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Assessment of the resource potential of agricultural production and determination
of the level of efficiency of its use (on the example of regions of the Republic of Kazakhstan)

Abstract

Object: the resource potential assessment (natural, labor, material and technical, etc.) of the Republic of Kazakh-
stan agricultural sector and the determination of constraining factors for its development.

Methods: 1. Economic assessment of land and material resources, the amount of which is presented as an indicator
of the resource supply farms.

2. Economic and statistical methods reflecting the link between productive resources and production results.

3. Index methods for assessing resource potential, taking the characteristics of its constituent elements.

Findings: 1. Assessment of the agricultural land productive capacity was carried out through the indicator of the
agricultural production annual volume in all categories of farms in accordance with its cadastral value per 1 ha, as well
as crop production per 1 ha of arable land using the index method.

2. Assessment’s the agricultural production resource potential includes the consistent assessment: first, resources
availability, then the agricultural production economic efficiency and, finally, the resource use efficiency in the agricul-
tural production subjects.

Conclusions: It was defined the resulting indicators complex, which reflecting the availability’s level of agricul-
tural production resources in the regions, including 10 indicators.

Keywords: agricultural production, resource potential, agricultural sector, economic efficiency, resource use effi-
ciency, integrated assessment, agro-industrial complex (AIC).

Introduction

At the present stage in the national agro-industrial complex there are a number’s unresolved problems
associated with a reduction of the sector production and technical potential, a difficult financial situation, the
agricultural market and competitive environment insufficient development, and low investment attractive-
ness.

The resources’ shortage especially acute the importance of increasing their use efficiency, which acts as
the main direction of sustainable the agricultural sector development. Assessing the resource potential value
and its implementation degree, its structural changes and its elements interaction characteristics, the pro-
spects for their development plays an important role not only in the resource potential reproduction, but also
in increasing all agricultural production efficiency (Davydkina, 2015).

The relevance of the research problem, the need to develop methodological approaches to assessing the
agricultural production resource potential, increasing its use efficiency and labor productivity in AIC, also
assessing the resource potential for the Republic of Kazakhstan agricultural sector development determined
the choice of theme, research object and subject, and led to the formulation the research purpose.

The research purpose is to develop methodological approaches to assessing the agricultural production
resource potential and assessing the resource potential (natural, labor, material and technical, etc.) of Repub-
lic of Kazakhstan agricultural sector development.

Literature Review

Substantial contribution to the rational use of natural resources research made foreign economists as:
J. Borts, H. Siebert, D. Keynes, M.L. Lurie, C. Marx, A. Marshall, V. Nordhouse, P. Samuelson, A. Smith,
N. Robinson, R. Sullow, E. Scott and others. Theoretical and practical wide range issues on determining and
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increasing the resource potential use efficiency is presented in the next scientists’ works: P.M. Pershukevich,
A.E. Yuzefovich, T. Shabanova, N.N. Ibrishev and others.

P.M. Pershukevich treats the agro-industrial complex (AIC) resource potential of the region, territory
and republic as «a combination of natural and climatic, industrial, scientific and technical conditions and the
matching infrastructure which able to satisfy the social needs for the agro-industrial complex products»
(Pershukevich, 2001).

A.E. Yuzefovich considers that «the agrarian resource potential of farms and regions is determined by
the availability, quality and balance of natural, biological, material and labor resources, in which interac-
tion process is realized their integral ability to produce its adequate products amounts and types»
(Yuzefovich, 1987). Moreover, when changing the resource potential structure, a regular process is an in-
crease the share of its most significant and high-productive elements — as a result of applying intensive
farming methods.

Thus, resource and production potentials are recognized and accepted in economic science as an eco-
nomic category, which means the possibility’s and necessity’s quantitative estimates their values with further
use in determining the agricultural production economic efficiency.

