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MKOHOMMUYECKO CbCTOAHUE
HA 3EMEOEJICKUTE
NMPOU3BOOCTBEHMU

KOONEPALIUA B YCIIOBUATA HA
OCIM HAEC

HuHa KoTteBa

Pe3rome: B cTatuaTa ca o4epTaHy OCHOBHUTE
TEHOEeHUMM B pasBUTUETO WM MKOHOMMYECKOTO
CbCTOsSIHUE Ha 3emMeernckute npou3BOACTBEHU
koonepauun B ycrnoBuata Ha OCI Ha EC.
Pesyntatnte oOT u3cneaBaHeTo MnokaseaT, 4e
3emefernckute  Koorepauum He  ycnsear
MKOHOMWYECKM Aa peanuavpaTt CPaBHUTENHUTE CU
npeaMMcTBa KaTto efpu CTOMaHCKM  CTPYKTypu
npeq ocTaHanuTe crtonaHcTea. NpoayKTMBHOCTTA
W OOXOAHOCTTa B 3eMeOENICKUTE NPON3BOACTBEHM
Koonepauum € MNO-HUCka B CPaBHEHME C
NOCTUrHaTUTE CPeaHM paBHMLLA HA CTOMaHCTBaTa
B CTpaHaTa.

Kmo4oeu Oymu:. cencko  CTOMAHCTBO,
3emMefenckm npoussoacTeeHn koonepauun, OCT1
Ha EC, MKOHOMMKYECKa e(heKTMBHOCT,
NPOAYKTUBHOCT, JOXO4HOCT

1.YBoa

Beue pecetr roguHnm  GbnrapckoTo
3emedenve ce pasBuMBa B YCMNoBUATA Ha
€OVMHEeH eBponemckn nasap u  obwa
cenckocTonaHcka nonnuTuka (oCn.
M3cnepBaHeTo Ha NKOHOMWYECKOTO
CbCTOsIHNE Ha pasnMyHMTEe  TUMOBE
CTOMaHCTBa B YCMOBMSITA Ha NpwunaraHe Ha
OCIMT Ha EC ca ocobeHO akTyarnHu.
AKTyanHoCTTa Ha pasrmexgaHuTe Bbhpocu
ce 3acunea u OT HOBUTE Npean3BUKaTencTea,
npeg KOUTO Ca W3NpaBeHW 3emMepnenickute
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Abstract: The article outlines the main
developments and the economic situation
of agricultural production cooperatives in
terms of the common agricultural policy of
the European Union (CAP of EU). The
survey results show that the agricultural
cooperatives fail to realize economic
comparative advantage as a large
business structures to other farms. The
productivity and profitability in agricultural
production cooperatives is lower compared
to the averages achieved on farms in the
country.
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1. Introduction

For ten vyears the Bulgarian

agriculture is developed in a single
European market and a common
agricultural policy (CAP). The study
of the economic situation of different
types of farms in terms of the
implementation of the CAP of the EU
are particularly relevant. The actuality
of the issues is increasing and new
challenges faced by farms in a
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CTONaHCTBA B YCroBusiTa Ha pedopmMupaHaTta
OCIl Ha EC B HOBMA nporpameH nepuopg
(2014-2020).

M3cneaBaHuaTa nokaseat, 4e OCI1 Ha EC
(2007-2013) okasBa pa3HOMOCOYHO BIIUSIHME
BbPXy WKOHOMMYECKaTa eeKTMBHOCT Mo
TMNOBE 3eMeferncku CcTonaHcTBa (pasmep,
tOpPMANYECKNA CTaTyT 1 cneumanusaums).

B Tasn Bpb3ka uenTta Ha ctaTudata e ga
Ce M3BbPLUM aHanu3 1 o4YepTasT OCHOBHUTE
TEHOEHUUN B Pa3BUTUETO N MKOHOMUYECKOTO
CbCTOSIHNE Ha 3emMefernckuTe
NPOM3BOACTBEHN KOorepauum B YCrioBusiTa
Ha OCI1 Ha EC (2007-2013).

B n3crneaBaHeTo ce n3nonssar
CbBPEMEHHM Hay4YHM METOaW, KOUTO Aasat
Bb3MOXHOCT 32 aHanmM3 KW OueHKa Ha
CbCTOSIHNETO, N TEHOEHUMN B Pa3BUTMETO Ha
CTONAHCKUTE CTPYKTYPWU: aHanuM3 U CUHTES,
METO4 Ha CTaTUCTUYECKUTE  TPYNUPOBKM,
MEeTO Ha eKCNepTHUTE OLEHKN, UHOYKTUBHU
W [enykTMBHUM — MeToaum, CpaBHUTENEH
aHanms.

M3cnegBaHeTo ce OoCHOBaBa Ha AaHHWU OT
npeacrasuTenHa n3Bagka Ha
HabniogaBaHUTe 3emenenckM CTOMaHCTBa,
BkntodeHn B CuctemaTa 3a 3emeqencka u
cyetoBogHa uwHGopmauua (C3CW), otoen
LJArpoctatuctuka”, M3X.

