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REGIONAL FEATURES AND EFFICIENCY OF ACTIVITY OF FAMILY FARMS IN
THE REPUBLIC OF BASHKORTOSTAN

Davletbaeva L.R.

Bashkir State Agrarian University, Ufa, Russia (450001, Ufa, street 50-years of October, 34), e-mail:
davletbaeva.77@mail.ru
Development of difficult relationship in rural areas and increase of subjects variety in modern Russian economy
led not only to creation of large agrarian formations, but increase and expansion of activity of medium-sized and
small enterprises, including family farms. In this regard the special urgency and the importance is got by
researches of the problems connected with improvement of security family farms by means of production,
financial resources, employment and allowing to create necessary social and production infrastructure of their
further functioning and development in system of institutional development of agrarian economy. We carried
out the analysis the regional analysis of activity of family farms in a cut of classification groups taking into
account their production orientation. Optimization of the amount of production of family farms made
appreciable impact on size of the received income. At the expense of more rational selection of types of crops and
animals, specialization and the amount of production can be expected increase in volumes of made production of
agriculture in the consumer, mixed and commodity types of farms and decrease in labor input of production and
production expenses.
 Key words: family farms, optimization, resource potential, types of farms.
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