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Summary

The goal of this paper is to present results of the first large-scale study on integral, governance, economic,
social, and environmental sustainability of Bulgarian farms in general and holdings of different juridical type,
size, specialization and location during current EU CAP implementation. Initially, a framework for assessing
farm sustainability is outlined which is based on incorporation of the interdisciplinary methodologies of New In-
stitutional Economics, and Sustainable Development. That holistic framework includes a system of appropri-
ate principles, criteria, indicators, and reference values for evaluating the individual aspects and the integral
sustainability of farms in the specific Bulgarian conditions. After that an assessment is made on the overall,
governance, economic, social, and environmental sustainability levels of Bulgarian farms in general and hold-
ings of different juridical type, size, specialization and location. The assessment is based on a survey with the
managers of 190 typical farms of different type carried out in the summer of 2016 with the cooperation of ma-
jor professional associations and the National Agricultural Advisory Service. The study has found out that Bul-
garian farms are with a good integral sustainability due to moderate governance and economic sustainability,
and a higher social and ecological sustainability. There are considerable differences in the sustainability level
of farms of different type — while Companies and Cooperatives are with a higher sustainability level, the Phys-
ical Persons and Sole Trades are with lower one. Furthermore, 30% of all farms are with low sustainability or
unsustainable at all, including 34% of Physical Persons, a quarter of Sole Traders, 15% of Cooperatives, and
almost 6% of Companies. There is also a significant variation in sustainability levels of farms with different spe-
cialization, size and location — e.g. 45% of holdings specialized in vegetable, flowers and mushrooms are with
low sustainability or unsustainable as well as 57% of those with mix livestock specialization, a half of semi-mar-
ket and a third of small-size holdings, 39% of farms located in mountainous regions with handicaps, and 40%
of farms in South-West and 37% in North-West regions of the country. Finally, implications for further research,
farm management and strategy formation, and improvement of public policies are withdrawn.
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Pe3rome

