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The article reveals the measures of the state policy of
Bulgaria on the modernization of logistics of the agricultural
sector of the Bulgarian economy in the period 1989-1996.
The situation of technical and technological equipment of
agricultural production of the transition period is analyzed
and the main problems of material and technical support of
agriculture are pointed out.
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Problem statement. The development of the
agricultural sector of the Bulgarian economy is
closely linked to the innovation and modernity of its
material and technical base. The basis of the production
and technical potential of Bulgarian agriculture
was agricultural machinery. Therefore, constant
modernization and technical renewal for agricultural
production in the context of European integration were
quite important.

Resaerch analysis. Issues of logistical,
technological and scientific support of the agricultural
sector of the Bulgarian economy were considered by
Bulgarian researchers. In particular, K. Bashev in his
work considered the situation of Bulgarian farmers
during the implementation of agrarian reform [1].
G. Zacharieva considered the issue of adaptation of
the agricultural sector of the Bulgarian economy in
the European integration conditions, also considered
the logistics of the sector [2]. The works of Bulgarian
researchers B. Ivanov, I. Natan and D. Vachkov are
devoted to the study of crisis phenomen inthe agricultural
sector of the Bulgarian economy [3; 4; 5]. The works of
1. Penkov, D. Ruscheva and M. Anastasova are devoted
to the problem of modernization of the technical
base of agricultural production [6; 7; 8]. The study of
public, private and bank investments in agriculture was
conducted by Bulgarian researcher D. Vachkov [9]. The
development of the Bulgarian village, its logistical,
technological and personnel support was studied by

B. Ivanov. Peculiarities of the competitiveness of
the agricultural sector in Bulgaria in the context of
increasing the productivity of agricultural production
and quality of products through the modernization of
agricultural enterprises are considered in the work of
L. Tyutyundzhiev [10].

The purpose of the study is to study the state
of logistics of the agricultural sector of the Bulgarian
economy in terms of economic orientation to the
European Union.

The statement of the basic material. A long
period of agricultural cooperation in 1944-1989 began
the process of introducing a mechanized method of
agricultural production, but the command type of
management and regulation of the agricultural sector
of the economy led to the stagnation of material and
technical equipment of the production sector. At the
beginning of the period of agrarian transformations, the
material and technical basis of agricultural production
was morally and physically obsolete, which significantly
affected the level of productivity of the sector, investor
interest and quality of products.

Reorganization of large agricultural enterprises
after choosing the course of land reform and the
adoption on July 10, 1996 of the Law “On registration
and control of agricultural and forestry machinery” [11,
116]. This led to the fact that most of the agricultural
machinery to be unsoldered was technically unsuitable
for agricultural work. In addition, the material and
technical base of the agricultural sector during the
cooperative system was not updated. Therefore, in
the 1990s, Bulgaria found itself in a certain technical
and technological vacuum. According to the National
Statistical Institute, in the period 1994-1996, 57% of
agricultural machinery of the former cooperatives were
not used in agricultural production [11, 118].

Modernization of the material and technical
base of agriculture was carried out rather slowly and
in homogeneously [12, 23]. As before, there was a
shortage of production assets, agricultural equipment,
farm buildings. Insufficient funding and the use of
manual labor in agricultural production further slowed
down and complicated the implementation of agrarian
reform. Most of the agricultural households were forced
to return to the original positions of industrialization of
agricultural production, to re-create the material and
technical base [13, 26]. The introduction of agrarian
reform in Bulgaria led to the fact that the Bulgarian
agricultural sector of the economy was forced to
catch up with European countries with industrialized
agriculture. During the 1990s, the difference in the
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level of labor productivity in agriculture of developed
European countries increased 6.6 times. This gap,
despite subventions from the European Union, has been
growing steadily. Overcoming the social problems of
the Bulgarian countryside is possible only by increasing
agricultural production assets by 3-4 times [3,179],
which is possible with a high (25%) level of profitability
for 25-30 years.

During the reform of the agricultural sector in
Bulgaria, there has been a decrease in the number of
agricultural machinery and its use, a reduction in the
number of cattle, milk, cheese and butter. Livestock
farmed from large farms to individual farms, which
concentrated in their production farms 80% of cows,
60% of pigs, 80% of poultry, which was typical for the
underdeveloped countries of Africa and Latin America.
During the entire reform period, agricultural production
fell threefold, compared with the transition period of
the late 1980s.

