are «Treatise on taxes
and contributions» (1662),
«The political anatomy of
Ireland» (1672), «Political
arithmetic»(1683),, «Quantulu-
mennique CONCErning money»
(1682).

One and a half centu-
ries have passed after ap-
pearance of the term «polit-
ical] economy» and then
another century was required
after which the doctrines of
W.Petty have got the fur-
ther development. The new
independent science appeared
being formed thanks to the
teachings of renowned En-
glish economist and scientist

A. Smith. In his papers «The-
ory of moral feelings»(1750),
«Studying on nature and
reasons of the wealth of peo-
ples»(1776) A. Smith gener-
alized the one century peri-
od of the development of
English classical school of po-
litical economy, developed
and enriched many ideas of
previous ecconomists. The
doctrine of A. Smith is based
on the initial methodologi-
cal premise that ecconomic
laws determine the develop-
ment of the society and act
similarly to the laws of na-
ture. The labour division is
the basis for the creation of
the wealth of peoples and
might of the state. It is ben-
eficial for a man, for the
society and the state to spe-
cialize their economic activ-
ity on a certain marketable
product the production of
which would be perfect af-
ter some . time. .

The contribution of A.
Smith to economic theory
is invaluable. It can be di-
vided conditionally to five
parts:

- theory of the cost and
income distribution;

- capital accumulation;

- essay of Western Eu-
rope economic history;

- critics of mercantilism
and giving opinion on eco-
nomic policy,

- state finance.

A. Smith considered the
egoistic motives and person-

10 get
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al interest to be the basic
principles of the human be-
ingls interest in labour as
they have the «mirror» ef-
fect of influence and in-
crease the wealth of the
nation.

The man offers his ser-
vices because he is striving
benefit. We expect
to get our meals «gor be-
cause of benevolence of
butcher, brewer or baker,
but because of observance by
them of their own ipierests.
We apply not to their buman-
ity, but to their egoism, we
tell them not about our peeds
but about their benefitse.
This conception of A. Smith
15 widely used in the theo-
ry of free market economy.
In his theory of the public
product reproduction A Smith
stated that the cost of the
product is equal to the to-
tal incomes including wag-
es, profit and rent. A. Smith
was for the limited inter-
ference of the state to the
economy and believed that
the «patural harmony» ap-
pears in the economy spon-
tancously, therefore, the
state must not interfere in
production, trade, distribu-
tion. He considered that the
«invisible hand» of market
economy creates and main-
1ains the balanced economic
activity.

The English economist
D. Ricardo successively con-
tinued the labour theory of

* Y. A Pevzner notes that the word «Werts in the papers of Russian scientists of late XIX was transiied a5
«valver, 80d «Wertgescize as the «law of values. Upon 1012 years after October revolution the word ecosts

was applied, whike «valves and «law aof valves were not mentsoned more '

1 & V. Braginsky, YA Pevener «Political economy: debatable problems, ways of rencvations, Mascow, «Mysls,

1991, p29

2 Anthology of economic classics volume 1, p9!
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A. Smith. He worked up the
theoretical foundations of
English classical political eco-
nomics. It is considered that
the scientific activity of D.
Ricardo is the peak of En-
glish classical political econ-
omy, its final stage. D. Ricar-
do considered labour as the
main source of the public
wealth. However, his theo-
ry of labour cost differs
from A.Smithls theory when
he states that labour cost
not involves but is divided
to wages, profit and rent.
His main paper «Elementa-
ry political economy and tax-
ation» published in 1817 con-
sists of three principal parts:

- grounds of economic
theory {(cost and income),

- theory and practice of
taxation;

- views on a number of

‘parlicular problems and anal-

ysis of conceptions devel-
oped earlier by A. Smith,
Thomas Robert Malthus
(1766-1834), Jean Batiste
S5ay(1767-1832).

D. Ricardo considered po-
litical economy as the sci-
ence on guantitative and
qualitative economic rela-
tions of people belonging to
certain groups of population.
By his opinion, examination
of the laws of national in-
come distribution through the
wages is the task of politi-
cal economy. In the theory
of money he revealed the
mechanism of money circe-
fation interconnected with
its quantitative component.
For the purposes of the
national economy develop-
ment D. Ricardo theoreti-
cally justified the propor-

ALTYN ASYRYN
YKDYSADYYET]
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tion of gold standard in Marxist politics!
combination with banknotes ecogomy

circulation. D. Ricardo con-
tributed to the economic
theory of foreign trade,
world market and foreign
exchange mechanism. D.
Ricardo considered that the
capitalist received profit for
account of unpaid labour of
a worker. He stated the
theory of public product dis-
tribution in consideration of
antagonistic class interests of
different groups of popula-
tion and on this basis made
up the law of reverse pro-
portion dependence between
wage of workers and profit
of capitalists.

