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The main aim of post-Soviet agrarian reforms was to replace Soviet collective farms with much
smaller family-based structures characteristic of agricultural production in the West. The rationale
for the reforms was based on the belief in the superiority of private over public ownership of
businesses, and that the downsizing of Russian farms would make them more efficient. However,

twenty years later Russian agricultural production is dominated by large corporate agricultural
businesses, which incorporate in their structure dozens of former collective farms. Why have
the market reforms resulted in the rise of agroholdings, and are agroholdings here to stay? This
paper addresses these questions by putting the development of Russian agroholdings into the
wider context of the increase in farm sizes worldwide, and by presenting evidence from two case
studies, both located in the Black Earth region, and by focusing on their economies of scale and
scope. We conclude that these businesses currently incur significant diseconomies of scale but
which are compensated for by economies of scope. We find that the most serious diseconomies of
scale are related to labour management and that the technological solutions to these problems
favoured by agroholdings risk aggravating the already acute problem of rural unemployment.

The future development of business-related institutions and markets will directly affect economies
of scope and therefore influence the life-span of very large farms.

' We would like to thank Olga Fadeeva from the Department of Social Problems, Institute of Economics and Industrial

Engineering, Novosibirsk, for her assistance in the fieldwork for this research, and the employees of the two case study
farms for their time and contributions.
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Introduction: aims and results of Russian agrarian reforms

Prior to the market reforms of agriculture there were two major agricultural production
sectors in Russia: large collective farms (kolkhoz, sovkhoz) and individual household
plots (lichnoe podsobnoe khozyastvo). Collective farms were deemed inherently
inefficient because of their organisational form and size. Both organisational forms—
whether a production cooperative or a state enterprise—suffered from moral hazard,
shirking and free-riding. The size—8,500 ha of farmland and 420 employees on
average in 1980s>—was considered too large to be efficiently manageable under market
conditions [Lerman 2001, p. 10]. Following the reforms most collective farms changed
their legal status (some more than once) into one of the new legal forms permitted by the
reforms: state enterprises, municipal enterprises, joint stock companies, limited liability
companies, commandite societies, and agricultural production cooperatives [Uzun,
Saraikin, Gataulina, Shagaida, Yanbykh, Mary, Gomez y Paloma 2014]. Hereafter we
will call this sector “corporate farms”.

The reforms introduced a third category of farm, the Peasant (Farmer) Operator
(krestyanskoe (fermerskoe) khozyastvo). This category is close to the family farm as it
is understood in the West, and for that reason we will call these “family farms” rather
than “peasant farms™. It was this third sector that the policy makers hoped would be
increasingly responsible for producing agricultural output, taking agricultural resources
primarily from corporate farms. However, the sector was slow to establish itself,
handicapped by the harsh macro-economic climate at the time, by the uncertainties
surrounding the switch from a centrally planned economy to a market economy, and
by the way the assets of collective farms were distributed. Indeed, only 5% of rural
residents withdrew shares to set up their own farm businesses, the majority preferred to
leave their shares with the corporate farm and carry on with their own household plots
[Uzun, Saraikin, Gataulina, Shagaida, Yanbykh, Mary, Gomez y Paloma 2014, p. 47].

The gross share of agricultural output from these three sectors between 1990 and
2012 is shown in Table 1. Family farms produced only 3.2% of all agricultural output in
2000, although this share continued to grow and by 2012 reached 8.9%.

The most recent data available on farm structures is for 2006. Table 2 is based
on [Uzun 2010]. Uzun calculated standardised revenue from one item of livestock
and one hectare of land and used these standards to estimate the value of agricultural
production of each agricultural producer (hereafter unit) in the 2006 census. The census
units were grouped according to the size of their standardised revenue (SR), taking an
annual revenue of 30,000 roubles as the threshold for a commercial farm (tovarnoe
khozyastvo). Across the Russian Federation only about 11% of registered units produced
sufficient output to be classified as any kind of commercial farm, the remaining 89%

2 Fomin gives smaller figures, according to him, the average size of collective enterprises was 40005000 ha of land and
200-300 employees with some regional variations [Fomin 2013, p. 92].

3 As Russian statisticians group peasant (farmer) operators with individual entrepreneurs (individualny predprini-
matel), the category “family farms” in this paper also includes the later.
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were subsistence producers (at best). Within this 11% the bulk of the production took
place on large (SR 3 million to 30 million roubles) and very large (SR over 30 million
roubles) commercial farms. Furthermore, very large commercial farms (i.e. with an
estimated value of production over 30 million roubles), 98% of which were corporate
farms and only 2% family farms, amounted to a mere 0.01% of the total number of the
census units, but managed 37% of sown land, 25.4% of all cattle, 39.5% of all pigs and
60.9% of all poultry.

Table 1. Gross agricultural production by type of farm (in current prices, % of total output)

1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2011 2012

All farms 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
including:
Corporate farms 73,7 50,2 452 44,6 44,5 472 47,9
Household plots 263 | 479 | 516 | 493 | 483 | 438 | 432
ggt“r“eigefj;nrss][lm' il 0 1,9 32 6.1 72 9,0 8,9

Source: [Goskomstat 2013].

These data show a far greater concentration of agricultural production than is evident
from the output figures reported in 7able 1. Another census result, highlighted in [Uzun
2010], is that 299,000 registered agricultural producers produced no output whatsoever.
These farms existed only on paper but controlled 38.2 million ha of farmland, suggesting
great scope for further restructuring of the agricultural sector.

Among large-scale corporate farms, which now evidently dominate agricultural
production in Russia, agroholdings are of particular interest because they are a direct
product of the market reforms. Increasingly present since the late 1990s, agroholdings
are characterised by their exceptionally large size, the dominance of non-agricultural
investors, and a vertically and/or horizontally integrated business structure. Official
Russian statistics do not provide separate information about their number, structure,
or output, the only comprehensive quantitative analysis of their contribution into
agricultural production is found in [Uzun (2) 2012]. He shows that by 2006 agroholdings
had already encompassed 21% of all large and middle-size corporate farms and were
producing 26.5% of marketed agricultural output [Uzun (2) 2012, p. 136]. The largest
hundred agroholdings in Russia farmed in excess of 5 million ha of farmland, managing
an average of at least 100,000 ha each [Uzun (2) 2012, p. 139].

Agroholdings differ significantly in their profitability. In 2006 farms belonging
to agroholdings established by foreign individuals or foreign companies reported
a profitability of 26% (profit as percentage of costs), which was more than twice the
average for all large and average size corporate farms in Russia; farms controlled
by Russian private (non-government) agroholdings reported 14.4% profitability,
while farms of government-owned agroholdings averaged minus 4%, and farms of
municipal agroholdings reported profitability of minus 12.5% [Uzun (2) 2012, p. 137].
The wide gap between private and state agroholdings is probably due to a difference
in priorities, with business investors seeking a return on capital and local authorities
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promoting agroholdings as a way to continue production from the assets of heavily
indebted corporate farms and as a way to maintain rural employment [Rylko, Jolly 2005;
Hockmann, Bokusheva, Bezlepkina 2007; Fadeeva 2009].

Table 2. Structure of agricultural production (as estimated by Uzun (2010) based on 2006
census of Agricultural Producers)

Total % in th'e % in th_e % in th.e % in th.e % in th.e
number group with group with group with group with group with
(000) SR <30k SR 30k-300k SR 300k-3m SR 3m-30m SR >30m
RUB RUB RUB RUB RUB
All farms 36944.3 89.2 10.5 0.2 0.1 0.013
Corporate farms 59.2 21.97 15.0 28.0 27.3 7.9
Family farms 285.1 62.3 21.1 14.8 1.8 0.03
Household plots (1) 22800 83.22 16.59 0.13 0 0
Household plots (2) 13800 99.8 0.07 0 0 0
Land, ha 450660 10.6 3.8 19.0 36.5 30.0
Sown area, ha 74766 2.7 33 12.6 44.7 36.8
gg&f‘s 43647 02 23 143 454 37.7
Industrial crops 8812 0.1 2.5 17.4 43.0 37.0
Potatoes 2120 59.7 29.5 3.0 43 35
Vegetables 743 47.4 23.1 10.5 10.1 8.9
Fodder 19444 1.3 22 7.8 49.4 39.2
Livestock
Cattle 23509 5.3 41.0 5.4 22.9 254
Pigs 17094 8.2 39.8 4.9 7.6 39.5
Sheep and goats 22478 11.7 40.6 26.8 12.6 8.4
Poultry 391258 15.3 21.2 0.7 1.9 60.9

Household plots (1) — individual household plots. Household plots (2) — household plots in non-
commercial associations (dachas, summer cottages etc.).

More than 20 years after the start of the market reforms in Russia it is natural to
ask why they have produced such surprising results. The concentration of production
and resources among relatively few massive farms is clearly not what the reformers
envisaged, nor is the ownership structure described above. The reformers believed that,
after privatisation of the assets of collective farms, a family-based private farming sector
would rapidly develop, but instead agricultural production is dominated by very large
corporate farm businesses which have incorporated many former collective farms into
their structure. Why, despite the conventional wisdom that family farms suit agriculture
best under market conditions, have agroholdings succeeded in Russia?

The answers suggested in literature include: (1) the cultural determinants of
behaviour, formed during tsarist and communist times, which inhibit individualisation
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in agriculture [Koester 2005; Petrick 2007]; (2) a bias towards integration induced
by local authorities [Hockmann, Bokusheva, Bezlepkina 2007]; and (3) land grabbing
[Visser, Mamonova, Spoor 2012]. To address this question we, firstly, place Russian
agroholdings into a wider context—the rise of large farms worldwide (section 2).
In section 3 we examine two counteracting economic forces which underpin the observed
trends towards larger farms. In section 4 we present evidence from two case studies
of agroholdings in Russia, focusing on their strengths and weaknesses. The conclusion
considers the future of agroholdings in Russia.