The buildings of the former cooperatives were not
involved in agricultural production, mainly due to the
fact that the large size of the premises was not used in
the conditions of land restitution and reorganization
of the cooperatives. The technical condition of farm
buildings and agricultural machinery was usually in
poor condition. Yes, in the village Tervel, Dobrich
region sheep dairy farms after the start of land reform,
were disbanded, and the property was privatized
among many new owners. Consolidation of interest
in the development of both the mentioned farm and
greenhouses, irrigation systems in the village Tervel
was not found. This situation has developed throughout
the country. At the same time, it should be noted that
in the conditions of liberalization of agricultural
production to European norms and standards, most of
the property of the disbanded cooperative farms in terms
of their technical parameters and condition did not meet
European requirements for use [2, 83]. The fact that in
the process of reforming land relations in Bulgaria and
in conditions of uncontrollability by public authorities,
there were frequent cases of theft, misappropriation of
property of former cooperative farms, which led to its
destruction and devaluation.

Inthe light of these circumstances, the development
of legislative norms for the transfer of property of
former cooperatives to new owners and production
structures was urgent [14, 172]. Legal accuracy in
the process of transferring property to newly created
agricultural production units was achieved by making
a number of amendments and amendments to the Law
“On Protection of Agricultural Property” of July 12,
1974 on July 21, 1995 [1, 116]. However, in the period
1989-1996, uncertainty in resolving the property issue
led to the loss of property rights by the owners.

Thus, in the conditions of restructuring of large
agricultural enterprises, there was a crisis of material
and technical equipment of agricultural production,
which was not used at all, technically obsolete and did
not provide additional value. As already mentioned,
no large investments were made in the agricultural
sector of the Bulgarian economy in the mid-1990s,
and the formation of a new organizational system
of agricultural production was not accompanied by

6

financial support from the state and major investors to
upgrade agricultural technology.

According to the National Institute of Statistics
of Bulgaria, in 1992 the investment in the agricultural
sector of the economy amounted to 11 Bulgarian levs
per 1 hectare. In 1985, the amount of investment in the
sector was 23 levs per 1 hectare, and during 1994 - 1996
the amount of investment fell to 8 levs per hectare [7,
29]. Bulgarian economists explain this situation with
investing in the agricultural sector of the Bulgarian
economy by the ambiguous attitude and caution of
investors to the reform of agricultural relations. The
lack of a clear state policy on the issue of logistical,
scientific, technological and personnel support of
agricultural production in the context of reforming
the sector was accompanied by a deterioration of the
investment climate within the country. In addition,
the condition of the material and technical base of
agricultural production was constantly deteriorating,
which further reduced the investment attractiveness of
Bulgarian agriculture.

A study of the material and technical equipment of
agriculture in Bulgaria in the period 1989-1996 showed
that the degree of wear of agricultural machinery
was 35.7% - tractors, 41.2% - combines, 29.2% -
special agricultural machinery. Bulgarian researcher
Y. Slavova, analyzing the process of reforming the
agricultural sector of the Bulgarian economy, argues
that the transformation of agriculture has covered only
the land issue, and problems such as modernization of
material and technical base, introduction of the latest
achievements of Bulgarian and world agricultural
science, retraining for the needs of agricultural
production, remained out of the attention of the
reformers [15, 11].

Mainly, in the period 1989-1996, agricultural
machinery in agricultural production was used
Bulgarian production.

May 25 - June 3, 1990 in Bulgaria, in Plovdiv for
the first time a large-scale exhibition of agricultural
machinery “Agrotech - 90” was organized to
acquaint potential buyers with the equipment of
Bulgarian production. The event was organized by the
Agricultural Academy and the Ministry of Agriculture
and Food Industry [4, 30]. The aim of the exhibition
was to popularize Bulgarian agricultural science and
technology, innovations and to establish integration links
between research institutes and agricultural producers.
It was the basis for the annual demonstration of the
achievements of agricultural science in accordance with
the needs of farmers and mechanization of production
with the introduction of a wide range of fertilizers and
pesticides.

Later, agricultural exhibitions were organized in
1991 in Kostinbrod, in 1992 - in Ruse, in 1993 - in
Troyan, in 1994 - in Sofia, in 1995 - in Michurin, in
1996. - in the town of Aksakovo [10, 64; 6,117).