LlenTa Ha OOKnada e Aa npencrtaBn pe3ynrtatute OT NbpBOTO LLII/1pOK006XBaTHO n3cneanBaHe Ha UHTe-
rpanHarta, ynpasJieHCKa, MKOHOMU4YeCKa, counarnHa n ekornornyHa yCTOW—WIBOCT Ha 6'bJ'IFapCKI/ITe d)epMI/l,
KaTo UAno, n ctonaHcTBaTa OT pa3JyindeH ropnagn4eckmn tmn, pasmep, cneynanm3auma n MecTtonosioxeHune
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no Bpeme Ha TekyLoTo npunoxeHune Ha OCI1 Ha EC. [NbpBoOHa4anHo e ouyeptaHa paMkaTa 3a OLeHKa Ha yc-
TONYMBOCTTa Ha pepmnTe Ha 6asaTta Ha 0OeAMHsABaHe Ha MHTEpPAMCUMMIMHApHUTE MeTogonornm Ha Hoea-
Ta UHCTUTYLMOHAHa MKOHOMMKA 1 YCTOMYMBOTO pa3BuTMe. Tasn XONMCTMYHA pamKa BKITlOYBa cuctemMa ot
NnoaxogsLM NPUHUUNK, KPUTEPUM, UHOMKATOPU U pedePEHTHN CTOMHOCTU 3a U3YUCNSBAHE Ha MHOVBUAY-
anHuTe acnekTu 1 obLiata ycTon4mMBOCT Ha dhepmuTe Npu cneuyndumyHnTe 6bnrapcku ycnosuda. Cnen tosa
€ HanpaBeHa OLUeHKa Ha LUSNOCTHUTE YNpaBreHCKW, MKOHOMUYECKN, COLMAIHN U EKONIOMMYHN HMBA Ha YyC-
TONYMBOCT Ha GbnrapckuTe oepmMmn 1 CTONaHCTBa OT Pa3fIMYEH IPUANYECKN TUM, pa3mep, cneunannsaums
1 MecTononoxeHune. ViacneaBaHeTo e 6asnpaHo Ha aHKeTHO npoy4BaHe cbe 190 depmepw, ynpasnsiBaLm
TUNNYHKM dhepMn OT pasnunyeH Tun. NpoeeaeHo e npe3 natoTo Ha 2016 r. cbC CbAENCTBMETO Ha rMaBHUTE
npodecroHanHn acoumauum n HaunmoHanHata cnyxba 3a cbBeTU B 3eMeenveTo. AHanmn3LT nokasa, ve
Obnrapckute bepmepu nmaT gobpa LAnocTHa yCTOMYMBOCT, BCNEACTBME HA YMEPEHa ynpaBiieHcka U NKo-
HOMMYEeCKa YCTOMYMBOCT M MO-BUCOKA COLMAnHa 1 eKoNorMyHa yCToOn4MBOCT. MiMa 3HauMTenHm pasnuums B
HMBOTO Ha YCTOMYMBOCT Ha hepMmn OT pasnmyeH TUN — JOKaTo KOMNaHUUTE 1 KoonepaTUBMUTE Ca C BUCOKA
YCTONYMBOCT, (OM3MYECKUTE NULA N €QHONUYHUTE THProBLM ca C No-Hucka yctonumaocT. OcseH ToBa, 30%
OT BCUYKM (hepMU Ca C HUCKA YCTOMYMBOCT UIM HEYCTONUMBM, BKNOUMTENHO 34% OT husnyeckmnte nuua,
1/4 oT egHONMYHUTE THProBun, 15% oT KoonepaTMBuTe U OKONO 6% OT KOMNaHUMTE. MIMa CbLLIO 3HAYUTESTHU
pasfivku B HMBaTa Ha YCTOMYMBOCT Ha dhepMUTE C pasnmyHa cneuvanmsaumsi, pasmep U MeCTornonoXxeHune
— Hanp. 45% oT cTonaHcTBaTa, cneunanu3npann B Npon3BOACTBO Ha 3eNeHYyum, UBETS U rbbu, ca C HUCKa
YCTONYMBOCT UM HEYCTONYMBMU, KaKTO U 57% OT Te€3N CbC CMECEHA XMBOTHOBBAHA cCneumnanuaauus, nosno-
BMHaTa OT nonynasapHuTe 1 efHa TpeTa oT bepmuTe ¢ Manbk pa3mep, 39% oT depmuTe B NNaHWHCKK pa-
NoHn ¢ HebnaronpuatHu ycnosus, 40% ot depmute B KOroszanageH pernoH un 37% B CeBeposanageH pe-
rMOH Ha cTpaHata. Hakpas ca HabenasaHm n3soam 3a 6baewm nscnensaHms, GepmMepckn MEHUIXKMBHT 1
dopmmpaHe Ha cTpaTermu, KakTo 1 3a nogobpsisaHe Ha NyBGANYHU NONUTUKK.

Knroyoeu dymu: o6Lua, ynpaBneH4yecka, MKOHOMUYECKa, coLmarHa, eKonormiyecka ycTonyumBocT

Introduction

Evaluation of sustainability of agricultural
farms is among the most topical academic and
practical (farm, agri-business, policies forwarded)
issues (bames, 2006, 2015, 2016; MiBanoB u 1p.;
Andreoli and Tellarini; Bachev, 2005; Bachev and
Petters; Bastianoni et al.; FAO; Fuentes; Héani et
al.; OECD; Rigby et al.; Sauvenier et al.; UN). De-
spite that there are practically no studies on over-
all, economic, social, ecological, etc. sustainability
of farms in general and holdings of different type
in Bulgaria during EU CAP implementation.

The goal of this paper is to present results of
the first large-scale study on integral, governance,
economic, social, and environmental sustainabil-
ity of Bulgarian farms in general and holdings of
different type during current EU CAP implemen-
tation. Initially, a framework for assessing farm
sustainability is outlined. That holistic framework
includes a system of appropriate principles, crite-
ria, indicators, and reference values for evaluating

56

the individual aspects and the integral sustainabil-
ity of farms in the specific Bulgarian conditions.
After that an assessment is made on the overall,
governance, economic, social, and environmental
sustainability levels of Bulgarian farms in general
and holdings of different juridical type, size, spe-
cialization and location. Finally, implications for
further research, farm management and strategy
formation, and improvement of public policies are
withdrawn.