2. PasButMe Ha 3emepernickure
Npou3BOACTBEHU Koonepauumn

B opraHu3auuoHHO-CTonaHcKara
CTPyKTypa Ha Obnrapckoto 3emepenue
nNpoTUYaT NPOoLECU Ha NPECTPYKTypupaHe Ha
3emMefenckuTe CTOMaHCTBA, HACOYEHW KbM
HamansBaHe Ha 6pos M yegpsiBaHe Ha
TeXHUTe pasmepu, yCcKOpsiBaHU oT
npunaraHeto Ha OCI1 Ha EC v Han-Be4ye nopg
BMUSIHWE Ha AMPEKTHUTE NnaLaHus.

3emepenckute NpoOM3BOACTBEHMN
KkoonepaumMmM CbWO Cca B nNpouec Ha
npecTpykTypupaHe. B npoueca Ha arpapHaTta
pecbopma, xapaktepusupall, ce CbC CpuB B
NpPOM3BOACTBOTO, CUIHO pa3gpobeHa

reformed CAP of the EU in the new
programming period (2014-2020).

Research shows that CAP of the
EU (2007-2013) has diversely impact
on economic efficiency by types of
farms (size, legal status and
specialization).

In this context, the aim of this
article is to analyze and outline the
main  developments and the
economic situation of agricultural
production cooperatives in terms of
the CAP of the EU (2007-2013).

In the study are used modern

scientific  methods that enable
analysis and assessment of the
status and trends in economic
structures, analysis and synthesis
method of statistical groupings
method of expert evaluations,

inductive and deductive methods,
comparative analysis.

The study is based on data from a
representative production of
monitored farms included in the Farm
and Accountancy Data Network
(FADN), department "Agrostatistics"”
of Ministry of agriculture and food
(MAF).

2.Development of the agricultural
production cooperatives

In organizational and business

structure of Bulgarian agriculture

undergoing processes of
restructuring of farms aimed at
reducing the number and
consolidation of their size,

accelerating the implementation of
CAP and especially under the
influence of direct payments.
Agricultural production cooperatives
are also undergoing restructuring.

In the process of agrarian reform,
characterized by a collapse in
production, highly fragmented
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coBGCTBEHOCT, pasrpabeHa W  YHULLOXEHa
MaTepuanHo-texHnyecka 6asa, HepassuT
nasap wn HebnaronpusiTHa MKOHOMMYECKa
cpeda, 3eMedernickute  Npou3BOLCTBEHMU
Koonepaumm  Bb3HMKBAT  CMOHTAHHO B
nepuoga 1992-1994 r. kato cTonaHucBeaT
okono 70-80% oT u3non3saHaTa 3emeaericka
nnow, (U3I) B cTpaHata. [lopagu
cneundnyHuTe cu npeanmcTBaa,
npegnoymtaHa dopma B YCnoBuATa Ha

BMCOKA WKOHOMMYECKa HecTabunHocT, ¢
nogobpsiBaHe Ha nasapHata cpega W
pa3BMTMETO Ha nasapa, 3emMenerickuTe

NPON3BOACTBEHN Koonepaumm rybat ceoute
no3uumu.

Mpe3 cnegBawuTe rogvHW  cregBa
3HaQUMTENHO HamarneHne Ha ©O6pos Ha
3emMefernckuTe Koonepaumm, CBbp3aHO U C
HamansiBaHe Ha Aena Ha CTonaHucBaHaTa oT
Tax 3ems. [lpy npucbeaMHsIBaHETO Ha
ctpaHata kbm EC npes 2007 r.,
koonepauumte ca 1156 u ctonaHuceat 24%

ot U3l B cTpaHaTa.
Ta6bnuua 1.
OuHamuka B pa3BUTHETO Ha
3emeaericCKuTe Koonepauum

property looted and destroyed
material and technical base,
undeveloped market and the

unfavorable economic environment,
agricultural production cooperatives
arise spontaneously in the 1992-1994
period as manage 70-80 % of the
utilized agricultural area (UAA) in the
country. Because of their specific

advantages, preferred form in
conditions of high  economic
instability, with improving market
environment and market

development, agricultural production
cooperatives lose their positions. In
the coming years should be a
significant reduction in the number of
agricultural cooperatives, related to
the reduction of the share of the
managed their land.

Upon accession to the EU in 2007,

1156 and cooperatives have
managed 24% of UAA in the country.
Table 1.

Dynamics in the development of
the agricultural cooperatives

Nokasaren 2003 | 2005 | 2007 | 2010 | 2013
Indicator
bpow koonepaunm 1973 | 1525| 1156| 941| 811
Number of cooperatives
CpeneH pasmep, Aka 5026 | 5841 | 6282 | 6839 | 6971
Mean size, decares
OtHocuteneH gan ot U3MM, %
Relative share of utilized agricultural area, 40,2 | 32,6 | 23,8 17,8 | 14,9
%

UsmoyHuk. M3X, ,Aepocmamucmuka”

