
 338.42:47.9

   
-   

 . ., , ,
    
 : . . ., . . .  

  . . 

      -
   .   
  ,     
   ,      ; 

      .
Transformation of the landed resources is considered in the agrarian

rganizational and legal structures of the Lvov area. Analysing the stages of agrarian
reform in Ukraine, it is accented attention on the regional features of economic relations
in areas which resulted in the changes of patterns of ownership; it is selected the row of
reasons of the uneffective functioning of different forms of ménage/

 .    
      

 ,         
   .    

    
     

 .
    .   
        

’   -    .
,       

      .  .  -  [4],  .  .
, . . , . .  [1, 2, 4], . . 

[4], . .  [6]   .  
     
      
       .



 .   
 , , ,    

    -    
 .
  .    

    .  ,    
    18   1990  .  "  

"   ,   19 .  
     

  . ,  3
 1999 .    "    

    " 
    .

 1991      
   «   

».    1991-2000   
     27,2 . 

   ( ). 
2000     

        
       

 ( ) .
       

    -  .  
       

 .      
      . 
       

  .  ,  
-   ,  

  ,        
.

  ,    1996 ,
 6,5  .     1   2001   

,        ( ).
    ,   11,5

.  ,  3,33 . .    
,          



  .        
  ,   ,   ,
           

  .  ,  
 ,    

,      
   -  ,     
   ,    

          [1].
     10,8 . 
    ;    

 2300  (  98%)     
 .  2000    11,4

.      14,7

. .   1254  ( ) , 6761
  (    ),

2901  ( - ) , 3325
    450  .

  2000     
     14%  46%,

  -  2%  23%, 
 -  4%  20%.    2000  

 (80%)     -
 , 4% -  , 16% - 

 ' .  85%     
,       ;  10%  -  
  (  , 

)   5% -  [1;3].
 -    
   

.   1990 .    349 , 
1995 . –  9,     .     .  

  ,     
   :   –  .  

  ,     
   ,     

   .
    (  



)      
.        

     .   
        
     , 

  ,   
 .      
  – ,     

  .      
 . ,   1990 .   2004 ., 
      24,9 %.
      
 ,     .

      , 
  ,   

,    ,   
  ,    
        . 

       
,   – .
    ,  , 

.   2004 .    
 755,0  .  ,     2006  .  –  815,1  .  ,   

2008  .   799,0  .  ,    16,1  .    
 2006  ,    44,0  .     (  

  ) 2004 .   
       

   . ,   2004 . 
   54,9  %,    2008  .  –  63,0  %.    

   :      ,
       

   ,    
.        

  -  . , 12  2002 
    “   
       ”.

       
    ,    ,



          
   .

   ( ) –  
-   ,   

,     . 
    ,

 .      
  ,     .
          
    .

-     
         

  -    –
 .  ,     

    . ,  
  ,   . ,  

      
 :   11,7  %  2004  –  2007  .  ,     2008  .   
  195     2007 .   61
    2004 .     

    .    
      10 %, 
     2007 . – 123  [5].

,      .  
     
       , 
      , 

      
     

 .
,    

  , ,    
  . ,  , , ,   
    30 ,  ,  – 15 – 17

.    ,      
     
 . ,   ,  
      



  . , 
,        
,  ,   -
 .

     
   (    

)   .    :
      

,     
     ;
  -  ,

  -    
  ;  

;    
 ;    
   ;  

   ; 
  [6].

   ,   
 ,   ,     
      

 .    
     , 

    .  ,   
     ,

     ,  ,
        

.
    

      
   ,   
 .         

 ,  . .    . 
        ’ .

, ,      
,     .   

       
    ,  



,       ,
     

  [4].
    
     , 
  (    ). 

       .    1995 .
       25

 ,       (2004  .)    
214.        

.          
      

   -   ,  
     .  
      

        
.

    ,   1995 .  40,  2000 .
– 26,   2004 .    .   , 

     , 
      

         .  
  ,     

       (  65  1995 . 
6  2004 .).

.
1.       

     
    
     . 

  .
2.       
     ,   

,   .   1990 
 89 %      

 ,   11  %  –    ,    2004   –
      (59

%)      



.       (2004  –  2008  .)  –
51,2 %.

3.      
      

     
 .    , 

     –  – 
 ,   .

,       
     
 ,       

.      
       

     ,
   ,     

.

:
1.    : ,  

 . -  .  . .
. . . 6. – . :  . – 2003. – 764 .

2. -  . .    
   ( , ). // 

. – 2006. –  12. – . 34 – 41.
3.   ,   

:    / . . , . . -
, . . ; , . - ., 1995. - 43 .

4.  . .     . - . :
 ", 2006.- 396 .
5.      2008 . . . –
, . – 2009. – 363 .
6.  . .     

. . :  . – 2003. – 280 .


