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SPECIFIC FEATURES NEW AGRICULTURAL POLICY
IN THE UNITED STATE

V crarti npeacTaBiieHO iCHYIOYI MOTJISAM MIOAO JOLIBHOCTI JIEPKABHOIO PETY/IIOBaHHs ClIbChbKOro rocrmogapcrsa CIIIA.
[IpoananizoBano OOKET JEp)KaBHOI MIATPUMKH BHPOOHHITBA TPOAYKTIB  XapuyyBaHHsS, CTPaxyBaHHS BPOXKAro
CLIBCBKOTOCITOAPCHKUX KYNBTYp, 30€peKeHHS] HAaBKOJIUIIHBOIO CEPEJOBHUINA 1 PO3BHTKY CLIBCHKHX TEPUTOPIi, TOBApHOTO
BUpoOHMITBA HA 1repion 2014-2023 pokiB. Po3risiHyT0 OCHOBHI IIpOrpamMu MiATPHIMKH CUTBCHKOIO TOCIOAPCTBA HOBOI arpapHoi
nonituku CIIIA, 3aTBeppkeHi ClIbCHKOrocroaapchbkuM aktom 2014 p., Ta MpOBEAEHO MOPIBHSAHHS BUTPAT Ha 1X peaizaliio 3
2008 p. BecranosineHo, 1o nepes0avaeThCst CKOPOUEHHS NMPsAMUX (eiepabHUX BUTPAT HA MIATPHMKY ClIIBCBKOIO FOCIONAPCTBA Y
po3mipi 16,6 mipa non. CIIA.

KnrouoBi cioBa: arpapHa moONiTHKa, JepXKaBHA IATPUMKa, CTPAaxyBaHHs, CyOCHAii, HPOLOBOJIBLCTBO, 30€pEekKEHHS
HPUPOJHUX PECYPCIB.

Problem definition. Agricultural policy concerns the legislative process and the laws passed
affecting agricultural commodities, conservation of natural recourses, food and nutrition, bio-energy and
producers and rural development. These laws can be local, state or Federal. In recent years public
attention has tended to focus on agricultural policy as being legislation affecting commodities such as
corn, cotton and soybeans, and food stamps. The Agricultural Act of 2014, commonly known as the 2014
Farm Bill, was signed into law on February 2, 2014. It replaces the 2008 Farm Bill which expired in
2012. The bill represents a compromise between the Senate proposed Agricultural Reform, Food and Jobs
Act of 2013 and the Federal Agricultural Reform and Risk Management Act of 2013, which was
proposed by the House of Representatives. Fiscal concerns played a large role in the debate over the final
form of the 2014 Farm Bill. The 2014 Farm Bill contains twelve titles, down from fifteen in 2008. We
focus on all components of regulation agricultural production in US.

Analysis of last researches and publications. The questions related to development and using of
instruments of state regulation of agricultural production in leading countries, including the United States,
are the subject of many studies of national and foreign researchers: D. Ray [1], P.A. Wise [2], L. Tweeten
[3], D. Morgan, S. Cohen, G.M. Gaul [4], G.C. Fite [5], J. Hansen [6], J.W. Burnett [7], A.G. Paptsov [8],
J.P. Voskobiynyk [9], A.R. Kulov [10], N.V. Trusov [11], S.V. Petrukha [12], L. Collins [13], T.
Solomatina [14] and others. However, in the present conditions, when the climate changing affects the
use of the potential of agriculture, increasing globalization on the world market lead to searching for
effective tools of state regulation of agricultural production and improving agricultural policy in
individual countries. Moreover, in the US in 2014 a new law regulating agricultural production was
adopted, which leads to further researches in this direction.

The purpose for this topic is to present past and current agricultural public policy; economics
principles used and analyzed policy; the processes by which they are developed and the government
structure which supports the implementation of agricultural.

Methods research for preparing the topic used such scientific methods: statistical, monographic,
generalization, compare, structural-functional analysis.

