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After transitioning to a market economy, Kazakhstan has not managed to restore the former
Soviet levels of agricultural production. Among the reasons for this are the decline of rural
areas and the shortage of arable land for agriculture across the country. In response to these
issues, this article examines the specifics of land share usage in Kazakhstan, which represent
a transitional form of joint land ownership. The legal and economic nature of land shares is
analyzed, as well as their role in reforming land relations under market economy conditions.
Particular attention is paid to issues of effective land resource management, optimizing the use
of land shares, and ensuring their legal protection. The goal of the study is to evaluate the
mechanism of land share distribution and identify vulnerable regions. Key problems associated
with the distribution, use, and transfer of land shares are identified, along with proposed
solutions to address them. The research is based on the analysis of legal and regulatory
frameworks, statistical data, and practical case studies, allowing for an assessment of the
current state and prospects of the land share system in Kazakhstan. To identify issues within
the mechanism, the study employed a survey method. Based on the survey results of land
shareholders, it was concluded that the most fertile lands are being used highly inefficiently
due to the concentration of land shares in the hands of unscrupulous land users. Spatial-
temporal analysis and mapping methods were applied to study land usage in the most
problematic region. To address the situation, examples of the successful utilization of the land
share mechanism both within the country and abroad are provided. The importance of
enhancing land management efficiency under changing climate conditions is emphasized.

1. INTRODUCTION

In the structure of Kazakhstan's land fund, agricultural land

South.
The emergence of land shares accompanied the formation
of this agricultural management structure during the

accounts for 44.3%, equivalent to 116.5 million hectares [1].
As of November 1, 2023, almost all of this land is state-owned
(98.7%), with only 1.3% held in private ownership by citizens
and legal entities. Privately owned agricultural land is
predominantly used for peasant and farming operations
(71.5%), commercial agricultural production (27.1%), and
gardening or dacha construction (1.4%). For the first two
objectives, privately held agricultural land is managed by
peasant and farm enterprises (64.1%), partnerships and joint-
stock companies  (31.8%), agricultural  production
cooperatives (2.3%), state agrarian organizations (0.5%), and
other non-state entities (1.3%). Consequently, the average land
size is 334.3 hectares for farm enterprises, 3,962.4 hectares for
partnerships and joint-stock companies, and 1,412.4 hectares
for agricultural production cooperatives. In northern
Kazakhstan, partnerships and joint-stock companies dominate,
with large enterprises primarily managing agrarian activities.
Conversely, peasant and farm enterprises, typically structured
as individual entrepreneurial ventures, are predominant in the
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transitional economy period following the collapse of the
Soviet Union. These land shares represent a specific legal
regime of shared ownership for agricultural land. While the
term "land share" no longer appears in the country's legislative
acts, the concept of a "conditional land share" persists. In this
article, the authors use both terms interchangeably.

In 1991, to facilitate the redistribution of assets from former
collective and state farms established during the
collectivization of the 1930s, the government of the young
republic adopted the Law of the Republic of Kazakhstan (RK)
on Land Reform. This law laid the foundation for the
privatization of agricultural land associated with these agro-
formations [2]. According to the law, agricultural land was
transferred into private ownership, with the allocation of land
shares determined by the total area of agricultural land in a
region and the rural population size [3]. The certificate of
entitlement to a land share specifies the value of the share, the
total area, and the composition of the land types.

Consequently, between 1993 and 2001, 2.3 million
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individuals were issued certificates for land shares [4]. Later,
in 2005, the government adopted a resolution on transferring
land share rights. By the end of 2004, land share owners were
required to decide whether to lease their shares to a limited
liability partnership (LLP), peasant farm, or cooperative,
directly engage in farming on the land, or purchase their share
outright [5].

As a result of the reform, 264,000 farming enterprises and
over 20,000 agricultural organizations were established.
Nearly two decades have passed since the reforms [6], yet the
transition mechanisms for land shares remain problematic:
more than 80,000 land shareholders are linked to 169
problematic enterprises, encompassing 4.1 million hectares of
agricultural land. Furthermore, 868,000 hectares - spanning
2,661 land plots have been illegally pledged - as collateral to
various financial organizations [7]. In response, the Amanat
political party established the Zher Amanaty (Land Legacy)
commission in the summer of 2022 to oversee the return of
such lands [8].