The global push for large-scale farms

Russia is not unique with regard to the development of agroholdings. Historically, large
operations were dominant in plantation crops, but for most temperate crops the backbone
of agricultural production were relatively small family-owned farms. However, a review of
recent evidence on the rise of large farms across the globe by Deininger and Byerlee shows
that over the last two decades many land abundant countries have seen growing investment
in large-scale farming based on a non-family corporate model, a trend often accompanied
by a growing concentration of land ownership. Typically, large operational units of
10,000 ha or more are horizontally integrated into corporations which control hundreds
of thousands of hectares, vertical integration involving shared processing, marketing, and
export logistics is also common. The recent interest of institutional investors in agriculture,
in response to the 2007-2008 global food crisis, has reinforced this trend. The authors
stress that the environmental, social and productivity impacts of large-scale farming vary
widely from country to country [Deininger, Byerlee 2011, pp. 701-702].

In Eastern Europe and Central Asia the outcomes of the transition from the
soviet system to new agrarian structures have been determined by countries’ factor
endowment, institutional structure, infrastructure, the share of agriculture in the overall
labour force, and the ways the reforms were implemented. In land abundant countries
where collective farms were divided into small plots allocated to members, the plots
were quickly rented back by companies with access to finance and machinery, and as
a result, capital-intensive corporate farming is now dominant. In Russia, Ukraine and
Kazakhstan—the region’s most land abundant countries—the level of concentration
is the highest. In Russia the 30 largest holdings farm 6.7 million ha or 5.5% of the
cultivated area, in Ukraine the largest 40 control 4.5 million ha or 13.6% of the
cultivated area [Deininger, Byerlee 2011, p. 703].

Structural changes in the USA

At present, most large operations occur in land abundant regions* and there is little
evidence of significant recent changes in farm structures in land scarce countries
[Deininger, Byerlee 2011, p. 702]. However, a recent report on farm businesses in USA

4 Namely, Latin America, Eastern Europe and Central Asia, Southeast Asia, Sub-Saharan Africa.
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shows a clear trend towards larger farms. The USA is a land abundant country, but unlike
the countries considered by Deininger and Byerlee, it has a highly developed market
economy, which makes it an interesting case for comparison.

MacDonald, Korb, Hoppe® reported the size of arable farms in the USA doubled
between 1982 and 2007. As recently as the early 1980s most cropland was operated by
farms of less than 600 acres (242 ha), today most cropland is on farms with at least 1,100
acres (442 ha) and many are 5 and 10 times that size. These larger farms now dominate
crop production [MacDonald, Korb, Hoppe 2013, p. 1]. Changes in the size of livestock
enterprises were even greater. In 1987 the midpoint® dairy herd size was 80 cows, by
2007 it had increased to 570. The midpoint of pig farms increased from 1,200 to 30,000
over the same period [MacDonald, Korb, Hoppe 2013, p. 15]. Interestingly, the number
of small farms’ has also increased since 2000. This reverse in the long-term steady
decline in their numbers is due to recent agricultural support programmes and increasing
demand for locally grown food. However, many small farms are managed and staffed on
a part-time basis, allowing owners of the business to support farm income with off-farm
employment, pensions and savings. As such, they reflect a deliberate lifestyle choice.
The net result of these changes is a “hollowing out” of the middle size farms.

These long-term shifts in farm size have been accompanied by a move towards
greater specialization. Beginning with the separation of livestock from crop farming
in the latter half of the 20™ century, the consolidation of production has accelerated. In
2007 22% of crop production occurred on farms that grew only a single crop and another
30% on farms with two crops. Only 11% occurred on farms with five or more crops
[MacDonald, Korb, Hoppe 2013, Table 13, p. 34]. This concentration was particularly
clear in corn and soybean production, 40% of which was on farms with only two crops
[MacDonald, Korb, Hoppe 2013, p. 34 ].

A key driver of these structural changes has been new technologies, in particular,
labour saving innovations, bigger and faster capital equipment, improved information
technology, chemical herbicides, seed genetics, and changing tillage techniques.
Replacing labour with machines eases managerial supervisory constraints, allowing
fewer farmers to manage more hectares of land. The pattern of agricultural employment
has also been affected. Increased specialisation amplified seasonal fluctuations in demand
for labour. Whilst demand for labour has increased during peak periods, for longer
periods there is insufficient work to justify employing full-time workers. Consequently,
full-time employment on farms has fallen, being replaced by a larger part-time (often
self-employed) workforce, contracted to work during peak periods.

These increases in size and specialization mean that farms have become riskier
businesses. Their massive projects and invested assets are exposed to adverse movements
in commodity prices, unpredictable weather, and diseases. Although large corporations are
better equipped to handle technical challenges, they have increasingly turned to production

3 MacDonald, Korb, Hoppe used the Census of Agriculture and confidential farm-level data to generate measures of

consolidation and changes in farm size for the US between 1982 and 2007.

Midpoint acreage/dairy herd size is defined as the point at the farm size/herd distribution graph at which half the
cropland acres/dairy cows are on farms with more cropland/cows that the midpoint and half on farms with less. It is an
especially useful measure for size distributions that are highly skewed.

7 Defined as “place that produces or which could normally produce $1,000 worth of agricultural commodities in a year”.
The reported increase in their numbers also reflects a statistical phenomenon. The value of agricultural commodities sold
has not been adjusted for inflation. If it had been, the value would have increased to $2,720/year (172% increase in Pro-
ducer Price Index between 1974 and 2011) [MacDonald, Korb, Hoppe 2013, p. 6].
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and marketing contracts to help manage the price and marketing risk. In USA, contracts,
which are predominately used by larger farms, covered 32% of crop production in 2011,
compared with 23% in the mid-1990s [MacDonald, Korb, Hoppe 2013, p. ii].

Farming is a heavily regulated sector, and government policies are likely to affect
farm structure. American commodity support programmes and direct, area-related,
payment schemes favour larger farms, and their crop insurance schemes favour increasing
specialisation, though as MacDonald, Korb, and Hoppe warn, the effects occur through
multiple channels and can be difficult to analyse.

MacDonald, Korb, and Hoppe conclude that as larger crop farms and larger
livestock farms realize better financial returns by making more intensive use of their
labour and capital, this “trend is likely to continue” [MacDonald, Korb, Hoppe 2013,
p. i]. Despite the increased specialisation of production and the increase in farm size,
the ownership structure of the US farming sector has not changed. In 2011, 96% of
USA crop farms were owned by families® and accounted for 87% of the value of crop
production [MacDonald, Korb, Hoppe 2013, p. 47]. However, the very largest crop and
livestock farms are not now owned and operated by families [MacDonald, Korb, Hoppe
2013, p. 46]. In the next section we will look in more detail at the economic forces which
come into play in very large farm businesses.

Economies of scale and economies
of scope—the driving forces towards larger farms

As farms grow, they gain internal economies of scale, that is, they benefit from a fall in the
unit cost of production as output increases. However, a peculiarity of farming is that beyond
a certain size internal economies of scale cease and turn into diseconomies. This is due to
the high internal transaction costs associated with maintaining managerial control, which
is vital, given the importance of many on-the-spot decisions when the working environment
is directly exposed to the elements [Allen, Lueck 1998]. Whilst internal diseconomies of
scale for agricultural businesses are believed to start at a relatively modest size, external
economies of scale might continue to grow with size. For example, a farm business may be
able to gain a dominant position in production of a specific commodity. The balance between
internal and external economies of scale is likely to be different for each farm business.

Large businesses may also benefit from economies of scope’. Like economies of
scale, economies of scope refer to the lowering of average unit costs. These occur when:
(i) opportunities exist for cross-selling products, (ii) when inputs of one enterprise can
be used in other enterprises (e.g. managerial skills, technical know-how and equipment);
(iii) inputs are used at different times of the year; and (iv) outputs of one enterprise are
inputs to another enterprise. The fact that very few land-based farms have traditionally
focused exclusively on one enterprise strongly suggests that economies of scope exist
in agriculture [Schmitt 1991].

8 F amily farms are defined as “one in which the principal operator, and people related to the principal operator by blood

or marriage, own more than half of the farm business”. The definition of non-family owned farms is “those operated by
cooperatives, by hired managers on behalf of non-operator owners, by large corporations with diverse ownership and any
small groups of unrelated people”, a definition which has not changed since 1996 [MacDonald, Korb, Hoppe 2013, p. 47].

9 . . . . .
These are sometimes referred to as economies of diversification.
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Where there are “missing” markets and/or “incomplete” markets, and when there
are doubts about the reliability of the enforcement of contract law, economies of scope
can occur through the transfer of produce between different parts of the same business.
Ownership of production removes the need to rely on open market transactions and
market regulators. Economies of scope are therefore sensitive to societal factors, i.e.
(1) institutions which govern the country’s business environment (such ones enforcing
contract law and protecting property rights), (ii) access to investment and working capital,
(iii) publically funded research and development, and (iv) sector specific policies.

When economies of scope are present they can make the further expansion of the
business economically viable and sensible, even though diseconomies of scale increase.
However, diseconomies of scope can also occur. For example, expansion involving too many
separate products may reduce a company’s focus on their most profitable product lines.

The recent increase in specialisation in the USA suggests these farm businesses are
no longer benefiting from economies of scope [Chavas, Kim 2010].

Deininger and Byerlee conclude that technological advances which reduce
diseconomies of scale have been a key generic factor in the increase of the farm size.
A shortage of labour in frontier areas and a greater emphasis on an integrated supply
chain and the certification of produce have been other important drivers. However, in
many regions large farms have emerged also in response to policies, poorly protected
property rights, and market failures related to the availability of infrastructure and
technology. The ability of large companies to integrate operational units horizontally
or vertically has proved to be an important advantage. For example, the integration of
livestock production with grain and oilseed production in Russia and Ukraine assured
feed supplies; some of the largest agroholdings in Argentina are vertically integrated
with processors or input suppliers. Vertical integration also allows companies to fill gaps
in public services: in Brazil and Ukraine a number of large companies constructed their
own port terminals to shield themselves from the limitations of public facilities. In some
countries research and development are mostly carried out by private companies. The
ability to access foreign capital and the possibility of issuing equity on stock markets
have also been essential, especially where local financial markets are badly distorted.
Thus in Argentina loans from abroad cost only half the rate that local banks demanded
from farmers. Large companies have also been able to exercise superior bargaining
power as markets for agricultural inputs and outputs are often highly concentrated: in
Argentina large companies are reported to be able to reduce input prices and increase
output prices by 10-20%. The dispersal of operations across different geographical areas
is another advantage. It allows large companies to self-insure against weather risks,
which is particularly important as even in developed countries markets for agricultural
insurance are often incomplete [Deininger, Byerlee 2011, pp. 707-708].