So, with regard to the agricultural sector, we determine the resource potential as a combination’s a cer-
tain amount and quality resources necessary for reproduction, due to both the specifics and features’ the cur-
rent state of agriculture in Kazakhstan, taking into account the regional aspect, as well as their ability to max-
imize the economic effect at the optimal combination.

Methods

Currently, there are many different methodological recommendations for assessing the resource poten-
tial, which are based on four basic methodological approaches that solve the impact assessing problem of
qualitatively various resources on production and economic activities effective performance indicators:

1. Land and material resources economic assessment, which amount is presented as the resource supply
indicator of farms.

After studying the publications (Bronstein,1972; Krastin, Godman, 1984; Kalninsha, 1998; Davis,
Gephart, Emery, Leach, Galloway, 2016; Minviel, & Latruffe, 2017) we came to the conclusion that eco-
nomic and statistical models based on the calculated effective indicator give only indirectly, and due to its
fluctuations, a very relative representation about the development degree and agricultural resource potential
use.

2. Economic and statistical, reflecting the link between productive resources and production results. Ob-
tained using these models calculated level of the effective indicator is considered as a generalized assessment
of the farms resource abilities and is used to compare with the achieved production volume.

Taking into account the studied methodological provisions (Mogaji, Lim, & Abdullah, 2015; Walters,
Archer, Sassenrath, Hendrickson, Hanson, Halloran, & Alarcon, 2016; Barath, & Fertd, 2017), it should be
noted, that economic and statistical models based on the calculated effective indicator give only indirectly,
and due to its fluctuations, a very relative representation about the development degree and agricultural re-
source potential use. Besides, the regression model can be only used in research of similar objects, for exam-
ple, farms or areas with close specialization. Otherwise, the effective indicators calculated values for indi-
vidual different-quality groups will not be comparable.

3. Recommended index methods for assessing resource potential, taking into account the characteristics
of its constituent elements (Romanova, Bryanceva, Pozdnyakova, 2013).

4. As the most acceptable alternative methodology is proposed monetary assessment of agricultural re-
sources and, based on it, to determine their productive capacity. To solve this problem, in the economic liter-
ature are mainly used two methodological approaches: productive resources transfer into the cost (named)
forms, which can be summed up, and the interchangeability principle of certain types’ resources
(Alhazov, 2011).

Based on the available methodological approach’s generalization assessment of the agricultural produc-
tion resource potential, we conduct its economic efficiency on the basis a complex analysis and forecasting.
This approach includes consistent assessment where first is considered resource potential, then the agricul-
tural production economic efficiency and, finally, the resource use efficiency in the agricultural production
subjects. On the basis of an indicators complex can be judged the resource reserves level, their use appropri-
ateness in various agricultural production fields. To do this, for all types’ resources (natural: land, water; ma-

102 Bulletin of the Karaganda University



Assessment of the resource potential...

terial and technical; labor; infrastructure; financial) based on analysis of the totality indicators are selected
the resulting indicators.

To assess the agricultural production economic efficiency is necessary to determine the production level
of gross output and profits. The complex resulting indicators reflecting the level of agricultural production
efficiency in the regions includes the following indicators (De Olde, Oudshoorn, Serensen, Bokkers, & De
Boer, 2016):

— Produced of agricultural production gross output per 1 ha of agricultural land, million tenge/ha
(APGO);

— Profit from the agricultural products sale per 1 ha of agricultural land, million tenge/ha (PAP);

— Indicators indexes of agricultural production efficiency in regions are determined similarly to the in-
dicators index of resource supply.

To assess the resource potential use efficiency is calculated the weighted average index of the total re-
source potential and the average efficiency index manufacturing (APEIM) (Gutzler, Helming, Balla,
Dannowski, Deumlich, Glemnitz, & Sieber, 2015).

APEIM = indexes (APGO + PAP) /2 x 100. (1)

Based on these indicators is determined level of resource potential utilization efficiency (LRPUE)
(RPUEL) of the region and the republic as a whole.