Within a month of the commission's operation,
approximately 1,000 applications were submitted by citizens,
with nearly 30% related to reclaiming land and pastures in
remote areas [9]. Media outlets frequently report on land
disputes between shareholders and entrepreneurs, with
headlines focusing on northern regions of the country [10].
Based on a media analysis conducted by the authors, numerous
violations of the rights of shared land users across the country
were identified. Shareholders facing challenges in managing
their land assets can be categorized into five groups: (1) land
rights illegally pledged as collateral to banks without their
consent; (2) no receipt of dividends or other payments; (3) land
rights transferred to third parties without their knowledge; (4)
inability to withdraw from LLPs or cooperatives; and (5)
difficulty in formalizing inheritance rights for land shares.
Common shared land use in Kazakhstan is regulated by five
legislative acts: the Civil Code of the Republic of Kazakhstan
(RK), the Land Code of the RK, the Entrepreneurial Code of
the RK, the Law of the RK "On Consumer Cooperatives," and
the Law of the RK "On Limited and Additional Liability
Partnerships." Article 98 of the Civil Code of the RK
establishes the basis for dividing common property into shares,
whereby shares are proportional to the contributions of
cooperative members. Generated income is distributed among
members, and in the event of liquidation, each member has the
right to withdraw their share. Withdrawal of shares is only
possible after the financial reporting period of the entity
concludes, meaning that shareholders can exit a limited
liability partnership (LLP) or cooperative only after the
harvest and sowing are completed, predominantly during the
winter period (Article 100 of the Civil Code of the RK). Upon
the death of a cooperative member, heirs may continue their
membership, but if they decline, they are entitled to a
monetary equivalent of the deceased's share, a proportional net
income, and monetary compensation for labor [11].

Foreign heirs, however, are unable to formalize ownership
of the share due to a moratorium on the sale of agricultural
land. This moratorium, enacted by Presidential Decree No.
248 on May 6, 2016, was extended until the end of 2026 [12].
According to Paragraph 1 of Article 33 of the Land Code of
the RK, the sale of conditional land shares requires the
purchase of the right to temporary compensated land use
(lease). Formalizing lease rights in the shareholder's name
requires the allocation of a share from the common property,
with the procedure for allocation determined by the founding
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documents of the agro-formation to which these shares belong
[13].

Despite the significant legal shortcomings in land relations,
Kazakhstan ranks 10th in the world in terms of arable land area,
with 35 million hectares [14]. However, the country has yet to
regain the agricultural performance levels achieved during the
Soviet Union era. Between 1990 and 2010, approximately 15-
31 million hectares of land were abandoned and left unused
[15]. For Kazakhstan, it is critical to avoid further
mismanagement of land resources to prevent economic decline
amid major challenges, such as rapid inflation, the global
geopolitical crisis, climate change, and fragile socio-economic
conditions [16]. Rational land use, in turn, should focus on
increasing agricultural output and labor productivity [17].

Overall, the transition to a market economy has had a
profound and painful impact on land relations in Kazakhstan,
particularly on the functioning of agricultural enterprises [18].
The concentration of resources in the hands of large
landowners has led to several social consequences, including
a lack of motivation among citizens to engage in agriculture,
accelerated urbanization due to the lack of rural employment
opportunities [19, 20], and the underdevelopment of land
ownership structures [21].

A potential solution to the issue of land shares could be the
consolidation of these lands into cooperatives under the
supervision of a state authority. The formation of cooperatives
would ensure democratic governance of land resources, create
new employment opportunities, and, through collective efforts
and shared resources, contribute to mitigating the impacts of
climate change [22].

2. METHODOLOGY

To assess the state of the legal framework for land shares,
the authors created a survey for land shareholders using
Google Forms. The survey access link was shared via social
media platforms, including Instagram, YouTube, WhatsApp,
and Telegram. The survey consisted of 16 questions and was
completed by 62 respondents from various regions of the
country. The questionnaire was prepared in the two official
languages of Kazakhstan. Respondents were selected based on
their possession of land shares and their experience managing
such lands. Of the 62 completed surveys, 57 were deemed
valid, while five were excluded due to unreliable information.
The unreliability of the responses was evident in answers to
questions regarding the location of the land share (some
respondents mentioned a city or a house plot) or the year the
share was received. Many respondents had to be reminded of
a land share before recalling its existence. The survey did not
collect personal data, and to ensure data reliability, a single-
response option linked to one Google account was
implemented.

This study has limitations associated with the small sample
size and the unequal distribution of respondents across the
country's regions, which may pose challenges to
reproducibility. These issues are attributed to the public's
distrust of surveys and fears of fraudulent schemes. Questions
about property ownership and its availability often raise
skepticism about the motives of the researchers. As a result,
the authors were unable to attract a larger number of
participants. Regional limitations were influenced by the
authors' location and the concentration of arable land in
northern Kazakhstan, where a higher proportion of land



shareholders is found.

Based on the survey results, regions with the most
vulnerable legal regimes for land shares were identified. In
studying these regions, the authors employed methods of
spatiotemporal analysis and land use analysis. Data collection
involved statistical methods and a monographic approach for
the discussion and introduction sections. Statistical
information was sourced from the National Bureau of
Statistics of the Republic of Kazakhstan, while cartographic
materials were obtained from the public cadastral map of the
Unified State Real Estate Cadastre. Additionally, the authors
conducted a field visit to a problematic region to compare the
well-being of local settlements.

3. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
3.1 Identification of issues related to land shares

The survey results varied across regions and identified key
issues in land share management.

