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The agricultural sector in the Czech and Slovak Republic has problems in big and also in small farms. The pa-
per is based on the assumption of the family farm algorithm, which is focused on the plant production. A family farm
is represented by two adults and two children. The aim is to calculate the minimum size of the farm in hectare needed
to achieve the average income (in the national economy) of the 4-member family in the Czech Republic and in
Slovakia.

The algorithms for determining the size of a family farm focused on crop farming in the corn production area in the
economic and production conditions of the Czech Republic and the Slovak Republic were given the following inputs: the
average annual income of a 4 member family, own costs for chosen crops, prices crops, average subsidies for agricultural
land, average annual harvests of chosen crops. Data were obtained from the ministries of agriculture and statistical offices
from both states.

We calculate the average 4 member family in Slovakia needs to earn minimum 16 77.44 Euro per year and in the
Czech Republic 18 322.08 Euro per year. The results of the paper proved that, according to the model of an average farm
focused on crop production, the acreage of 89.99 ha in Slovakia and 122.31 ha in the Czech Republic of agricultural land
needs to have one family farm. We are calculating with following commodities: wheat, barley, grain maize, sunflower, oil
rape, potatoes and pea.

One way to track changes in farm structure is to examine trends in the average size of holding, or average herd size in
the case of livestock farms. However, this measure can seriously underestimate the pace of change where much of the
growth (in area farmed, or in livestock numbers) takes place on the larger holdings. The persistence of many small holdings,
even though the share of the land or livestock that they control is small and may be falling, tends to mask the extent of
structural change as measured by averages.

The aim of submitted paper is to determine the minimum size of agricultural land of a small family farm focused on
plant production in the economic and production conditions of the Czech and Slovak Republics.

In the submitted paper the data on farmers has been used in Slovakia and the Czech Republic from the data of business
calculations by Research Institute of Agricultural and Food Economics from Slovakia and Research Institute of Agricultural
Economy from Czech Republic.
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Problem statement and analysis of recent research. Entrepreneurship on the agricultural land
belongs among the oldest economic sectors of every country. Slovakia and the Czech Republic were for
many centuries typical agrarian countries. Despite the areal industrialization after 1950 agriculture
remained its characteristic feature. Evidential sector organization of agricultural production was created as
a result of manufacturing expansion. It was caused by industrialization process. It caused largely one-side
orientation of rural regions towards the agricultural activities. Agriculture nowadays is a small but
important sector of the economy which has steadily declined since the "velvet revolution" of 1989. In the
current era of globalization, especially after the accession to the EU, the position of agriculture is
changing especially in the trend of EU CAP reforms [1, 2, 3].

Even today, agriculture is an important source of income and the world’s largest business. One-
third of the economically active population obtains its livelihood from agriculture. The agricultural
sector is one of the main land users in Europe and thus shapes landscapes in rural areas. It has various
direct and indirect impacts on the environment and is itself dependent on natural resources. [4] The
changing position of agriculture and the differentiated rural areas is also reflected in the theoretical
approaches trying to explain this transformation with agriculture seen as one of the sectors and
industries in the rural areas which can ensure the sustainability of rural houscholds and the quality of
life in rural areas through combination of agriculture and other activities (tourism or other services)
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in the frame of multifunctionality concept [5, 6]. There are many authors who are calculating with
size of farm and economical results. Some results show that there is a negative relationship between
farm size and productivity and positive relationship between credits and productivity. These results
were statistically significant in all models at coefficient estimation using the method of least squares
and the fixed effect model. According to the reached results by authors Ladvenicova and
Miklovic¢ova [7] can say that for Slovak farmers it would be better to operate on smaller size of farm
than they do [10]. Many studies estimated that in agriculture there are constant returns to scale. In our
case we can follow decreasing returns to scale — each hectare of land leads to the decrease of
production. Positive effect can be followed in credits. Access to credits can depend on farm size.
If the amount of credits depends on collateral, then larger farms may have easier access to credits.
They can use more inputs and it causes that productivity will depend positively on farm size.