This overview shows the complexity of the driving forces behind the rise of large
farms worldwide. Some of the drivers are generic, some are country-specific. As farms
increase in size they may be disadvantaged by diseconomies of scale but favoured by
increased economies of scope. These countervailing forces are related to economic,
political, legal, and market structures. Next section examines factors behind the
development of large farm businesses in Russia by looking at growth, performance, and
problems of two agroholdings in the Black Earth region' of the country.

10" Black Earth region (Chernozemie) in central Russia encompasses Voronezh, Lipetsk, Belgorod, Tambov, Oryol, and
Kursk oblasts.
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Case study evidence

Research methodology

We chose to use case study methodology to investigate the development of Russian
agroholdings because this approach can reveal the detailed information required to assess
the trade-offs between economies and diseconomies of scale and scope. Two cases were
chosen from the same geographical area to reduce the influence of different climates,
employee skill base and availability, and local political priorities on strategic business
decisions. Both were informed about the aims of the research and readily agreed to
participate.

Interviews were conducted using a semi-structured questionnaire regarding (i)
business structure and legal status, (ii) business size, growth and development, (iii)
markets for key products and marketing, (iv) managing large farms, (v) factor (input)
markets, and (vi) environmental issues. This allowed similar information to be recorded
in each case while giving interviewees plenty of opportunity to raise issues they believed
to be particularly important to their own business. Case studies provide comparable but
tailored information which reveals the similar and different priorities and driving forces
which underpin each case’s growth and development.

Two cases were selected and visited in summer 2013. Both are publically quoted,
largely foreign-owned agroholdings, located in the Black Earth region of Russia. Both
are large even by Russian standards. Therefore these businesses (referred to as X and Z
to preserve confidentiality) are representative of the most profitable farm businesses in
the Russian agrarian sector.

Interviews were conducted with the CEO of Z and several farm managers during
visits to their farms and a grain store. We interviewed X’s Chief Financial Officer, and
attended a lecture given by its Managing Director. We visited one of X’s farms and
talked to senior agronomist and livestock specialists. The information obtained from
these interviews was supported by later research, including a study of each company’s
press releases and annual reports.

Growth, performance and plans of Case X

X started in 1994 as an agricultural machinery supplier, expanding into agriculture as
a producer of grain seeds in 2002. As the business grew it moved into milk production
“almost by accident”, and from there to beef breeding and rearing. By 2013, X controlled
182,530 ha in Voronezh, Kursk, Kaluga, Orenburg, Tyumen, and Novosibirsk oblasts,
employing about 3,000 people. It had approximately 41,180 head of cattle, including
16,885 forage-fed dairy cows, and produced 345 t of milk daily.

The company is quoted on a foreign stock exchange, and its Managing Director is
also a major equity holder. It has a complex structure including 24 subsidiary companies,
with land owned by subsidiaries of subsidiaries of the parent company. For management
purposes the company is divided into six regional branches (one for each oblast), headed
by a regional director who is supported by livestock and crop production specialists.
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At the time of our visit milk yields were 4,500—10,000 kg/cow, the lower end
of the range representing yields at dairy farms which X had only recently taken over.
For comparison, the average milk yield in Voronezh oblast in 2012 was 4713 kg/cow
[Voronezh statistical year-book 2013, p. 169]. Even with these yields X acknowledged
that milk production would not be profitable without the existing array of government
support programmes for livestock and dairy enterprises. Without taking into account
subsidies, their costs for milk production at modern diary facilities (1700 forage-fed
cows) were reported to be 45.75 cents/kg of sold milk, while the milk price stood at
43.50 cent/kg. With subsidies, their costs were 34.75 cent/kg, meaning an 8.75 cent
profit rather than a 2.25 cent loss per kg of sold milk. This has allowed X to consistently
report annual trading profits.

Despite its large size X was planning further expansion. Following the same pattern
as before, it intended to take on more land, increase the number of livestock, and build
new dairy units, to house and milk between 2,200 and 2,800 cows each. However, they
also intended to divide their land in Voronezh oblast into three self-contained farms,
which would require investment in grain handling facilities at two new sites. Dividing
the farm into smaller units would reduce diseconomies of scale as operational control
and management becomes easier. This suggests the managerial problems encountered
at the current size are substantial''. X’s Managing Director believes that the maximum
viable farm size is 60—70,000 ha, although he is revising his view in the light of the
potential contribution of precision farming and GIS technology to the management
and control of field and off-field vehicles. Looking further ahead X remains committed
to livestock and dairy production. This strategy is based on the Russian government’s
commitment to produce 90.2% of milk and milk products domestically by 2020
[FAO 2014, p. 4]. The company’s recent investment in milk processing, albeit on a
relatively small scale, may be an initial step to becoming a more vertically integrated
business in future.

Growth, performance and plans of Case Z

Z was founded in 2005 by two family-backed investment trusts with the initial aim of
purchasing agricultural assets. It was floated on a foreign stock exchange in 2007. Z also
has a complex structure, including 40 subsidiary companies, 11 of which are operating
companies. One reason for this is the need to obey the law relating to the ownership of
farmland by foreign citizens and companies. Similarly complex structures are widely
used by Russian agroholdings [Skrynnik 2013; Uzun (1) 2012].

By 2013 Z controlled over 308,000 ha of land in Voronezh, Tambov, Kursk, and
Lipetsk oblasts, about 250,000 ha of which it owned. Yet only 230,900 ha of their land
bank were in production that year. This was a direct result of the initial business strategy
to purchase land and other agricultural assets at a time when they believed them to
be under-priced. Much of the acquired land had been lying fallow for many years,
and the company had to take extensive and resource consuming actions to return it to
production. In 2011 Z switched its priority from the acquisition of assets to farming its

""" There could be other reasons why X might be taking this step, for example, if it wished to generate capital by the sale
of a part of their business. However, we received no indication of such an intention.
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assets profitably, choosing to specialise in producing arable crops because it wanted
to farm without being dependent on government support, and Russia is not globally
competitive in dairy and beef production but has a global competitive advantage in grain
production.

Farming at a profit has proved to be difficult. Z’s harvest volumes have varied
widely from year to year from 2008 to 2012, and yields were overall disappointing.
The company accepts and plans for a yield variation of 30%, which provides a key
management challenge. In recent years commodity prices have also been highly volatile,
with a standard deviation of over 40%. The combined volatility of crop yields and
prices create a substantial revenue risk, so a budgeted revenue of $138 million could
theoretically vary from $66 to $210 million. Z was only able to declare its first annual
trading profit in 2012.

Table 3. Financial performance of X and Z

Item Case X Case Z
Revenues 2011 €49.2m USS$ 68.1m
Profit 2011 €12.2m USS -44m
Profit as % of revenue (2011) 24.80% -64.60%
Revenues 2012 €72.3m USS$ 147m
Profit 2012 €17.3m US$ 7.2m
Profit as % of revenue (2012) 23.90% 4.90%

By 2013 Z had stopped expanding its land bank and was engaged in asset
restructuring, selling outlying land and purchasing “in-fill” land. Its long-term strategy
was to develop into an “insulated”, i.e. self-sufficient, farm business. Four priority areas
were identified: (i) raise crop yields through improved agronomics; (ii) improve price
and reduce price volatility through export programs, long-term customer relationships,
physical forward sales, price hedging, and crop insurance; (iii) improve logistics;
and (iv) optimise its cost structure. To this end, Z signed a 3-year moratorium of
understanding with a western based agro-food company (in 2012) with a large range
of products, a decision that led to investing in potato production and it plans to expand
the area of irrigated land. Z has also invested in 4 modern grain stores, each with rail
access to allow grain to be loaded directly onto wagons for delivery to port terminals
on the Black Sea and the Baltic Sea. Z’s export program was part of a strategy to hedge
prices, as Russia lacks a domestic market for the forward sales of grains. The fact that the
Russian domestic wheat price tends to be lower than the international price also played
role in the decision. Z planed in 2015 to sell 30% of its production to this agro-food
company, 30% through its export program, and the remaining 40% on the spot market
(where historically the majority of Z sales had been executed).
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Economies of scale of X and Z

This section examines the degree to which X and Z benefit from or are disadvantaged by
internal and external economies or diseconomies of scale. The analysis focuses on the
areas where benefits and disadvantages of size are likely to occur: the management of
production process, the control of labour and marketing, and access to capital and land.

Management of field work

Both farms have very large distances from their northern to their southern boundary. For
X it was 70 km as the crow flies, 120 km by road. The direct north to south distance for
Z was 100 km, with a railway (with very few crossings) dividing its land into two, in a
ratio of 40:60.

Managing these large areas presents severe operational challenges, especially
given the short growing season, very hot summers and cold winters. Due to the climatic
conditions not all land can always be planted. Therefore a key management decision for
both companies is how much surplus capacity they should carry? Should they gear-up
for an average season and risk leaving large areas unplanted, or should they equip for the
worst-case scenario and face higher equipment finance and depreciation charges? One
of the costs of being under-equipped is the late completion of work, which is difficult to
estimate in terms of yield reduction. For all farm businesses timeliness is vital because
a delay in one operation can have knock-on consequences for the next, increasing the
severity of yield loss. Z admitted that they had been under-equipped but were taking
measures to address this problem'2.