Regional distribution of respondents. Among the
respondents, 22 individuals (38.6%) held land shares in
Akmola Region, 16 respondents (28%) in North Kazakhstan
Region, 7 (12.4%) in Turkestan Region, 2 each in Zhambyl
(3.5%), Kostanay (3.5%), and Aktobe Regions (3.5%), while
one respondent each owned land shares in Kyzylorda, Abai,
Zhetysu, Almaty, Karaganda, and East Kazakhstan Regions
(10.5%) (Figure 1). The regions that participated in the survey
are highlighted in Figure 1. The urbanization level among
respondents was 44%, with an increased trend of urbanization
predominantly observed among individuals from the northern
regions of Kazakhstan.

Period of acquisition. The land shares were predominantly
acquired during the following years: 1996 (4 respondents),
1997 (4 respondents), 1994 (4 respondents), 1993 (3
respondents), and 1998 (1 respondent), comprising 28% of the
total. An additional 11 respondents (19.3%) provided

inaccurate acquisition dates, while 30 (52.6%) could not recall
the exact acquisition period.

Land share sizes. The size of land shares varied
significantly by region. The largest shares were reported in
Kostanay Region (35.6-45.7 ha), Akmola Region (24-30 ha),
and North Kazakhstan Region (11-19 ha). Common land share
sizes are depicted in Figure 1. Ten respondents provided
generalized family-based land sizes, with the largest family
holdings reported in Aktobe (152-239 ha), Zhetysu (201.7 ha),
Akmola (120-123 ha), and North Kazakhstan Regions (120 ha).
The smallest land shares were in southern regions: Zhambyl
(1.2-5 ha), Turkestan (0.75-5 ha), and Kyzylorda Regions (4
ha). Relatively small 6-8 ha shares were noted in some districts
of Akmola and North Kazakhstan Regions. Additionally, 10
respondents could not specify their land share sizes.

Regional differences in the size of land shares were
determined by the Resolution of the Government of the
Republic of Kazakhstan No. 1232 dated August 7, 1997, titled
""On the approval of the procedure for determining land shares
and the sizes of land plots transferred free of charge for
permanent land use to economic entities formed as a result of
the reorganization or liquidation of agricultural organizations”
[23]. According to this document, the size of a land share (in
hectares) depended on the total area of agricultural land in the
collective farm (kolkhoz) or state farm (sovkhoz) being
divided and the number of individuals entitled to shares. The
calculation involved dividing the total land area by the number
of eligible citizens. Land quality was expressed in hectare
points. Northern regions, possessing more arable land suitable
for agriculture than other regions, were allocated larger land
shares. In contrast, high population density and limited arable
land in southern regions resulted in greater fragmentation of
land shares. Contaminated lands, lands within settlements, and
plots from special land funds (such as lands with legal status
violations) were excluded from the calculation of land shares.

Changes in share sizes. When asked about changes in land
share sizes, 25 respondents (43.8%) could not provide a clear
answer, 26 (45.6%) reported no changes, and 6 (10.5%)
confirmed alterations in share sizes.

BATYS QAZ.

AQTOBE

QYZYLORDA

- regions involved in the study

- the most common size of land share in the
region

Figure 1. Land shares size by region
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Current use of land shares. Regarding the current use of
land shares, 14 respondents (24.6%) reported that their shares
had been sold or transferred to third parties without their
consent, with the majority being from North Kazakhstan
Region (71.4%), followed by Akmola (2 respondents), East
Kazakhstan (1 respondent), and Turkestan Regions (1
respondent). Seventeen respondents (29.8%) leased their land
shares to agricultural enterprises such as LLPs, peasant farms,
or individual entrepreneurs, primarily in Akmola (58.8%) and
Aktobe Regions (2 respondents). Among those leasing their
shares, 5 respondents regularly received dividends or other
income, while 7 received payments in kind (livestock feed or
flour). Occasionally, income was received through negotiation
efforts by 3 respondents.

Twelve respondents (21%) actively engaged in farming on
their land shares, primarily in Akmola (4 respondents),
Turkestan (3 respondents), Almaty (1 respondent), Kostanay
(1 respondent), North Kazakhstan (1 respondent), and Abai
regions (1 respondent). Additionally, in Akmola Region, 2
respondents (3.5%) indicated that their shares were part of a
production cooperative. However, 7 respondents (12.2%)
showed no interest in their land shares or their status, with
shares located in North Kazakhstan, Akmola, Turkestan, and
Karaganda regions. Four respondents (7%) sold or transferred
their shares to third parties, with half of these transactions
occurring in the Akmola Region (Figure 2a).

= Sold or transferred to third parties
without the owners' consent

= Leased to LLPs, farms, orindividual
entrepreneurs

Directly engaged in agricultural
activities

Members of production cooperatives

= Not interested in their shares or their
fate

3% .