D. Ricardo was the de-
fender of economic liberal-
ism and believed that the
optimal functioning is
reached without state inter-
ference. The views of D.
Ricardo concerning the pub-
lic debt are very interest-
ing. He believed that pot
only the service of debt and
debt repayment make up
the burden. The public debt
is especially burdensome in
situation of fimancing shori-
age when the private sav-
ings reduce and capital fiows
out of the country.

Up 10 the middle of the
XIX century the English
political economy dominat-
ed in economic theory, and
political economy was con-
sidered as the science study-
ing the regularities of func-
tioning and development of
ecopomic relations between
people occurring in the pro-
cess of production, distri-
bution, exchange and ap-
plication of material good.

Commencing from mid-
X1X century, in political
cconomy the new stage ap-
pcared under the name
«marxist» in relation to the
economic theoretical studies
undertaken by Kari Marx
and Fridrikh Engels

In 1844 KMarx and F.
Engels attempted for the
first time to formulate the
main provision of their eco-
nomic theory. K. Marx ac-
cepted the methodological
reference of A. Smith and
D. Ricardo on labor cost of
commodity, the consumer
and exchange cost of this
commodity as the starting
point of examination. Ini-
tially, the political economy
of K. Marx and F. Engels
stated only on production
relations in conditions of cap-

.talistic way. of production

and it was the parrow spec-
trum of this theory. Later,
it became the class science
and got the name of marx-
ist political economy. Marx-
ism was not the only theo-
ry in the second hsalf of
the XIX century., We will
touch this issee further in
this text.

However, the theory of
K. Marx acquired many suc-
cessors because economic and
also the sociophylosophical
ideas were reflected in it
The main research paper of
K. Marx «Kapital» consists
of 4 volumes and it is the
basic source of marxist the-
ory. «The capitalistic produc-
tion and correspoadiog to it
production and exchange re-
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lations are the subject of my
examination in this paper»'
- K. Marx wrote. The first
volume was issued in 1885,
during the life of K. Marx.
His friend and companion
F. Engels issued the rest vol-
umes. In «Kapital» K. Marx
examines the economic struc-
ture of the society, the law
of its development, proves
inevitability of the replace-
ment of capitalism by the
higher social formation.

The English classical po-
litical economy studies the
processes of economic devel-
opment without class ap-
proach and considers the
transition from cost to capi-
tal as a simple gquantitative
movement. In «Kapital» this
process is considered as the
qualitative upswing and the
class antagonism becomes the
red thread of the whole re-
scarch paper and it is its
essense.

K. Marx begins his ex-
amination from the commod-
ity analvsis as it is, accord-
ing to his statement, the
economic cell of the society.
By explaining the factors of
the commodity quality - cost
and consumer cost, K. Marx
makes a conclusion on the
dual character of the labour
contributed to the commodi-
ty. This finding, on opinion
of K. Marx, is the basis for
understanding of all the pro-
cesses in economic science.
While studying the nature
of money, K. Marx, in con-
trast to A. Smith, finds out
that money is not technical
item, but it is the commod-

ity of overall equivalent
character.

Having completed the ex-
amination of capitalistic way
of production K. Marx makes
a conclusion on inevitable cu-
mulation of contradictions
and crises in the scciety that
lead 10 the class struggle of
proletarians and bourgeoisis
and only the socialistic rev-
olution may settle them. This
is how K.Marx describes this
inevitability: «Monopoly of
capital becomes the chain of
that way of production that
has grown ar its time and
under it. Centralization of the
means of production and so-
cialization of labor reach the
point when they become in-
compatible with their capital-
istic cover. It bursts out. The
time of capitalistic private
ownership comes. Expropri-
ators are expropriaieds,