Research results and their discussing. Now discuss questions — why does “agricultural policy”
exist? Reasons cited to continue to have a US agricultural policy have included arguments relating to:
economic problems unique to agricultural; globalization; technology change, causing shifts in supply and
volatility in farm income; the necessity to ensure a safe and adequate domestic food supply;
environmental protection benefits to all society; necessity for risk management; politics; unequal market
power necessitates regulation; arm poverty is reduced thought the provision of price and income supports;
farm income stabilization; enhancing export competitiveness; production of surplus commodities ensures
a cheap food supply for the populace; enhanced rural development; small farmer benefits [1].

Just as many and varied reasons are provided for the US not to have an agricultural policy. These
included: US subsidies cause “gluts” (surplus production) on world markets, hurting poor Third World
farmers; large farmers get majority of farm program support payments and they don’t need them because
they are rich; the US has large budget deficits to take care of and can no longer afford subsidy programs;
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farm bills favor the production of foods that are unhealthy; commodity supports programs keep inefficient
farm units in business; landlords benefit from subsidies more than farmers; without policy the farm
economy would be hurt but world recover in 3-5 years with higher price; by elimination, taxpayers
would benefit more than farmers are hurt; elimination of commodity supports would reduce the cost of
farming; land price would go down, allowing young farmers to buy land; trade could be enhanced
agricultural policy favors some and leaves other out [2].

Different perspectives on government intervention in agricultural exist. Some support the need for
intervention and other say that intervention (policy) intervention of any sort is an interference with the working
of the market. The degree to which these views are supported by various interest groups and economic
philosophies determines to degree to which agricultural legislation exists and continues to exist.

Five perspectives on agricultural policy include the: free marketer — this perspective is that
government intervention in agricultural markets distorts them. If government leaves the market alone, it
will adjust and result in the most efficient economy [3, 4]; humanitarian - a humanitarian viewpoint is that
everyone has a right to food and government should ensure that no one starves; physiocratic — this
viewpoint regards all real wealth as being found in land and agricultural. Therefore, government should
preserve agricultural in order to preserve society and culture [5]; stabilized — this viewpoint is that
instability (of income, prices, and yields) is a fundamental problem in agricultural that requires
government intervention [6]; regulator — regulators say the government must provide “rational”
coordination and control of human grad and actions.

Efficiency, according to an economic definition, is the point at which aggregate supply and demand
are equal and the market cleared. By the free market hypothesis, societal well-being is maximized when
equilibrium occurs. From a theoretical standpoint, where market are truly free, supply-and-demand
equilibrium as a measure of efficiency is generally not subject to much debate amount science. In cases
where measures of efficiency are not so clear or where markets are not free, policy solution can be
justified where there are cases of market failure or where social welfare can be enhanced though
government intervention. As regards economic efficiency and equity, the more likely it is that there will
be different of opinion and different measured results. A witness to this is present-day discussion and
differences of option on such issues as global warming and free trade. An additional argument used to
support the need for policy intervention includes the need to mitigate supply-and-demand shocks unique
to agriculture [7].

The Agricultural Act of 2014 (AA 2014) focused on the Commodities, Conservation, Crop Insurance
and selected other items (tabl. 1).

Table 1. — Expenditure of farmer support in US (Agricultural ACT of 2014) on the 2014-2023 period

Name title Amount, billion doll.US
1. Food and Nutrition 756
2. Crop Insurance 89,8
3. Conservation 56
4. Commodity 445
Total 956

Resource: the Agricultural Act of 2014.

Estimated net Federal spending reductions (in “direct spending outlays” from the 2008 bill) were 16,6
billion doll. US realized from cuts of 8 billion doll. US in the Nutrition title, 4 billion doll. US in the
Conservation title and 14,3 billion doll. US in the Commodity title. The Crop Insurance title was
increased by 5,7 billion doll. US. Other titles of the bill variously received budget increases or cuts over
2008 bill spending [8, 9].

Commodity program provisions of AA 2014 included the repeal of 2008 farm bill Direct Payments,
the Counter-Cyclical Payments program, Average Crop Revenue Program (ACRE), Marketing Income
Loss Contract (MILC), Dairy Product Price Support program and Dairy Export Incentives program. Dairy
programs were replaced with a Margin Protection Program (MPP) and a dairy Products Donation
Program (DPDP).