= Sold or transferred to third parties

(a) The current state of land shares

= Receive stable profits in the
form of dividends

= Receive some profit
through demands and
negotiations

Receive income in the form
of animal feed or flour

Never received income
from their lands

y-

17%

3

= Do not remember or
cannot give an accurate
answer

(b) Land shares profit assessment

Figure 2. Assessment of the current state and profitability of
land shares

Profitability of land shares. Stable profits in the form of
dividends were reported by 10 respondents (17.5%), half of
whom held shares in the Akmola Region, while 2 were from
the Aktobe Region. Seven respondents (12.2%) occasionally
received income through negotiations, while nine (15.8%)
earned income from livestock feed or flour. However, the
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majority - 18 respondents (31.6%) reported no income from
their land shares during their ownership. Ten respondents
(17.5%) could not recall or provide accurate information about
their income (Figure 2b).

Availability of legal documents. Not all respondents
retained legal documents for their land shares since the time of
issuance. Among the 57 surveyed participants, 10 (17.5%) lost
their documents, while another 10 (17.5%) were never issued
such documents by local executive authorities. However, the
majority, 34 respondents (59.6%), still possess the necessary
documentation, while 2 (3.5%) reported being unable to
formalize their ownership rights. Among those who never
received documents, most were from the Akmola Region (5
respondents) and North Kazakhstan Region (3 respondents)
(Figure 3a).

Desire to engage in agriculture. When asked about their
willingness to engage in agriculture, most land shareholders -
31 respondents (54.4%) - expressed no interest in farming.
Sixteen respondents (28.1%) indicated a desire to pursue
agricultural activities, while 10 respondents (17.5%)
expressed interest but lacked a clear understanding of how to
utilize the land effectively (Figure 3b).

= Lost supporting
documents

= Initially did not receive
supporting documents

Have documents for
land shares
61%

Cannot formalize their
right

(a) Land shares documents availability

= Do not want to engage in
agriculture on their land
shares

= Want to engage in
agriculture

Would like to engage in
agriculture but do not
have a clear
understanding of how to
use these lands

(b) Desire to engage in agriculture

Figure 3. Land shares documents availability and desire of
survey participants to engage in agriculture

Evaluation of the land share mechanism. Respondents
assessed the efficiency of the land share mechanism and its
usage on a scale from 0 to 5. High ratings: 9 respondents
(15.8%) rated the mechanism as excellent (5 points), and 14
(24.6%) as good (4 points). Moderate ratings: 16 respondents
(28.1%) provided an average rating (3 points). Low ratings: 9
respondents (15.8%) rated it poorly (2 points), and 4 (7%)



rated it as very poor (1 point), often citing negative
experiences such as legal disputes. No confidence: 5
respondents (8.8%) assigned a zero rating. For comparative
purposes, these ratings were matched with respondents'
reported income levels from land shares (Figure 4a).

Challenges in property rights. Fifteen respondents (26.3%)
reported disputes regarding their land share ownership.
Among them, 7 (12.2%) sought assistance from local
executive authorities, while 8 (14%) pursued legal claims and
underwent court proceedings, primarily involving residents of
North Kazakhstan Region (Akzhar district). Eight respondents
encountered challenges but chose not to act, while 3 expressed
no interest in protecting their land rights. Most respondents (31,
or 54.4%) did not face any management issues, with half of
them having sold, leased, or transferred their land shares
(Figure 4b).

16

Evaluation of the share mechanism

Profit obtained from shares

(a) Comparison of the levels of satisfaction and income from
land shares

Filed lawsuits and going through
court proceedings

.
= Appealed to the local executive
body

Encountered problems but decided
not to seek help

Not interested in the security of
their land shares

= Did not encounter problems in
managing their land shares

(b) Challenging property rights

Figure 4. Assessment of the legal and income aspects of land
shares

Land productivity assessment. The profitability of land
shares, including dividends, largely depends on land
productivity. Among the respondents: unknown productivity:
21 (36.8%) did not know the productivity of their land. High

productivity: 9 respondents (15.8%) reported high
productivity, with 5 from northern regions. Sufficient
productivity: 7 respondents (12.3%) noted sufficient

productivity for regional needs (3 from Akmola Region, 2
from Aktobe Region). Potential for improvement: 13
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respondents (22.8%) believed productivity could be increased
through improved methods. Low priority: 3 respondents (5.3%)
did not consider productivity to be a significant factor (Figure
5a). The country's annual domestic grain demand is estimated
at 8 million tons [24]. With an average yield of 10 centners per
hectare, this is sufficient to meet the nation's internal grain
requirements. Therefore, this yield level can be considered
adequate to fulfill regional needs [25].

Future prospects of agricultural land. Based on their
experience, 24 respondents (42.1%) believed that the future of
agricultural land lies in enhancing state support for small
farmers. Twenty-one respondents (36.8%) were unable to
provide an assessment, while 7 (12.2%) identified interference
from local latifundists and executive authorities as a barrier to
realizing the land's potential. Five respondents (8.8%) had a
positive outlook, expressing satisfaction with the current
situation (Figure 5b).

