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The article analyzes the use of land resources of countries in the context of
globalization. Investment-attractive regions have been identified, the socio-economic
and political conditions of which contribute to the seizure of land by foreign
investors. Sources of food security of countries with developed economies are
substantiated. Peculiarities of formation of land and resource space of European
neo-colonial countries are determined. One of the most important historical events in
the political and socio-economic dimensions of the world was colonialism, associated
with the development of capitalism. In the book, Eric Wolfe, "Europe and People
Without History", describes in detail the global expansion of the borders of European
states in order to control both human and natural resources, as well as to expand
global development and promote Christianity [1]. European colonialism became an
early form of globalization that shaped most of the world's current political borders.
In this way, technologies, food and ideas based on the colonial countries - Britain,
Spain, France, Portugal and the Netherlands, etc. were transported. The main goal is
to use the limited resources of the colony country and make a profit. This approach is
called neocolonialism (corporate colonialism), just as classical European
colonialism aims at the comprehensive exploitation of natural resources, labor, and

markets for superprofits.
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Formulation of the problem. With Ukraine's choice of the European vector of
integration, research on the peculiarities of land use in the countries of the European
Union has become much more relevant. Equally important is the study of issues
related to the efficiency of land use of various economic purposes by European land
users as the main basis of their economic activity. Analysis of the state of land use
and the experience of EU countries can serve as a vector of efficient and rational land
use and be a guide for the organization of effective land policy with further
integration into the European Economic Area.

Analysis of recent research and publications. The works of domestic and foreign
scientists are devoted to the problems of land use potential in the conditions of
globalization. Thus, the studies of economists Zaits V., Dankevych V., Dankevych E.
are devoted to the study of the impact of globalization of the economy on the
formation of land relations in agriculture [2; 3]. Problems of land acquisition in the
context of globalization are given in the works of foreign scientists: Borras S., Franco
J., Brautigam D., Schutter O., Hurni K., Spoor M. and many others [4, 5, 6, 11].
Despite the rather significant scientific achievements of domestic and foreign
scientists on land use, and especially agricultural land, this issue has many problems
that require additional research.

The aim of the study. Instead of discovering the special features and
comparative assessment of land use systems under neocolonialism. Identify the
features of the formation of agricultural land use and food security in Europe.

Results of research and discussion. Today, land resources are an extremely
important structural element of civilization. Global changes in the redistribution and
use of land, especially in agriculture, have a number of negative consequences that
lead to intensified interstate or inter-corporate struggle to limit resources and markets.
In the context of globalization, the use of land resources is accompanied by excessive
use of nature in agricultural and forestry production and large-scale development of
industrial facilities. In countries with a high level of corruption and legal imbalances,

there is an increase in the area of industrial crops, which significantly burden the



lands of donor countries, exports of raw materials and loss of food security,
complemented by agricultural inflation prices). Global processes require a clear
definition of the regional redistribution of the use of natural resources, including land.
According to the World Bank classifier, it is appropriate to distribute all countries in
the world in terms of gross national product per capita, so income is less than 1035
dollars. - low-income economies, 1,036 - 12,535 dollars US middle-income economy
and USD 12,536 High-income economies. According to this indicator, the World
Bank assesses the state of the country's economy and its long-term development. The
global redistribution of land resource potential is characterized by heterogeneity.
There is a tendency to increase arable land in low-income countries, which are
characterized by low productivity and degradation. [2, 7] In the global struggle of
countries for limited resources, the lion's share of which is land suitable for growing
agricultural products and the desire of world leaders for food security, there is a
tendency to increase arable land, usually in backward economies of Africa and Latin
America. The population of these countries suffers from economic interference in the
land use system of international non-resident companies and states that form
domestic land banks for their own food security.

Since 2008, in world practice, the purchase or long-term lease for 50 years or
more, has been called "land grabbing". International investors, as well as public,
semi-public or private sellers, usually operate in offshore areas. In such private-lease
relations, land reform is gaining the tone of new colonial relations due to the financial
and economic dependence of "investment-attractive" states. In fact, productive lands
are being seized by investing in the country's economy. Acquisition or seizure of land
in this way by foreign investors or large national monopolies and the concentration of
private ownership of land is one of the main dangers to food and energy security of
the countries to which investments come. According to the Land Matrix, as of 2020,
investors (see Figure 1) in the world have absorbed about 79.5 million hectares of

fertile land in developing countries.