Czechoslovakia was a socialist country from 1948 till the Velvet Revolution in 1989. Those
who did not comply with its diktats were punished. Hundreds of people were executed in show
trials. 95% of all privately owned companies were nationalised. 95% of farms were nationalized.
No one could own more than 50 hectares of land. Collectivization worked for some but not others.
Larger farms were organized on 3 levels of hierarchy which actually reduced worker participation
in decision making. Younger workers left for better jobs in the cities and productivity fell. Reforms
in the 1970s saw more investment and improvements began to appear gradually. There were record
harvests in the 1980s.

The Czech Republic, Slovakia and eastern regions of Germany stand to be particularly severely
affected by a cap because their farms are simply bigger than enterprises elsewhere in the EU. Today,
the Czech Republic has the EU's largest farms by far: Its average size of 133 hectares per farm
dwarfs the European average of 16 hectares.

The relationship between farm size and output is one of the basic questions in development
economics which was already solved in many research studies.Large-scale dairy farms had a higher
labor productivity and NFI than other dairy farms, without compromising on phosphorus surplus,
energy use or ghg emission. Higher profits were accompanied by a lower solvency ratio on large-
scale farms. Pesticides use, however, was higher on large-scale dairy farms due to a lower share of
grassland. Large-scale farms had a shorter cow lifetime and applied less grazing compared to other
dairy farms [8].

The aim of the study. The aim of submitted paper is to determine the minimum size of
agricultural land of a small family farm focused on plant production in the economic and production
conditions of the Czech and Slovak Republics.

Material and methods of research. In the submitted paper had been used the data on farmers in
Slovakia and the Czech Republic from the data of business calculations by Research Institute of
Agricultural and Food Economics from Slovakia and Research Institute of Agricultural Economy
from the Czech Republic. For determination of the farm size value and the number of livestock in the
cattle category of a small family farm, we can determine the following algorithm.

Each step of the algorithm must be unambiguously and precisely defined; in each situation, it
must be fully clear what and how to do and how will the algorithm continue.

Algorithm usually works with some inputs, quantities that are available before or during the
activity. Inputs have defined sets of values they can acquire. The algorithm has at least one output,
quantity that is in the desired relation to the inputs, thus forming the answer to the problem that the
algorithm solves. In general, we require that the algorithm has to be effective, in the sense that we
require each operation required by the algorithm is simple enough to be at least in principle converted
at the end time only by the use of pencil and paper. The algorithm does not solve one specific
problem (e.g., "how to calculate 3 x 7"), but solves a general class of similar problems (e.g., "how to
calculate the product of two integers").

The algorithms for determining the size of a family farm focused on plant production in the corn
production area in the economic and production conditions of the Slovak Republic were given the
following inputs:

1. Annual consumer expenditures of the average four-member family.

2. Own costs of chosen plant commodities.

3. Producers prices for chosen plant commodities.
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4. Support mechanisms in corn areas for plant production.

5. The average annual hectare yields of the chosen crops.

The outputs of the presented algorithm will be the following variables:

1. Acreage of arable land required for 1 family farm in Slovakia and in the Czech Republic.

The paper is calculating with average household expenditures in amount of 16 177,44 EUR in the
Slovak Republic and amount of 18,597.34 in the Czech Republic (year 2016).

Research results. A particular type of farm structure is not an explicit policy objective of the
EU’s Common Agricultural Policy (CAP). However, facilitating structural change is an objective of
the CAP, set out in Article 39 of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union, as a way of
ensuring a fair standard of living for the agricultural community and increasing the individual earn-
ings of persons engaged in agriculture (the Treaty language speaks of “ensuring the rational devel-
opment of agricultural production and the optimum utilization of the factors of production, in particu-
lar labor™).

However, there is a widely-shared view that it is desirable to maintain the family farm model of
European agriculture. There also seems to be broad political support for the view that assistance
should be targeted on smaller family farms. There is keen interest in the evolution of agricultural
structures, with many regretting the decline in the number of smaller farms and criticizing the emer-
gence of larger, ‘industrial’ holdings.

One way to track changes in farm structure is to examine trends in the average size of holding, or
average herd size in the case of livestock farms. However, this measure can seriously underestimate
the pace of change where much of the growth (in area farmed, or in livestock numbers) takes place
on the larger holdings. The persistence of many small holdings, even though the share of the land or
livestock that they control is small and may be falling, tends to mask the extent of structural change
as measured by averages.