Framework for assessing sustainability
of Bulgarian farms

Farm sustainability characterizes the ability
(internal capability) of a particular farm to ex-
ist in time and maintain in a long-term its gover-
nance, economic, ecological and social functions
in the specific socio-economic and natural envi-
ronment in which it operates and evolves (bares,
2006, 2015). Farm sustainability has four aspects
(pillars), which are equally important:
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- managerial — the farm has to have a good
or high absolute and comparative efficiency for
the organization of its activity and relations, and
a high adaptability to evolving socio-economic
and natural environment, according to the spe-
cific preferences and capability of farm owners;

- economic — the farm has to have a good or
a high productivity for utilization of natural, per-
sonal, material, and financial resources, “accept-
able” economic efficiency and competitiveness,
and “normal” financial stability of activity;

- social — the farm has to have a good or a high
social responsibility regarding farmers, workers,
other agents, communities, and consumers, and
contribute to the conservation of agrarian resources
and traditions, improving welfare and living stan-
dards of farm households, and for the development
of rural communities and society as a whole;

- environmental — the farm has to have a good
and high ecological responsibility and its activity
to be associated with a “socially desirable” con-

servation, recovery and improvement of the com-
ponents of natural environment, respecting ani-
mal welfare and other socially determined stan-
dards related to the nature.

The hierarchical levels, which facilitate the
formulation of the system for assessing the sus-
tainability of Bulgarian farms, include selected
by the leading experts in the area 12 Principles,
21 Criteria, 42 Indicators and Reference values
(Figure 1). Indicators selection process and crite-
ria are presented in details by Bachev (2015) and
Bachev (2016).

Sustainability assessment is based on a first-
hand information provided by the managers of
190 “typical” farms of different juridical type,
size, specialization and location type collected in
summer of 2016.! The managers were asked to

! The authors are grateful to all farm managers who par-
ticipated in the survey as well as National Agricultural
Advisory Service, National Union of Agricultural Coop-
eratives, National Association of Grain Producers, Asso-
ciation of Producers of Decorative Plants, and Association
for Breeding of Bulgaria Dairy Sheep for their support.

-

f Principles - states of sustainability to be achieved N
(e.g. Acceptable governance efficiency, High economic efficiency, Good social efficiency for
farmers & farm households, Protection of agricultural lands)

J

A

Vs

~

Criteria - resulting state when principle is realized
(e.g. Efficiency for governing of activity in relation to other organization, Economic efficiency of
resource utilization, Farmers welfare, Soils chemical quality)

A 4
Indicators - variables measuring compliance with criteria

(e.g. Comparative efficiency for supply & management of natural resources, Level of labor

productivity, Income per member of farm household, Soil organic content )

A 4
Reference values - desirable levels of indicators

(e.g. Similar to alternative organization, Similar to sector average, Similar to other sectors in

region, Organic content maintained or improved)

Fig. 1. Hierarchical levels of system for assessing sustainability of Bulgarian farms
Source: Bachev, 2015.
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give assessments for each indicator in four qual-
itative levels: High, Good/Average, Low, Unsat-
isfactory/Unacceptable. The estimates are later
quantified and transformed into (unitless) Index-
es using following scales: 1 for “High”, 0.66 for
“Good or Average”, 0.33 for “Low”, and 0 for
“Unsatisfactory or Unacceptable”.

Equal weights are used for integration of es-
timates for each Principle in a particular As-
pect, and for each Criteria in a particular Prin-
ciple, and for each Indicator in a particular Cri-
teria. For interpretation of the quantitative levels
following sustainability levels of farms are dis-
tinguished: “High” for range between 0.84 and 1
as, “Good” — range 0.5 to 0.82, “Low” — range
0.22 to 0.49, and “Non-sustainable” — between 0
and 0.2.

Sustainability Levels of Bulgaria Farms

Multi-indicator assessment of the sustainabil-
ity of Bulgarian farms demonstrates a good lev-
el (Figure 2). Environmental and social sustain-
ability of the holdings are highest, while gover-
nance and economic sustainability are at the bor-
der with the low level. Therefore, improvement of
the latter two is critical for maintaining the good
sustainability of farms in the country.