To assess the resource potential use efficiency is calculated the weighted average index of the total re-
source potential (WAITRP) (Yang, & Zhang, 2018):

WAITRP = [indexes (AALRW + ANW + SBS + MFI + TNF + MNF + NCHF + SRSRP) /8] x 100 (2)

where: AALRW - the area of agricultural land per 1 rural worker;
ANW - the average number of workers employed in the agricultural sector per 100 ha of farmland;
SBS - Soil bonitet score;
MFI - The mineral fertilizers introduction per 1 ha of farmland;
TNF - The tractors’ number per 1000 ha of farmland;
MNF - Trailed and mounted machines number per 1 ha of farmland;
NCHF - Number of combine harvester per 1 ha of farmland;
SRSRP - The share of rural settlements with roads to the district center with a paved.

LRPUE = APEIM / WAITRP. 3)

Results

The complex resulting indicators reflecting the level of agricultural production supply in the regions
with resources includes the following indicators:

— The area of agricultural land per 1 rural worker, % (AALRW) (table 1);

— The average number of workers employed in the agricultural sector per 100 ha of farmland, pers./ha

(ANW) (table 1);
— Soil bonitet score, score (SBS) (table 1);
— The mineral fertilizers introduction per 1 ha of farmland, thousand tenge (MFI) (table 1).

Table 1. Indicators that reflect the level of provision of agricultural production in the regions with resources

AALRW* ANW* SBS* MEFT*
Region ha Index ha Index Agricultural Index Thousand Index
indicator indicator lands indicator tenge indicator
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Nothern 44,3 1,6 1.4 1,0 29 1,5 56153 1,4
Akmola 50,0 1,8 1,2 0,9 28 1,5 70123 1,8
Kostanay 44,6 1,6 1,6 1,1 30 1,6 11220 0,3
Pavlodar 42,7 1,6 1,4 1,0 13 0,7 30353 0,8
North Kazakhstan 38,2 1,4 1,5 1,1 44 2.3 123503 3,1
Western 37.8 1,4 0,5 0,4 9 0,5 2945 0,1
Aktobe 66,6 2,4 04 0,3 13 0,7 4026 0,1
Atyrau 15,2 0,6 04 0,3 4 0,2 1174 0,1
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

West Kazakhstan 37,1 1,4 1,1 0,8 14 0,7 3195 0,1
Mangistau 32,0 1,2 0,1 0,1 5 0,3 1017 0,1
Eastern 38,8 1,4 1 0,7 23 1,2 23720 0,6
East Kazakhstan 38,8 1,4 1 0,7 23 1,2 23720 0,6
Central 101,7 3,7 0,2 0,2 12 0,6 4238 0,1
Karaganda 101,7 3,7 0,2 0,2 12 0,6 4238 0,1
South 10,0 0,4 3,2 2,3 12 0,6 89776 2,3
Almaty 11,5 0,4 3 2,2 16 0,8 51969 1,3
Zhambyl 14,3 0,5 3,1 2,2 8 0,4 91137 2,3
Kyzylorda 10,8 0,4 1,7 1,2 10 0,5 141798 3,6
South Kazakhstan 6,1 0,2 4,6 33 12 0,6 143040 3,6
Total RK 27,3 1,0 1,4 1,0 19 1,0 39722 1,0
*according to the Republic of Kazakhstan Ministry of Agriculture data for 2015-2017

Note - compiled by the authors

— The tractors” number per 1000 ha of farmland, units/ha (TNF) (table 2);

— Trailed and mounted machines number per 1 ha of farmland, units/ha (MNF) (table 2);

— Number of combine harvester per 1 ha of farmland, units/ha (NCHF) (table 2);

— The share of rural settlements with roads to the district center with a paved, % (SRSRP) (table 2);

Table 2. Indicators that reflect the level of provision of agricultural production in the regions with resources