Both X and Z use the block system, i.e. several neighbouring fields are farmed
together as a single block. Growing crops in blocks rather than individual field rotation
helps reduce logistical problems and assists with the supervision of the workforce.
It allows large areas of land to be managed in a single visit by a large and well equipped,
self-sufficient mobile teams, (which would include mobile workstations, fuel tankers
and all inputs required). Z’s blocks tend to be slightly smaller, at 2,000 ha than X’s at
3,000 ha.

Labour management

The large size of the area farmed by X and Z represents a significant additional problem
for maintaining managerial control over operations, in particular over the quality of the
work done. Much field-work is devolved to workers who cannot be readily monitored:
it is impossible for farm managers to supervise every activity even on small farms.
This substantial logistical management requires meticulous planning and depends on
every employee having a clear understanding of their roles and responsibilities in each

12 However, we were unable to obtain sufficiently detailed data to compare asset registers of the two businesses.
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“campaign”. Both companies spend considerable time and money training their staff
so they are more reliable in-field. Both companies employed Russian workers for their
field and livestock work, but X also employed Russian managers and specialists, while
Z continued to rely on foreign citizens who had impressive credentials in their speciality
area but limited experience of working in Russia.

To help with labour management and control Z has decided to invest into GIS
technology, with intention to fit satellite location finders to all their 700 or so mobile
units and connect them to a central management terminal, enabling real time monitoring
of the individual and collective performance. This should improve logistics and thereby
timeliness. It may also be another step towards combating theft. To the extent that all its
dairy units are zero grazed, and milking is a daily routine conducted under cover where
close supervision is possible, X has some advantages over Z. However, maintaining
fertility management in large herds provides a considerable operational challenge. Since
our visit X has also installed GIS though they did not mention their intention to do so
during our interviews.

Both companies still used the “norm” system to calculate weekly wages. The norm
system was inherited from the working practices on farms in the soviet period and is
principally geared to incentivise workers to turn up and actually work. This makes it
biased towards the quantity of work done rather than its quality. In European terms, the
norm system can be considered similar to, albeit more complicated than, the “piece work”
system. It is extremely bureaucratic and imposes significant administrative costs on the
business as it requires a large number of office staff. Moreover, it represents the practice of
penalising workers for poor performance, rather than encouraging workers to identify and
discuss problems. If norms are set at the wrong level, workers will need to work too fast or
too slowly to earn their average wage, and this is another way in which this payment system
can affect the quality of the work done. These inefficiencies add to transaction costs, as
similar problems are likely to recur without senior management being able to determine
what is causing them, and as quality management has to be devolved to a supervisor, it can
be costly and difficult to trace who was the cause of the poor work. Both companies would
like to change this payment system, to make it less expensive to operate and to incentivise
quality of work, but are not quite sure how to do this.

Apart from continuous tweaking the norm system, X has taken one practical step to
reduce the cost of paying wages by paying directly into their employees’ bank accounts.
A bank has installed cash point machines in X’s largest farmyards. Neither X nor Z
remunerate employees with “payment in kind”, as this is a costly and time consuming
practice (though both sell farm produce to their workers at cost).

Both companies lay-off the workers when they take over a new farm, re-employing
only those whom they deem suitable. However, X, being a livestock business, pays its
workers throughout the year while at Z many workers are laid-off over the winter period.
Both companies reported a shortage of qualified and reliable workers, but believed they
were paying very competitive wages. The direct labour costs are a small part of expenses
in both companies: Z’s labour costs accounted only for 3% of direct production costs,
and X’s labour costs were 9% of the total costs of 1 kg of sold milk.

Managerial difficulties reflect deep-rooted problems with the labour market in rural
Russia, where unemployment, low incomes, deprivation, and outflow of young people
are major social problems [Fomin 2013]. Russia still has a relatively high proportion
of rural population. In Voronezh oblast it was 34.1% in 2012 [Voronezh Oblast 2013,
p. 31], and the level of rural unemployment was 8.4% which is almost twice the urban
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level [Voronezh Oblast 2013, p. 47]. The average monthly wage was 14,296 roubles in
agriculture, compared to 19,538 roubles in the economy in general [Voronezh Oblast
2013, p. 60], and there was continuous out-migration from the countryside [Voronezh
Oblast 2013, p. 39]. Our interviewees said the ablest people tend to leave the countryside,
and many who stay are not employable. Despite an apparent excess of labour in the
rural areas employers need to do more than simply pay above its market price to recruit
and retain workers. In rural Russia the supportive role of large farming enterprises
is still generally accepted as a norm [Shubin 2012; Davydova, Franks 2006]. This is
partly why both companies supported local communities. X sponsored a kindergarten,
a secondary school, sport facilities, and local churches, but was particularly generous to
their employees w1th a housing programme for its spe01a11sts and providing interest-free
loans for housing improvement and purchasing personal vehicles. Z provided financial
support to local events and social projects.

On-farm theft is another problem related to the “human factor”. Both companies
have a zero-tolerance policy: theft leads to instant dismissal and Z also automatically
initiates legal proceedings. Both companies employed a high proportion of their
workforce in security: for example a 50,000 ha farm of Z’s which we visited employed
65 in security-related duties out of a workforce of 330. A FAO & EBRD report estimated
agroholding spending on combating pilfering and vandalism on their farms (be it
spending on guard services or on social programmes in the villages they operate “in
order to maintain the peace”) at around 10% of total production costs, “which means a
10% loss in competitiveness”. The report also identified a link between the development
of agroholdings and rural unemployment. The modernisation of farming undertaken by
agroholdings increases labour productivity and correspondingly decreases demand for
labour in rural areas. Moreover, faced with costly control over workers in large-scale
farm enterprises, agroholdings tend to further substitute labour with machinery. But
workers who have been laid-off from farms can find no alternative employment in the
villages because of the historically chronic lack of non-agricultural jobs in rural areas,
while the vastness of most Russian regions means that commuting to town for work is
not an option either. Consequently, “the more agroholdings develop their business, the
more unemployment is seen in the rural areas of their operation”, which causes social
tension [FAO and EBRD 2009, p. 48]. One could add: the more agroholdings develop
their business, the more they undermine the social foundation of their productivity.
A cheap but not very diligent workforce and hostile villagers are not conducive to
success. Finding themselves locked into this contradiction, agroholdings have responded
by fortifying their farms against a hostile environment and by positioning themselves as
sponsors in the area. In the long-run support for social programmes might be a better
investment than paying security staff, but lifting entire villages out of poverty is a
formidable task even for these large businesses.

Sales

In Voronezh oblast, X produced 320 t of milk daily—about a quarter of the milk production
of the entire oblast. X did not forward sell their products, and no production input materials
or fuels were purchased this way. Longer-term supply contracts were only used between
X’s individual production locations and processing plants, typically without stipulating
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binding quantities. Nonetheless, in 2012 X had two customers with a share of revenue
exceeding 10%—payments from one amounted to EUR 16.7 million (23.1%), and from
the other to EUR 11 million (15.2%) of the total revenue of the company.

Z was seeking to sell forward significant quantities of their products. It hedged
its production, using CBOT"* and MATIF" futures and options, locking into forward
prices when physical sales were not possible. These are the strategies employed by large
agro-businesses in the USA, where bigger risks, associated with larger size, are offset by
a range of financial instruments.

Access to capital

Both companies grew very quickly, raising capital on foreign capital markets. In 2012
X issued two corporate bonds for €50m and €60m with attractive interest rates (paid
in Euros). Z was founded by two family-backed investment funds. Following several
private placements'> and a bond issue of €55m, Z successfully raised additional capital
through an I[PO in 2007. It refinanced several bonds, and raised additional capital through
a rights issue in 2012, primarily to finance the link with the agro-food company and to
supply additional working capital. This reliance on foreign capital markets has created
significant currency risks for both companies.

Z has avoided taking loans from Russian banks but is considering changing this
policy. X decided to borrow from Russian banks because of the subsidised interest
payments. In summer 2013 the market interest rate was 11%, but investment on buildings
and infrastructure attracted 100% interest rebate. Investment in cows attracted a 70%
rebate, and in equipment a 50% rebate, thereby costing the company only 3% and 5.5%
respectively. In 2012 X received government subsidies to the amount of EUR 3,336,000
as on-going production support, another EUR 1,334,000 for investment in infrastructure,
and EUR 8,674,000 for the purchase of breeding livestock. According to X, the Federal
working capital interest rate subsidy programme was a success even though changes
introduced in 2013 extended the period between the paying the interest and receiving
the rebate. Although the programme was open to all livestock and dairy businesses,
X’s size and reputation helped them to attract these grants, and to withstand delayed
rebate payments.

Access to land

X owns about 55% of its land bank, Z 81.2%, the remaining land in both companies was
farmed under long-term leases. Both companies paid their rents promptly and regularly.
However, there are no land tenure regulations relating to fixing a fair rent in Russia, and
no rural land valuation service is available to arbitrate between landlord and tenant.

13 Chicago Board of Trade
14" Marche a Terme International de France (futures exchange and clearing house in Paris)

5 A funding round of securities which are sold through private offering to a number of chosen investors.
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Both companies paid for the registration of land. Z calculated that it paid on
average $250/ha, but estimated it cost the same to organise the registration, arrange
for a land survey, and pay the land share owner’s registration fee. Similar figures were
given at X. Federal law allows each oblast to determine how it operates land registration,
which results in differences in the survey and registration procedures. This increases
land acquisition costs as area-specific expertise is needed. Both companies used a team
of lawyers to register and purchase land.

It remains difficult to raise capital in Russia for investing in agriculture. There is
no practice of using land value as collateral. The short time since land has started being
traded, and different restrictions on how land can be registered and transferred at oblast
level, mean that land values are not yet established. The very large areas which remain
nominally owned by land share owners may soon come under local administrative
control. Should this land be brought to the market, it might depress current land rental
and purchase values. Furthermore, bank liquidity has been restricted post-2008, as banks
were required to increase capital retention. All these factors benefit large companies with
access to overseas capital markets, albeit exposing them to exchange rate risks.