Between 1989 and 1996, Bulgarian agricultural
enterprises purchased about 1,600 machines annually,
including 90-100 combines [16, 129-130], which
accounted for about 5% of the capacity and production
capacity of these agricultural machines.

With Bulgaria’s choice of foreign policy and
economic course for integration with the European
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Union, purchases of agricultural machinery produced
by European countries increased, which had a negative
impact on the Bulgarian agricultural machinery
manufacturer. Consumer interest in tractors and
combines made in Bulgaria is declining in proportion
to the increase in purchases of machines from European
manufacturers. The situation with the purchase of
agricultural machinery in the period 1989-1996 was as
follows.

In 1994, the government adopted a number of
decisions that formalized the procedure for importing
imported agricultural machinery. In particular, the
decision Ne240 “On facilitating the import of imported
machinery” of the Council of Ministers of Bulgaria
laid the foundation for supporting the development
of leasing in agricultural production, equipping the
material and technical base with new agricultural
machinery. This decision allowed duty-free import of
505 pieces. combine harvesters, including 212 pcs.
from well-known world manufacturers (CLAAS,
Massey Ferguson, Grimme, JCB) [7, 141-142]. In the
same year, 340 tractors with an engine capacity of 80
were imported duty-free and more than 10 million spare
parts for agricultural machinery.

By Decision Ne432 of February 14, 1995 “On
Facilitation of Customs Clearance of Agricultural
Machinery”, the Council of Ministers of Bulgaria
further simplified the customs clearance procedure
for imported agricultural machinery [11, 271]. This
decision allowed duty-free import of agricultural
machinery of European production. Thus, by August
1, 1995, 260 units of tractors and 70 units of combine
harvesters were imported.

The monetary volume of purchases of agricultural
machinery in the period 1994-1996 reached more than
60 million dollars USA.

In addition, another reason for the stagnation of
the material and technical base of Bulgarian agriculture
was the state of vacuum in which the agricultural sector
of the economy entered after 1989.

Until 1989, the available agricultural machinery
was manufactured in Bulgaria, the Soviet Union
and Germany. Bulgarian agricultural machinery was
produced mostly on Soviet-made spare parts. Therefore,
it was after the beginning of the political and economic
crisis in the USSR in the late 1980s that a certain crisis
arose in Bulgarian agricultural production in the supply
of the sector with combines and tractors [5, 327. After
1989, the USSR continued to produce agricultural
machinery. However, after the unification of Germany
on October 3, 1990, the production of the Forschrit
E-516 combine harvester, an IFA tractor, was stopped
because spare parts for them were produced in Germany.
35-40% of all agricultural machinery was produced in
Germany, so Bulgarian farmers faced the problem of
finding and ordering spare parts for existing agricultural
machinery. The same situation has developed with
K-700 and Don 1500 combines. This circumstance also
gave impetus to the search for alternative markets for
the supply of agricultural machinery and spare parts for
it. In 1992-1993, intermediary firms appeared on the
Bulgarian agricultural market, importing spare parts
for Russian-made agricultural machinery of rather
low quality [4, 142]. Therefore, farmers increasingly

paid attention to Western European manufacturers,
whose machinery was highly profitable. The quality of
European agricultural machinery exceeded the quality
of Russian-made machinery.

Thus, in Bulgaria there was a situation when
the market of agricultural machinery was in a
difficult situation that needed to be addressed.
For example, in Dobrich there were more than 20
intermediary companies that traded in spare parts for
agricultural machinery of foreign production. In these
circumstances, the Bulgarian agricultural producer
needed a manufacturer who not only sold machinery,
but also concentrated in Bulgaria service centers for
the maintenance of their machinery. In 1994, the
Austrian manufacturer of agricultural machinery Vogel
& Noot started working with farmers in Dobrich. By
August 1994, Vogel & Noot had delivered 17 tillage
machines (6 plows, 4 cultivators, 2 compact disc
harrows, 1 rotary harrow, 1 agricultural field roller, 3
deep tillage machines) [7, 109]. Vogel & Noot began
the process of pre-sale demonstration of machinery,
when the manufacturer sent farmers his machinery for
acquaintance and testing.