Analysis of sustainability levels for major
principles, criteria and indicators let us identify
components contributing to individual aspects of
farms’ sustainability. For instance, governance
and economic sustainability of Bulgarian farms
are low because of fact that Governance Efficien-
cy and Financial Stability of holdings are low
(Figure 3). Similarly, it is clear that despite the
overall environmental sustainability is relatively
high, the Preservation of Agricultural Lands and
of Biodiversity are relatively low and critical for
maintaining the achieved level.

In depth analysis for individual criteria and in-
dicators allow to specify the elements, which en-
hance or reduce farms’ sustainability level. For
instance, low levels of the Comparative Gover-
nance Efficiency and Financial Capability (Figure
4) are determined accordingly by low Compara-
tive Efficiency of Supply of Short-term Inputs in
relations to alternative organization, and unsat-
isfactory Profitability of Own Capital and Over-
all Liquidity of farms (Figure 5). Similarly, low
levels of the Preservation of Agricultural Lands
and of Biodiversity are determined accordingly
by the insufficient Application of Recommend-
ed Irrigation Norms, the high level of Soils Water
Erosion, and lowered Number of Wild Animals
on farm territory.

0,9
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Non-sustanabl
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Environmental

Fig. 2. Index of Sustainability of Bulgarian Farms
Source: Survey with farm managers, July 2016
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Low levels of indicators also specify the spe-
cific areas for improvement of sustainability lev-
els of farms through adequate change of manage-
ment strategy and/or public policies for agrari-

an structures. For instance, despite that the over-
all Adaptability of Farms is relatively high, the
Adaptability of Farms to Changes in Natural En-
vironment (climate, extreme events, etc.) is rela-

Preservation ecosystem
services

Animal welfare

A
‘\'

Protection biodiversity

Protection a
lands

Sufficient adaptability

Protection waters \‘_/
[\
gricultura [\

Acceptable governance
efficiency

Good social efficiency
farmers & households

igh economic efficiency

Good financial stability

Acceptable social
efficiency non farmers

Fig. 3. Index of Sustainability of Bulgarian Farms for Major Principles

Source: Survey with farm managers, July 2016
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Quality ecosystem
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Variety cultural species
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Farm adaptability

Economic efficiency
activity

Financial capability
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Preservation rural
communities

Quality surface waters
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Fig. 4. Level of Sustainability of Bulgarian Farms for Individual Criteria

Source: Survey with farm managers, July 2016
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Fig. 5. Indicators of Assessing Sustainability of Bulgarian Farms

Source: Survey with farm managers, July 2016

tively low. Therefore, measures are to be under-
taken to improve that type of adaptability through
education, training, information, amelioration of
agro-techniques, structure of production and va-
rieties, technological and organizational innova-
tions, etc.

Superior levels of certain indicators show the
absolute and comparative advantages of Bulgar-
ian farms related to sustainable development. At
the current stage of development they are asso-
ciated with the respecting Animal Welfare stan-
dards, Preservation of Quality of Surface and
Ground Waters in respect of contamination with
nitrates and pesticides, Preservation of Air Qual-
ity, implementation of Good Agricultural Prac-
tices, reduced Number of Livestock per unit of
Farmland, acceptable Labor Conditions and com-
parative Satisfaction from Farming Activity, op-
timal Productivity of Livestock, good Adaptabil-
ity to Market (prices, competition, demands), and
Comparative Governance Efficiency of Market-
ing of Products.
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There is a great variation in sustainability lev-
els of farms of different type and location (Fig-
ure 6). Only holdings Predominately for Subsis-
tence and Mix Livestock are with low sustain-
ability. Economics, governance, and social sus-
tainability of first ones are particularly low (Fig-
ure 7). The second group is with low economic,
environmental and governance sustainability and
marginal social sustainability.

Another category of farms is with a good sus-
tainability, but with levels on or close to the bor-
der with inferior (low) level. In the latter group
are holdings specialized in Vegetables, Flowers
and Mushrooms having a low governance and
economic sustainability, and not a particularly
good social and environmental sustainability. In
that group are Physical Persons and farms locat-
ed in Northwest region of the country. Former are
with a low economic sustainability and a margin-
al social and governance sustainability. The latter
are with an economic sustainability and not par-
ticularly good social, governance and environ-
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Fig. 6. Index of Sustainability of Bulgarian Farms of Different Type and Location
Source: Survey with farm managers, July 2016
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Fig. 7. Governance, Economic, Social and Environmental Sustainability of Bulgarian Farms
Source: Survey with farm managers, July 2016

61



Sustainability of Bulgarian Farms during Reformed CAP Implementation

mental sustainability. For all these farms mea-
sures have to be undertaken for improvement all
aspects of sustainability.