In 2013, there were 4.4 million farms in the EU-28 that had a standard output that was less than
EUR 2 000, while a further 3.1 million farms had an output within the range of EUR 2 000-EUR §
000. Together these very small and small farms accounted for more than two thirds (69.1 %) of all
the farms in the EU-28 (see Figure 1), whereas their share of standard output was considerably lower,
at 5.0 %. This may be explained, at least in part, by the relatively high number of very small, subsist-
ence households in the EU (see below for more information concerning farms where more than 50 %
of their output is self-consumed).

Inputs Family farm
- Consumer Outnuts
expenditures, -4 members: uy
- Own costs of plant 2 adults and 2
commodities, children
- Yield and harvest, - Objective: - B IR
- Prices, Covering arable land
;nseléﬁggl?ﬁf households

expenditures

Fig. 1. Scheme of Algorithm for Calculation of Acreage.

Source: own processing

By contrast, there were 680 thousand farms in the EU-28 with a standard output of at least EUR
100 000; these very large farms accounted for 6.3 % of the total number of farms and for 71.4 % of
the agricultural standard output in 2013. It should be noted that while many of these farms with a
high level of standard output occupied considerable areas of agricultural land, there are specific types
of farming which may have considerable output in monetary terms from very small areas of agricul-
tural land, for example, horticulture or poultry farming.

The business structure in agriculture is in constant motion. In the presently existing forms of
business is changing the number of farms, their size structure and their representation on the man-
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aged land plots. Agribusiness is determined mainly by the EU CAP and internal socio-political de-
velopment, with an emphasis on agrarian government policy (state aid) and the formation of a busi-
ness environment (legislation, economic instruments, financial sector policy). The family farming
represents the predominant business model in the agriculture in the European Union. The family
farms, with their 97 percent share, represent the most common type of farms, including large and
small farms, full-time as well as the part-time ones. Combining these basic indicators for the number
of farms and the utilized agricultural area, the average physical size of each farm in the EU-28 stood
at 16.1 hectares in 2013. This marked a considerable increase when compared with the corresponding
ratio from 2005, when the average for the EU-28 (excluding Croatia) had been 11.9 hectares.

In 2013, the largest average farm size (in physical terms) was recorded in the Czech Republic, at
133.0 hectares of utilized agricultural area, followed at some distance by the United Kingdom (93.6
hectares) and Slovakia (80.7 hectares). There were six EU Member States that reported their average
farm size was less than 10.0 hectares in 2013, they were: Hungary, Greece, Slovenia, Romania, Cy-
prus and Malta (where the lowest average was recorded, at 1.2 hectares per farm). Comparing these
two extremes, on average, farms in the Czech Republic were approximately 115 times as large as in
Malta.

Our calculations are based on algorithm on compliance with the principles of crop rotation, with
maximum positive and minimal negative interactions between crops. These interactions greatly affect
the physical, chemical, and biological properties of the soil and consequently the quality of grown
crops. The crop rotation and arrangement of the soil fund must also respect other agro-ecological cri-
teria for the elimination of negative factors, as for example, in the crop rotation of integrated systems,
should not be higher than 50 percentage of cereals [9].

According to the above crop rotation, the crops such as wheat, barley, grain maize, sunflower,
oilseed rape and pea were included in the algorithm. Their representation is shown in Table 1. The
main crops grown in the conditions of the Czech and Slovak Republics enter the algorithm at the fol-
lowing percentages. From the point of view of the variation of crop, we had chosen the crop yields
per hectare in 2015 (also in the Czech and Slovak Republics).

Table 1 — Percentage share (in %) and yields of chosen crops (in t.ha™)

Shareon arable land Czech Republic Slovakia Difference

in % Yields (in t.ha™) Yields (in tha™") (in tha™)
wheat 37% 7,14 6,34 0,80
barley 13% 6,46 5,91 0,55
grain maize 23% 6,43 4,66 1,77
sunflower 7% 2,23 2,46 -0,23
oilseed rape 12% 3,57 2,95 0,62
pea 8% 3,77 3,54 0,23

Source: Research Institute of Agricultural and Food Economics from Slovakia and Research Institute of Agricultural
Economy from the Czech Republic, 2015 and own calculations.