In a place of the crop commodity programs, Price Loss Coverage (PLC) and Agricultural Risk
Coverage (ARC) optional programs are offered to producers of “covered commodities”. Selection one of
these programs locks the producer into that program over the 2014-2018 years. Covered commodities
were defined in the bill as wheat, oats and barley (including these crops used for haying and grazing),
grain sorghum, long and medium grain rice, pulse crops, soybeans, oilseeds and peanuts. Pulse crops
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were defined as dry peas, lentils, small and large chickpeas. Medium grain rice included both small grain
rice and “temperate Japonica” rice.

Describe Commodity Loan Program Provisions which of the 2008 farm bill that covered all quantities
of an eligible commodity produced on a farm (not only on program base acres) were largely retained in
the new farm bill. In addition to the commodities covered by either the PLC or ARC programs, producer
of upland and Extra Long Staple (ELS) cotton, graded and non-graded wool, mohair and honey were
authorized to participate in the marketing loan program. Marketing loans and Loan Deficiency Payments
(LDPs) are to be determined as in the 2008 farm bill. Loan rates are allowed to vary by crop quality
condition and location. The length of all marketing loans was set at nine months with a prohibition on
extending the loan term [10]. Repayment rates stipulated in the bill give Secretary Authority to require
full repayment with interest or at a lower rate adjusted to market conditions. Repayments at less than the
loan rate would as in the past result in a Marketing Loan Gain (MLG).

Program Base Acres exception of fruits, vegetables, tree nuts and wild rice, “Freedom to Farm” under
the 1996 Farm Bill and subsequent bills allowed program base acres to be planted to alternative crops.
That is, wheat base could be planted to corn, corn base to peanuts, or some other substitution or eligible
crops [11]. As result, land owners are given the option of reducing base and genetic base under the 2014
farm bill. Special stipulations apply to double-cropped land if a farm has a history of double cropping.
Fruit, vegetables and wild rice planting are now allowed on base acres but no program payments are
authorized for base acres planted to these crops.

Next important tools in new Farm Bill are Agriculture Risk Coverage (ARC) which offered as one
Commodity Program option. Two alternatives are available to producers of eligible commodities under
ARC. Producers are offered a choice of risk protection covering either individual revenue losses
(individual coverage ARC) or county revenue loss coverage (county-based ARC). Producers who select
individual ARC must enroll all eligible crops (on that farm), but far county ARC, coverage may be
chosen on a commodity-by-commodity basis. This was a necessary because of the way payment is
calculated. Election of farm (individual) or county ARC precludes a producers receiving Price Loss
Coverage (PLC) payments for that commodity. In additional, payments will be adjusted to accommodate
producer shares.

As noted, only one ARC options can be chosen and once chosen, the decision is irrevocable for the
2014-2018 period. Eligible producers are defined at those participating in the risk of producing the crop.
Producing falling to make an election for the 2014 crop year will not receive either PLC or ARC
payments for 2014, and will be enrolled for PLC payments for 2015-2018 years.

Commodities eligible for ARC include wheat, corn, grain sorghum, barley, oats, long and medium
grain price, soybeans, peanuts, dry peas, lentils, small and large chickpeas and other oilseeds. Program
payments under individual or county ARC revenue protection are made when Actual Revenue is less than
Revenue Guarantee.

The Price Loss coverage (PLC) Option is a traditional target price support program, and can be
compared to the Counter-Cyclical Program price protection of the previous farm bill. Instead of Target
Prices, “Reference Prices” are provided in the 2014 bill to be used to determine price-loss protection on a
commodity-by-commodity basis. In general, Reference Prices of farm bill 2014 are higher than the 2008
farm bill’s Targets Price, but are well below market prices of the past few years.