All continents 79.57 million hectares

Africa 14.07 million hectares Latin America 9.7 million
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Fig. 1. World redistribution of "Land grabbing™ land.
[Compiled using source 11]

The analysis shows that regions with developing economies have a high
potential for increasing arable land and a favorable investment climate in the regions.
According to the Land Matrix, there are no indicators of international investment in
North America (USA, Canada), which indicates the presence of equity and a strategy
to preserve the economic sovereignty of the state. The largest share of investments
comes from Asia (61.5% of global investors), Europe (20% of investments) and Mon.
America, and the latter does not attract foreign investment. The most attractive
regions for investment are Asia, Eastern Europe, Africa, the political situation and the
legislation of most countries in these regions with low levels of development (Low-
income economies) contribute to the growth of land by international corporations.
The diagram (Fig. 2) shows that the aggressive investment policy of Asian and North
American companies is trying to expand land tenure in other regions. Based on the
principle of limited land and world resources, it would be appropriate to specify the
main "investors" and investment-attractive regional economies. The most successful
investors are Chinese companies that have signed contracts for the use of more than 9

million hectares of land (11.3% of the world).
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Heterogeneous redistribution of land investment among the target countries due
to the favorable investment climate of the latter. The graph (Fig. 3) shows that about
16%, which is 12.8 million hectares of all agreements on the target lands of the world
account for the Russian Federation. In Ukraine, about 3.3 million hectares (4.2% of
the world's land grabs) are used by domestic and foreign agricultural holdings and
corporations. Foreign investors control 4.2% of the territory, 7.6% of all agricultural
land and 10% of arable land in Ukraine [10]. The constant search for "free" land by
international companies and the desire to invest in the economies of developing
countries, give rise to new forms of land use potential. Energy facilities occupy 29%
of the total area, which allows a number of countries to form their own energy

independence at the expense of donor countries. The lion's share of land is used for



growing agricultural products, which is about 27%. In this way, investor countries
ensure their own food security and so on. The active participation of European
countries in the global redistribution of land resources requires a more detailed study
and analysis of land use. According to Land Matrix, as of 2019, companies founded
by EU member states have concluded about 909 land agreements, with an area of 29
million hectares. Two-thirds of these agreements (616) cover land outside Europe
with an area of 23 million hectares located on all continents except North America
and Australia.

The main objectives of the agreements are the use of land for agriculture, animal
husbandry, biofuel production, forestry. In such circumstances, it is quite difficult to
track the final country - the investor, because the subjects are not always based in any
one country, which makes such land relations too veiled. Studies "Land
Concentration and Capture and the Struggle in Europe” conducted by the European
Coordination Center for Farmers' Rights and Hands off the land have found that land
levels are extremely high and dangerous. The greatest interest of transnational
companies and foreign funds is in the lands of Bulgaria, Romania, Serbia, Moldova,
Ukraine and the Russian Federation (Table 1), which have become the object of
economic and financial speculation by agribusiness.

Structure of EU agricultural enterprises Table 1

Farms Agricultural areas Strgasllr:‘scr:{zfe(sl;p Large f?]rar?s (>50
part
thousan | share of per 1000 share of share of tﬁ{s share of share of
d total EU | | - o | total EU all year all land,%
hectares | area,% area,% farms,% lands farms,%
Yo
EU 103212 | 0,4 1715288’ 100,0 65,4 6,1 7,0 68,1
Belgium 36,9 2,0 1354,3 0,8 13,9 0,9 25,3 62,2
Bulgaria 202,7 0,3 44685 2,6 82,6 2,9 4,8 87,3
Chaska Resp. | o6 5 0,3 3453,0 2,0 18,7 0,3 27,0 92,5
Denmark 35,1 2,6 2614,6 15 4,4 0,1 35,3 85,4
Germany 264,8 0,2 | 15166,9 8,9 8,7 0,3 30,5 78,3
Estonia 16,7 13 995,1 0,6 31,6 13 | 17,7 85,1




