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 1990 2000 2008 2009 2010 2011 

    , % 
(1990=100):       

    100,0 25,2 85,4 50,0 49,7 60,8 

   100,0 4,2 32,9 16,4 19,1 25,2 

    21,3 3,6 8,2 7,0 8,2 8,8 

   , % (2000=100):       

    – 100,0 924,2 1035,5 1156,6 1315,2 
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    – 2,0 2,2 2,2 1,9 1,6 
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2. ,                                                       
     2009  2011 ., % 

  
  

  
(   )  

 

2009 2011 2009 2011 2009 2011 

 61,6 64,2 30,4 27,4 92,0 91,6 

  54,8 53,7 36,0 37,3 90,8 91,0 

 59,6 64,0 31,0 26,6 90,6 90,6 

 68,5 64,2 20,1 26,0 88,6 90,2 

 52,1 52,6 35,0 36,1 87,1 88,7 

 56,1 52,7 29,1 31,1 85,2 83,8 

 52,3 55,7 30,7 29,7 83,0 85,4 

 59,7 57,3 21,5 21,8 81,4 79,1 

 53,6 54,4 25,6 25,4 79,2 79,8 

:   :    /  , 2009. –  . – 
. 229, 251, 255. 
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  An article points out current threats for agriculture and agrarian production of Ukraine, suggests a complex of possible 
measures to be taken for solving basic problems of this brunch of the economy. 

* * * 
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 An article considers and generalises the problem of delegating authority to land owners within the framework of active land 

market, the choise of land users between land purchase and land tenure of agrarian land, the problem of calling off of the 
moratorium in order to enhance the efficiency level and promote rational use of land. 
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2.            
   

      
, /  51,6 46,0 

 , % 14,4 17,6 
,  28,0 26,0 

,   7,0 7,0 
,  35,0 51,0 

,   56,0 75,0 
,  18,0 17 
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              - 25 
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1,8 
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1,8 
4,2 

  0,1 100 
  0,12 120 

  : 
  

 
14,6 

 
14,6 

 ,  144 144 
 ,  15,3 13,4 

 ,  1757 1851 
 ,  1069 1484 

 ,  3763 2203 
,  3309 3347 

,  650 891 
,  355 440 

,  121 98 
,  52 57 

,  35 32 
,  27 25 
,  28 44 
,  5003 4510 

,  145 114 
,  517 542 

,  730 1008 
,  4,8 3,3 

,  3,1 2,1 
,  569 896 

 , .   1147 207 
 ,  1025 1990 
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  ,  15,0±0,66 16,9±0,57 
   4 % ,  13,5±0,68 16,1±0,63 

  , % 3,6±0,09 3,8±0,07 
  , % 3,22±0,03 2,83±0,02 

   1  , . . 0,99 0,88 
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   . .     ,  - 18 
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 1  , . 520 489 
  1     ,  400 400 

 ,  - 31 
 

,     -
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 An article studies the peculiarities of cultivating of winter rapeseed in the Crimea and analyses the economic efficiency of use 
of rapeseed as forage for dairy cattle. 
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   An article highlights the development prospects for alternative energy in Ukraine, launching into use of unconventional, 

renewable sources of energy, rational use of energy potential of biomass of agrarian waste products. 
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   An article shows the results of study of strategies and directions of investment support for the development of the agriculture 
of Ukraine up to the year 2020. 
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t (tax rate) –    , 
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   The technique of modelling industrial structure of agriculture, based on the transformation of biomass the most productive crops in 

the region is ready to implement crop, livestock, bioenergy and organic fertilizers. As the example of implementation methodology of 
optimization of branch structure the data base of station agrarian technical experiment a in left-bank forest-steppe of Ukraine is described. It 
is shown that by optimizing inter agricultural production can significantly increase its economic efficiency, provide a complete energy 
independence of agricultural enterprises, a high level of employment, and improve the ecological environment. 

* 

. . ,   ,   
 «     

   » 

                            
  

 
   -

     
    

   -
.     -

   
     -

     -
:   -

  ;  -
   «  

 ». 
      

    -
    

,    -
,      

   -
,    . 

     -

     
    -

,     
     -

,     
 –  ,  

     -
. 

   -
  ,     

 ,   -
     

,  : . . ,               
. . , . . , . , 
. . , . , . , ,         
. , . . , .    
.        -

   -
    

       



 , 2012, 9 56 

   -
     

      -

  -    
 . 