Reference Prices listed in the 2014 farm bill for eligible commodities are: wheat 5,50 doll.US/bushel;
corn 3,70 dollLUS/bushel; grain sorghum 3,95 doll.US/bushel; barley 4,95 doll.US/bushel; oats
2,40 doll.US/bushel; long and medium rice 14 doll.US/cwt.; soybeans 8,40 doll.US/bushel; peanuts
535 doll.US/ton; dry peas doll.US/cwt.; lentils 19,97 doll.US/cwt; small chickpeas 19,04 doll.US/cwt.; large
chickpeas 21,54 doll.US/cwt., and other oilseeds 20,15 doll.US/cwt. A payment under PLC is triggered if the
“Effective Price” of a commodity is less than the reference price of that eligible commodity for the marketing
year [12].

Important position in the new farm bill had title Conservation, which includes thirteen conservation
programs. The Conservations Title’s stated purpose is to ensure the provision of clean water, abundant
and safe food, the protection of wildlife from excessive disruption, and a conservation of the agricultural
way of life. Overall the 2014 Farm Bill decreases direct spending from authorized programs over the
period 2014-2023. This decrease is expected to reduce total federal budget deficits by16.6 billion doll.
US relative to spending and revenues projected under CBO’s May 2013 baseline (CBO 2014). Direct
spending for conservation programs over the ten-year period from 2014 to 2023 are expected to decrease
by 3,967 million doll. US; however, only 208 million doll. US of that decrease is projected in the five
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year period 2014 to 2018. This represents less than a 1% cut in the budget had the 2008 Farm Bill
continued through 2018. Since the Farm Bill is renewed every five years any cuts in the second half of the
program will need to be approved in 2018, resulting in a much smaller impact on conservation programs
than it initially appears [13].

The conservation programs funded by Title II of the 2014 Farm Bill undergo substantial realignment from
2008. Although budget cuts affect some of the functions of the programs, the realignment is set mostly to
reduce administrative costs by combining programs that had substantial overlap. Through a combination of
merging and retiring programs the 2014 Farm Bill brings the total number of programs from twenty-three in
2008 to thirteen in 2014. Another significant addition to the 2014 Farm Bill is the coupling of compliance with
conservation program provisions with the potential loss of crop insurance premium subsidies.

There are now five major Farm Bill conservation programs, down from seven in 2008: The
Conservation Reserve Program (CRS), Conservations Stewardship Program (CSP), Environmental
Quality Incentives Program (EQIP), Agricultural Conservation Easement Program (ACEP), and Regional
Conservation Partnership Program (RCPP). These five major programs fall into four broad categories.
Three remain comparable to the 2008 Farm Bill: land retirement programs that remove land from
agricultural production for conservation purposes, working lands programs that encourage
environmentally friendly agricultural practices on active sites, and conservation easement programs to
guarantee the conservation of agricultural land and wetlands. The fourth type of program funded by Title
IT are regional cooperation agreements pertaining to watershed management. The Conservation Reserve
Program is the lone land retirement program under the 2014 Farm Bill with the elimination of the
Grassland Reserve Program (GRP). Many aspects of the GRP were absorbed by the Agricultural
Conservation Easement Program (ACEP) in the 2014 legislation.

The 2014 Farm Bill extends funding for the Conservation Reserve Program through FY2018 but
marks a continuing shift away from land retirement programs and towards working lands programs.
Although the CRP remains largely unchanged it has been expanded to take on the non-easement functions
of GRP (CBO 2014). This allows all conservation efforts made through the retirement of lands to be
consolidated into one program.

Despite the additional functions allocated to CRP in 2014 the proportion of funds allotted to CRP
continues to decline. Acreage enrollment figures also reflect the shift in focus from land retirement
programs to working lands programs. Compared to 2008, the 2014 Farm Bill scales back the extent to
which land retirement will be used as a conservation tool. The maximum number of acres to be retired is
reduced from 32 million acres to 24 million acres by 2017. This represents a 25 % decrease in the cap
from 2008 and an almost 35 % decrease from peak enrollment of 36.8 million acres in 2007 [14].

Grassland enrollment will be capped at 2 million acres. These reductions in absolute acreage enrolled
in land retirement programs will be offset by a shift to retiring smaller but more environ-mentally
beneficial lands and promoting working land conservation on larger plots and entire farms.