TNF* MNF* NCHF* SRSRP*
Reglon Unitsha | . 29 | Unitgha | I9EX | Gpiggma | Index o | Index
indicator indicator indicator indicator
Nothern 1,9 1,3 7,85 1,9 0,9 2,3 90 1,0
Akmola 1,5 1,0 432 1,1 0,8 2,0 92 1,0
Kostanay 23 1,5 10,13 2.4 1,0 2,5 90 1,0
Pavlodar 2,1 1,4 427 1,0 0,4 1,0 88 1,0
North Kazakhstan 2,0 1,3 12,66 3,0 1,1 2,8 90 1,0
Western 0,9 0,6 1,97 0,5 0,1 0,3 71 0,8
Aktobe 0,7 0,5 1,45 0,3 0,2 0,5 63 0,7
Atyrau 1,2 0,8 0,34 0,1 0,1 0,3 74 0,8
West Kazakhstan 1,7 1,1 4,75 1,1 0,2 0,5 76 0,8
Mangistau 0,1 0,1 0,01 0,1 0,1 0,3 70 0,8
Eastern 1,6 1,1 3,63 0,9 0,3 0,8 92 1,0
East Kazakhstan 1,6 1,1 3,63 0,9 0,3 0,8 92 1,0
Central 0,9 0,6 1,58 0,4 0,2 0,5 95 1,1
Karaganda 0,9 0,6 1,58 0,4 0,2 0,5 95 1,1
South 1,9 1,3 2,76 0,7 0,3 0,8 95 1,1
Almaty 1,4 0,9 3,22 0,8 0,2 0,5 97 1,1
Zhambyl 1,3 0,9 2,64 0,6 0,3 0,8 98 1,1
Kyzylorda 0,9 0,6 0,88 0,2 0,5 1,3 87 1,0
South Kazakhstan 4.4 2,9 2,86 0,7 0,4 1,0 98 1,1
Total RK 1,5 1,0 4,22 1,0 0,4 1,0 90 1,0

*according to the Republic of Kazakhstan Ministry of Agriculture data for 2015-2017
Note - compiled by the authors

These data analysis and calculation was conducted on the example of regions and the republic as a
whole. Thus for each indicator is determined the index value as the ratio of the regional indicator to the re-
publican indicator multiplied by 100.

To assess the agricultural production economic efficiency is necessary to determine the gross output
and profit level. The complex resulting indicators reflecting the level of agricultural production efficiency in
the regions includes the follow indicators:

— Produced an agricultural production gross output per 100 ha of farmland, thousand tenge/ha (APGO)

(table 3);
— Profit from the agricultural products sale per 100 ha of farmland, thousand tenge/ha (PAP) (table 3);
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Table 3. Produced an agricultural production gross output per 100 ha of farmland and profit from the agricultural prod-
ucts sale per 100 ha of farmland, thousand tenge/ha

Region APGO* — PAP? —
Thousand tenge Index indicator Thousand tenge Index indicator
Nothern 3815 1,0 473 1,4
Akmola 3169 0,9 453 1,4
Kostanay 3107 0,8 487 1,5
Pavlodar 3300 0,9 237 0,7
North Kazakhstan 6298 1,7 669 2,0
Western 1696 0,5 76 0,2
Aktobe 1855 0,5 68 0,2
Atyrau 2665 0,3 49 0,1
West Kazakhstan 2048 0,6 144 0,4
Mangistau 297 0,1 10 0,1
Eastern 4007 1,1 274 0,8
East Kazakhstan 4007 1,1 274 0,8
Central 1629 0,4 92 0,3
Karaganda 1629 0,4 92 0,3
South 7362 2,0 612 1,8
Almaty 7003 1,9 690 2,1
Zhambyl 5403 1,5 413 1,2
Kyzylorda 4123 1,1 132 0,4
South Kazakhstan 11957 32 911 2,7
Total RK 3720 1,0 335 1,0