  
____________________________________________________________________________________ 

          ,    -
           ,  , 

    .          -
        . ,    -

         ,   -
   ,          

 .  
          ,   -

           , -
,     .        

         . , 
            -

,      ,    -
       . 
   The technique of modelling industrial structure of agriculture, based on the transformation of biomass the most productive crops in 

the region is ready to implement crop, livestock, bioenergy and organic fertilizers. As the example of implementation methodology of 
optimization of branch structure the data base of station agrarian technical experiment a in left-bank forest-steppe of Ukraine is described. It 
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  An article describes the features of management of growth of agricultural enterprises within the framework of the stages of 
their activity cycle and suggests technique of analysis and optimization of financing operations of the enterprise. 
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  The article reviews the current state and problems of rural development, the strategy is scientifically substantiated and areas 
of economic activities of their development are identified. The role of local governments in addressing community and rural 
development on the example of the village council Pryvorottya is studied. The authors have also formulated main measures for 
stimulation rural development. 
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,      
2010    202,8 .  124,8 

. ,    9,8 %  -
   . 

1.        
 2000 . 2005 . 2008 . 2009 . 2010 . 2010 ., %  

2000 . 
 

 ,  
.  20175,0 20680,0 20972,3 20191,5 20266,0 100,5 

    -
, ,  -
, .  

4334,1 3986,3 3300,1 3131,0 3094,5 71,4 

     
 , , 

    
  , % 

21,5 19,3 15,7 15,5 15,3 -6,2 

  
 ,  

.  1272,4 1297,2 1312,9 1265,6 1267,3 99,6 

    -
, ,  -
, .  

202,8 183,4 163,7 125,4 124,8 61,5 

     
 , , 

    
  , % 

15,9 14,1 12,5 9,9 9,8 -6,1 

 

    -
 ,    -

       
       

2010  – 3094,5 . ,   28,6 % -
  2000 .    -

 ,     -
,      

 2010   15,3%,   6,2 % -
   2000 . 
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   230   2000   

2060   2010- ,    9 ,  
 , , -
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  9,6 ,      

     27,0%,  -
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   ; -
  ;  -

 ;  -
, , -  , 

 ;  -
     

  ,  -
   ;   -

 ;   -
    '   -

;    
 . 

 2.       -
       ,  

2010 .  %      2000 . 2005 . 2008 . 2009 . 2010 . 
2000 . 2009 . 

  230 759 1679 1804 2060 8,9 117,6 
  157 506 1199 1312 1504 9,6 115,1 

 262 798 1694 1848 2174 8,3 121,8 
 312 1032 1988 1950 2105 6,7 150,2 

 219 582 1268 1257 1366 6,2 115,8 
   '  303 1017 2154 2279 2495 8,2 114,5 
  557 1453 3761 4138 4444 7,9 104,6 

    265 841 1795 2020 2325 8,8 121,2 
  323 1014 2392 2309 2564 7,9 107,4 

 174 701 1553 1702 1979 11,4 115,9 
 '  130 499 1129 1264 1575 12,1 126,2 

 

   , -
    
,     -

     -
 ,   

   -
   IV  2010  -
 3118,81 ,   561,17  (   

21,9 %) ,     
2008  ( . 3).   , 

     -
     -

 ,      
   IV  2010  

 62,7%. 

3.        
IV      

2008 . 2009 . 2010 . 
2010 . (+,-)  

2008 . 
  ,  2557,64 2669,27 3118,81 +561,17 
  64,5 60,5 62,7 -1,8 
     -

 2,3 4,9 2,1 -0,2 

     2,9 2,6 2,2 -0,7 
, ,   ,   24,6 27,3 27,1 +2,5 

   ,     -
  5,7 4,7 5,9 +0,2 
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   ,  -

    « -
 »       -
   -

 . 
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     -

   ( . 4). 
 