The working land conservation programs of 2008, the Conservation Stewardship Program and the
Environ-mental Quality Incentives Program remain funded in the 2014 Farm Bill, but undergo some
expansion due to the retirement of other programs. These programs are targeted to land that has the
highest conservation benefits, which are usually, but not necessarily, on smaller farms.

The other programs designated by the 2014 Farm Bill under Title II include the Voluntary Public
Access and Habitat Incentive Program (VPA-HIP), Conservation of Private Grazing Land, Grassroots
Source Water Protection Program, Agriculture Conservation Experienced Services Program, Small
Watershed Rehabilitation Program, Terminal Lakes Program, Emergency Watershed Protection Program,
and the Soil and Water Resource Conservation Program.

Conclusion. So, titles of the 2014 farm bill contain numerous changes from 2008. Many involve
limiting spending on programs. Major changes in the Commodity and Crop Insurance titles were included
in this bill. A shift in emphasis from commodity support to risk management and are more insurance like
protection can be seen in these changes.

For future farm bills and agricultural legislation requires agricultural program spending such that
there is no increase in the federal deficit. This farm bill 2014 included Nutrition cuts of 8 billion doll US
over ten years. However, because funding for this title comprises 79 % of the farm bill budget, additional
cuts in the Nutrition title of the farm bill are likely. As budget are reduced and changes become necessary,
continued modification of the Commodity title more in line with Crop Insurance products is to be
expected. The issue influence tools of the agricultural policy US in practical using on the effectivity
farmer activity will be next step scientific research.

LIST OF LITERATURE
1. Ray, Darryl. 2006. “Are the five oft-cited reasons for farm programs actually symptoms of a more basic reason?”” Policy
Pennings, 325. Agricultural Policy Analysis Center. University of Tennessee. www. apac. org [accesses November 5, 2015].

8



Exonomika ta ynpasninusa AIIK, Ne 2°2015

2. Wise Pimothy A. 2005. : Identifying the Real Winners from US Agricultural Policies.” Global Development and
Environmental Institute, Tufts University, Working Paper #05-07.

3. Tweeten, Luther. 2003. “Eliminate Farm Programs”. Working Paper. Department of Agricultural, Environmental and
Development Economics, Ohuio State University.

4. Morgan, Dan, Sarah Cohen and Gilbert M. Gaul. 2006. “Powerfull Interests Ally to Restructure Agriculture Subsidies.”
http: // www.wash-ingtonpost.com/wp-dn/content/article/2006/12/21/AR2006122101634.html [accessed November 5, 2015].

5. Fite, Gilbert C. 1992. “The historicall Development of Agricultural Fundamentalism in the Nineteen Century. “Journal of
Farm Economics®. - 1. - 1992. —p. 15-23.

6. Hansen, Jenna. 2005. “The importance of Government Programs in Agriculture”. - Routledge: Taylor&Francis Group,
London and New York. — 198 p.

7. Dr. J. Wesley Burnett. April 2015. “Moving to A Free Market Agriculture Policy”. Americans for Limited Government
Foundation. — 21 p.

8. IManmoB A.I'. Crparernyeckuii IiaH MOIIEPKKH celbekoro xossiicrBa CIIIA / AT INammos, C.B. Kosnosa //
DKOHOMUKA CeIbCKOX03sIHCTBEHHBIX U IepepadartsiBaronux npexnpusitaid. — 2009. — Ne 6. — C. 75-77.

9. BockoGiiinuk FO.I1. Arpapna nonituka CIIA y nepion nocringycrpiansHoi TpaHcdopmanii / FO.IT. BockoGiitnuk //
Exonowmika ta yrpasiiaas AITK. —2013. —Ne 11 (106). — C. 37-41.

10. KynoB A.P. TocynapcTBeHHOE PpEryIMpOBaHUE HHBECTUIIMOHHOH JESTENBHOCTH B arpapHoil cdepe IKOHOMHKH
3apyoexusix crpal / A.P. Kynos, M.D. I'y33uraeBa // DKOHOMHKa CEIbCKOXO3SIMCTBEHHBIX U IepepadaThIBAIONIUX MPEIIPHATHH.
—2011. — Ne 7. — C. 82-83.