*according to the Republic of Kazakhstan Ministry of Agriculture data for 2015-2017
Note - compiled by the authors

Regions agricultural production efficiency indicators indexes are determined similarly to the resource
supply indicators index.
To assess the resource potential use efficiency is calculated the weighted average index of the total re-

source potential (WAITRP) is determined by formula (2) (table 4):

Table 4. The weighted average index of the total resource potential (WAITRP)

. Indexes
Region AALRW | ANW | SBS | MFI | TNF | MNF | NCHF | srsrp | VAITRP
Nothern 1,6 1,0 1,5 1,4 1,3 1,9 2,3 1,0 1,5
Akmola 1,8 0,9 1,5 1,8 1,0 1,1 2,0 1,0 1,4
Kostanay 1,6 1,1 1,6 0,3 1,5 2,4 2,5 1,0 1,5
Pavlodar 1,6 1,0 0,7 0,8 1,4 1,0 1,0 1,0 1,1
North Kazakhstan 1,4 1,1 2,3 3,1 1,3 3,0 2,8 1,0 2,0
Western 1,4 0,4 0,5 0,1 0,6 0,5 0,3 0,8 0,6
Aktobe 2,4 0,3 0,7 0,1 0,5 0,3 0,5 0,7 0,7
Atyrau 0,6 0,3 0,2 0,1 0,8 0,1 0,3 0,8 0,4
West Kazakhstan 1,4 0,8 0,7 0,1 1,1 1,1 0,5 0,8 0,8
Mangistau 1,2 0,1 0,3 0,1 0,1 0,1 0,3 0,8 0,4
Eastern 1,4 0,7 1,2 0,6 1,1 0,9 0,8 1,0 1,0
East Kazakhstan 1,4 0,7 1,2 0,6 1,1 0,9 0,8 1,0 1,0
Central 3,7 0,2 0,6 0,1 0,6 0,4 0,5 1,1 0,9
Karaganda 3,7 0,2 0,6 0,1 0,6 04 0,5 1,1 09
South 0,4 2,3 0,6 2,3 1,3 0,7 0,8 1,1 1,2
Almaty 0,4 2,2 0,8 1,3 0,9 0,8 0,5 1,1 1,0
Zhambyl 0,5 2,2 0,4 2,3 0,9 0,6 0,8 1,1 1,1
Kyzylorda 0,4 1,2 0,5 3,6 0,6 0,2 1,3 1,0 1,1
South Kazakhstan 0,2 33 0,6 3,6 2,9 0,7 1,0 1,1 1,7
Total RK 1,0 1,0 1,0 1,0 1,0 1,0 1,0 1,0 1,0

tee data for 2015-2017

Note - compiled by the authors

*according to the Republic of Kazakhstan Ministry of Agriculture, to the Republic of Kazakhstan Statistics Commit-
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From the table 4 data it can be noted, that the land resources supply is the highest in the central region,
the least in the southern region. Labor supply, on the contrary, is high in the southern region and low in the
central and other regions. By indicator of the regions soil bonitet score is arranged in follow sequence: north-
ern, eastern, southern, central, western. Most mineral fertilizers are introduced in the southern region, least in
the western and eastern regions. The equipment supply is greatest in the northern region, the least in the
western region. The share of rural settlements with roads to the district center with a paved is high in the
southern region, low in the western region. The weighted average index of the total resource potential in the
regions is changed as follows: the highest in the northern region, further decreases in the south, east central
and western regions.