The political economy
in theoretical research works
of K. Marx and F, Engels
is not considered as the sep-
arate subject of science, al-
though the economic theory
of surplus value was the
discovery. In mutual connec-
tion with materialistic de-
velopment of the history this
cost theory is laid down 10
the basis of class approach
and switched to the sphere
of public life. K. Marx con-
sidered also that in the pro-
cess of production the work-
er creates larger cost sum
that he gets for his labour.
The worker gets amount that
will serve for reproduction

of his labour force, while"

his unpaid labour serves for

¢reation and augmentation
of capital. In capirtalistic so-
ciety it leads to occurrence
of contradictions and pro-

tests for rehabilitation of
justice.
In the marxist under-

standing, in a broad sense
aof the word the political
economy should be consid-
ered together with philoso-
phy and ideology, it is philo-
sophical science that can not
be considered as a sum of
private studyings of politi-
cal economies of the certain
periods of public productions
because the private political
economies do not exist. It
means that political econo-
my is the part of the marx-
ist comprehensive world sci-
ence theory able to give
answers 10 all the questions
of economic development and
also questions concerning the
development of nature, soci-
ety, thought Due to inter-
pretations of this theory all
the processes of public de-
velopment happen in accor-
dance with laws of objec-
tive character being beyond
the peoplels consciousness and
will.

The fundamental signifi-
cance of economic theory,
like in whole marxist politi-
cal economy and all marxist
theory was that the struc-
wre of society is the basis
above which there is the su-
perstructure. If the basis and
superstructure are open po-
litical categories, the inter-
relations of productive forc-
es and production relations
are of implicit character.

1 K Marx and F. Engels 2nd Edition of Collected Works volume 23 p6
2 K Marx and F. Engels 2nd Editian of Collected Works, volume 23 p772.773
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Political economy of
socialism

Political economy of so-
cialism is considered as the
component of integral eco-
nomics in the structure of
marxist political economy. V.
Lenin developed further the
grounds of the marxist polit-
ical economy in consideration
of inequilibrium of the de-
velopment of capitalistic so-
ciety. On the basis of eco-
nomic theory of K. Marx and
F. Engels in the beginming
of XX century therc were
laid the grounds of political
economy of socialism, but in
1920, in particular conditions
the economic theory was de-
veloped. V. Lenin said the
political economy was the sci-
ence of political party, in his

A cconomical papers he gave

S
3
S

the essential place to the ratio
of economics and politics, put-
ting the political. methods to
the first place. He believed
that the wpolitics» is the con-
centrated expression of econ-
omy, its generalization and
completion, therefore, it
should be considered in its
structural unity with capital-
istic and other ways of pro-
duction».

The transition period
from capitalism to socialism
was considered by him as
the «struggle betweea the
passing away capitelism and
emerging communism»'.

V. 1. Lenin made a sig-
nificant contribution to the
pelitical economy of social-
ism when he developed and
organized the practical real-
ization of state structure with

its role to create the social-
istic economy by administra-
tive methods within the pe-
riod of 1iransition from
capitalism to socialism.

He laid down the basis
of plan making and planned
economy.

K. Marx, F. Engels and
later V. Lenin completed the
economic teachings based on
labour theory of the cost
The main reason of extreme-
ly cautious acceptance of the
marxist economic theory by
the society was the phylo-
sophical class essence of their
teaching calling on to the
violent measures in the fight
for social justice.

Further, after V. Lenin,
the political economy of so-
cialism turned to be the «col-
lective sciences and devel-
oped on the basis of program
directions of communistic
movement. In its foundation
the political economy of so-
cialism is the economic the-
ory of formation, develop-
ment and functioning of
socialistic way of production.

J. Keynes considered that
the labour theory of cost
and, consequently, based on
it the teaching of the marx-
ist political economy, became
the calasirophe for econom-
ic theory.

While the countries of
the socialistic system followed
the K. Marx and V. Lenin
political economies in their
economic programs, in the
market economies the neo-
classical school was develop-
ing.

Thus, the political econo-
my founded by W. Petty on

V. I Lenin, Collected Works, v. 39, p271

the basis of theory of labour
cost existed in towl for 300
years. However, as it is
known, the practice, includ-
ing the ecobnomic pracuce,
is the criterion of truth. Ten-
fifteen years ago the politi-
cal economy of socialism was
still aspiring to the broadest
representation in economic
theory. The countries having
socialistic way of production
were the main recipients of
it. However, with the col-
lapse of the socialistic sys-
tem in the beginning of 1990s
this as the foundation of eco-
nomic theory and economic
relations lost its independence.
The political economy in its
finalizing stage - socialism -
appeared to be untenable and
the time proved it