Economies of scope of X and Z

Diversification as a survival strategy is more necessary where there are unpredictable
markets and unpredictable weather conditions. X’s core business is milk production
(55.6% of total revenues in 2013), its crop production focuses on producing seeds, and
fodder for the company’s herds. X also grows crops for sale, including wheat, maize,
sugar beet and oilseed. Its meat production is relatively insignificant. Although almost
self-sufficient in fodder, it purchases heifers from abroad. While X estimates its year-to-
year yield variability as high as 50% it decided in 2013 not to pay the full premium of €1
million for crop insurance. This decision to carry its crop production risks means internal
diversification measures become even more important, which X achieves by the regional
distribution of their cultivation areas. X does not invest heavily in research.

Z deliberately focuses on producing commodities in which Russia is globally
competitive. However, the ban on grain exports in 2010-2011 adversely affected Z’s
market revenues. The partnership with an agro-food company allowed Z to grow
higher value crops on contract. The company buys insurance against extreme weather
events. Z found it could not rely on publicly-funded research to improve yields, and in
2011 established a 36 ha crop trial site. It has also invested in shipping grain from their
store via rail and directly contracts railway wagons rather than buying services from
transport operators.

The lack or limited efficiency of policing state regulations increases the cost
of doing business, and raises exposure to counter-party risk (for example, bankruptcy
or fraud coupled w1th little chance of redress through expenswe and time-consuming
legal action). The ability to avoid dependence on others in such a business environment
is an important source of economies of scope. As shown above, both companies seek
to minimise their reliance on open-market transactions to source inputs and services.

When law enforcement is unreliable, relationships with local and regional
administrations become critical. Z and X differ in their approach to the oblast
administration. X deliberately works with local administrations’ perspectives and wishes,
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this was one reason why it developed into livestock farming which local authorities
prefer because these enterprises are encouraged by federal agricultural programmes, and
because such farms employ more staff per ha than arable-based farms, thereby helping to
reduce rural unemployment. X’s senior management work hard “meeting and greeting”
oblast administrators allowing them to address issues in person whenever possible.
Z chose to focus on operating profitability rather than administrative wishes, and
considers its responsibilities as a business largely confined to bringing employment and
tax revenues to the area. Relationships with the oblast administration were not helped
by difficulties in planning and coordinating a large investment in land irrigation and by
the cancellation of plans to build a potato storage warehouse following a late change
to local bye-laws. Neither X or Z were prepared to comment on how issues related
to the administration of the law and apparent administrative arbitrariness affects the
management of their businesses.

Summary of evidence

Both companies enjoy benefits of size, for example, being able to raise capital on foreign
stock markets, to employ experts to arrange land registration and acquisition, X spreads
its risk by the wide geographic spread of its farms, and Z’s size has allowed it to justify
investing in a crop-growing research station.

But both companies also face diseconomies of scale with regard to labour
management, logistical operational control and quality control. This is consistent with
earlier research which found no inherent economies of size in farm production in Russia
[Deininger, Byerlee 2011, p. 707]. Responses to these problems were similar in X and Z:
investment in GIS and precision farming. How successful this will be in practice remains
to be seen. The technological solutions to the labour management problems will lead to
a further reduction in the labour force and thereby have important implications for rural
communities. The companies need to be sensitive to how their presence impacts upon
the social fabric of the Russian countryside and find a way to avoid aggravating existing
problems.

Institutional arrangements determine the extent to which there are economies
of scope. Both companies seek to benefit from economies of scope. Both have been
stretched by the difficult business environment in Russia and in the agro-food sector in
particular. X uses much of its crop production as input to its dairy enterprise. Z’s contract
with the large processor with regard to supplying it with a wide range of commodities
has allowed it to diversify into the production of high value crops, and because
Z’s counter party is a western-based company, it can have more confidence that contractual
obligations will be honoured. Having horizontally integrated their businesses both
X and Z are now taking initial steps towards vertical integration: X into milk processing,
and Z by securing market contracts.

The strengths of both companies are in the use of modern production techniques and
technologies, and communication systems for labour management and supervision. Both
companies are likely to enjoy capital growth through the appreciation of their assets, and
both have further productivity potential. They both have weaknesses, some of which are
similar and some are different. Z reports poor profit levels, and X’s profits are dependent
on government subsidies. The companies are exposed to exchange rate movements
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through their bond obligations which are denominated in foreign currencies, whilst their
assets are valued in roubles. Both companies are also affected by government policy
and foreign policy but in different ways. Russia’s entry into the WTO is will eventually
require its use of tariffs to be replaced by less trade-distorting measures. This may benefit
farming as these tend to have higher transfer efficiencies than tariffs (i.e. a higher share
of support subsidies is captured by farm businesses) [Portugal (undated), pp. 24-25],
although there are expectations of considerable difficulties [ Barsukova 2013, Barsukova
2014, Petrick 2014]. These changes are of more concern to X because of its focus on
subsidy supported dairy production, but current trade embargoes and export tariffs are
likely to have a larger adverse effect on Z because of its use of export markets.

Conclusions

In post-Soviet Russia much larger agroholdings have emerged in place of collective
farms. Unlike the USA, where the trend towards bigger farms has been driven mostly by
technological and institutional advances which help to overcome diseconomies of scale,
in Russia it has been heavily dependent on other factors. The reasons why agroholdings
have emerged in Russia include missing or incomplete markets, poor enforcement of
contract law and property rights, limited access to investment and working capital,
a difficult business environment, as well as sector-specific policies that benefit (not
always intentionally) larger businesses.

The distribution of small packages of land in the form of land shares to a large
number of people made it difficult to collect the principal input into a farm with single
ownership on an effective business scale. This created breathing space for the former
collective farms to adapt to the new market environment. From the 1990s to early 2000s
loss-making farms which could convince the authorities that they might become viable
were helped to avoid bankruptcy. In reality, there was little alternative to supporting the
large number of loss making corporate farms because of their central role as the primary
employer of large areas of the countryside [Franks, Davydova 2005]. Agroholdings
have moved into the gap created by the inability of many former collective farms to use
borrowed time to become profitable. There were too few endogenous family-based farms
established after 1992, and those that remained in business during the 2000s could not
compete with agroholdings in the acquisition of land'¢. Consequently, a new generation
of even larger farms has become the backbone of food production and increasingly of
food processing and distribution.

A very bureaucratic regulation system, coupled with poorly enforced contract law
and administrative arbitrariness, presents a business environment that is difficult to
work in. Add to this; (i) substantial production risks due to the volatility of yields, (i)
financial risks associated with exchange rates and market price volatility, (iii) working
in a sector that has substantial government intervention which (iv) frequently changes
priorities—investors need the expectation of considerable returns to sink cash into
what is traditionally an asset-rich cash-poor business. It is not by accident that some
agroholdings started as investment-motivated rather than income-motivated ventures,

16" The incomplete land market is a greater problem for smaller farm businesses. Lerman argues on the basis of data for
the European and North American countries that land leasing is conducive to larger farms [Lerman 2001, p. 8].
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aiming to purchase land at a time when it was thought to be under-priced. It can be seen
as a part of the global rush for land reserves which are expected to become increasingly
scarce due to the combined global trends of the soaring world population, increasing
water shortages, and diminishing productivity growth [Visser, Mamonova, Spoor
2012]. The law in Russia obliges owners of farmland to either cultivate land or sell it.
Consequently, agroholdings cannot simply hoard land in expectation of its appreciation.
They must farm, and farm profitably, as even a large business cannot sustain operating
losses indefinitely.

Both case study companies have made substantial investments in fixed and working
capital, in the process creating businesses that incorporate dozens of former kolkhozes
and sovkhozes. It was simply not possible for the initial owners of land shares to build
up businesses of this scale. Although smaller family farms do exist, it is necessary to be
a large company to take on the financial, business and political risks involved in making
substantial investment in land, to improve and modernise equipment and farming
techniques, and provide training to overcome deficiencies in labour and managerial skills.
The evidence in this study suggests that the costs of maintaining operational control over
such large areas are higher than the financial benefits associated with size. Technology is
likely to have an impact on this balance between costs and benefits. Investments in GIS
and precision farming, if thoughtfully used, should help remove logistical bottlenecks
and create efficiency savings. However, in-house employee training and changing
expectations regarding the working environment may take longer to deliver benefits.

These large farms exist because their economies of scope offset their diseconomies
of scale. But will this be the case in future? How long economies of scope last will
depend on reforms of the incomplete markets, which may be quick for some markets
but take longer for others. The rate and success of market reforms are likely to depend
on the priorities of Russia’s industrial and agricultural policies (including the method
of support for farm businesses), on the nature of reforms introduced to public sector
institutions, in particular, to the legal system and capital markets, and on improvements
in the provision of public goods for general use, such as research, development, and
transport infrastructure. Therefore the development of agroholdings and their likely
longevity are both determined by the rate at which the Russian economy is reformed,
as this will reduce economies of scope. If this happens, agroholdings will have less
incentive to maintain a size which incurs such diseconomies of scale. Our evidence
suggests that the most serious diseconomies of scale are related to labour management.
Whether agroholdings will help to solve the social problems of Russian countryside, and
in doing so help themselves, or whether these problems will prove to be their Achilles
heel is yet to be seen.
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[lepBoHauanbHOH IETBIO PHIHOYHBIX pedopM celbckoro xo3siictBa B Poccum siBu-
Jach 3aMeHa KPYHHbBIX M Hed(P(EKTUBHBIX KONJIEKTUBHBIX XO3SHCTB HA OTHOCHTEIBHO