= Do not know the yield of their
lands

= Noted a fairly high yield

= Yields sufficient for the needs of
the region

Indicated the possibility of
increasing yields using various
methods

= Consider yield not an important
indicator

(a) Land productivity assessment

= Liesin strengthening state
support measures for small
farmers

» Cannot give an assessment

= Pointed to the interventions of
local latifundists and local
executive bodies despite the
high potential of the lands

Positively - satisfied with
everything

(b) Assessment of the future of the lands

Figure 5. Assessment of land shares productivity and their
future

Impact on food security. The respondents highlighted the
connection between challenges with land shares and food
security:

e direct impact: 33 respondents (57.9%) believed these
issues directly affected food security;

e no opinion: 15 (26.3%) abstained from answering;

e no connection: 8 (14%) saw no link, while 1
respondent (1.75%) considered it a possibility.

Urbanization and rural decline. Participants evaluated the
role of the land share mechanism in rural decline caused by
urbanization:



e direct impact: 18 respondents (31.6%) noted a direct
influence;

e uncertain: 17 respondents (29.8%) abstained from
answering;

e contributory factor: 16 respondents
considered it one of the factors;

e noconnection: 6 respondents saw no link between the
mechanism and rural decline.

Impact on land quality. Regarding the influence of land
share usage on agricultural land quality:

e direct impact: 36 respondents (63.1%) believed it had
a significant effect;

o indirect impact: 10 (17.5%) considered the impact to
be indirect;

e no connection: 3 respondents (5.3%) saw no link;

e noopinion: 8 (14%) abstained from answering, citing
a lack of expertise.

It can be concluded that the majority of respondents agree
on the impact of the land share mechanism on food security,
the decline in rural welfare, and the quality of agricultural
lands.

(28.1%)

3.2 Analysis of land use in the most challenging region

Based on the survey results, it can be concluded that North
Kazakhstan and Akmola Regions are the most vulnerable in
terms of compliance with joint land ownership rights among
the participating regions. In the North Kazakhstan Region,
seven land shareowners reported non-payment of dividends,
while in the Akmola Region, six shareowners faced the same
issue.

As evidenced by the number of shareowners who filed
lawsuits and the number of legal proceedings, local
entrepreneurs in the Akzhar district of North Kazakhstan
Region failed to fulfill their obligations to eight land
shareowners.

Meanwhile, the land productivity in the aforementioned
region can reach up to 1.7 tons per hectare, according to the
2023 yield forecast (Figure 6) [26-28]. However, due to
climate change, the productivity of these lands is expected to
decline, which will consequently affect the region's well-being
[29].

Alyrtau 12,7-14,7
Akzhar 11,7-13,7
Akkaiyn 14,5-16,5
Yesil 14-16
Zhambyl 14,7-16,7
Magzhan 12,4-14 4
Zhumabacv

Kyzylzhar | 15,5-17,5
Mamlyut 143-16,3
G. Musrepov | 12,7-14.7
‘laiynsha 11,7-13.7
Timiryazev |12-14
Ualikhanov |10-12
Shal Akin  |12-14

Legend

North Kazakhstan Shal Akin

i L Timiryazev
re.gu.)n [ Akkaiyn
Districts B Mot
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[ Taiynsha e
[ valikhanov B Kyzyizhar
Aiyrtau
[ G. Musrepoy [Ty Border of Russian
M. Zhumabaev Federation

60 30 0 60

120 180 240

Eurlhstar Geographics

Figure 6. The forecasted yield of the North Kazakhstan Region, 2023 [27]

The payment of dividends to shareholders is directly
dependent on the productivity of the land. It is noteworthy that
in the neighboring Akmola Region, the average land
productivity is lower compared to that in the North Kazakhstan
Region; however, dividends there amount to 10% of the total
gross grain harvest. In contrast, in the North Kazakhstan
Region, dividends are twice as low, constituting only 5% of
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the total harvest. This trend has emerged as a result of
agreements among agribusiness stakeholders and the consent
of local residents to these terms. However, due to ongoing
climatic changes, the productivity of these lands is expected to
decline, which will consequently negatively impact the
region's economic well-being [29].

Based on the survey results, special attention was drawn to



the Akzhar district, specifically the Kenaschi rural district, due
to the number of legal disputes reported. The district is located
in the northeastern part of the North Kazakhstan Region and,
owing to its location on southern and typical chernozem soils,
specializes in grain cultivation. This is further confirmed by
the significant proportion of arable land in the region [30].

To the north, the district borders the Russian Federation.
According to the Unified State Real Estate Cadastre, the total
land area of the district is 804,317 hectares, of which
335,023.9 hectares (41.6%) are pastures, 125,581.2 hectares
(15.6%) are fallow lands, 301,631.3 hectares (37.5%) are
arable lands, and 42,080.6 hectares (5.2%) are hayfields.
Notably, only 12 pastureland parcels (4,006.22 hectares) are
registered to land users. The registered land areas of the district
are shown in Figure 7, and almost all unallocated lands,
officially categorized as "reserve lands," are designated as

pastures [31]. On the map, the unallocated lands are
highlighted in white.