In addition to the well-established relationship
between Bulgarian farmers and  machinery
manufacturers, the Bulgarian government has
implemented a test program of financial support for
farmers.

The main source of financing for agriculture in the
period 1989-1996 were commercial banks, which under
the Law on Banks and Credit Unions of March 27, 1992,
are autonomous in their activities. To a lesser extent,
the agricultural sector was financed by producers’ own
funds and by investments. At the beginning of this
period, the activity of offered and used loans was quite
low. The reason for this was the lack of high confidence
of farmers in banks and credit institutions. Banks were
reluctant to lend because the land ownership problem in
Bulgaria had not been finally resolved in the early 1990s.
The main function of the agrarian reform introduced in
the early 1990s was to establish land ownership. At the
end of 1993, the process of restoring ownership in the
agricultural sector was not completed and most farmers
could not use their land as collateral to obtain credit for
the development of agricultural business. Liquidation
councils were temporary institutions that had no right
to provide guarantees or act as guarantors for farmers
to creditors. The instability of agricultural prices and
high inflation also affected banks’ reluctance to lend
to agricultural development. In the domestic consumer
market, agricultural products of Bulgarian origin
had significant competition, and export quotas were
severely limited.

Prices for agricultural products were low and could
not cover the money invested by farmers in sowing,
agricultural machinery and fertilizers. As a result, the
profitability of agricultural production and the solvency
of farmers decreased. At the end of 1992, unpaid loans
to farmers reached 4.7 billion levs, however, most of
these loans were borrowed from the former economic
structures. Unpaid loans were the reason for banks’
refusal to issue new loans to farmers until the overdue
payments were closed.
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On March 27, 1993, the National Assembly
passed the law “On financial support of the agricultural
sector”. The law required commercial banks with more
than 50% of the state’s shares to provide short-term soft
loans at 3% per annum to farmers, private cooperatives,
and agricultural educational and research organizations
engaged in agricultural production. However, the
law excluded the possibility of lending to vegetable
growers. The law defined the terms of loan repayment.
Thus, the farmer had to pay only 1/3 of the debt, the rest
was compensated by subsidies from the state budget.
Banks have pledged to accept future harvests as a
means of securing credit [9, 93].

However, this Law had some difficulties in its
implementation. The obligation of banks to accept future
harvests as collateral is aimed at solving the problem
of collateral for the loan. However, the conditions for
lending to farmers increased the demand for loans. The
law required farmers to insure their crops.

Thus, government loan guarantees were a very
effective incentive for lending in cases of high risk of
debt default. Lending guarantees were more effective
than subsidizing the industry, from a budgetary point of
view, as the risks were shared 50%: 50% between the
state and creditors [9, 93-94].

The problem of low profitability of the industry
was solved by subsidizing prices by 2/3. In practice, the
law foresaw that agricultural producers of early crops
would not be able to pay bank interest rates without
subsidizing prices for agricultural products.

These data show that farmers could not cover their
investments, even without the burden of interest.

Producers of late (autumn) crops, especially
wheat, can cover their sowing costs, pay interest on the
loan and even make a profit. These data show that the
Law aimed to support those producers who needed it
and increase the level of profitability of the industry,
which should increase the interest of landowners in
agricultural production [12, 164] . The total amount of
loans granted after the adoption of the Law in the period
April-October 1993 exceeded 3 billion levs, of which
2.3 billion levs were repaid.

At the beginning of 1993, the Agricultural Credit
Exchange (ACE) was established, which provided
medium-term and long-term lending to agriculture
and aimed at preventing the decapitalization of the
agricultural sector of the Bulgarian economy. The
exchange started its activity with the authorized capital
of 106 million levs provided by the Foreign Aid Agency.
The shareholders in it were public organizations and
state-owned enterprises - the Grain Foundation and the
Agromashinpex trading company. ACE is a joint-stock
union controlled by the public council and operated
with funds received from the Foreign Aid Agency [16,
331], which makes it possible to say that the activities
of the Exchange are one of the vectors of the state
policy of lending to agricultural production.

The Agricultural Credit Exchange was created
to encourage the development of market orientation
of the agricultural sector of the Bulgarian economy.
It did not give priority to increasing profits, but only
sought to cover its costs. The proposed loans were
directed exclusively to private farmers or newly formed
cooperatives based on private land ownership and were

intended for the purchase of agricultural machinery,
construction of technical and ancillary facilities.