11.Tpycopa H.B. CsiroBuit mocBix AepxaBHOI HiTPUMKU PO3BUTKY CLIbChKOrocronapcskoro supoOnuirsa / HB. Tpycosa //
306ipHUK HAYKOBUX Npallb TaBpiCHKOro Jep kaBHOr0 arpoTeXHONoriyHoro yHisepeurery. —2013.—Ne 4 (24). — C. 235-239.

12. Ilerpyxa C.B. MexnyHapOomHBIi ONBIT FOCYAapCTBEHHOH MOAJEPIKKHU CENILCKOX 03 CTBEHHBIX TOBAPOIPOU3BOIUTENEH
/ C.B. Ilerpyxa // Exonomict. —2014. — Ne 12.— C. 46-52.

13. Collins, L. February 7, 2014. The 2014 farm bill subsidy reforms don’t go far enough. American Action Forum.
Accessed online at http://americanactionforum.org/research/the-2014-farm-bill-subsidy-reformsdont-go-far-enough.

14. Conomarina T. [lepxaBHa miarpumka ramy3i pocnuaHunrBa y CIIA Ta Ykpaini: HanpaBiieHiCTb, MOXIMBOCTI Ta
nepcrextuBy / T. Conomarina, B. Xpomsk // Marepianu II Mixnap. Hayk.-npakT. koH(. [«Cromydeni IlItatn Amepuxu y
CY4acHOMY CBITi: IIOJITHKA, eKOHOMIKa, IIPaBo, CYCHiJIbCTBOY»], M. JIbBiB, 15 TpaBus 2015 p. — JIbBiB, 2015. — C. 195-199.

REFERENCES

1. Ray, Darryl. 2006. “Are the five oft-cited reasons for farm programs actually symptoms of a more basic reason?”” Policy
Pennings, 325. Agricultural Policy Analysis Center. University of Tennessee. www. apac. org [accesses November 5, 2015].

2. Wise Pimothy A. 2005. : Identifying the Real Winners from US Agricultural Policies.” Global Development and
Environmental Institute, Tufts University, Working Paper #05-07.

3. Tweeten, Luther. 2003. “Eliminate Farm Programs”. Working Paper. Department of Agricultural, Environmental and
Development Economics, Ohuio State University.

4. Morgan, Dan, Sarah Cohen and Gilbert M. Gaul. 2006. “Powerfull Interests Ally to Restructure Agriculture Subsidies.”
http: // www.wash-ingtonpost.com/wp-dn/content/article/2006/12/21/AR2006122101634.html [accessed November 5, 2015].

5. Fite, Gilbert C. 1992. “The historicall Development of Agricultural Fundamentalism in the Nineteen Century. “Journal of
Farm Economics®. - 1. - 1992. —p. 15-23.

6. Hansen, Jenna. 2005. “The importance of Government Programs in Agriculture”. - Routledge: Taylor&Francis Group,
London and New York. — 198 p.

7. Dr. J. Wesley Burnett. April 2015. “Moving to A Free Market Agriculture Policy”. Americans for Limited Government
Foundation. — 21 p.

8. Papcov A.G. Strategicheskij plan podderzhki sel'skogo hozjajstva SShA / A.G. Papcov, S.V. Kozlova // Jekonomika
sel'skohozjajstvennyh i pererabatyvajushhih predprijatij. — 2009. —Ne 6. — S. 75-77.

9. Voskobiinyk Iu.P. Ahrarna polityka SShA u period postindustrialnoi transformatsii / Iu.P. Voskobiinyk // Ekonomika ta
upravlinnia APK. —2013. — Ne 11 (106). — S. 37-41.

10. Kulov A.R. Gosudarstvennoe regulirovanie investicionnoj dejatel'nosti v agrarnoj sfere jekonomiki zarubezhnyh stran /
AR. Kulov, M.Je. Guzzitaeva // Jekonomika sel'skohozjajstvennyh i pererabatyvajushhih predprijatij. — 2011. — Ne 7.—S. 82-83.