With a low economic sustainability are also
farms with Small size, specialized in Mix Crops
and Permanent Crops, and those situated in Moun-
tainous Regions, and in Northeast and Southwest
regions of the country. Consequently, the overall
sustainability of these farms is close to the border
with the low level. For all these holdings measures
are to be undertaken for increasing their economic
sustainability in order to improve the overall level
of long-term sustainability. With a low social sus-
tainability are merely farms of Sole Traders, for
which adequate measures are to be introduced for
improvement of that aspect of their activity such
as training, stimulation, regulation, support, etc.

With the best overall sustainability are Com-
panies, Cooperatives and farms with Big size,
all having high levels of governance, economic,
social and environmental sustainability. Hold-
ings specialized in Pigs, Poultries and Rabbits
are with the highest sustainability, having very
good levels for governance, economic and en-
vironmental aspects. Farms with Lands in Pro-
tected Zones and Territories, and those located in
Non-mountainous Regions with Handicaps and
in South-Central region are with the superior lev-
els of sustainability. Former group are with a high
governance, economic, social and environmental
sustainability. Holdings in Non-mountainous Re-
gions with Handicaps and in South-Central re-
gion are with relatively good levels of certain as-
pects of sustainability — governance and envi-
ronmental for the first ones, and environmental
and social for the latter. The rest aspects of sus-
tainability of all these farms are with relatively
low levels — accordingly for the former ones eco-
nomic and social sustainability, and for the lat-
ter governance and economic sustainability. Sim-
ilarly, Mix Crop-livestock farms are with a rela-
tively high environmental sustainability, but with
a lower level of governance sustainability. The
latter necessitates to undertake measures to im-
prove sustainability in aspects with critical infe-
rior levels for these types of farm.

Furthermore, there is a significant differenti-
ation in the levels of sustainability indicators for
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farms of different juridical type, size, specializa-
tion and location (bares, 2016).

Assessment of sustainability of individual
holdings indicates, that there is a great varia-
tion in the share of farms with different levels
of sustainability. The biggest portion of Bulgar-
ian farms is with a good sustainability (68%)
and only an insignificant part (under 2%) is with
superior sustainability (Figure 8). At the same
time, 30% of agricultural farms in the country
are with low sustainability (26%) or unsustain-
able at all (4%).

The greatest share of farms with a good (88%)
and high (6%) sustainability is among Compa-
nies, following by Cooperatives, of which 77%
are with a good and 8% highly sustainable, and
Sole Traders three-quarters of which are with a
good sustainability. The smallest share of hold-
ings with a good sustainability is among Physical
Persons (65%), of which fewer than 1% are high-
ly sustainable. Furthermore, more than a of latter
farms are with a low sustainability (29%) or un-
sustainable at all (5%). Every forth of Sole Trad-
ers is with low sustainability, like 15% of Coop-
eratives, and merely 6% of Companies.

There are also considerable differences in the
portion of holdings with unlike sustainability de-
pending of farm size. While all farms with Big
size are with a good sustainability, more than a
half of holdings Predominately for Subsistence
are with low sustainability (41%) or unsustain-
able (12%). Around a third of farms with Small
size and 24% of those with Middle size are with
low sustainability or unsustainable.

Among farms with diverse specialization,
the share of holdings with a good and high sus-
tainability is greatest for Pigs, Poultry and Rab-
bits (100%), Mix-crops (78%), Permanent Crops
(76%), Mix Crop-livestock (73%), Field Crops
(72%) and Grazing Livestock (70%). On the oth-
er hand, majority of holdings in Mix-livestock are
with a low sustainability (43%) or unsustainable
(14%). A good portion of the farms specialized in
Vegetables, Flowers and Mushrooms is also low
sustainable (41%) or unsustainable (4%).