   4 :  
   ,  -

     -
   -

,     
,         -

 ,  
  ,  -
     , 

     -
-    

–  . ,    
     -



 , 2012, 9 87

      -
        -

    
      

  ,  
    2005 , 

          -
,     
      100  

 .  -
   , -

     -
     100  -

   ,  -
    -

    -
,     -

,       
   -

 ,   -
     

   ,  
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  4,2 106,1 96,9 1203,1 207,7 145,1 10,7 3739,0 25,5 

 
-

  
-0,46 8,14 21,48 122,96 23,24 -8,66 -0,98 24,65 7,14  330,0 

 
 

, % 
5,7 13,4 23,6 29,5 24,5 14,6 10,6 285,6 24,7 

 
  3,7 134,8 105,9 1253,9 226,7 129,5 9,5 6732,8 36,3 

 
-

  
-0,35 13,42 22,56 110,34 24,27 -6,99 -0,71 834,3 8,45 330,1 – 390,0 

 
 

, % 
4,4 7,9 22,7 26,6 17,3 9,0 5,6 183,6 13,1 

 
  4,6 179,7 193,4 1425,8 252,9 229,2 15,6 20453,8 39,0 

 
-

  
-0,31 15,25 41,69 135,52 32,08 -1,83 -0,62 4045,9 6,92 390,1   

 
 

, % 
4,8 10,8 15,7 26,5 19,2 10,4 6,9 47,0 9,9 
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________________________________________________________________________________ 

             . -
     ,        ,  

       . 
             -

.      ,        
,         . 

  An article studies the current state and major problems of the rural population of Ukraine and Kharkiv area in particular. A 
concept and essence of wages and its average monthly level is studied due to the types of economic activity and its influence on 
providing of steady development of agricultural enterprises is considered. 

* * * 
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  An article defines the essence and priorities of implementation of innovations for the development of national economy. The 

main guidelines for the state regulation of innovative activity are suggested and substantiated within the framework of the world 
economic development. 
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1.       , 2005-2011 .* 
 

 
2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2011  %  

2005 
 ,   

    111 68 45 24 8 5 6 5,4 

  . .   54 43 22 13 6 3 4 7,4 
 57 25 23 11 2 2 2 3,5 

 , .  5,80 1,97 2,62 1,30 0,47 0,29 0,11 1,9 
  . .   2,90 1,79 0,97 0,39 0,08 0,03 0,02 0,7 

 2,90 0,18 1,65 0,91 0,39 0,26 0,09 3,0 
, /  1,02 0,91 0,94 1,81 2,31 2,67 1,82 178,4 

  . .   0,79 0,89 0,86 0,75 0,81 0,30 1,00 126,6 
 1,24 1,09 0,99 2,26 2,59 2,91 2,08 167,7 

  , .  5,89 1,79 2,46 2,35 1,08 0,77 0,20 3,4 
  . .   2,29 1,59 0,83 0,29 0,07 0,01 0,02 0,9 

 3,60 0,20 1,63 2,06 1,01 0,76 0,18 5,0 
*  :              

  „ ”. 
 

     -
     

      
   2002-2011 , -

    ,   -
     

,     
     ( -
) ( . 2). 

,    
  (2011 .)    

 112,2%   -
.     

    -
,     

 ,   -
   . 

,   -
     -
    -

.   ,  „  
    -

   ,  ”1. 
   „ ”,  -
     -

    10%,   
 –  1,4%; ’   -

      
20%,   – 16,8%.  -

     
 –  20% ,   , -

    . , 
                                                 
1  . .    : „ ”  „ ” / 

. , .  //  . – 2010. -  4. – 

. 30-33. 

   ,  
 ,   -  , 

       -
    .  

    „ ”, -
       

,    
    2,0-2,5   

     0,64-0,71 
 ,   -

   50 /   
 0,34 / . 

     -
,    -
     -
 –      

    .  
    – 96-100%, 

 – 95-98%, ,  – -
  ; ,  -

, , ,  -
     (  
  ,   

  )2. 
     

   – 55-60 / .  
     -

   –  2,0-2,2  ,  
.  ,   -

     
–   „  ”. 

                                                 
2  . 
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2.                           
 ,        2002-2011 .* 

 *** 
 

. .     ** , 
/ *** 

, 
%*** 

/  %         
 

1 2002   47,1 17,0 7,87 111,8 
2 2002   72  57,0 17,5 10,0 - 
3 2003   45,7 16,2 7,33 114,7 
4 2003   46,1 16,0 7,36 115,2 
5 2003  -90 . . 70,2 18,9 13,30 - 
6 2003  -97 . . 48,3 17,2 8,30 118,9 
7 2004   49,4 16,7 8,20 114,0 
8 2004   49,5 17,0 8,37 116,4 
9 2004  . . 55,0 17,2 9,50 116,5 
10 2005   52,0 16,5 8,61 107,9 
11 2005  . . 54,5 17,3 9,40 117,8 
12 2006   56,4 17,6 9,98 117,4 
13 2006   51,6 17,6 9,13 107,4 
14 2007   56,9 17,1 9,82 103,2 
15 2008   58,5 17,2 10,06 105,8 
16 2009   48,8 16,4 8,05 - 
17 2009   54,9 16,7 9,19 106,2 
18 2009   51,0 16,5 8,51 - 
19 2009   54,9 16,7 9,20 106,4 
20 2010   56,6 18,3 10,40 109,0 
21 2010   56,6 18,6 10,60 111,4 
22 2010   55,5 18,8 10,60 111,1 