11. Trusova N.V. Svitovyi dosvid derzhavnoi pidtrymky rozvytku silskohospodarskoho vyrobnytstva / N.V. Trusova //
Zbirnyk naukovykh prats Tavriiskoho derzhavnoho ahrotekhnolohichnoho universytetu. —2013. — Ne 4 (24). — S. 235-239.

12. Petruha S.V. Mezhdunarodnyj opyt gosudarstvennoj podderzhki sel'skohozjajstvennyh tovaroproizvoditelej /
S.V. Petruha // Ekonomist. — 2014. — Ne 12. — S. 46-52.

13. Collins, L. February 7, 2014. The 2014 farm bill subsidy reforms don’t go far enough. American Action Forum.
Accessed online at http://americanactionforum.org/research/the-2014-farm-bill-subsidy-reformsdont-go-far-enough.

14. Solomatina T. Derzhavna pidtrymka haluzi roslynnytstva u SShA ta Ukraini: napravlenist, mozhlyvosti ta perspektyvy
/ T. Solomatina, V. Khromiak // Materialy II Mizhnar. nauk.-prakt. konf. [«Spolucheni Shtaty Ameryky u suchasnomu sviti:
polityka, ekonomika, pravo, suspilstvo»], m. Lviv, 15 travnia 2015 r. — Lviv, 2015. — C. 195-199.

Oco0ennocTn HOBOI arpapHoii nmomutuxku B CIIHA

O.M. Bapuenko

B crartbe mpeacTaBiieHbl CYIICCTBYIOLINE B3IJISIBI OTHOCHTEIBHO IEIeCO00PAa3HOCTH TOCYIapCTBEHHOTO PEryIHpOBaHHUSI
cenbekoro xossiictBa CIIIA. TIpoaHamu3upoBaH OFODKET TOCYNapCTBEHHOH MOIICPIKKU MPOHM3BOACTBA MPOAYKTOB MHUTAHHUS,
CTPaxOBaHHsI ypOXKasi CEJIbCKOXO3SHCTBEHHBIX KYJIBTYP, COXPAHEHHUS OKPYXKAIOLICH Cpe/ibl U Pa3BUTHS CEIBCKUX TEPPUTOPHIA,
TOBapHOro npou3BoAcTBa Ha nepuoa 2014-2023 ronos. PaccMoTpeHbl OCHOBHBIE IPOrPaMMBl ITOJIEPIKKU CEIBCKOIO X03IHCTBA
HoBoM arpapHoi nonutuku CILIA, yrBepxkaeHHbIE CelbCKOX03siCTBEHHBIM akToM 2014 1., 1 Mpou3BeIEHO CpaBHEHUE 3aTpaT Ha
ux peanuzanuio ¢ 2008 r. YCTaHOBIICHO, YTO NPEANONAraeTcsl COKpallleHHe NpsMbIX (eepabHbIX PACXOI0B Ha MOJJIECPKKY
CEJIbCKOr0 X03siicTBa B pasmepe 16,6 miupa non. CIIA.

KiroueBbie ciioBa: arpapHasi I[OJMTHKA, TOCYIapCTBEHHAs MOAJCPXKKA, CTPaxOBaHWE, CYOCHHH, IPOIOBOJILCTBHE,
COXpaHCHHE TIPUPOAHBIX PECYPCOB.
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Features of the new agrarian policy in the USA

O. Varchenko

The article presents current views on the appropriateness of state regulation of agriculture of the USA. It analyzes the budget
of the state support for food production, crop insurance, conservation and rural development, commodity production for the
period 2014-2023 years. The main programs of agricultural support new agricultural policy of the United States, approved by the
Agricultural Act 2014, are considered and compared the costs of their implementation in 2008. It was found that the assumed
reduction in direct federal spending to support agriculture is 16.6 billion USD.

Keywords: agrarian policy, government support, crop insurance, subsidies, food and nutrition, conservation of natural

recourses.
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