17 ABTOpBI XOTeIH OBl BBIPa3UTh Npu3HarensHocTh Onbre [lerpoBre daneesoii, Otaen conuanbHbx npodiaem MHcTHTyTA
9KOHOMHUKH U OpraHU3aL{K POMBIILIEHHOTO Iipon3BozcTBa (MDOIIIT), 32 moMol1b B IPOBEICHUH TTOJIEBOTO UCCIICIOBAHMS,
a TaKKe pabOTHHKAM arpOXOJIIMHIOB 32 yIEICHHOE BpeMs! U IOAPOOHBIE OTBETHI HA MHOTOYUCIICHHEIC BOIIPOCHL.
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HeOombIne ceMeiinble GepMbl, XapakTepHble Ui 3amaJHbIX SKOHOMHUK. Ho pa3Buthe
(dbepMepCcKuX XO35UCTB UIO MEUIEHHO, ¥ K 2012 T. UX J10JIs B CEIILCKOXO3SHCTBEHHOM
MIPOLYKLIMHU COCTaBIIsIa UMb 8,9%. Mexay TeM, Kak Mokasaja KIacCu(UKaus cemb-
CKOXO3SIICTBEHHBIX MPOU3BOAMTENCH Ha OCHOBE AaHHBIX nepenucu 2006 T., KOHIICH-
Tpauusi TOBApHOTO CEJIbCKOXO3SICTBEHHOIO MpOM3BOACTBAa B Poccum oueHb BbICOKA.
OcHoBHasl Macca TOBapHOM MPOAYKIUH MPOU3BOJUTCS B KPYIHBIX U OYEHb KPYIHBIX
xozsiicTBax: B 2006 1. Bcero 0,113% cenbckox03sSHCTBEHHBIX MTPON3BOANTENEH KOHTPO-
nmupoBaiu 81,5% moceBHOM Mmiomany, 1 Ha HUX NpUXoAUSIoch 48,3% MOronoBbs KpyIl-
HOTO poraroro ckota, 47,1% cBunel u 62,8% OTHIIBL.

Cpeny KpyHIHBIX CEJIbCKOXO3SHCTBEHHBIX MPOU3BOIUTECH arpOXOJANHIH, SIBIIS-
SICh TIPSIMBIM PE3YJIBTATOM PBIHOYHBIX pedOpM, TPEICTABISIOT HAMOOIBIINI HHTEPEC:
B 2006 r. B HUX BX0AMIO 21% BCceX KPYIHBIX U CPEIHHUX CENbCKOX03AHCTBEHHBIX Opra-
HU3allUH, a 10JI1 B TOBApPHOM MpoayKuuu nocturia 26,5%. CBouMu pamepaMu arpo-
XOJIIMHT Y TIPEBOCXOAMIIM KOJIX03bl M COBXO3bI, HA CMEHY KOTOPBIM NpHUIUIM. B HayuHOMH
JUTEpaType pa3BUTHE arpoxonguHroB B Poccuu oObsicusiercs: (1) KyabTypHBIMHU A€Tep-
MUHAHTaMHU [IOBEJEHNUS, CIOKHUBIIMMUCS B IAPCKOE U COBETCKOE BPEMsI U IIPEIIATCTBY-
IOLUIMMH WHAMBUAYATU3AMN CEIbCKOXO3SMCTBEHHOTO MPOU3BOICTBA; (2) TATOTEHHEM
K arpoOXOJIMHTaM CO CTOPOHBI MECTHBIX OPTaHOB BJIACTH M (3) «3aXBaTOM 3€MJIM» B Kade-
CTBE ABIKYLIETO MOTHBA CO3/1aHMsI Meradepm.

B Hacrosell crarbe BONPOC O MPUYUHAX BOSHUKHOBEHUS arpoxoyiuHIros B Poc-
CHM U UX BEPOSITHOrO OymyILIero paccMaTpHUBaeTcs 4depe3 Npu3My aHalln3a OCHOBHBIX
JBIDKYIIUX CHJI, ONIPECTUBILNX TCHCHLIUIO B CTOPOHY KPYITHOMACIITAOHOTO CEITBCKO-
XO3S5IIICTBEHHOTO IIPOM3BOACTBA B JPYTMX CTPaHax MHUPA; HPUBOASTCS PE3ylbTaThbl UC-
CJIEZIOBAaHUS JIByX PaCIOJIOkKEHHBIX B YePHO3EMHOM 30He Poccuu arpoxosiinHros.

BceMupHbIi pBIBOK B CTOPOHY
KPYNHOMACIITA0HOIO0 CeJIbCKOX031CTBEHHOI0 MPOU3BOACTBA

Poccust He yHUKaIbHA B OTHOLICHUN Pa3BUTHS arpOXOJIIMHIOB: 33 IOCIEHHE 1BAALATh
JIeT BO MHOTHX OOTraThIX 3eMEIbHBIMU PECYypcaMu PEernoHax MUpa HaOIogaeTcsi pocT
WHBECTUIMA B KPYITHOMACIITAOHOE CEJIbCKOXO3SHCTBECHHOE MPOM3BOJICTBO, OCHOBAH-
HO€ Ha KOPIOPAaTHUBHON MoOeNu. DTa TeHJCHLUS YacTO CONPOBOXKAACTCS YBEIUUCHH-
€M KOHLIEHTpPALlMU 3eMJICBIIAJIeHHs, KoTra Xo3siicTBa ¢ 3emusieit 10 ThIc. Ta U Oonblie
TOPU30HTAIBHO WHTETPUPOBAHBI B XOJIMHIOBbIE KOMIIAHUH, KOHTPOJIUPYIOLUINE COTHU
THICSY TEKTapoB. XapaKTepHA TaKXKe M BEpPTHKaJbHAas WHTETPAIHsl, O0OBbEeTUHSIONIAS
B OZIHY XOJIIUHIOBYIO CTPYKTYPY CEIIbCKOX03HCTBEHHOE NIPOU3BOACTBO, EPEepadoTKYy,
MapKETHHT W TPAHCIOPTUPOBKY Ha dKcmopT. [Ipu 3ToM pe3ynbrarhl NesTeIbHOCTH Ta-
KUX KOMITAaHUH ¢ TOYKH 3PCHUS YKOHOMUYIECKOH 2P (HEKTUBHOCTH, BO3ICHCTBHS HA OKPY-
KAIOLIYIO CPey M COLMAJIbHBIX MMOCIEICTBHNA X MPUCYTCTBHS 3HAYUTEILHO Pa3HsTCS
B 3aBUCHMOCTH OT CTPaHBI.

B rocynapcrBax Boctounoit EBporer u CpenHeid A3un UTOTH PHIHOYHBIX pedopm
CEIIbCKOTO XO3SHCTBa 3aBUCENIN OT HAJICJICHHOCTH CTPAaHBI 3eMEIBHBIMU PECypCamH, OT
€e MHCTUTYLIMOHAIBHOW CHUCTEMBI, COCTOSHUS MH(PACTPYKTYphl, JOIH CEIbCKOIO XO-
31CTBa B TPYIOBBIX pecypcax W BBIOpAHHOTO criocoba mpoBenaeHus pedopm. B cenb-
CKOXO3HCTBEHHOM IPOM3BOJCTBE OOTaThIX 3eMJICH rOCynapcTB, pa3iCiUBLINX 3EMIII0
KOJUICKTHBHBIX XO3SHCTB MEXK/IY UX YJICHAMH, B HACTOSIIEE BPEMSI TOMUHHUPYIOT KOPIIO-
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pammn. B Poccun, Ha Ykpanne u B Kazaxcrane (cambix OoraThIx 3emiieii) HaOmOmaeTcs
HAUBBICHINH YPOBEHb KOHIIEHTPAIIUK 3€MJICTIONIb30BAaHUS B arPOXOJJINHTaX.

B CHIA (6oratbix 3eMeNbHBIMH PECYpCaMu, HO OONAJArOIINX K TOMY K€ M BBI-
COKOPAa3BUTOM PBIHOYHOW SKOHOMHUKO) B ATOT MEPHOJ TAK)KE OTMeYaslach TEHJIEHIUS
K YBEJIMUECHHUIO Pa3Mepa CEIbCKOXO3SIMCTBEHHBIX MPEANPUATHI (0COOEHHO B KMBOTHO-
BOJICTBE), MIPH ATOM UYHUCICHHOCTb XO3SWCTB CpeIHEH BENMYMHBI COKpaIlaiach, a Ko-
JIMYECTBO MEJKHUX (pepM pociio; BiIaAemblibl OCIEIHUX COBMEIIAIM 3aHATUS (epmep-
CTBOM C JpYroil pabOTOI WM MOTOMHSIN CBOW JTOXOJ 33 CUET MEHCHH U cOepekeHH.
Crnenyer Mom4epKHYTh, YTO 3TH JOITOCPOYHBIE CABUTH COMPOBOXKIAIHCH YCHICHUEM
CHeUAIN3ALHH.

OCHOBHOM JIBMXKYILEH CHIION YKPYITHEHHS XO3SHCTB SIBJISUTUCH HOBBIE TEXHOJIOTHUHU
(B ocobeHHOCTH TpyHocOeperaroimue). ITH U3MEHEHUs! OBJIMSUTN U Ha 3aHSTOCTh B CEJIb-
CKOM XO3SHCTBE: YIIyOJIeHUE CIEIMaIU3alul yCyTyOuII0 CEe30HHbIC KojeOaHus B TIO-
TpeOHOCTH B pabodeii cuie, B pe3yiabraTe 4ero KOJMYECTBO ITOCTOSHHBIX PabOTHHUKOB
B CEJIbCKOM XO3SIHCTBE CHM3MJIOCH, @ YMCIIO HAHATBHIX 110 KOHTPAKTY Ha KOPOTKHUH CE30H
yBeIM4IMIOCh. PocT MaciTtabHOCTH U y3Kasl CIeLMAIN3aluy HPEeIIPUSITHS IPUBENH K I10-
BBILICHHIO PUCKOB, CBSI3aHHBIX C KOJICOAHUSIMH 1IEH, TTOr0/10H, OONE3HAMHU U BPEAUTEIISI-
MU, U JUIS MUHAMH3AIUHA 3TUX PUCKOB KPYITHBIC KOPIIOPALUK MPUOETITH K KOHTPaKTaM
U Pa3In4HbBIM (PMHAHCOBBIM MHCTpyMeHTaM. [lockonbKy B HacTosiiiee BpeMs KpPyIHBIC
XO03s1HCTBa OoJIee peHTa0eIBbHBI, MOYKHO 0KUATh, YTO TEHIICHIIUS K YBEIHMUCHHIO pa3mMepa
XO3SIHCTB OyZIeT COXpaHAThCS. BaskHO 3aMeTUTh, 4TO, HECMOTPS Ha 3TO, OCHOBOM CEJIBbCKO-
xo3sificTBeHHOro npon3BojcTBa B CIIIA ocraercs cemeiinas epma, TeM He MEHEE JlaxKe
TaM caMble KpyITHbIE X034HCTBa IPUHAJICKAT KOPIIOPALUSIM, a HE OTIECIbHBIM CEMBbSIM.