Ireland 137,6 6,6 4883,7 2,9 7.4 0,6 18,0 51,6
Greece 685,0 9,2 4553,8 2,7 77,3 185 | 0,9 41,4
Spain 945,0 44 | 232298 13,6 51,6 43 10,8 70,8
France 456,5 1,3 27814,2 16,2 24,3 0,8 41,3 86,9
Croatia 134,5 9,8 1563,0 0,9 69,5 11,4 3,8 59,0
Italy 1010,3 0,3 | 120989 7,1 58,7 11,4 4,5 44,0
Cyprus 34,9 0,7 111,9 0,1 89,6 28,1 1,0 33,1
Latvia 69,9 15 1930,9 1,1 35,2 2,8 8,8 67,1
Lithuania 150,3 00 | 29246 1,7 50,0 69 | 72 63,2
Luxembourg 2,0 42 130,7 0,1 16,2 0,5 51,8 88,9
Hungary 430,0 0,1 4670,6 2,7 81,4 4,8 3,7 74,4
Malta 9,3 0,5 11,2 0,0 96,6 78,5 0,0 0,0
Netherlands | g5 7 13 | 1796,3 1,0 20,2 13 | 215 57,5
Austria 1325 13,7 | 2669,8 1,6 31,0 3,8 8,5 39,1
Poland 1410,7 2,5 14405,7 8,4 54,3 13,2 2,4 31,6
Portugal 259,0 33,2 3641,7 2,1 71,5 9,1 4,2 66,9
Romania 3422,0 0,7 12502,5 7.3 91,8 28,7 0,5 51,1
Slovenia 69,9 0,2 4884 0,3 59,5 19,9 0,9 13,7
Slovakia 257 05 1889,8 1,1 55,7 15 | 130 92,1
Finland 49,7 06 | 22331 13 4,0 02 | 300 66,9
Sweden 62,9 18 | 3012,6 1,8 10,5 07 | 247 76,5
Great Britain | 1851 | 440440 | 166733 9,7 10,2 0,3 38,6 88,2

The EU's common agricultural policy does not help curb the land acquisition
process, but rather stimulates it by increasing subsidies for large agricultural
producers. According to the European Coordination Via Campesina (ECVC),
between 2000 and 2012, about 4.8 million jobs were lost to EU agriculture. In
Europe, a third of small farms went bankrupt, 12 million in 2003 and 8 million in
2013, respectively. However, large farms own more and more land. Thus, in Europe,
50% of all agricultural land belongs to 3% of landowners. About 20% of EU farms
receive 80% of subsidies, which makes the common policy illegitimate for small
farmers and citizens in general [8, 9]. After analyzing the obtained indicators, we can

conclude that the countries have lost a corresponding percentage of economic



sovereignty in matters of food production and redistribution of land rent. In the
structure of land use in Ukraine, 4.26% of the territory is land used by international
investors to meet their own needs. Analysis of Land Matrix data shows that the share
of beneficiaries interested in using land outside their own country is not very
homogeneous. In the structure of European land users, global players are: Great
Britain - 8.8% of global and 20.41% of European agreements with a total area of
almost 7 million hectares, the Russian Federation, respectively 9.5% and 35.6% with
an area of 7.5 million hectares only domestic entities (about 12.7 million hectares in
the country), Cyprus 2.8% and 10.3% respectively, as an offshore zone) with a
number of investors, etc. (Table 2)

Structure of European land use Table 2

Areaof the Areas under concluded Land grabbing, %
The country is an investor country, ha agreements, ha
all Europe all Europe

Austria 8387100 145224 125224 0,18 0,60
Belgium 3052800 273028 2500 0,34 0,01
Bulgaria * 11091200 48871 48871 0,06 0,23
B. Britain + Virgin Islands | 54482000 6994210 4279162 8,79 20,41
Denmark 4309400 109303 71660 0,14 0,34
Estonia 4522600 119905 119905 0,15 0,57
Ireland 7027300 19043 5950 0,02 0,03
Spain 50603000 247339 7313 0,31 0,03
Italy 30131800 935760 47041 1,18 0,22
Cyprus 925100 2251601 2172601 2,83 10,36
Latvia 6458900 34454 34454 0,04 0,16
Lithuania* 6530300 40000 40000 0,05 0,19
Luxembourg 258600 846083 540883 1,06 2,58
Netherlands 4152600 2441417 863445 3,07 4,12
Germany 35705000 620638 182584 0,78 0,87
Poland 31268300 5086 5086 0,01 0,02
Portugal 9239100 649903 16300 0,82 0,08
Romania* 23839100 196600 66600 0,25 0,32
Hungary 9303000 11352 11352 0,01 0,05