The disputed land shares in the Kenaschi rural district are
currently leased to four entrepreneurs: LLP "Satti Zher," LLP
"Bestarau," "Anar" farm, and "Darkhan" farm. The land users
are highlighted in Figure 8. According to Table 1, the largest
entrepreneur among them is LLP "Satti Zher," which
cultivates 7,906 hectares of land for wheat production. LLP
"Bestarau™" processes 2,183 hectares of land for the same
purpose. "Anar" farm and "Darkhan" farm manage 548
hectares and 1,299 hectares, respectively, for the operation of
crop farming enterprises. The total land fund of the rural
district is 33,100 hectares; however, as indicated on the map,
a significant portion of unallocated land, categorized as
reserve land, remains available.
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Figure 7. Agricultural lands of Akzhar district of North Kazakhstan Region
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Figure 8. Land users utilizing land shares in the village of Kenaschi

Table 1. Information on land use in Kenaschi's shared lands

Land User  Area, ha Type of Right Purpose of Use  Type of Land Management Structures
“Satti Zher” Temporary paid long-term For agricultural Limited Liability Partnership (LLP) - a legal
7906 - Arable land . . .
LLP common shared land use production entity classified as a medium or large
Conducting enterprise, established based on the charter
“Bestarau” Temporary paid long-term commercial capital contributed by its participants. Taxes
2183 - Arable land . . T
LLP common shared land use agricultural are paid depending on the organization's
production turnover.
Anar 548 Temporary paid long-term Farming Arable land Farm ‘Enterprlse -nota .legal entity, it can be
Farm common shared land use registered as an individual entrepreneur.
. . . } Typically classified as a small enterprise,
Darkhan 1299 Temporary paid long-term Farming Arable land formed based on family ties. It operates
Farm common shared land use

under a simplified taxation system.

As shown in Figure 8, the lands previously owned by
individual citizens have now become concentrated in the
hands of large landowners, represented by the aforementioned
land users. Consequently, the average size of landholdings is
significantly large.

Through direct communication with survey participants, the
authors determined that LLP "Satti Zher" currently controls
the land shares of 616 shareholders. In the early 2000s, during
the land reform, residents were required to transfer their land
shares to agricultural producers under contractual agreements.
At that time, LLP "Bogvi" was established and began
cultivating wheat on these lands. Initially, village residents
received dividends, flour, and animal feed. However, the
situation deteriorated following the bankruptcy of the previous
land user: dividends ceased, and neither flour nor animal feed
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was distributed. Employment opportunities in the village were
always limited, and the LLP primarily hired external workers,
failing to provide jobs for residents [32].

After 16 years, it was revealed that the shareholders' lands
had been transferred to LLP "Satti Zher" through unlawful
means. The previous LLP first mortgaged the lands to a bank
and then declared bankruptcy. Subsequently, the shareholders'
lands were auctioned off by the bank as the bankrupt entity's
assets. Shareholders were neither informed of the mortgage
nor the bankruptcy, nor did they consent to these actions [33].
Despite prolonged legal battles, the shareholders were unable
to reclaim their rights. According to the appellate court's
decision, the lands were declared the property of LLP "Satti
Zher." Table 1 reflects the legal status of these lands under the
Unified State Real Estate Cadastre (USREC), which lists them




as "temporary compensated long-term shared land use."
However, the court's recognition of lease rights as ownership
raises legal concerns. The affected shareholders remain
determined and continue to fight for their rights.

The unequal partnership between the aforementioned legal
entities and the shareholders of the Kenaschi rural district has
led to the complete decline of the village. The village has never
had a fully functioning hospital, and its roads have always
been rudimentary, as shown on the land-use map. Due to the
lack of infrastructure, job opportunities, and an overall future,
the working-age population has migrated to urban areas. In
20009, the village had 613 residents, but by 2024, this number
had dropped to 288, with only 77 households remaining as of
July 1 [34, 35]. According to official information from local
authorities, the village's main specialization is livestock
farming. However, due to violations of land share agreements,

residents must purchase animal feed from neighboring villages.

Changes in land relations have directly impacted the quality
and condition of agricultural lands in the study area. These
changes can be assessed through a spatial-temporal analysis
from 1993 to 2020 (Figure 9).

The vie of mgricuural nd before Sviion m's vhaws i Kenastchl 1983

(a)The state of agricultural land before division into land
shares in Kenaschi, 1993

The state of agrettunal land aer SHANON It WA In Kensshord 2060

(b)The state of agricultural land after division into land
shares in Kenaschi, 2003

The state of Mricumirs tand iy Mensanchd 5013

(c)The state of agricultural land in Kenaschi, 2013

The state of agrcutund land in Kenmnchi 2000

(d)The state of agricultural land in Kenaschi, 2020

Figure 9. The state of agricultural land in Kenaschi from
1993 to 2020

In 1993, before the distribution of agricultural lands into
shares, land plots had clear but minimal boundaries, with a
predominantly large-block structure of land distribution. The
land was utilized uniformly, indicative of a centralized
management approach. At this stage, agricultural lands
demonstrated characteristics of intensive farming practices.

By 2003, during the final stage of the land reform -
privatization of agricultural lands - the landscape had become
fragmented and heterogeneous, with unclear plot boundaries.
This reflects the underutilization of land during this period and
the emergence of small-scale farming practices.