In 1993, the main activities of the Agricultural
Credit Exchange (ACE) were:

* encouraging private landowners to grow cereals
and oilseeds, sugar beets. The exchange proposed to
allocate about 75% of all land for the production of
these crops;

* about 20% of the Exchange’s budget was
allocated for the development of livestock farms.

* the remaining 5% of the budget was to be spent
on agricultural development in areas with high levels of
recessions, unemployment and social problems.

The size of the loan for the development of farms
was limited and ranged from 40 thousand levs to 180
thousand levs, the loan repayment period was 7 years.

Agricultural Credit Exchange did not have its
own network of representative offices. This function
was performed by the largest bank, Balkanbank, which
accepted applications for loans and serviced them [9,
108]. On the one hand, this distribution reduced the
maintenance costs of the Agricultural Credit Exchange
staff, and on the other hand, it disrupted the relationship
between the lender and the borrower.

The second problem faced by ACE in its activities
was the unstable dynamics of the exchange rate. In 1992
and 1993, a moratorium on foreign debt payments was
introduced, which helped maintain a relatively stable
exchange rate of the lion.

Thus, the transition from command and
administrative management of the Bulgarian economy
by 1989 to the market structure in the agricultural
sector. As a result of the incomplete agrarian reform and
the issue of land ownership, the criteria of leadership
responsibility have not been outlined. For this reason,
a functioning land market has not been established in
Bulgaria. Farmers who did not engage in this type of
activity before the beginning of the agrarian reform
and did not have management and production skills are
beginning to engage in agricultural production.

These problems were caused by the temporary
inefficiency of the implementation of the market
mechanism of management of the agricultural sector of
the Bulgarian economy.

In 1993, the government was able to intervene
in the agricultural loan market through the Law on
Financial Support of the Agricultural Sector. The law
guaranteed the provision of subsidies to farmers in the
amount of 2/3 of the amount of interest payments on
loans. The scale of this intervention reached 3/5 of the
need for working capital in 1993, thus increasing the
volume of short-term lending and slowing down the
decline in agricultural production.

At the same time, the Law “On Financial Provision
ofthe Agrarian Sector” of 1993 had certain shortcomings
[9, 114]. The provisions of the law provided support
for the production of crops, the cultivation of which
did not require financial subsidies. The law burdened
Bulgaria’s state budget with additional expenditures,
which were stipulated by the law. In these conditions,
there was a deformation of the motives for the use
of alternative sources of funding. Credit subsidies
encouraged agricultural production, but this could not
affect the side effects and associated costs.
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Thus, state subsidies for credit loans helped to
increase the purchase of agricultural machinery of
European production. The created conditions helped to
improve the economic forecast of the agricultural sector
of Bulgaria, to attract the world’s leading agricultural
machinery companies, which in a short period of 1994-
1996 opened offices in Bulgaria and began to create
technical centers for training and service of the proposed
equipment. Indicative is the fact that in 1996 the world
manufacturer of agricultural machinery - John Deere -
entered the Bulgarian agricultural market.

Thus, in the period 1989-1996, the structure of
consumption of agricultural machinery changed in the
direction of increasing the involvement of agricultural
tractors and combines in agricultural production.
The Bulgarian producer of agricultural products was
reoriented to foreign-made machinery. Accordingly,
the dynamics of the use of agricultural machinery of
Bulgarian and foreign production in the period 1989-
1996 is as follows:

e in 1989-1990 - 550 units. combine harvesters
(including 15 foreign production;

* 1991-1993 - 630 units equipment (including 26 -
foreign production);

* 1994-1996 - 2280 units (including 700 - foreign
production).

Insufficient thoughtfulness and sophistication of
the support mechanism for the supply of agricultural
machinery through a specially created Exchange has
led to the monopolization of the market for lending
to farms. At the same time, farmers were given the
opportunity to upgrade their fleet of agricultural
machinery and equipment on preferential terms.
Bulgarian agricultural machinery manufacturers have
the opportunity to recover financially. In addition,
European producers have expanded their representative
networks throughout Bulgaria and established trade
relations with Bulgarian agricultural producers. In
the period 1989-1996, the share of credit support for
technical renewal of agricultural production was 17%
of the real needs of farmers [8, 313-314].