Another variable in the algorithm is the price expressed in Euro per 1 ton for the year 2015, as
well as own costs, closer described in the methodology per hectare per individual crops (Table 2).

Table 2 — Prices (in Euro.ha™) and own costs for chosen crops (in t. ha™)

Czech Republic Slovakia Difference Czech Republic Slovakia Difference
Prices Prices of Prices Own costs Own costs of Own costs

wheat 151 157 6 1083 934 149
barley 138 164 26 897 831 6

grain maize 125 140 15 1373 1107 266
sunflower 357 310 47 1109 914 195
oilseed rape 363 337 26 1344 1 249 95
pea 189 283 94 856 656 200

Source: Research Institute of Agricultural and Food Economics from Slovakia and Research Institute of Agricultural
Economy from Czech the Republic, 2015 and own calculations.

From Table 2 we can see differences in prices and own costs in the Czech Republic and in Slo-
vakia.
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Table 3 — Results of algorithm for crop production in Slovakia

Share on PricesPrice | Own costs in . . . Economical Econ01m-cal
. . Revenues in | Yields in . result in
rable land in in Euro. Euro. 1 1 results in
] -1 Euro.ha t.ha .1 | EUR.ha-1 x share
% t ha Euro.ha
on arable land
wheat 37% 157 933.80 1252.38 6.34 318.58 117.87
barley 13% 164 830.80 1226.24 5.91 395.44 51.41
grain maize 23% 140 1107.00 909.40 4.66 -197.60 -45.45
sunflower 7% 310 913.51 1019.60 2.46 106.09 7.43
oilseed rape 12% 337 1248.90 1251.15 2.95 2.25 0.27
pea 8% 283 655.80 1258.82 3.54 603.02 48.24
Total TOTAL economical result per 1 ha of arable land 179.77

Source: Research Institute of Agricultural and Food Economics from Slovakia, 2015 and own calculations.

From Table 3 appears that, according to mentioned crop rotation and all costs metering in Slo-
vakia, will be achieved a profit of 179.77 Euro per hectare of agricultural land. If the family farm
hired the employees and paid their wages and social costs, there would be need for 89.98 hectares’
acreage. This was calculated as the share of household expenditures (16,177.44 Euro per year for the
4-member family) to the economical results per 1 ha from Table 3.

Table 4 — Results of algorithm for crop production in the Czech Republic

Share on . . . . . . Economical Econom.i cal
rable land in PTICCSPI‘I(_:]C Own cost?lm Revenues_lm Yleldim results in result in
in Euro.t Euro.ha Euro.ha t.ha .1 | EUR.ha-1 x share
% Euro.ha
on arable land

wheat 37% 151 1082.97 1405.48 7.14 322.51 119.33
barley 13% 138 896.72 1213.69 6.46 316.96 41.21
grain maize 23% 125 1373.34 1126.55 6.43 -246.79 -56.76
sunflower 7% 357 1108.86 1120.03 2.23 11.16 0.78
oilseed rape 12% 363 1343.83 1619.68 3.57 275.85 33.10
pea 8% 189 856,29 1036,22 3,77 179,92 14,39
Total TOTAL economical result per 1 ha of arable land | 152.05

Source: Research Institute of Agricultural Economy from Czech Republic, 2015 and own calculations.

From Table 4 appears that, according to mentioned crop rotation and all costs metering in the
Czech Republic, will be achieved a profit of 152.05 EUR per hectare of agricultural land. If the fami-
ly farm hired the employees and paid their wages and social costs, there would be need for 122.31
hectares’ acreage. This was calculated as the share of household expenditures (18,597.34 EUR per
year for the 4-member family) to the economical results per 1 ha from Table 4.