JKOHOMMS HA MacIITA0aX MPOM3BOACTBA U IKOHOMUS OT COBMeIIEeHUsI
B Ka4eCTBe JIBHKYIIeH CHJIbI YBeJMYCeHHUs Pa3MepoB X0351iiCTB

OCOo0EHHOCTBIO CEIILCKOTO XO3SUCTBA SBISIETCS TO, YTO SKOHOMUSI, 00yCIIOBIEHHAsI PO-
CTOM MacuiTada IPOU3BOJICTBA, MOXKET MPEKPATUTHCS U MEPEHTH B €€ MPOTHUBOIOIOXK-
HOCTB — JIE39KOHOMHIO — IIPH OTHOCHUTEIBHO HEOOBIIOM pa3Mepe MPEennpusiTHs. ITO
BbI3BAHO TPYAHOCTAMU COXPAHCHUA YIIPABICHUYCCKOIO KOHTPOJIA Hall IMPOHU3BOJACTBOM
B CUTYyalllu, KOT1a MHOTHE Ba)KHbIE PELICHUS JODKHBI IPUHUMATHCS paOOTHUKAMH Ha
Mmecte. OHaKO MPEeNMYIIeCTBa YBEIHMUEHHS pa3Mepa NpeanpusaTus (Hanpumep, 3aHsaTue
BeyILIEH MO3MIUH B IPOU3BOACTBE OINPEICICHHOIO TOBapa) MOTYT IIE€PEBEIINBATh 3TO
00CTOSITENBCTBO M 00YCIIOBIUBATE NATBHEHIIINA POCT.

KpynHble npennpusaTrs MOTyT MOJIy4aTh 3KOHOMHIO U OT COBMEIIeHHA. B cuty-
Al OTCYTCTBYIOIIUX WJIM HEIIOJIHBIX PBIHKOB MJIXM COMHCHUS B HAJACKHOCTHU 3allIUTHI
KOHTPAKTHBIX OTHOIIEHUH 3aKOHOM SKOHOMHS OT COBMEILIEHHUS] BOZHUKAET ITOCPEICTBOM
CaMOZIOCTAaTOUYHOCTH, MOCKOJIBKY BiaJeHHe (haKTOpaMH MPOU3BOACTBA MO3BOJISET N30e-
’KaTh 3aBUCHMOCTH OT JIPYTHUX MPOU3BOAMUTENCH U OPUIMATBHBIX UL TakuM o0paszom,
MHCTUTYLIMOHAJbHAS CPeJia CYIECTBEHHO BIUAET Ha BO3MOXKHOCTD IIOJy4EHUs] HKOHO-
MHHU OT COBMELIECHMS, & €€ HAJTMYUE MOKET KOMIIEHCUPOBATh JI€39KOHOMHUIO HAa MacllITa-
0ax Mpou3BOJCTBA.

B CIIIA ycunuBaromasics CieiaIn3aiis CBUIETEIbCTBYET O TOM, UTO TaM CeJlb-
CKOXO3SIICTBEHHBIE NMPEANPUATHS HE TOITY4aroT SKOHOMHIO OT coBMelleHus. Hampo-
THUB, B Pa3BUBAIOIIUXCA CTpaHaX U CTpaHaxX € MEPEXOJHOU DKOHOMUKOM BO3MOXKHOCTH
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HWHTETPUPOBATH PA3INYHbIC MPEANPHUATHS B TOPU30HTAIBHBIC U BEPTUKATIBHBIC CTPYK-
Typbl OKa3aJIaCh BAJKHBIM IIPEUMYILIECTBOM KPYIHBIX KOMIIAHUH, ITO3BOJIAIOIIMM KOM-
MEHCUPOBATh OTCYTCTBHE WM HEJOCTATOYHOE PA3BUTHE PHIHKOB M MPEOJOJICBATh WH-
CTUTYUHOHAJIbHBIE U MH(QPACTPYKTypHBIE HEIOCTATKH CTpaHbl. J[OCTOMHCTBA TakHX
KOMIIaHWH BKJIFOYAIOT B CE0sl BOBMOXKHOCTD MOTYUCHUST KPETUTOB 32 pyOekoM u Ooree
BBITOJTHOM IIEHBI B TIEPErOBOPaX C MOCTABIIUKAMH U MOKYIATEISIMH, a TAK)KEe MHHUMHU-
3aITMIO TTOTOIHBIX PHUCKOB, OJlaromapsi BeIEeHNIO0 OM3HECa B HECKOJIBKUX TeoTrpadudeCKu
OTIAJIEHHBIX pailoHaX.

Pe3y.m,TaT1,1 HCCJICJ0BaAHUSA

Wudopmariust, coOpanHas BO BpeMs IOJICBOTO HCCJICIOBAHUS, MPOBEACHHOTO JIETOM
2013 1., ObUTa BIOCIICCTBUH TOTIOJTHEHA aHATHU30M I'OJIOBBIX OTYETOB KOMITAHWHA U MaTe-
pHAJIOB B CPEJICTBAX MACCOBOM MH(DOPMAIUH.

ArpoxonauHr X — OMH U3 KpyIHEHIINX mpousBoauTeneit mojaoka B Poccuu ¢ 3e-
MeJbHBIM OaHkoM Oosiee 180 ThIC. ra B 1IeCTH 00JacTsX, pacojiaraeT OOIUM CTaIoM
YUCIICHHOCTHIO 0KOJI0 41 TBIC. KPYITHOTO POTaToro CKOTa, B TOM 4mcie 17 ThIC. KOPOB;
B koMIianuu 3aHT0 3 000 paOOTHUKOB, OHA KOTHPYETCs Ha 3apyOeKHOM OUpKe, AUPEK-
TOp SBJISICTCS €€ IVIABHBIM aKI[MOHEPOM. ATPOXOJIIUHT X MMEET CIIOKHYIO CTPYKTYpY,
B KOTOPOH 3eMJIsl IPUHAJICIKUT BHYyYaTHIM KOMITAaHUSM. Bo BpeMsi TI0JI€BOTO UCCIIeI0Ba-
uus aetoM 2013 . Hagon monoka coctapisuta 4 500—10 000 TUTPOB ¢ KOPOBBI, TPUIEM
HWOKHHNA TIpefieNT OTHOCHIICS K (pepMam, HelaBHO TepelleiuM B arpoxonanar. OmHa-
KO CJICJyeT OTMETHUTh, UTO Ha TOT MOMEHT 0€3 rOCY/IapCTBEHHBIX CyOCHIMN M JIaXKe Ha
HOBBIX (epMax ¢ COBPEMEHHBIM OOOPYIOBaHHWEM IMPOU3BOICTBO MOJIOKA HEe OBLIO OBI
pentabenbHBIM. HecMoTpsi Ha cBOM OoMbIIoN pa3Mep, KoMIaHusi X He OTKa3ajiach OT
[JIAHOB JlaJIbHENIIEH SKCIIAHCUM B paMKax >KMBOTHOBOJUECKON CIleMaIn3alnuy — cTpa-
TETWH, CBSI3aHHOW C PEIICHUEM IPABUTEIILCTBA JTOOUTHCS CaMOOOESCIICUSHUsI CTPaHbI
OCHOBHBIMH TPOJIyKTaMu nMuTaHus. HeqaBHUE KauTaI0BIOKEHUS B IIepepabOTKy MO-
JIOKa, XOTSl ¥ HE3HAUUTENbHBIC, TIO3BOJISIFOT TIPEIoiararb, 4To B OymayiieM XoiaauHr X
CMOXET CTaTh BEPTUKAJIBHO HHTEIPUPOBAHHON KOMITAaHHEH.

ATpPOXONIUHT Z CHeNHaIn3upyeTcs Ha BhIPAIIUBAHUY TIIEHUIIBI, MACISTHUYHBIX
KYJBTYP, KapTOQes ¥ caxapHOi CBEKJIbI; €ro 3eMelIbHbII OaHK B YEThIpEX 00IacTsIX CO-
craBiser 308 ThIC. Ta, U3 KOTOPHIX B 2013 1. ObuTH 3acestHbl 250 THIC. Ta; YUCIEHHOCTH
pabotHUKOB — okouto 2 000 yen. Komnanus Z kotupyeTcst Ha Oupke 3a pyOoexoMm 1 uMe-
€T CIIOKHYIO CTPYKTYPY C JOYEPHHMH W BHYYATBIMU MPEANPHUITHAMHA, aHATOTHIHYIO
xonauHry X. M3HayaibHO KOMITaHus Z BO3HHUKIIA KaK WHBECTUITMOHHBIN (DOHIT JJIs TIPU-
oOperenus 3emin B Poccun, Ho B 2011 T. ero mpuopuTETH CMEHWJINCH Ha 00ecTieueHIe
peHTa0eNBHOTO TPOU3BO/ICTBA. B BBIOOPE CrieIaIn3aluy ONpeAeIISONIINM ObLIO JKela-
HHUe n30eXKaTh 3aBUCUMOCTH OT OCYIaPCTBEHHOM MOICPIKKH OJ1arofaps pou3BOACTBY
KOHKYPEHTOCTIOCOOHOM mpoaykiuu. OIHAKO HEOCTATOYHO BBICOKAS W HEYCTOMYMBAs
ypoxkaiiHOCTh (30-MPOLIEHTHOE CTaHAaPTHOE OTKJIOHEHUE) U PE3KHE KOJICOAHNUs 1IeH Ha
npoayKiuio (40-porieHTHOE CTaHIapPTHOE OTKIIOHEHHE) IPUBEIH K TOMY, 4TO 3a TIepH-
o]l cBO€il mpou3BoaAcTBeHHOU AesitenbHocTH (2008—2012 rr.) X0omAuHT Z MOTyduiI TOI0-
BYI0 IpUOBLTE TOIRKO B 2012 1., a k 2013 1. KoMmaHus Z npekpaTuiia KCIaHCHIO U 3aHS-
JIaCh pallMOHAJIM3AlMEH CBOETO 3eMeIbHOro OaHka. J[oNroBpeMeHHast CTpaTerus STOro
arpoXOJIJIHTa HalpaBlieHa Ha CO3/JaHNe M30JMPOBAHHOTO CAMOIOCTATOYHOTO OM3HEca,
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CIOCOOHOTO MUHHMMH3HPOBATH IIEHOBBIE PUCKU Yepe3 JOJITOBPEMEHHbIE KOHTPAKTHBIE
OTHOUICHUS, XeAUPOBAHHE Ha 3apyOeKHBIX OMpIKax W MpellBapUTEIbHBIE TPOIAXKH.