 49,1 17,5 8,59 106,2 23 2011 „  0801” 
 48,2 17,2 8,34 108,2 
 49,1 17,3 8,49 114,1 24 2011 „  0802” 
 49,1 16,7 8,13 105,4 
 47,6 16,6 7,97 107,1 25 2011 „  0803” 
 48,6 17,3 8,45 109,6 
 53,2 17,1 9,19 123,5 26 2011 „  0805” 
 50,8 16,8 8,57 111,2 

* :          – 2012 . (    27.03.2012 ) 
[  ]. –  : http://www.agroscience.com.ua/views/perelik-sortiv. 
**   :  – ,  – ,  – . 
***   . 
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3.                                            
     , 2005-2011 . 

 
 

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2011  
2005, % 

,                               
, .  624 787 578 377 319,5 492 516 82,7 

   1 ,  3,05 3,27 3,23 4,17 3,98 3,14 4,50 147,5 
-     , 

:  20 20 25 30 35 35 35 175,0 

 60 65 70 75 80 85 90 150,0 
   ,  : 

 15,2 17,0 13,4 10,2 5,0 7,8 4,9 32,2 

 10,7 21,5 23,1 17,0 26,8 43,9 57,1 533,6 
     

  ,    ,   7,1 14,9 14,8 10,2 15,1 25,8 34,9 491,6 
*  :        ,     -
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  The modern tendencies of sugar beets seed-growing of Ukraine are considered, its current problems are defined and 
measures for stabilization and regulation of this industry are suggested. 

* * * 
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1   . .    :  .  ./                          

. . . –  .: , 2008.  .206. 
2  . .   ,    / 

. . . – .:  , 1999. – .30,315,346. 
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  , –  
50,6%. 

    
    -

  ,  -
     

,   ,  -
    

   ( . 1).   
     

, - , -
, , , , 

    , -
,   -

 ( . 2). 

1.         -
    2006-2011 . 

 
  

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2011 .  % 
 2006 .

  :        
  ( .- .) 8 7 11 6 1 4 50,0 

  .- . 1 0 - 3 2 0 - 
  ( .- .) 10 8 6 4 4 2 20,0 
  3 5 4 2 8 11 366,7 

  ( , ) - 12 8 2 3 4 - 
  30 33 27 22 19 31 103,3 
 151 193 128 84 79 96 63,6 

    6 2 5 6 18 9 150,0 
   3 8 8 2 3 1 33,3 
     0 0 12 2 2 3 300,0 

-    . -  - 1 2 2 - 1 - 
   . -  9 8 17 5 0 6 66,7 
   .- .  8 7 2 9 9 2 25,0 

-   0 0 0 1 2 3 300,0 
 37 59 43 16 34 31 83,8 
    3 3 5 7 3 1 33,3 

-   .  . .  7 12 1 0 1 2 28,6 
  - - - - - - - 

-   1194 1114 838 979 826 1183 99,1 
 359 152 138 94 103 69 19,2 

 1 3 12 6 6 9 900 
 . .   .  0 1 0 2 3 2 200 

 49 29 18 26 15 31 63,3 
   45 57 45 38 57 41 91,1 

 507 323 230 126 104 125 24,7 
     7 2 4 2 1 1 14,3 
      2 2 1 14 4 18 900 

  5 1 2 5 1 5 100 
   9 14 4 15 7 11 122,2 
   - 3 17 14 14 2 200 

  30 27 14 13 18 24 80 
 57 69 49 31 36 28 49,1 

 291 242 189 120 142 165 56,7 
     ( ) 392 308 221 131 121 141 36,0 

 125 81 54 53 39 27 21,6 
 -  ,  3 59 63 51 48 48 1600 
 34 17 17 11 8 11 32,4 

 4 7 11 4 5 7 175 
   374 399 1162 556 945 968 258,8 
 87 58 35 15 20 19 21,8 
 21 7 14 2 3 7 33,3 

   85 46 143 338 184 366 430,6 
*       . 
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     , 
     -

   -
 ,    -

 – ,   . , 
   ,     

   , -
     30-57%  
,       
 ( . 3). ,   

     -
  .  