Table 5 — Results of algorithm for crop production reduced of employees' wage and social costs and production and
management overheads costs in Slovakia

Econo-mical
Personal . Manage- Reve- Econo- .
Share on Own . Produ-ction . . result in
. and social ment Over- | nues in | mical result K
arable costs in . over-head . . EUR.ha™ x
. 1 costs in . 4 head in Euro. in EUR.
land in % | Euro.ha -t | in Euro.ha ) - 2 Share on arable
Euro.ha Euro.ha ha ha land
wheat 37% 933.80 31.21 76.56 65.92 1252.38 492.27 182.14
barley 13% 830.80 32.00 75.63 66.83 1226.24 569.90 74.09
grain maize 23% 1107.00 46.92 101.54 68.60 909.40 19.46 4.48
Sun-flower 7% 913.51 42.62 67.44 64.85 1019.60 281.00 19.67
oilseed rape 12% 1248.90 36.38 113.62 78.26 1251.15 230.51 27.66
pea 8% 655.80 27.02 93.75 122.53 1258.82 846.32 67.71
TOTAL economical result per 1 ha of arable land 375.74

Source: Research Institute of Agricultural Economy from the Czech Republic, 2015 and own calculations.

Table 5 shows example in Slovakia that, according to the structure of the crop rotation and the
reduction of employees' wage and social costs and production and management overheads costs, will
be achieved a profit of 375.74 Euro per one hectare of agricultural land. This variant assumes that the
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family farm will not hire another employee and will not bear the production and management over-
heads costs. In the given variant, in order to cover the expenditures for the 4-member farm family
(16,177.44 Euro per year), the acreage of the farm was reduced to 43.05 ha of agricultural land.

Table 6 — Results of algorithm for crop production reduced of employees' wage and social costs and production and
management overheads costs in the Czech Republic

Share on arable land in Personal and social costs | Production overhead

. -1
Own costs in Euro.ha

% in Euro.ha™! in Euro.ha™!
wheat 37% 1 082.97 18.72 92.29
barley 13% 896.72 16.94 82.34
grain maize 23% 1373.34 9.25 122.14
sunflower 7% 1108.86 30.22 148.55
oilseed rape 12% 1343.83 13.83 99.99
pea 8% 856.29 16.16 95.32

Economical result in

Economical result in EUR ha' x Share on

Management Overhead . K
& Revenues in Euro.ha

: -1 -1
in Euro.ha EUR.ha arable land
wheat 38.84 1405.48 472.36 174.77
barley 26.45 1213.69 442.69 57.55
grain maize 57.22 1126.55 -58.18 -13.38
sunflower 92.81 1120.03 282.75 19.79
oilseed rape 41.39 1619.68 431.06 51.73
pea 34.36 1036.22 325.78 26.06
TOTAL economical result per 1 ha of arable land | 316.52

Source: Research Institute of Agricultural Economy from the Czech Republic, 2015 and own calculations.

Table 6 shows example in the Czech Republic that, according to the structure of the crop rotation
and the reduction of employees' wage and social costs and production and management overheads
costs, will be achieved a profit of 316.52 EUR per one hectare of agricultural land. This variant assumes
that the family farm will not hire another employee and will not bear the production and management
overheads costs. In the given variant, in order to cover the expenditures for the 4-member farm family
(18,597.34 Euro per year), the acreage of the farm was reduced to 58.75 ha of agricultural land.

Conclusions. The algorithms for determining the size of a family farm focused on crop
production in the corn production area in the economic and production conditions of the Czech
Republic and the Slovak Republic were given the following inputs: the average annual income of a 4
member family, own costs for chosen crops, prices of crops, subsidies in corn areas for agricultural
land, average annual yields of chosen crops. Data were obtained from the ministries of agriculture
and research institutes from both states.

We calculate the average 4 member family in Slovakia needs to earn minimum 16 77.44 Euro per
year and in the Czech Republic 18 322.08 Euro per year. The results of the paper proved that,
according to the algorithm of an average farm focused on crop production, the acreage of 89.98 ha in
Slovakia and 122.31 ha in the Czech Republic of agricultural land needs to have one family farm.
This option assumes that the family farm will hire another employee and will calculate with
production and management overhead costs.

We calculate also with algorithm where following costs: personal and social costs, production
and management overhead costs are not inculded in calculation. Family farm in this algorithm is not
hiring employers and is farming independently. In this algorithm 4 member family for covering their
expenditures needs to farm on the acreage of 43.05 ha in Slovakia and 58.75 ha in the Czech
Republic.