The share of farms with a good and high sus-
tainability is significant among those located
in Non-mountainous Regions with Handicaps
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Fig. 8. Share of Bulgarian Farms with Different Levels of Integral Sustainability (percent)

Source: Survey with farm managers, July 2016

(100%), With Lands in Protected Zones and Ter-
ritories (85%), in Plain Regions (74%), in South-
Central (82%), North-Central (72%), and South-
East (70%) regions of the country. Simultaneous-
ly, 40% of holdings in Southwest region with low
sustainability or unsustainable, similar to 37%
of those in Northwest and 32% in Northeast re-
gion. Northwest region is the leader in segment
of unsustainable farms, where every tenth is un-
sustainable. Many of the farms in Mountainous
Regions with Handicaps (38%) and Mountainous
Regions (35%), and a third in Plain-mountainous
Regions are low sustainable or unsustainable.
Data for dispersion of farms of different type
in groups with diverse level of sustainability has

to be taken into account when forecast the num-
ber and the importance of holdings of each kind,
and modernize public (structural, sectorial, re-
gional, environmental etc.) policies for support-
ing agricultural producers of certain type, sub-
sectors, eco-systems and regions of the country.
Analysis of structure of farms with different
level of sustainability for each aspects gives an
important information about the long-term sus-
tainability of farms and factors for its improve-
ment. Our assessment shows that 40% of holdings
in the country are with a low governance sustain-
ability (35%) or managerially unsustainable (5%).
That means that comparative governance effi-
ciency for supply of labor, land, finance, etc. and/
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or marketing of produce in these farms is lower
than other feasible organization, and adaptabili-
ty to evolving socio-economic, institutional and
natural environment is insufficient. At the same
time, 42% of all farms are with a low economic
sustainability (34%) or unsustainable at all (8%).
That means that economic and financial efficien-
cy of activity and resource utilization in a good
portion of Bulgarian farms is low and do not cor-
respond to modern management and competition
requirements.

The share of farms with a good and high gov-
ernance sustainability is the biggest among Com-
panies (94%) and Cooperatives (77%), holdings
with Big (89%) and Middle (75%) size, special-
ized in Pigs, Poultry and Rabbits (100%), Per-
manent Crops (63%), Mix Crops (63%), Field
Crops (63%) and Mix Crop-Livestock (62%), and
those located win Non-mountainous Regions
with Handicaps (100%), with Lands in Protect-
ed Zones and Territories (77%), Plain Regions
(63%), Mountainous Regions with Handicaps
(62%), and in North-Central (67%), South-East
(63%), North-West (60%) and South-West (60%)
regions of the country. The greatest portion of
farms with a low or absence of governance sus-
tainability are among Sole Traders (50%) and
Physical Persons (45%), holdings Predominately
for subsistence (65%) and Small size (49%), spe-
cialized in Vegetables, Flowers and Mushrooms
(50%), and located in Plain-mountainous Re-
gions (48%), and in North-East (45%) and South-
Central (45%) regions. Thus, a significant part of
Bulgarian farms are with insufficient governance
sustainability for meeting contemporary socio-
economic, institutional and natural challenges,
and they have to modernize or will cease to ex-
ists in middle term.

The section of farms with a good and high eco-
nomic sustainability is the biggest among Compa-
nies, (88%), Cooperatives (85%), and Sole Trad-
ers (62%). A considerable portion of firms is with
a high economic sustainability (18% of Compa-
nies and 12% of Sole Traders), and all farms with
Big size are with a good economic sustainabil-
ity. All these proves the comparative economic
advantages of registered and large holdings. The
share of farms with a good and high economic
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sustainability is also significant for holdings with
Middle size (66%), specialized in Pigs, Poultry
and Rabbits (100%), Crop-Livestock (66%), Field
Crops (5§9%), Mix-Crops (59%), and Permanent
Crops (59%), and those with Lands in Protect-
ed Zones and Territories (77%), in Plain Regions
(63%) and Mountainous Regions with Handicaps
(62%), and in South-East (78%), South-Central
(66%) and North-Central (62%) regions of the
country.