Finland 33814500 1023241 12000 1,29 0,06
France 55159500 741650 251364 0,93 1,20
Croatia 5654200 3000 3000 0,00 0,01
Czech Republic 7886600 6100 6100 0,01 0,03
Sweden 44996400 410287 341093 0,52 1,63
Ukraine* 60354900 307414 307414 0,39 1,47
RF* 1709824600 | 7546257 | 7494557 9,48 35,75
Moldova* 3384600 1400 1400 0,00 0,01
Norway 38520700 463964 18000 0,58 0,09
Switzerland 4128500 4091398 3868871 5,14 18,46
Serbia * 8836100 14568 14568 0,02 0,07
Iceland 10300000 270 0 0,00 0,00
Liechtenstein 16000 123635 1700 0,16 0,01

*Taking into account domestic investment. Author's development according to Land Matrix

A detailed analysis shows that most developed countries try to delegate the
economic and financial levers of land use management to developing countries, in
fact beyond their own geographical borders.

Conclusions. The favorable political and economic climate of the target
countries (Africa, Latin America, Asia and Eastern Europe) contributes to the
formation of large foreign latifundia, whose activities are aimed at satisfying their
own interests. The loss of agricultural land by states, and most land grabs of land
involved in agricultural production, puts their own producer, especially the farmer, at
risk and undermines national food security. In the context of economic globalization,
risks in land use have begun to manifest themselves in all regions of the world with
renewed vigor. Large areas of land are threatened by a significant reduction in
production capacity due to a number of negative factors. The globalization of the use
of land resources of a number of countries leads to the formation of new zones of
economic influence by global corporations. Acquisition of ownership or lease by
foreign beneficiaries forms new economic borders between countries and deprives

the latter of economic and food sovereignty.
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€BPOIIEHCBKHH  JJOCBIJ ®OPMYBAHHA 3EMEJ/IBHO-
PECYPCHOI'O IIOTEHIIIAJIY B YMOBAX I'JIOBAJII3AIII.

Y emammi nposedero ananiz 6uKoOpucmaHHs 3emMenrbHO-pecypcHo20 NOmMeHYiamy
Kpain 6 ymosax enooanizayii. Buznaueno ineecmuyitino npueabausi pecionu,
COYIANIbHO-EKOHOMIYHI Ma NOJIMUYHI YMOBU SAKUX CHPUAIOMb 3AXONJAEHHIO 3eMelb 3
00Ky iHo3emHux ingecmopis. OOIPYHMOBAHO Oxcependa NpooosoIbUoil be3neKu Kpait
i3 PO3BUHEHUMU eKOHOMIKamu. Buznaueni ocobnusocmi ¢hopmysanns 3emenvbHo20-
PECYPCHO20 — NpOCMOpY  €8PONEUCbKUX  KpaiH-HeokonoHianicmie.  OOHico i3
HAUBANCIUGTUUUX [CIMOPUYHUX NOOIU ) NOAMUYHOMY MA COYIANbHO-eKOHOMIYHOMY
sUMIpAx c8imy cmae KOAOHIANI3M, NO8'SI3aHUll 3 PO3BUMKOM Kanimanizmy. Y KHusi,
Epix Bymwg, «Eepona ma mwoou 6e3 icmopiiy, 0emanibHO ONUCYE C8Imose
PO3UUPEHHs. KOPOOHI8 EBPONEUCHLKUX 0EPHCA8 3 MEemol0 KOHMPOIO K JH0O0CbKUX,
mak i NPUPOOHUX pecypci8, a MaKodic OJisi POZULUPEHHS CBIMOBO20 PO3BUMKY 0ePIHCA8
ma npocysanHsa xpucmuancmea [l]. €eponelcbkuil KoIOHIANI3M CMA8 PAHHBLOIO
gopmoro enobanizayii, wo Gopmyeano OiIIbWICMb HUHIWHIX NOAIMUYHUX KOPOOHIG
ceimy. Taxum cnocobom mpancnopmysanucs mexuoozii, npoOyKmu xapyyeaHHs ma
idei’ ,y0 6azysanucs 6 medxncax Kpain-koaowianicmie - Benuxoopumanii, Icnanii,
@panyii, Tlopmyeanii ma Hioepnrandie mowo. [o0n06How memow eucmynaromeo
MOJACTUBOCMT U000 BUKOPUCAHHSA OOMENCEeHUX pecypcié KpaiHu-KOJIOHIU ma
ompumanns — npubymky.  Takuti  niOXi0  HA3UBAEMbCA  HEOKOJIOHIANIZMOM
(KopnopamusHuil KOIOHIANI3M), K | KIACUYHUL €BDONEUCLKULL KOJIOHIANI3M HA Memi
Mae 8cebiuHy exchiyamayilo NpupooHUX pecypcis, poboyoi cuiu ma puHKie 0

OMPUMAHHS HAONPUOYMKIE.