Acknowledgements. The paper is a part of the project ,,Sustainability of Small and Family
Farms (SOILS) with number 2016-1-SK01-KA203-022611", solved at the Faculty of Economics and
Management, Slovak University of Agriculture in Nitra.
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HopiBusinbhuii aHaugiz po3mipis ¢epm 3 BUPOGHMUTBA POCAMHHMUBLKOI mpoaykmii B ymoBax Pecmy®uik
CioBaxkii Ta Yexii

Harpuk PoBuu, Ayman Jo6ak, Terssna €BreeBa, Mapek Ilnaui

Buznaueno, mio arpapsunii cekrop Yexii Ta CiroBadyunHN Mac IMPOOIeMU B CLILCHKOTOCIIONAPCHKIX TOCIIOAAPCTBAX AK
BEJIMKOTO TaK 1 Majoro THiy. PosrisHyro cimeiine rocrozapctBo (ciMeliHa ¢epma), sike 30CEpPeIKEHO Ha BHPOOHMLITBL
pOCIIMHHOI Ta TBapUHHOI mpoaykiii. JociimkyBana ciMeiiHa gepMa CKIaJaeThes 3 JIBOX JIOPOCINX Ta JIBOX JiTeil. 3miiic-
HEHO PO3PaxyHOK MiHIMAJILHOTO po3Mipy hepMu Ha reKTap, HeOOXiTHUIl J1JIsl TOCATHEHHS CEPEIHBOr0 JOX0/y (B HalliOHa-
JIBHIA €KOHOMII) 31 YOTHPBOX WieHiB ciM'T B Uexii Ta CrroBaydunHi.

[pu pocnimxenui AaHoi npobiaeMaTUKu, Uil BUSHAUSHHs PO3MIPY CiMEHHOro rocrnogapcrsa, OPiEHTOBAHOIO HA BH-
POIILYBaHHS CITbCHKOTOCIOAPCHKUX KYJIbTYp B eKOHOMIYHUX Ta BUpPOOHMINX yMoBax Uecpkoi Pecriy0miikn Ta CiioBanpkol
Pecmy6urixu, Oy0 OTpMMaHO HACTYIIHI JaHi: CEpeNHIN PIYHUII NOXiX YOTUPHOX WICHIB CiM'1, BIacHI BUTpAaTH HA BHOpaHi
KYJIbTYPH, iHH HA CUIbCLKOTOCIOAAPCHKI KYJIBTYPH, cepenHi cyOcuaii Ha ClIbCbKOTOCTOAAPChKi 3eMili, CepeaHbOpiuHi
BPOXKai BUOPAHMX KyJIbTYD HA OCHOBI IAHWX MIHICTEPCTB ClILCHKOIO rOCOAPCTBA T CTATUCTUYHUX Ci1y3KO 000X Jaepixas.

JlocnimKeHHAM BCTAHOBIICHO, 110 cepenHs ciM'st 3 4 wieHiB y CioBauy4uHi ITOBHHHA 3apo0isaTu MiHiMyM 16 77,44 eBpo
Ha pik, a B Yexii — 18 322,08 eBpo Ha pik. Pe3ynbrary 1ocnimKeH s miaTBEPAMIIH, 110 32 MOACILIIO CePeAHbol Gpepmu, opi-
€HTOBaHOT HA BUPOOHMLITBO CLIbCHLKOrOCHOAAPCHKUX KyJbTYP, Mo 89,99 ra 8 Cinosayunni i 122,31 ra B Uecnkiii Pecny-
Ol CiTbCHKOTOCTIOAAPCHKHX 3eMerb MOBHHHI MaTH OJIHY ciMeliHy depMy. Y cTaTTi Oy pO3TISIHYTI HACTYITHI CLTLCHKO-
rocroiapechbKi KyJbTYPH: MLIEHUL, SUMiHb, 36PHO KYKYPY/3H, COHSILHUK, PAIIC, KAPTOILIsS i FOPOX.