Economics: methodology
apd maip theoretical
provisions

In the history of economic
doctrines and in development
of economic theory there was
the wide spread of the off-
shoots from the English clas-
sical political economy. Rep-
resentatives of this doctrine
appeared in the end of the
XIX century not as a coun-
terbalance of marxist class
and philosophical «political
economy» of capilalism and
socialism, as it is sccepred to
consider, tut as the indepen-
dent direction of separate
scientific economic thought
that got the name of neo-
classic thought In this con-
nection the famous Rustian
economist L.D. Kondratyev,
in his article dedicated to

e v m———— e =
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M.l Tugan-Baranovsky writes:
«However, it Is pecessary o
note that in the area of eco-
nomic phylosophy, iogether
with marxisn there appears
the bright theory of marginal
utility developed in 1970s by
Menger, Jevons and Valras
almost at the same tme»'.

The English classical po-
litical economy investigated
processes of economic devel-
opment ONn mMAacroeconomic
ievel, the neoclassic economy
- on microeconomic level.

Having revised the labor
theory of the cost, the rep-
resentatives of neoclassic the-
ory began to consider the
political economy as the sub-
ject of pure economic sci-
ence Of €CONOMICS in gener-
al, irrespective of a structure
and form of social organiZa-
tion. For the investigation they
took not the social groups
and classes, as it was in po-

_litical economy, but separate
«economic man» {homo eco-
nomicys), that appeared in
various manifestations of his
asture: selier of labour force,
entrepreneur and consumer.
The «economic¢ man» - «homo
economicus», according 10 neo-
classic economic theory always
strives to the maximal profit
and to minimal costs.

The new neoclassic direc-
tion in economic theory, that
considered individualism as the
basic principle of economics,
formed such economic schools
as Austrian economic school,
German historic school, Ang-
lo-American neoclassic school

and others the theoretica!
grounds of which played the
positive roles in the econom-
ic development of their coun-
tries.

S. V. Braginsky notes «/n
the last third of the previous
century the revolutionary
changes happened in the the-
ory of cost. Letls mention the
names of the well-known
economists who made this rev-
olution. They sre Englishmen
W.S. Jeivons and Alfred Mar-
shall, the Asustrian men Karl
Menger, Fridrich von Vizer
and Yevgeny von Byom
Baverk, the Swiss man Leon
Valraz, the American John
Beitz Klark, the Sweden man
Kurt Viksel Just with their
names the principafly new
approach to the issue of cost
is connected which is the anal-
ysis of «marginal utilitys*. Fol-
lowing this authoritative
statement we aiso will con-
sider the develcpinent of the
grounds of economic theory
and economic docirines.

The theory of marginal
usefulness was formed with-
in the neoclassic direction. But,
before speaking about the
development of neoclassic di-
rection in economic theory,
it should be noted that Ger-
man economist G Gossen
{1810-1858) was the founder
of the theory of marginal
usefulness on which neoclas-
sical economic theory began
to form. In 1854 he pub-
lished the paper «Develop-
ment of the social exchange
laws and human activily

ruless by which he the first
formulated the laws of ra-
tional consumption and psy-
chological assessment of ben-
efits. G. Gossen evaluates the
usefulness of benefits in con-
sideration of their necessity.
If the volume of benefits is

larger that it is necessary,

their value reduces with ¢v-
ery new unit of benefits or
goods until it reaches full
satiation and comes {0 zero.
G. Gossen formulated two laws
called later after his name:
the law of diminishing utili-
ty (the lst law) and the law
of marginal utilities of vari-
cus benefits (the second law)
The theory of marginai utii-
ity has larger sense and mean-
ing for the development of
economic science within the
period of 1870-1880es that in
the history of economic sci-
ences is called the period of
marginalistic revolution. In the
meantime, the economic prob-
lems study begins to shift
within this period from mac-
roeconomic level o the mi-
croeconomic one. The theory
of marginal utility concerned
the subjective opinion «homo
economicus» and the economic
value of commodity in con-
sideration of its usefulness
in conditions of excessive pro-
duction, comptetition, crisis
and scantiness of resources
Further, the theory of mar-
ginal utility formed 10 the
independent school of neo-
classic direction

To be continued.

I Kondratyev, Tugan-Baranovsky «Sources matiers of the hisiory of ecosomy and ecoaomicss, Edition 2

Economics, Mascow, 1990 p284

2 & V. Braginsky, YA Pevzoer <Political economy: debatable problems, ways of repevations, Mascow,

'Mysfi'. 199!, p_f] .