B nouckax MCTOYHHMKOB KallUTAJOBIOKEHUNW MPHU TMPOJAKE CBOCU MPOAYKIUH,
a TaKXKe MPH MOKYyINKe 3eMJIM KoMIaHUH X U Z N0JIb30BAJIUCH IPEUMYIIECTBAMH CBOETO
Oobiroro pasmepa. B ciydae xonanara X paccpenoTodeHue pacTeHHEBOIECKOTO TPo-
M3BOJICTBA B Pa3HBIX PETMOHAX CTPAHbI CHU3MJIO PUCK TOJIHOM MOTEPH yporkas U3-3a He-
OnmarompUATHBIX MOTOAHBIX YCIIOBHIA, & KOMITAaHUS Z Oaroziapst CBOeMy pa3Mepy cMoria
OIpaBJaTh pacxo/bl Ha CO3JaHNE SKCIEPUMEHTAILHON J1TabopaTopuu, paboTaromei Hal
npo0JIEMOH TTOBBIIICHUS YPOXKAHHOCTH.

C npyroii CTOpOHBI, YIIpaBJIeHUE MOJIEBEIMH pad0TaMU M PAOOTHUKAMH CTaJIO UMEH-
HO TO# 00J1aCThI0, B KOTOPO# arpoXoyiIMHI X U Z BMECTO SKOHOMHUH Ha MacCIITade Mpous-
BOJICTBA HECITH CYIIIECTBeHHBIE ToTepr. O0e KOMITaHUH MPOIOIHKAIIH ITOJTh30BaThCS CUCTe-
MOW HOPMHUPOBaHUS TPYyAa, YHACIEIOBAaHHOM C COBETCKUX BpeMeH. OJHaKo cO BpeMEHHU
HAIIIETO TIOJIEBOTO MCCIE0BaHHUs OHW BHEAPWIN reouHdopmarronnyro cucremy (I'MC)
C LIEJIBIO YAYYLICHHS JIOTHCTHKH M O0JIeTYeHHsI KOHTPOJIS Hall paOOTHUKaMu. TeXHOIor -
YeCKHe pelIeHus mpolieM yrpaBieHns, Kak U B IIeJIOM MOAEPHHA3AINS TTPOM3BOICTBA, BE-
YT K JaTbHEUIIEMY COKPAIIEHHUIO 3aHITOCTH Ha CEIbCKOXO3SIHCTBEHHBIX MPEIIPUATHAX
¥ TEM CaMbIM MOT'YT UMETbh BayKHBIE TTOCIIE/ICTBHS JUISl CETTLCKUX COOOIIECTB.

Crnenyer mOMYepKHYTh, YTO W KOMITAHHUS X, U KOMIIaHUS Z HECIH YOBITKH OT HEJ0-
CTaTOYHOM 3alIMIIIEHHOCTH 3aKOHOM KOHTPAareHTHBIX OTHOILICHUH, HEJOCTAaTKa KBAIU(H-
[IUPOBAaHHBIX pabOYMX U YIPABICHYECKHX KaJPOB, a Z — TAKXKE W OT OTCYTCTBHUS BHY-
TPEHHEro PhIHKA MPEBAPUTENBHBIX Mponax. O0e CTpEeMUINCh MUHUMH3HPOBATH CBOIO
3aBHCUMOCTb OT JIPYTHUX KOHTPAreHTOB HA PhIHKE: KOMITaHUS X TIOJTHOCTBIO 00ecieunBaa
ce0st KopMaMH M Hadajla CTPOUTENLCTBO KOMITIEKCa TI0 TIepepadOTKe MOJIOKA, a XOJIAMHT
Z TnoAnucall ¢ MEXIyHapOJHOM MUIIEBOM KOMITAHUEW JOJTOBPEMEHHBIE COMIAIIECHUS
0 CHa0XXEHHM CHIPbEM M MPENNPHUHSII IMIard C HEJbI0 00CCICYEHUs] CaMOCTOATEIbHON
TPaHCIOPTUPOBKH 3€PHA HA TEPMHUHAJIBI B IOPTAax HA YepHOM U banTuiickoM Mopsix.

skoksk

HOIIBOJISI UTOoru, cnenyeT OTMECTUTH, YTO HpeI/IMyIlIeCTBaMI/I anOXOHI[I/IHI'OB X n Z SAB-
JISIFOTCS. COBPEMEHHBIE TEXHOJIOTHH MPOU3BOJACTBA M YIPABJICHHS, & OCHOBHBIMH IPO-
OreMaM¥ — IPOTUBOPEYHE MEXIy TPeOOBAaHHSIMH IMOBBIIICHHS PEHTA0CILHOCTH Yepe3
MOJICPHU3AIIUIO TIPOU3BOJICTBEHHBIX M YIPABICHIIECKUX MPOIECCOB, C OHON CTOPOHBI,
Y COIMAJIbHBIM 0JIaroroyuyrueM CeIbCKUX COOOIIECTB, BKITFOUAs HEOOX0IMMOCTh CO3/1a-
HUSI padoOYuX MECT, ¢ Jpyroi. Eciiu roBopuTh 0 OyaymieM, TO BOSMOXKHOCTH DTHX KOM-
MIAHUH CBsI3aHBI MPEKIC BCETO C YBEIMYCHHEM IICHBI X aKTHBOB, HEPECATU30BAHHBIM
MOTEHI[HAJIOM YBEIUYEHUS TPOAYKTUBHOCTH M IOJYYCHHEM SKOHOMHH OT COBMEILICHHSI.
C npyroii CTOPOHBI, KaK y KOMITAHUH X, TaK ¥ Y KOMITAHUU Z €CTh «CIIa0ble MECTa»: 3TO
HU3Kasg peHTa0eIbHOCTh B Clydae ¢ Z W MPUObLIb, HAXOAAMIAACA B MIPSIMON 3aBUCHMO-
CTH OT TOCYJapCTBEHHBIX CyOCcHanid, B ciaydae ¢ X. [Ipu 5ToM HaO yUUTHIBATh, YTO 00€
KOMITAaHUH (PUHAHCUPOBAJIN CBOE PA3BUTHE 32 CUCT MPHUBJICUCHUS CPEACTB H3-3a pydexa
U Terepb HECYT 00s13aTeNbCTRA 10 OOHIAM, ICHOMHUHUPOBAHHBIM B HHOCTPAHHOM BaJIO-
T€, UTO JIeJIAeT UX YSI3BUMBIMU BBHJLY KOJIcOaHUs Kypca pyOJis.

TocynapcTBeHHAs! TIOJIMTHKA CYNIECTBEHHO BIMSET HA PE3YJIBTaThl JIESITEIbHOCTH
9TUX KOMIIAaHUM: W3MEHEHHE TOCYIapCTBCHHOUN TOMJICPKKU CEeIbCKOXO3SHCTBEHHO-
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ro cexkTopa B CBsi3U ¢ BerymiieHueM Poccuu B BTO HampsiMyto KOCHETCsI XOJIAMHra X;
B CBOIO 04epe/ib, 3MOapro u Tapu(bl Ha SKCIOPT U3-3a MCIIOJIb30BaHMS Z SKCIIOPTHBIX
PBIHKOB CO3TAIOT OOJBITHE MPOOIEMBI UMEHHO ISl 3TOTO XOJITUHTA, OJTHAKO HE KaCaIoT-
Cs1 XOJIAUHTa X, OpPUEHTUPOBAHHOI'O HA BHYTPEHHUHN PBIHOK.

PasBuTre B Poccuu arpoxosIMHIOB OOBSICHSIETCS B IIEPBYO 04EPE/Th TEM, UTO TIPEHMY-
IIecTBa OOJBIIIOTO pa3Mepa U SKOHOMUS OT COBMEIICHHUST KOMITCHCHPYIOT I€39KOHOMUIO Ha
MaciTabax mpon3Bo/cTBa. JlanpHelme pedopMbl 3aKOHOIATENEHOH C(EephI, yCOBEPIIICH-
CTBOBAaHUE MHCTUTYTOB, PETYJIHPYIOIIUX PHIHKH, U YIyUIICHUE HH(PACTPYKTYPhI JIOIIK-
HBI IPUBECTH K CHIDKECHHUIO SKOHOMUH OT coBMerIeHus. OqHako Hanbosee CymeCTBCHHbIC
TPYAHOCTH CBSI3aHBI C yIIPaBIeHNEM PaOOTHUKAMH M B3AaMMOOTHOIICHUSMH C CEITbCKIMHU
cooOmrecTBaMu. [1oMOTyT I arpOXONIMHTH Pa3peliuTh XPOHUUECKHE COIHATBHBIC MPO-
0JIeMBI ceJia WK 3TH TPOOJIEMbI OKXKYTCS UX aXHJICCOBOH IATOM? Bpemst mokaxer.
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