,    
,   -

  .  , 
-    -

      -
   ,  -

,      
   .  

     -
     -
  .  -

      -
   ,   

      
 . 

 

2.   ( )                                         
    2006-2011 . 

 (-),  (+) 
   

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 
  :       

  ( .- .) -45 -37 -35 -32 -36 -34 
  .- . -6 -6 - 0 -1 -3 

  ( .- .) -3 -5 -9 -1 -2 -12 
  -12 -9 -10 -8 -4 3 
  ( , ) - -1 -6 -6 -4 -9 
  -24 -14 -26 -28 -33 -23 
 -111 -14 -83 -99 -92 -52 

    -15 -13 -1 -5 3 -5 
   -9 -3 -3 -4 -1 -2 
     -3 -2 -2 2 0 -3 

-    . . - 1 2 2 - -1 
   . -  3 6 14 1 -3 0 
   .- .  3 -3 -2 4 1 -3 

-   -1 -13 -12 -19 -29 -26 
 -78 -39 -46 -44 -13 -7 
    -29 -24 -12 3 -3 -8 

-   .  .  -  -6 9 -4 -9 -23 -15 
  - - - -1 -  

-   154 38 -516 -654 -827 -631 
 147 -58 -47 -28 -38 -39 

 -3 -3 6 -4 -1 -5 
 . .   .  -7 0 -2 2 3 2 

 -1 -35 -35 -12 -33 -34 
   22 21 -11 -14 23 2 

 -667 -628 -585 -335 -200 -184 
     4 -11 -9 -3 -3 - 
       -13 -6 -6 -10 -4 -4 

  -8 -10 -9 -4 -5 -2 
   -13 -23 -30 -15 -19 -16 
   - -22 -11 -2 1 -44 

  -25 -16 -30 -12 -3 -6 
 -68 -94 -107 -49 -38 -88 
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 . 2 
 -216 -164 -183 -122 -37 -60 

     -432 -423 -609 -464 -282 -259 
 -44 -68 -77 -65 -51 -92 

 -  ,  3 6 -37 -66 -58 -63 
 -42 -44 -28 -17 -16 -5 

 -21 -15 -17 -15 -10 -13 
   81 -315 -2680 -3399 -2390 -2649 

 -1 -2 -4 -5 -1 -1 
 11 -20 -21 -41 -32 -18 
 6 0 -1 -15 -8 -5 

   -913 -421 -1357 -1310 -1241 -1477 
*       . 

3.   ,        -
         ,     -

  -    
 

 
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 

. ( .) 
.  

2011 .  2006 . 
 33,3 45,2 38,5 32,8 43,1 32,9 -0,4 

,  36,5 34,7 41,4 36,8 44,4 32,2 -4,3 
  . .  38,1 34,9 44,8 38,8 44,8 34,4 -3,7 

  38,7 39,8 50,0 31,7 42,6 40,1 +1,4 
 . . -  42,9 30,5 56,7 40,4 44,4 41,3 -1,6 

*       . 
 

    
    -

 ,    
,   -

    ( . 4). 
    -
   . 

     -
      -

   -
,      

   I-II  -
 ,   -

  2010     
 ,  48,6%,  2011  – 

58,8%,     -
  III-IV   – 

31,4,  26,1%.  -
  -  -

     -
 :  2004   -

    78,9%,   
    -

 81,4%,  2010  –  93,2 
 79,3%. 

4.                                                      
    2006-2011 . , % 

 

  
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 

 

. ( .) 
 -

 2011 .  
2006 . 