Knwuoei cnosea: mepumopis, 3eMIeKOPUCMYBAHHS, 3AXONJIEHHS 3eMellb,

npo0osoIbua besneka, CilbCbKo20Cno0apCobKi 3eMii, Y2i0os.

Yymauenko A.M., Kpueoesas E.B., Kyk O.I1.

EBPOITEHCKHH OIIBIT DOOPMHUPOBAHUA 3EMEJIBHO-
PECYPCHOI'O IIOTEHIIHAJIA B YCIIOBUAX ITTIOBAJTU3AIIHH.

B cmamve nposeden ananu3z ucnonvb308aHus 3emMenbHO-pecypcHo20 NOMeHYuand

cCmpaH 6 YCl06UsAX 2]20661]11/!361141/{1/{. 0np€0€]l€Hbl UHBECMUYUOHHO NpPUBIeKaAmelbHble



PECUOHDI,  COYUATbHO-IKOHOMUYECKUE U  NOJUMUYECKUe  YCI08USl  KOMOPbIX
cnocobcmeylom  3axeamy 3emelb CO CMOPOHbl UHOCMPAHHLIX UHBECHOPOS.
O60CHOBAHHO UCMOYHUKU NPOOOBOJIbCMBEHHOU 6E€30NACHOCU CIMPAH C PA3BUMbIMU
akoHomuxkamu. Onpedenenvl 0cobeHHOCU GOPMUPOBAHUS 3EMENbHO-PECYPCHO20
NPOCMPAHCMBA €8PONEUCKUX CMPAH - HeoKoIoHuanucmos. OOHUM U3 8ANCHEIUUUX
ucmopudeckux coovimuil 8 NOAUMUYECKOU U COYUATbHO-IKOHOMUUECKOM JHCUZHU
MUpa cman KOJNOHUANU3M, CEA3AHHbIU C paszeumuem Kanumanusma. Kuuea, Opuxa
Bynvgpa, «Eepona u nwoou 6e3 ucmopuuy, NOOPpOOHO ONUCHIBAEm MUPOBOE
pacuiupenue spanuy e8poneticKUx 20Cy0apcme ¢ Yeavlo KOHMpOJs KaK 4en08eyecKkux,
MmaxK u NpUpOOHLIX pPecypcos, a makdice OJisl PACUWUPEHU MUPOBO20 DA3GUMUSL
2ocyoapcme u npoosudicenusi xpucmuarcmea [1]. Eeponetickuti KonoHuanuzm cmai
paunneli  ¢opmou enodbanuzayuu U - chopmuposan  OONLUUHCIBO — HbIHEUHUX
noaumuyeckux eparuy mupa. Taxum obpazom nepedasaiuco mexHoio2uu, npooyKmol
numawnus, udeu, Komopwvle O0a3UposaluUch 6 npederax CmpaH-KOJIOHU3AMOPOS:
Benuxoopumanuu, Hcenanuu, @Ppanyuu, Ilopmyearuu u Huodepranoos. B maxux
VCII08UAX 2NABHOU YENbIO 8bICIYNAION B03MONCHOCIU UCNONb308AHUS OZDAHUYEHHBIX
pecypcoe CmpaHvl-KOJOHUU U noyyeHus npubvliu. Taxoti nooxo0 HA3bl8aAemcs
HEeOKOJIOHUAUSMOM  (KOPNOPAMUBHLIL — KOJAOHUANU3M), KAK U  KIACCUYECKUll
€BPONEUCKUll  KOJIOHUANU3IM  Yelblo  UMeenm  8CeCMOPOHHION  IKCHILYamayuio
NPUPOOHBIX Pecypcos, padoyeli CUbL U PIHKOS OJisl NOLYYeHUsl C8epXnpuoblieli.
Knioueevie cnosea: meppumopus, 3eMaenonb308aHUs,  3aX6am  3eMelb,

np00060ﬂbcm€€HHaﬂ 6630naCHOCmb, CeIbCKOXO3SUCMBEHHbLE 3emMiu, yZOOb}Z.