VTouHeHo, 1110 0AHMM i3 COCO0IB BiACTEXKEHHS 3MiH B CTPYKTYPi ClIbCHLKOrOCIHOAAPCHKUX MIAMPUEMCTB € BUBUCHHSI
TEHJICHITIH Cepe/IHbOro PO3Mipy TOCHO/IapcTBa ab0 CepefHbOTO PO3MIpy CTala MpH JOCIiHKEHHI hepM, SKi 3aliMaloThes
TBApUHHHUIITBOM.

[Ipote, weii crmociG HEMTOOIIHIOE TEMITH 3MiH, IO BiJIOYBAIOThCS Y BEIUKUX TocmonapcTBax. HeaMiHHICTh 6arathox Ma-
JIMX TOCIIOIAPCTB, HaBiTh KO YaCTKa 3eMi a00 XyZoOH, ska IM HaJeKUTh, HeBEIHKa 1 MOXKe 3HIDKYBATHCS, Ma€ TeHJICH-
11i10 HiBEJIIOBATH CTYIiHb CTPYKTYPHUX 3MiH, BUMIPSHUX CepeHIMU TOKa3HUKAMU.

MeToro cTaTTi € BU3HAYCHHS MIHIMAIIBHOTO PO3MIPY CUIBCHKOI'OCIIOMAPCHKUX YTijIb HEBEIUKOT ciMeiiHol depmu, opie-
HTOBaHOT Ha BUPOOHULTBO POCINH B eKOHOMIYHUX Ta BUPOOHUUMX yMoBax Yecrkoi Ta CiroBaupkol PecmyOuik.

V crarri BukopucraHi cratucTudHi qani CroBaudnuu ta Yexii 3a nanumm GizHec-pospaxynkis HJII cimbebkoroctio-
JIapChKOi Ta Xap4oBoi ekoHoMikH CrioBaudnHU Ta HaykoBo-10CaiTHOTO iHCTUTYTY arpapHoi ekoHoMiku Yexil.

Kaiouosi caoBa: po3mip depM, CillbCHKONOCIOTAPCHKI 3eMIll, POCIHHHHULTBO, CIIBCHKOTOCIIONAPCHKI KYJIBTYPH, BH-
TparTH, LM, cyeeumii.
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CpaBHMTebHBIH aHAAu3 pa3MepoB ¢epM ¢ NPOU3BOACTBA PACTEHHEBOAYECKOW NMPOAYKUMHU B YCJAOBMIX
Pecnyoauk CroBakuu u Uexnn

Iarpux PoBun, /lyman /lodak, Tatbsana EBreeBa, Mapex [Li1aun

OmnpeneneHo, uto arpapblii cekrop Yexun u CrnoBakuu UMeeT MpoOTIeMbl B CEIbCKOXO03HCTBEHHBIX X03AHCTBAaX Kak
0O0JIBIIOro Tak U Masoro Tumna. PaccmoTpeHo cemeilinoe Xx03gHCTBO (cemeiinas pepma), KOTOPOe COCPEJOTOUEHO HA NPOU3-
BO/ICTBE PACTUTEILHON M XMBOTHOM nNpoayKiuu. Mccneayemas cemeiinas gpepma COCTOMT U3 ABYX B3POC/bIX M ABYX JETEH.
OcyIecTBIEH pacyeT MUHUMATBLHOTO pazMepa (GepMbl Ha TekTap, HeOOXOMUMEI TS TOCTIDKEHUA CpejiHero joxona (B
HAITMOHAIBHOW SKOHOMUKE) JUISL YeThIpeX WieHOB ceMby B Yexun u ClioBakuu.

[Ipu uccnenoBaHny 1aHHOM MPOOIEMATHKH, U ONPEAENICHUs Pa3Mepa CEMENHOro X03s1CcTBa, OPUEHTHPOBAHHOIO HA
BBIpAIHBaHUE CEIbCKOXO3IUCTBEHHBIX KYILTYP B 9KOHOMHYECKHX U TIPOU3BOICTBEHHEIX ycnorusx Uenickoii PecryOomuku
n CroBakuy, ObUTH TIOJMYUYEHBI CIEYIOMINe TaHHbIe: CPEIHUIT TOTOBOM JJOXOJI YETHIPEX WIEHOB CEMBbH, COOCTBEHHEBIE pac-
XOJIbI Ha BBIOpAaHHBIC KYJIBTYPHI, IIEHBI HA CEIbCKOXO3SIUCTBEHHBIC KYIbTYPBI, CPEHUE CYOCUINM Ha CEIhCKOXO3SHCTBEH-
HBIE 3eMJIH, CPETHEr0I0BBIC YPOKau BEIOPAHHBIX KyIbTYp Ha OCHOBE JAHHBIX MUHHCTEPCTB CENbCKOTO X03sCTBa U CTaTH-
CTHYECKUX CIIYKO 00eX rocyIapcTB.