Then the average efficiency index manufacturing (APEIM) is determined by formula (1) and based on
these indicators, the level of resource potential utilization efficiency (LRPUE) is determined by formula (3)
(table 5):

Table 5. The average production efficiency index (APEIM) and the resource potential use efficiency level (LRPUE)

Region APGO Index PAP Index APEIM LRPUE Index
Nothern 1,025 1,412 1,219 0,8
Akmola 0,852 1,352 1,102 0,8
Kostanay 0,835 1,453 1,144 0,8
Pavlodar 0,887 0,707 0,797 0,7
North Kazakhstan 1,693 1,997 1,845 0,9
Western 0,455 0,226 0,341 0,6
Aktobe 0,498 0,202 0,350 0,5
Atyrau 0,290 0,146 0,218 0,5
West Kazakhstan 0,55 0,429 0,490 0,6
Mangistau 0,08 0,03 0,055 0,1
Eastern 1,077 0,818 0,948 0,9
East Kazakhstan 1,077 0,818 0,948 0,9
Central 0,438 0,275 0,357 0,4
Karaganda 0,438 0,275 0,357 0,4
South 1,979 1,827 1,903 1,6
Almaty 1,882 2,060 1,971 2,0
Zhambyl 1,452 1,232 1,342 1,2
Kyzylorda 1,108 0,394 0,751 0,7
Turkestan 3,214 2,719 2,967 1,7
Total RK 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,0
*according to the Republic of Kazakhstan Statistics Committee data for 2015-2017
Note - compiled by the authors

As we see from the above data, the northern region is the most supplied with agricultural resources, but
the cultivation of more intensive crops in the southern region supplies greater production efficiency and,
therefore, a higher level’s efficient use of agricultural resources.

Discussion

The resource potential use efficiency is formed of a series’ interconnected components: the efficient use
of the resource potential (staff, land, animals’ and plants’ biological potential) and the resource-saving tech-
nologies development. Resource potential in agricultural production should be formed with the need for pro-
duction capacity. State support can increase as the agricultural enterprises resource potential, and so its im-
plementation effectiveness (Ibrishev, 2019).

Currently, increasing the agricultural enterprises resource potential is a basis for creating conditions for
their sustainable development. This basis’ formation comes in two planes. One side, this is an increase in the
level of economic entities resource supply and resource proportions optimization that ensure the creation of
potentially efficient production enterprises systems. The other side, this is improving the organizational and
economic relations system, which ensuring the objective acting economic laws implementation. Naturally, in
the conditions of a weak state regulatory role and with a minimum state support level, the implementation
measures which can be realized due to agricultural formations internal reserves are got high priority. The
main problem with this is that the own growth potential reserves of the industry enterprises are almost ex-
hausted. In conditions when the productive forces are degrading (besides the degradation rates are decreasing
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extremely slowly), improving the economic mechanism does not ensure an increase in production efficiency,
since the contradictions between these economic systems components cannot be eliminated or reduced.

In general, the situation in the agricultural sector requires well-thought-out, long-term and systemic de-
cisions based on objective data obtained as a result of the agricultural enterprises resource potential’s inte-
grated assessment.

Conclusion

1. An indicators system that form the efficiency agribusiness subjects, which based on its resource sup-
ply should be presented in three blocks: indicators of resource availability, their use efficiency’s indicators
and indicators of the resource use synergistic effect. Thus, it is almost impossible to conduct each element’s
isolated assessment of the resource potential.

2. Assessment’s the agricultural production resource potential includes the consistent assessment: first,
resources availability, then the agricultural production economic efficiency and, finally, the resource use ef-
ficiency in the agricultural production subjects.

3. The highest land use efficiency index was achieved in the southern region areas, where there are
large arable lands, favorable climatic conditions (high thermal conditions, long growing season), and the
presence of irrigated lands that allows to grow crops with high productivity. The lower efficiency is in the
eastern region, the northern region areas are located in risky farming zone with an uneven rainfall amount
over the years, so the fertile lands presence — 40-55 bonitet scores, crop yields varies by year.

4. It was defined the resulting indicators complex, which reflecting the availability’s level of agricultur-
al production resources in the regions, including 10 indicators.