In 2013, the density of land use declined further. Many plots
remained uncultivated, with blurred field boundaries and
visible signs of abandonment.

By 2020, during the pandemic, most fields showed
widespread neglect. Field boundaries were almost completely
erased, and signs of shrub encroachment were evident. These
observations suggest that land-use control was at a low level,
with many plots falling out of agricultural circulation.

An analysis of the land dispute involving shares in Kenashy
reveals that the primary causes of inequity were informal
relationships rooted in Kinship ties, both among the residents
of Kenashy and the management of the LLP. The legal aspects
of share ownership were largely overlooked by the
shareholders due to their trust in the village administration and
the cooperative, which was based on familial and friendly
connections among the small number of families residing in
the village.

3.3 Comparison of joint land management practices

A contrasting example of the effective and positive use of
the mechanism of land shares can be observed in the village of
Novonikolskoe in the Kyzylzhar district of the North
Kazakhstan Region. This village offers everything a rural
resident might desire: well-furnished new houses with sewage
systems and water supply, a well-equipped school, a sports
complex, and even wind energy utilization. Notably, the
village has high-quality, smooth asphalt roads both within its
boundaries and in its surrounding areas [36].

The village's prosperous future is attributed to the efforts of
a dedicated local entrepreneur, who previously served as the
director of the local collective farm. In 1997, he established
the limited partnership "Zenchenko and Company," focusing
on dairy farming, grain cultivation, and growing potatoes and



onions [37]. Presently, the village has a population of over
2,000, with numbers steadily increasing due to positive
migration - a rare phenomenon in rural areas of the northern
region. All village residents are employed in enterprises under
the partnership, including a dairy farm, a feed mill, a bakery,
two peasant farms, and one farming enterprise.

The dairy products from "Zenchenko" are widely available
in grocery stores and enjoy high demand across the country
[38]. According to residents, many have sold or leased their
land shares to the partnership. In turn, the partnership provides
loans at preferential rates for various purposes and ensures the
community's welfare through income derived from
agricultural lands.

The success of Zenchenko can be attributed to its unique
management structure in the form of a limited partnership. In
this type of arrangement, general partners bear unlimited
liability for the partnership's obligations with all their assets
and manage its operations, while limited partners—in this
case, the holders of land shares, who are the village
residents—bear limited liability, meaning they are protected
from risks and do not participate in management [39]. The
dissolution of a limited partnership is possible if all general
partners withdraw, unless otherwise stipulated in the
agreement. Moreover, such a partnership is an association of
individuals and not a legal entity. In the case of Kenashy, land
shares were managed by an LLP (Limited Liability
Partnership), where all participants have equal rights,
participate in management, and bear risks with their assets. All
decisions are made either by the director or through collective
agreement among participants. The termination of an LLP's
activities is decided by its participants, or it may be liquidated
due to bankruptcy. The bankruptcy of the LLP
"Menzhinskoye" led to the loss of land share rights by the
residents of Kenashy.

The conscientious and efficient land management of the
limited partnership "Zenchenko" has positioned the Kyzylzhar
district as a leader in agricultural production: the gross output
of agricultural products in the district amounted to 84,309.5
million tenge, whereas the opaque land management practices
in Kenashy did not contribute to increasing the gross
agricultural output of the Akzhar district (23,934.0 million
tenge) [40]. Thanks to the taxes paid by the limited partnership
"Zenchenko," the budget of the village of Novonikolskoye has
been optimized - out of 76,099 thousand tenge, 67,744
thousand tenge is allocated from the district budget. In
comparison, the budget of the village of Kenashy amounts to
63,328.4 thousand tenge, of which 62,725 thousand tenge is
allocated from the district budget [41]. This indicates that
Kenashy is operating at a deficit and requires improved land
management efficiency [42].

Examining the challenges faced by other citizens in
managing their land shares, it can be concluded that a
centralized approach to managing agricultural lands offers
several advantages. A prime example of such an approach is
the formation of cooperatives by uniting individual farmers.
Cooperatives, created from pooled land shares, can motivate
small farms to enter the market while ensuring sufficient
protection of participants' rights [43, 44].

Community-based agriculture has a positive impact on food
security, particularly by fostering the development of local
production and distribution chains based on fairness [45-47].
However, co-management of land has its downsides: these
systems prioritize crop yields, which can negatively affect
biodiversity [48-52]. Achieving a balance between
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biodiversity conservation and shared land ownership is
possible when sufficient land is allocated for these purposes
[53, 54].

Owing to the advantages of cooperatives, such as ensuring
food security, providing access to markets, and reducing
production costs [55], they have become the predominant form
of agricultural organization globally, with their numbers
reaching 1.2 million associations worldwide [56]. Despite
their success, cooperatives face market pressures and are
compelled to adapt to demand for survival, lest they be
absorbed by larger enterprises [57]. As with any form of joint
ownership, large cooperatives often encounter management
challenges rooted in mistrust among members [58].