HccnenoBanneM ycTaHOBICHO, YTO CpelHAsA ceMbs M3 4 wieHoB B ClIOBaKWH JIOJDKHA 3apabaThiBaTh MHUHUMYM 16
77,44 eBpo B rox, a B Uexun — 18 322,08 eBpo B rox. Pe3ynpTarhl HCCICTOBAHUS MOATBEPIUIN, YTO TIO MOICIH CPEIHEH
(hepMBI, OpHEHTHPOBAHHOMN Ha IIPOU3BOJICTBO CEIILCKOX03AHCTBEHHBIX KYIbTYp, IIoma u 89,99 ra B CinoBaknu u 122,31 ra
B Yeckoii PecrryOiminke cenbCcKOX03sCTBEHHBIX 3¢MeNh TODKHBI IMETh 0JTHY ceMeiinyio ¢epMy. B cTaThe ObLIN paccMOT-
PEHBL CIIENYIOUINE CEIbCKOX03SHCTBEHHBIE KYJIbTYPBI: IIIEHUIA, SUMEHb, 36pHO KyKypy3bl, IIOICOIHEYHUK, palc, KapTo-
(pests ¥ Topox.

VTOUHEHO, YTO OJHHUM U3 CIIOCOOOB OTCIENKHBAHUS M3MEHEHHUH B CTPYKTYpE CEIbCKOXO3SMCTBEHHBIX MPEANIPUITHI
SIBILICTCS] U3YYCHUE TCHICHILMH CPEIHEr0 pasMepa XO3SHUCTBA MM CPEIHEr0 pa3Mepa CTaia IpH HCCIeNOBaHuH (GepM, KO-
TOPbIC 3aHUMAIOTCS JKHBOTHOBOJICTBOM.

OpHaxo, 3TOT ¢nocob HEMOOLEHUBAET TEMIbI WU3MEHEHHUM, MPOUCXOAALIUX B KPYMHBIX X03sicTBaXx. HensmeHHOCTD
MHOTHX MAJTBIX X03AHCTB, TaKe €CIU JOJA 3¢MIIH WIH CKOTa, PUHAIIEKAIIETO UM HeGObIIas U MOKET CHIKATELCS, IMEET
TEHJICHUHIO HUBEJIIMPOBATH CTEMEHb CTPYKTYPHBIX U3MEHCHHUH, H3MEPEHHBIX CPEHUMH MMOKA3ATEISIMH.

Llenbio cTarbu ABAAETCS ONMpPECSCHHE MUHMMAJIBLHOTO Pa3sMepa CEIbCKOXO3MMCTBEHHBIX YroAui HeOOAbIION ceMeii-
HOU (hepMBI, OPUEHTHPOBAHHO Ha MPOM3BOCTBO PACTEHHIT B 9KOHOMHUCCKUX U TIPOU3BOICTBEHHEBIX YCIOBHAX Yelckoil u
CroBarnkoii Pecryomuk.

B crarbe ucnosnb3oBaHbl crarucTuyeckue aaHubie Cnosakuu v Uexuu no nandbiM 6usHec-pacueros HUU cenbckoxo-
3AHCTBEHHOM U THINEeBOI hKoHoMEKHN CroBakuy u Hay4HO-1CCIeI0BATEIbCKOT0 HHCTUTYTA arpapHoii 3koHOMUuKH Yexuu.

KiaioueBbie ciioBa: pazmep GpepMbl, CEILCKOX03AHCTBEHHBIE YIOIbsI, PACTCHUEBOJICTBO, YPOXKaii, 3aTpaThl, IIEHEI, CyO-
CUJIMH.
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