5. Comparative complex calculations showed that the northern region is the most supplied with agricul-
tural resources, but the cultivation of more intensive crops in the southern region supplies greater production
efficiency and, therefore, a higher level’s efficient use of agricultural resources.
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formation and use]. Kiev: Naukova Dumka [in Russian].

b. HaykenoBa, A. Ilsaraii

PecypcThIK dJieyeTTi maiajaHyAbIH IKOHOMHUKAJIBIK THIMIiTIri
HeriziHae aybl1 IAapPyabLIBIFBI 6HIIPICIH TYPAKTHI AaMBITY

AHnoamna

Maxcamui: KP arpapnbIK CEKTOPBIHBIH PECYPCTHIK oJieyeTiH (TaOuFu, eHOEK, MaTepHaAbIK-TEXHUKAIBIK JKOHE
T.0.) Oarasay yKoHE OHBIH JaMYBIHBIH TSXKEYIII (pakTopIapblH aHBIKTAY.

Odicmepi: 1. CoMmachl IIapyalllbUIBIKTAPIbIH PECYpCTaphIMEH KaMTaMachl3 €TUIy KOPCETKIll peTiHae
YCBHIHBUIATHIH JKEP JKOHE MaTepualIbIK pecypcTapabl SKOHOMHUKAIIBIK Oaranay.

2. OHIIpICTIK pecypcTap MEH OHIIpic HOTHXKEIepl apachlHIAFbl OalIaHBICTBI KOPCETETIH SKOHOMHKAIIBIK-
CTaTHCTHKAJIBIK.

3. PecypcThIK oneyeTTi OHBIH KYpaMIac 3JIeMEHTTEPiHiH epeKIIeNiKTepiH eCKepe OTHIPHII, OaranayablH HHAEKCTIK
omicrepi.

Kopvimeinovr: 1.  Aypiln  mapyallbUTBIFBI  MaKCATBIHAAFBI KEpIEpHiH OHIMIUTIK KabineTiH Oaramay
[IapyalIbUIBIKTEIH  OapibIK CaHATTApPBIHIAFBl OHIIPUICTIH aybll MIAPYAIIBUIBIFBl OHIMIHIH JKBUIABIK KOJEMiHiH
KOPCETKIII apKbUTBI OHBIH KaIaCTPJIBIK KYHBIHA Colikec | ra, coHAai-ak MHAEKC 9MiCiH KOJaHa OTBIPHII, | ra ericTikke
OHJIPIJIETIH 6CIMIK MAPyalIbIIBIFEl OHIMIHIH KOJIeMi apKbUIBI )Ky3ere achIpy.

2. AybUI mIapyanibUIbIFbl OHIIPICIHIH PECYPCTHIK JIeyeTiH Oaraiay ajIbIMeH pecypcTapMeH KaMTaMachl3 eTuTyiH,
COZIaH KEeHIH aybul IIapyallbUIBIFBl OHAIPICIHIH SKOHOMHKAIBIK THIMAUICIH JoMeKkTi Oaranayabl >KOHE aybll
HIapyallbUIBIFBI OHJIPICI CyObeKTUIepiH/Ie pecypeTap bl MaiiaiaHy THIMIUTITTH KOPBITHIHIBUIAY bl KAMTHIBI.

Tyorcoipoimoama: 10 KepceTKiUTi KaMTHTBIH OHIpJEpAiH aybul LIapyallbUIBIFBl OHMIPICIH pecypcTrapMeH
KaMTaMachI3 €Ty JICHIeHiH KOpCeTEeTiH HOTHKE KOPCETKIIITEPIHIH KeIlIeH] aHbIKTa/Ibl.