  :        

  ( .- .) 40 36 28 18 24 29 -11 

  .- . 29 33 - - 33 33 +4 

  ( .- .) 39 23 47 80 - 57 +18 

  27 14 14 - 25 50 +23 

  ( , ) - 38 43 75 14 38 - 
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 . 4 
  31 47 34 34 33 44 +13 

 39 41 37 38 39 49 +10 

    29 53 17 27 60 43 +14 

   50 27 55 67 - 33 -17 

     67 - 50 - 0 50 -17 

-    . . - 0 0 - - 50 - 

   . -  17 100 33 50 33 67 +50 

    20 60 25 40 63 40 +20 

-   - 54 33 35 35 48 +48 

 33 28 30 27 26 34 +1 

    25 44 35 25 33 22 -3 

-   .  . . . 62 100 40 11 25 18 -44 

  - - - 100 - - - 

-  .- .  39 53 34 44 45 50 +11 

 24 35 39 25 40 31 +7 

 50 50 17 40 57 36 -14 

 . .   .  57 - - - - - - 

 24 36 36 29 23 25 +1 

   13 33 23 25 32 36 +23 

 24 25 34 26 31 36 +12 

     33 31 46 60 100 - - 

      33 25 29 42 25 41 +8 

  31 46 46 56 67 57 +26 

   32 43 32 33 42 33 +1 

   - - 64 50 69 7 - 

  40 28 34 16 33 27 -13 

 26 26 37 29 26 21 -5 

 26 35 29 24 34 29 +3 

     25 29 33 26 32 35 +10 

 36 37 42 27 30 24 -12 

 -  , -
 - 32 34 33 39 40 - 

 33 36 36 32 38 50 +17 

 28 23 29 21 27 20 -8 

   30 18 25 23 29 32 +2 

 - - 25 20 - 100 - 

 21 52 38 30 25 21 0 

 33 29 40 12 36 42 +9 

   51 46 23 25 27 28 -23 
*       . 
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,  2010  – 23,1%. ,  -
    -

,    -
  –  -
    -

     

   -
.  ,   -

     
    -

     
    

   
   
      

  -   . 



 , 2012, 9 122 

     
 .     
  ,   -
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    8 . ( . 5). 

5.     (        
)   «  » 

 

  
2007 2008 2009 2010 

. ( .) 
2010 . 

 2007 .,  
  ,  :      

-  .- .  117 133 110 127 +10 
 180 176 101 96 -84 

 197 5 72 58 -139 
 . .     - 63 - - - 

 - 6 - 69 - 
 307 152 189 64 -243 
 7 - - - - 

   190 143 148 67 -123 
 209 220 160 121 -88 

     116 205 95 3 -113 
       6 145 137 182 +176 

  244 118 74 238 -6 
   172 147 78 125 -47 
   - 276 110 343 - 

  67 135 172 85 +18 
 208 154 153 85 -123 

 164 171 120 97 -67 
     180 168 140 118 -62 

 179 196 242 212 +33 
 -  ,  128 125 160 155 +27 

 195 151 157 132 -63 
 93 115 156 84 -9 

 - - 3 3 - 
   196 105 183 159 -37 

 - 372 151 - - 
 116 146 163 98 -18 
 191 63 123 83 -108 

   205 94 184 165 -40 
*       .  2011 .  . 
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    -
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 – 10    -
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  :  
     -
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    3% -
  ,  0,4% 

     
.     
     

 1-1,2%   -
1.

6.   ( )                                                  
     

  

-
 
- 

, . 

 
, 

  
 

(-) 
(+) , 

. 

-
-

,  

 -
-

, % 

   2006 . 110 171 -61 69 40,4 
2011 . 41 90 -49 25 28 

      2006 . 0 7 -7 4 57 
2011 . 2 2 0 2 100 

   2006 . 23 65 -42 23 35 
2011 . 24 58 -34 17 29 

   2006 . 1 2 -1 1 50 
2011 . 2 9 -7 4 44 

     2006 . 2 1 1 0 0 
2011 . - - - - - 

   2006 . 160 261 -101 84 32 
2011 . 71 196 -125 54 28 

 2006 . 296 507 -211 181 35,7 
2011 . 140 355 -215 102 28,7 
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_____________________________________________________________________________ 

             -
 .         . 

             -
 .         . 

  Profound detailed  analysis  of  supply  of   and  demand  for  agricultural  professions  among  agrarian  enterprises  in  
Kharkiv  region  was  carried  out.  Ways to  achieve  balanced  human  resourcing  of  agricultural  enterprises  are  proposed. 
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 30%),     -
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1      

  30  2005   1171 "   
   ". 

 ,     
:     

  ( ,  15% 
     
),    –    

( ,  25%   -
),      

. 
     -

     
:  

  ,   
     -

.     , -
, 2   -

3.     
   ,  «  

    » 
(  .  2/04  18.01.2012 );  

      
  .   , 

,  .   
  ,    

   25.12.1996   1548 
     

      
(   .  01-05/12  
12.01.2012   .  79- -006-   
13.01.2012 );  

  ,   -
     
  .   -
     ,   

 .    -
 : 

     
     

     
( ,    

); 
    

                
  (   -

,  ,   ): 

                                                 
2      

  15  2005   564  "   -
 ". 

