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Koghemiakina V.G., Krinitska O.A. The organizational and economic mechanism of a land 
rent and market formation 

Summary. The theoretical aspects of a land rent are being discussed within the context of a 
land market mechanism formation. The foreign experience and modern condition of development of 
agricultural purpose land rent in agrarian formations of Ukraine are analyzed. The necessity of the 
high-grade market formation of land is proved.  
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