The greatest portion of holdings with a low or
none of economic sustainability is among Phys-
ical Persons (48%), most farms Predominately
for Subsistency (88%), and among specialized in
Mix-Livestock (57%), Grazing Livestock (47%),
and Vegetables, Flowers and Mushrooms (45%),
and located in Mountainous (54%) and Plain-
mountainous (45%) regions, and North-East
(58%) and South-West (52%) regions of the coun-
try. A significant portion of all these groups of
holdings are economically unsustainable, which
concerns almost every tenth of Physical Person,
29% of farms with Mix-livestock, each fifth one
North-West region and 12% in South-West re-
gion, 18% of holdings Predominately for Sub-
sistence, 9% of farms specialized in Vegetables,
Flowers, and Mushrooms, 9% of Small farms,
and 7% of those located in Plain-mountainous
regions. That indicates that a considerable frac-
tion of Bulgarian farms are currently with infe-
rior economic sustainability or economically un-
sustainable, and most likely will cease to exist in
near future unless effective measures are taken
(public support, regulations, etc.) for ameliora-
tion of their economic sustainability.

As far as social aspect is concerned the major-
ity of farms (77%) are with a good (71%) or high
(6%) sustainability. Despite that holdings with
a low social sustainability are numerous (18%),
and each tenth one is socially unsustainable. That
means, that the social efficiency of holdings for
farmers, communities and society does not cor-
respond to modern demands and standards.

A good portion of Cooperatives is with a good
sustainability (77%), and the rest part (23%) is
highly socially sustainable. The share of Com-
panies with a good (82%) and high (12%) social
sustainability is enormous, and only 6% are low
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sustainable in social respect. A significant part
of Physical Persons is with a good (70%) or high
(4%) social sustainability. Nevertheless, more
than a quarter of these holdings are with a low
sustainability (20%) or unsustainable (7%) in so-
cial term. With the greatest portion of low sus-
tainable in social aspect are Sole Traders — 38%
of total number.

The level of social sustainability increases
along with the size of holdings. Each third farm
with Big size is with a high social sustainabil-
ity, and another major part are with a good so-
cial sustainability (56%), while the share of low
socially sustainable is 11%. Among Middle size
holdings dominates fraction with a good (72%)
and high social sustainability, while almost every
fifth one is with low social sustainability (15%) or
unsustainable at all (4%). With the greatest share
(35%) of low sustainable or unsustainable in so-
cial respect are holdings Predominately for Sub-
sistence (including 18% social unsustainable) and
every forth farm with Small size (4% socially un-
sustainable).

In groups with different product specializa-
tion, the biggest portion of farms with a good or
high social sustainability is in Pigs, Poultry and
Rabbits, Field Corps and Mix-crops. On the oth-
er hand, 37% of holdings specialized in Vegeta-
bles, Flowers and Mushrooms are with a low so-
cial sustainability (32%) or socially unsustainable
(5%), followed by farms in Mix-livestock where
29% are with inferior level of social sustainabil-
ity (including 14% socially unsustainable).

The farms with a good and high social sus-
tainability are located in Mountainous regions
and in Protected Zones and Territories, in South-
west, South-Central and North-Central regions.
The most numerous are socially low sustainable
or unsustainable holdings in Plain (according-
ly 21% and 8%) and in Plain-mountainous (19%
and 5%) regions, in North-West (23% and 10%),
South-East (22% and 7%) and North-East (26%
and 3%) regions. These data show, that a good
portion of Bulgarian farms currently are with a
low social sustainability or socially unsustain-
able, which compromises their overall middle
and long-term sustainability. Therefore, mea-
sures have to be undertaken to improve income,

labor and living conditions of farmers and farm
households as well as their importance for pres-
ervation of rural communities and traditions.

Environmental sustainability of the majori-
ty of Bulgarian farms is good (69%) or superior
(9%), while a considerable portion is with a low
sustainability (18%) or environmentally unsus-
tainable (4%). These figures clarify that eco-ef-
ficiency in a large number of farms do not meet
contemporary norms and standards for preser-
vation of lands, waters, air, biodiversity, ecosys-
tem services, and animal welfare. A great potion
of Companies (18%) and a good part of Physi-
cal Person (9%) and Cooperatives (8%) are with
a high environmental sustainability, while the
majority of holdings in these groups are with a
good eco-effectiveness (59%, 68% and 69% ac-
cordingly). Despite that a main fraction of above
farms are with a low eco-sustainability (24%,
18% and 23% accordingly), as every twentieth
of Physical Parsons is environmentally unsus-
tainable. The biggest is the share of farms with
a good and high eco-sustainability among Pre-
dominately for Subsistency (76% and 12% ac-
cordingly), with Small size (71% and 10%), and
Big farms (67% and 11%). The greatest portion
of holdings with low or unacceptable eco-effec-
tiveness is for Middle (27%) and Big (22%) size
groups.