Between 1994 and 1996, the government
accelerated the pace of land restitution and the
introduction of a loan guarantee mechanism for farmers
to upgrade the material and technical base of their
enterprises.

The conclusions. Thus, in the period 1989-1996,
credit relations in Bulgaria developed in accordance
with the Law “On Financial Support of Agricultural
Production” and the needs of the Bulgarian agricultural
sector of the economy, which did not fully contribute to
updating the material and technical base of agricultural
producers. With the destruction of command-and-
control methods of agricultural production management
and the transition to a new market-oriented system,
Bulgarian agricultural producers gradually began
to move to European requirements and production
standards. In Bulgaria, the system of innovation in
the agricultural sector has acquired the following
characteristics:

Program of renewal of the technical park of
agricultural production was introduced, which united
Bulgarian manufacturers of agricultural machinery,
dealers of European machinery and trade and service

centers for maintenance of European machinery, the
Agricultural Credit Exchange and farmers;

System of providing European manufacturers
with their equipment for pre-sale testing by Bulgarian
farmers was formed, which contributed to more
sustainable cooperation;

System of providing farmers with fertilizers and
plant protection products (PPP) was formed. This was
done by domestic PPE producers, intermediaries and
official distributors of foreign companies.

The created system of logistical support of the
agricultural sector of the Bulgarian economy combined
market levers and legislation, took into account the level
of supply and demand, while creating a competitive
environment in which a situation was created in which
the farmer took into account the quality of the proposed
equipment quality”. The analysis of the development
of market relations, agricultural sector of Bulgaria
in 1989-1996 allows us to conclude that during the
transition of the economy to market relations there were
significant changes in its agricultural sector - reformed
cooperatives, restored the rights of former owners and
their heirs to land. The transfer of land to new owners
took place with restrictions and for payment, which was
differentiated depending on its categories.
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M. leoprieBa

MATEPIANIbHO-TEXHIYHE 3ABE3MNEYEHHA
ATrPAPHOIO CEKTOPA EKOHOMIKHA
BONTAPII (1989-1996)

Ilocmanosxka npoénemu. Badcnuse 3nauenHs 6
PpO36UmMKY aspapHo2o cekmopa exkoHomixu boneapii 6
1989-1996 pp. mano mamepianoHO-mexHiyHe OCHAUJEHHSL.
Pigenv mexuiunoco 3abesneyenns azpaphoi cgepu cnpuse
nioguweH IO NPOOYKMUBHOCHIE NPAYL CLbCbKO2OCHOOAPCOKUX
nionpuemMcma, AIKocmi 8upobieHol NPoOyKyil, BUKOPUCMANHS
3eMeNbHUX pecypcie ma 3atHAMOCMI HacenenHs 0012apcbKo20

cena. Koukypenmoszoamuicms — 6012apcbko2o  CLIbCbKO2O
20Cn00apcmea  3yMOBNEHA  BUKOPUCHAHHAM — HOBIMHbOL
CINbCLKO2OCNO0APCHKOT MEeXHIKU Ma Nepedosux mexHon0ziil 6
mMoeaposupoOHUYmMei.

Bnpoesadowcenns azpapnoi peghopmu, 201061010 Memoio
KO 6YN10 8IOHOGNEHHS NPAB KOMUWHIX 3eMACGLACHUKIE Md
Haoanus M iCMOpPUYHO2O NPAaga G1ACHOCMI HA 3eMI0, WO

nanedxcana ix poournam 0o 1946 p. npuszgeno 0o pyinysanms
nonepeonvoi cucmemu azpapnux gionocun ¢ boneapii. /[pioni
ghepmepcoki cocnodapcmea ne mManu 00CMAmMHbLO20 KANIMALy
ons opmyeanns mamepianbHo-mexuiyHoi  6azu  coix
RIONPUEMCIME MA WLYKANU MONCIUBOCIEN OISl PAYIOHATbHO2O
20CN00aploBants 6  yM06ax — GiOCYMHOCMI — CYHYACHUX
CIIbCLKO20CNOOAPCOKUX MAULUH.

Memoto cmammi ¢ 00cniodicenHs. CMany MamepianbHo-
MeXHIuH020 3a0e3neueHHs aspapHo20 CeKmopa eKOHOMIKU
KBoneapii 6 nepexionuii nepioo 0o egponeticvkoi inmezpayii.