3      
  23  2011   269 "   

       
 ". 
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___________________________________ 
1        01  1997   467 "     

 ". 
2        03.06.2008   287-  "    -

     ". 

)   ( , , 
 ); 

)     ( -
 ); 

)      
    ( -

 )      
    

    -
,    -
 ( 1   ); 

   «  
    .  

    -
 -        

   » (  
2). 

     
    -

 :   -
   ,   , 

   2,50     
  ;  -

,    ,   
    – 3,00 . 
      1. 

1.          
   

    , % ,   ,  
 25% 2,5 3,13 
   2,5     

   2,5   
 25 2,5 3,13 

 15 2,5 2,88 
 15 2,5 2,88 

   (  )  3,00 
-  15 2,5 2,88 

 20 2,5 3,00 
 20 2,5 3,00 

 20 2,5 3,00 
   (  )  3,00 

    3,00 
 25 2,5 3,13 

 25 2,5 3,13 
 15 2,5 2,88 

 25 2,5 3,13 
 15 2,5 2,88 

 25 2,5 3,13 
 20 2,5 3,00 

   (  )  3,00 
 10 2,5 2,75 

   (  )  3,00 
 10 2,5 2,75 

.  25 2,5 3,13 
:  . 

  

    1,   
   2,75   3,13 , -

      -
     -

      -
 .      
    

    4,00 – 6,00  
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(     ,  -
 ).    

  :    – 0,03   

1 .,       – 0,045   
1 . ( . 2). 

2.          
           

   
      ,  

10 % 15 % 20 % 25 % 30 % * 

 
 

 

1 2** 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 

 
 

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

, (
-

n)
, 

 

 
 

 
 

(
/ 

n)
, %

 

2,75 3,03 - 3,07 3,16 3,19 3,21 3,30 3,33 3,35 3,44 3,47 3,48 3,58 3,61 3,62 0,60 19,67 
2,88 3,17 - 3,21 3,31 3,34 3,36 3,46 3,49 3,50 3,60 3,63 3,65 3,74 3,77 3,79 0,62 19,60 
3,00 3,30 - 3,35 3,45 3,48 3,50 3,60 3,63 3,65 3,75 3,78 3,80 3,90 3,93 3,95 0,65 19,55 
3,13 3,44 - 3,49 3,60 3,63 3,64 3,76 3,79 3,80 3,91 3,94 3,96 4,07 4,10 4,11 0,67 19,49 
4,00 4,40 - 4,45 4,60 4,63 4,65 4,80 4,83 4,85 5,00 5,03 5,05 5,20 5,23 5,25 0,85 19,20 
5,00 5,50 - 5,55 5,75 5,78 5,80 6,00 6,03 6,05 6,25 6,28 6,30 6,50 6,53 6,55 1,05 19,00 
6,00 6,60 - 6,65 6,90 6,93 6,95 7,20 7,23 7,25 7,50 7,53 7,55 7,80 7,83 7,85 1,25 18,86 

:  .                                                                                                                                                                                         
* 30%     ,          

 . 
**    . 
1 -     . 
2 -   +     . 
3 -   +        . 
 

  . 2 ,   -
      -

,      
   –   2 . 

 , , ,  
     2,75 
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__________________________________________________________________________________ 

              
           ;  

               ;  -
       . 

             -
            ; 

                ; -
        . 

  An article analyses the regulatory framework and establishes a significant difference in regulating the boundary level of 
profitability in the production and limitation of trading markup on selling the baby food between regions, provides calculation of the 
effect of regulation on the price difference starting from the cost of goods sold (COGS) till manufacturer's suggested retail price 
(MSRP); suggests the proposals on improving the measures of regulation of baby food market. 
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  An article analyses the regulatory framework and establishes a significant difference in regulating the boundary level of 
profitability in the production and limitation of trading markup on selling the baby food between regions, provides calculation of the 
effect of regulation on the price difference starting from the cost of goods sold (COGS) till manufacturer's suggested retail price 
(MSRP); suggests the proposals on improving the measures of regulation of baby food market. 
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and consequences of reassessment of the land for agricultural production are proved. 
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