The share of farms with a strong environmen-
tal sustainability is significant for holdings spe-
cialized in Crops-Livestock (21%), Grazing Live-
stock (17%), Mix-crops (11%) and Permanent
Crops (7%). All farms specialized in Pigs, Poul-
try and Rabbits, the majority in Mix-crops (81%),
and by three-quarters in Crops-livestock and
Permanent Crops are with a good environmental
sustainability. At the same time, a considerable
part of farms specialized in Vegetables, Flowers
and Mushrooms is with a low eco-sustainability
(32%) or ecologically unsustainable (14%), sim-
ilarly to these in Mix-livestock (corresponding-
ly 29% and 14%) and Field Crops (31% and 3%).
For farms specialized in Permanent Crops is also
considerable portion of environmentally unsus-
tainable holdings (7%), while for those with Graz-
ing Livestock for low sustainable in environmen-
tal respect units.

65



Sustainability of Bulgarian Farms during Reformed CAP Implementation

All farms located in Non-mountainous Re-
gions with Handicaps are with a good environ-
mental sustainability as well as the majority of
those with Lands in Protected Zones and Terri-
tories (93%). Most holdings with a high eco-sus-
tainability are in Plain-mountainous (12%) and
Mountainous (12%) regions of the country, and
a major part of those situated in Mountainous
Regions and Mountainous Regions with Hand-
icaps (each 77%). At the same time, the biggest
fraction of holdings with a low eco-sustainabili-
ty or environmentally unsustainable are in Plain-
Mountainous (26%) and Plain (25%) regions,
and in Mountainous Regions with Handicaps
(19%). The greatest share of farms with a high
and good sustainability are in North-Central (3%
and 87%) and South-Central (18% and 63%) re-
gions, while with a low eco-sustainability or en-
vironmentally unsustainable in South-West (28%
and 4%), North-West (17% and 10%), South-East
(26% and 0%), and North-East (23% and 3%) re-
gions. That indicates, that a good number of Bul-
garian farms are with a low eco-sustainability or
environmentally unsustainable, which also com-
promises their overall long-term sustainability.
Therefore, measures have to be undertaken for
improving the eco-efficiency in these groups of
farms through training, informing, stimulation,
sanctions, etc.

Conclusion

Applied holistic framework gives a possibil-
ity for assessing, analyzing and improvement of
farms’ sustainability level and it has to be further
discussed, experimented, improved and adapted
to specific conditions of functioning and evolu-
tion of farms, and the specific needs of decision-
makers in different levels.

Our initial assessment has found out that the
overall sustainability of Bulgarian farms is at a
good level, with superior levels for environmen-
tal and social sustainability, and close to the bor-
der with the low level for governance and eco-
nomic sustainability. With the best sustainabili-
ty are Companies, Cooperatives, and farms with
Big size, holdings specialized Pigs, Poultry and
Rabbits, with Lands in Protected Zones and Ter-
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ritories, and these located in Non-mountainous
Regions with Handicaps, and in South-Central
region, while holdings which are Predominate-
ly for Subsistency and with Mix-livestock spe-
cialization are with a low sustainability. Fur-
thermore, there is a great variation in the share
of farms with different levels of sustainability as
each forth one is with a low sustainability and 4%
unsustainable at all.

Having in mind the importance of farms’ sus-
tainability assessments, such calculations have
to be expended and their precision and represen-
tation increased. The latter requires a closer co-
operation of all related parties and involvement
of farmers, agrarian organizations, local and
state authorities, interest groups, research insti-
tutes and experts. What is more, the precision of
evaluations has to be improved, and in addition
to assessments of farms managers they are to be
based on other adequate information from field
studies and tests, statistical, etc. data, and exper-
tise of specialists in the area.
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