OcHoeHi  pesynomamu  0ocnidxicennsa. B cmammi
PO3KpUMO NEPCHEKMUGHI HanpsMU MexXHIiKO-MexXHON02IUHO20
OCHAWjeHHs  azpapHo2o  cekmopa ekoHoMmiku boneapii.
3’acosano ocHo8HI MexawizMu OHOBNEHHA MAamepianbHO-
mexniunoi  6asu  cinbcbkoeo  eocnodapcmea  Boneapii.
Ilpoananizoeano pisenv comoenocmi boneapii 0o nosnoeo
MamepianbHO-MeXHIUH020 3a6e3neuenHs 0012apcbKo2o cenq.

Bucnosku.  30iticnene  0ocniodcenHs — 003601UN0
3pobumu  BUCHOBOK, WO CMBOPEHI HA OCHOBI NPUBAMHOL
671ACHOCMI  CITbCLKO2OCNOOApChKi  nionpuemcmea  Oyiu
Hediezoamuumy  Oe3  mexHiKo-mexHono2iyHoi  basu.
Bcmanoeneno, wo Oepoicagna nonimuxa boneapii wjooo
nioguuyents1 epeKmusHoCmi azpaprozo moeaposupoOHuYmMed
byna ckepogana Ha Qinancogy nIOMpumKy ¢hepmepie
WILSAXOM HAOAHHS Nib2OBUX KPeOumis, Ni3uHe08UX NpOcpam
ma Oepoicasnux acuenysans. Iliosuwenns eghexmugnocmi
azpapHo20 uPOOHUYMEA 0)10 MOHCTUBUM TULLE 30 BCEOTUHO20
CHpUAHHA Oeporcasu ma 3anyyeHHs [HEecmopie 6 2any3b
ma i mamepianvHo-mexniune 3abe3nevenns. Pesymbmamu
BUBYEHHSL BNAUBY 30IUCHEHUX 3aX00i6 0EPAHCABHO20 YNPAGTIHHS
MEXHIYHUM OCHAWEHHAM CITbCbKO20 20cnodapemea 6yoymbo
NOKIAO€eHI 8 OCHOBY NOOANLULUX HAYKOBUX OOCTIONCEHD.

Knirouoei cnoea: boneapis; cinocvoke 2ocnodapcmeo;
iHBeCTy8aHHs; Esponeiicvruil Coros; IHHOBAYITIHO-
iHBeCmuUYIiHUTL PO3GUIMOK, 0EPICABHA NOTITNUKA.

VIIK 94:332.2.01](4)”18/19”(045)
DOI: 10.31651/2413-8142-2020-24-Kornovenko-Telvak

C. B. KopHoBeHko

00KmMOp icmopudHux Hayk, npoghecop, npoghecop
Kageopu inmenexmyanbHoi 81ACHOCME MA YUBLIbHO-
npagosux OUCYUnin

Yepkaceko2o HayioOHAIbHO20 YHIGEpCUmenty

imeni boeoana Xmenvhuybkoeo
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doyenm Kagheopu 6cec8imuboi icmopii ma cneyianbHux
icmopuynux oucyuniin /[pocoduybkoco 0epiucagnozo
neoazoziunoeo ynigepcumemy imeni leana @panka
ORCID: https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4671-743X

ATrPAPU3M AK CENAHOLEEHTPUYHUNA
®EHOMEH KPAIH LLEHTPAIIbHOI TA
NIBAEHHO-CXIAHOI €BPONU APYIOl
MONOBUHU XIX — NEPLUOI TPETUHU XX CT.:
BUTOKU | CYTHICTb ABULLA

Y cmammi  poskpumo, wo y Opyeiti nonosumi
XIX — nepwiii mpemuni XX cm. egponeticoKi Kpainu 3a3Hanu
HeNIHIiHUX ~ COYIOKYIbMYypHUX — mpancgopmayii.  Bonu

* Cmamms micmums  pe3ytbmamu  OOCHONCEHb, NPOBEOCHUX 3a
epanmom Hayionanwnozo ondy oocniodcenv Vipainu «Azpapusm:
censHoyenmpusHull heromen Yxpaincokoi pesomoyii 1917 — 1921 pp.»
(peccmpayitinuii nomep 2020.02/0120).
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