In Kazakhstan, cooperatives as a form of joint land
management are not sufficiently popular. The most engaged
region in cooperatives is Turkestan Oblast, located in southern
Kazakhstan, where cooperatives account for nearly 15% of
land use. In other regions, their share does not exceed 5%, and
in the studied North Kazakhstan Region, the share of
cooperatives is less than 1%. Cooperation has positively
impacted agricultural efficiency in Zhambyl Oblast: gross
output increased by 34%, dairy processing rose by 79%, and
meat processing grew by 58% [59]. The high proportion of
small farms with limited access to markets and resources
underscores the need for cooperation in the country's
agriculture [60].

Forms of land management have undergone changes driven
by political decisions and technological advancements. Joint
ownership of agricultural land existed in many countries long
before socialism. However, countries that transitioned to
socialist regimes in the last century primarily experienced
mass collectivization. Post-Soviet countries share a similar
transitional mechanism to a market economy, resulting in
unresolved issues of joint land ownership [61, 62].

A situation similar to Kazakhstan's emerged in Hungary
following the end of the socialist regime and subsequent land
reforms: land was distributed based on value shares without
specifying particular plots and became highly fragmented due
to unregulated inheritance rights (less than 2 hectares per
person). This mechanism only facilitated collective land
management and hindered agricultural development in
Hungary [63]. In 2012, 170,000 owners submitted applications
to terminate joint indivisible land ownership concerning
53,500 plots. Consequently, in 2013, the state implemented
legislative measures to combat land fragmentation, capping
the maximum farm size at 300 hectares [64]. In 2021,
legislation on terminating joint indivisible land ownership
came into effect, allowing land division based on agreements
among co-owners according to their shares, with a minimum
farm plot size set at 10,000 square meters. This innovation
prevented further fragmentation, eliminated existing
fragmentation, and limited state intervention in land
management [65].

Following collectivization in the second half of the 20th
century, collective land ownership based on villages emerged
in China. Although collective farms, as a management form,
faced criticism due to increased state control, they have since
adapted to the market economy [66]. Common lands are leased
to farmers for 30 years under contracts, with village councils
serving as the governing body. As before, most decisions
within collective ownership are subject to state oversight. The
need for land share redistribution arose due to shrinking family
sizes caused by urbanization and state policies [67]. The
impact of rural collective economy policies on residents' living



standards is viewed positively: this mechanism reduces
production costs by 19% and increases agricultural efficiency
by 10% [68]. Collective land management in China meets
social needs and utilizes natural resources rationally [69].

The state played a central role in managing fragmented
agricultural land in Japan. After World War I, the state
purchased agricultural land from absentee landowners and
sold it to tenant farmers, allocating 1 hectare per farmer [70].
So-called "land improvement projects,” led by land
committees, assisted farmers in automating field processes and
reducing production costs through land consolidation [71].
These measures helped Japan rebuild its agricultural sector.

The most successful model of joint land use emerged in
Denmark: farmer cooperatives dominate the processing and
marketing of agricultural products, jointly owning land and
machinery. Cooperatives account for over 90% of the market,
with a 94% share in the dairy market [72]. More than half of
the turnover in Denmark’s agri-food industry is attributed to
cooperatives. Between 2003 and 2018, the income of farmer
cooperatives doubled that of companies in other sectors [73].

Based on the analysis of these countries' experiences, it can
be concluded that Kazakhstan should establish a dedicated
state body for managing land shares, whose primary task
would be consolidating and integrating land shares into
cooperatives, as well as developing specific legislative norms
for managing land shares and joint land use. The absence of
such legislation reflects weak state attention to land relations
issues.

The formation of a sustainable agricultural land
management model is particularly relevant in the context of
climate change. Increasing aridity caused by rising
temperatures negatively impacts rainfed wheat production in
the northern regions of the country [74]. For instance, a 1°C
temperature increase leads to a 6% reduction in wheat yield
[75]. Soon, the combined effects of reduced precipitation and
rising temperatures could potentially shift Kazakhstan's
position in the grain market [76]. Overall, Kazakhstan's
agriculture is characterized by unpreparedness for climate
change, particularly in terms of water availability and the
resource limitations of small farms [77]. Adapting to climate
change impacts requires significant resources from
landowners, but it is essential to first address the primary legal
obstacles to agricultural development at the state level and
emphasize the consolidation of farmers' resources.

4. CONCLUSIONS

Like the country's Constitution, the Land Code of the
Republic of Kazakhstan guarantees the preservation of land
rights and land shares. However, due to reforms and
transformations, land shares have significantly suffered as a
transitional form between the old and new economic regimes.
This has profoundly impacted the welfare of rural residents
and the overall attractiveness of agriculture, even in regions
with high yields. Climate change, land degradation, and global
economic instability are the primary drivers necessitating
more rational management of agricultural lands. Kazakhstan
should develop specific legislative norms to regulate issues
related to joint land use. This research can serve as a
foundation for further exploration of the consequences of
transitioning to a market economy and the causes of instability
in Kazakhstan's agricultural sector.
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