Kinm co30ep: aybln mapyalllbUIbIFBl OHAIPIC], PECYPCTHIK QJIEYEeT, arpapiiblK CEKTOpP, IKOHOMHKAJIBIK THIMALIIK,
pecypcTapasl naganany THIMIUTIT], HHTETpajabIK Oaraiay, arpOOHEPKICINTIK KEIIeH.

b. HaykenoBa, A. Ilaraii

YcroiiunBoe pa3BuTHE CeJIbCKOX03SHCTBEHHOI0 MPOM3BOACTBA HA OCHOBE
IKOHOMHUYECKOH 3(P(PeKTUBHOCTH UCIOJIH30BAHHS PECYPCHOI0 MOTEHIMAJIA

Annomauyusn

L]enw: oleHKA PEeCYpPCHOTO TOTEHIHANA (TIPHUPOTHOTO, TPYIOBOTO, MATEPUANEHO-TEXHUIECKOTO H IpP.) PAa3BUTHL
arpapHoro cextopa PK u onpenenenne cnepxuBaromux (pakTopoB ero pa3BHTHS.

Memoouwl: 1. DkoHOMHYECKAs! OI[EHKA 3€MEJBHBIX U MaTepHAIBHBIX PECYPCOB, CyMMa KOTOPBIX MPEACTABIISETCS B
Ka4decTBE MOKAa3aTeNs pecypcoodeceueHHOCTH X03HUCTB.

2. DKOHOMHKO-CTaTUCTHYECKHE, OTPAXKAIOIIUE CBA3b MEXAY NMPOM3BOACTBEHHBIMH PECypCaMH M pe3yIbTaTaMH
MIPOM3BO/ICTBA.

3. HaekcHbIe METO/IbI OLIEHKU PECYPCHOTO MOTEHIIMANA ¢ yUeTOM 0COOEHHOCTEH €ro COCTaBISIONINX JIEMEHTOB.

Peszynomamor: 1. OnieHKa MPOU3BOAUTEIBLHON CIIOCOOHOCTH 3E€MEIIb CEIbCKOXO03HCTBEHHOTO Ha3HAYCHHUS OCYIIe-
CTBJICH Yepe3 MoKa3areib rOJI0BOro 00beMa MPOU3BOANMON MPOIYKIIMU CEICKOTO XO3SHCTBAa BO BCEX KATETOPHSIX XO-
35IUCTB B COOTBETCTBUU C €€ KaJacTpOBOM CTOMMOCTBIO B pacuere Ha 1 ra, a Takke MPOU3BOJUMON NPOAYKLHUU pacTe-
HUEBOJICTBA Ha | Ta MantHu ¢ MPUMEHEHNEM HHIEKCHOTO METO/a.

2. OneHKa pecypcHOTo MOTEHIIHAIA CEIbCKOXO03HCTBEHHOTO MIPOM3BOJICTBA BKIIIOYAET B Ce0s TIOCIE0BATENHFHYIO
OILICHKY BHa4alle 00ECIIEYCHHOCTH PeCcypcaMu, 3aTeM SKOHOMHUECKOH (P (HEKTUBHOCTH CEITbCKOXO3IHCTBEHHOTO MTPOM3-
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BOJICTBA U, B 3aKIfoueHue, 3 (HEKTUBHOCTH UCIIOIB30BAHHS PECYPCOB B CYyOBEKTaX CEIbCKOXO3SIMCTBEHHOTO MPOU3BO/I-
CTBa.

Buigoowr: Onpenenen komruieke u3 10 pe3ynbTUPYIOMKX MTOKa3aTeJe, OTPaKAIOIINX YPOBEHb 00ECIIEYeHHOCTH
CeIIbCKOXO3SICTBEHHOTO MPOM3BOICTBA PETHOHOB PECYpPCaMH.

Knioueswle cnosa: cenbCKoXo3aHCTBEHHOE MIPOU3BOACTBO, PECYPCHBIN MOTEHIMAI, arPapHBbIil CEKTOP, S3KOHOMHU-
yeckast 3 (HeKTHBHOCTD, 3P PEKTUBHOCTD UCIIOJIL30BAHUS PECYPCOB, HHTETPAIbHAS OIIEHKA, arpOIPOMBILIICHHBIA KOM-
IIeKC.
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