B ycnosusiTa Ha eBpouHTErpaums, npeasma
no-gobpuAT cu noTeHunan 3a noaroToBka W
neyerneHe Ha MNPOEKTW, Hanuyme  Ha
cneuuanucTh W ONUT, BBb3MOXHOCT 3a
npegocTaBsHe Ha  3anor  ocurypsiea  Ha
3eMeerickuTe Koornepaumm Mno-WMpoK AOCTbN
Ao obuecteseHuTe boHAOBE 3a NoAdkpena n ou
cnegeano ga 3abaBs  npouecuTe  Ha
peayumpaHe Ha 3emMenenckuTe

In terms of integration, given the
better potential for preparation and
making  projects, availability  of
specialists and experience, the ability
to provide security provides
agricultural  cooperatives  greater
access to public funds for support and
should slow down the process of
reduction on agricultural production
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MPOV3BOACTBEHN KooNepaLmm:
- pobpaTa OCUrypeHocT CbC 3eMa UM gaBa -

cooperatives:

Bb3MOXHOCT 3a  aKymynumpaHeTo Ha
3HaUMTEeNHW cpeactea MO JIMHUA  Ha
ANPEKTHUTE MnawlaHms. 3a aHanuanpaHus
nepuog nonydeHnTe Ccymum Cca BbB
Bb3Xo4dlla TeHOeHUMs W B Kpas Ha
nepvoga Hagxsbpnar 200 xun. nB. cpegHo
Ha koonepaumd. TpsibBa ga oTbenexum,
Yye 3a CblUMA nepuon, rnopagn akTUBHOTO
TbpCEHe Ha 3eMs, Ce Nnoka4ysa u pasmepbT
Ha  peHTatTa KaTo paBHUWATA C
nonyyeHuTe cybenanm ca noyTn
n3pasHeHu. [Npe3 2012 r. Aopu PEeHTHUTE
nnawaHna ca no-BMCOKM OT Mony4vyeHuTe

Better provision of land enables them
to accumulation of substantial funds
from direct payments. For the period
under review amounts received are in
an upward trend at the end of the
period exceeds 200 thousand. Levs
per cooperative. It should be noted
that during the same period, due to
increased demand for land increases
and the amount of rent as the levels
of subsidies received almost equal. In
2012, even rent payments are higher
than subsidies received,
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®ur. 1. CpeaeH pasmep Ha AUPEKTHUTE U
PEeHTHUTe NnawaH1s Ha koonepaums

UsmoyHuk. M3X, ,Aepocmamucmuka’, C3CU
u cobcmeeHu u34ucieHust

3emMefernckuTe Koornepauum ca OCHOBHMU
GeHedunumeHTn (Hag 18%, NO AaHHM Ha
O¢ ,3emepenue” - PasnnawatenHa
areHuust) no msapka 121 ,MopgepHusaums
Ha 3emegencku crtonaHctea” ot [1PCP,
KaTo noriydyeHaTa nogkpena OCHOBHO €
M3rnons3BaHa 3a 3aKkynyBaHeTO Ha HoBa
TexHuKa. PasamepbT Ha MHBECTULMOH-HUTE

Fig.1. Average amount of direct and rent

payments of a cooperative

Agricultural cooperatives are the main
beneficiaries (over 18%, according to
the State Fund "Agriculture"” — Paying
Agency) under Measure 121
"Modernization of agricultural
holdings" the Rural Development
Programme (RDP), the resulting
support is mainly used for the
purchase of new equipment. The
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cybcmamm, cpeqHo Ha Koonepaums e CbLyo
C TeHOeHumMa KbM nosuwasaHe. [lpeaun
npucbeamHsBaHETO Ha cTpaHata kbM EC,
pasMepbT Ha WMHBECTULIMOHHUTE cybGcmann
cpegHO  Ha  koorepaums e 6un
cumBonu4yeH, pgokato npe3 2012 .
HapacTtea Ha Hag 15 xuvn. nB.

amount of investment subsidies per
cooperative is also tending to
increase. Before accession to the EU,
the amount of investment subsidies
average cooperative was symbolic,
while in 2012 grew to over 15
thousands. levs.

/
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®dur. 2. CpepgeH paamep Ha UHBECTULIMOHHUTE
cybcnamm Ha Koonepauums

UzmoyHuk:. M3X, ,Aepocmamucmuka’, C3CU
u cobcmeeHu u34yucrieHust

Mpouecute Ha pegyumpaHe Ha 6pos Ha
3emMefernckuTe KoonepauuMnm € CBbp3aH C
nonoXuTenHa TEHAEHUMS Ha yBenuMyaBaHe Ha
TexHute pasmepu. [lpegn BnM3aHeTo Ha
ctpaHata B EC, cpegHuat pasvep Ha
koonepauunte € 6un 5841 gka. B kpas Ha
aHanManpaHusa nepvog, CpeaHuaT pasvep Ha
3emMefernckMTe NpPOU3BOACTBEHU Koorepaumm
HapactBa Ha 6971 pgka WU3I. Te ca egpwu
CTOMaHCKn CTPYKTYpM, c Han-gobpa
OCUI'YPEHOCT C MO3eMSieHn pecypcu B
CpaBHEHME C OCTaHanuMTe OpraHM3auMOHHN
dopMn N NOTEHUManHa Bb3MOXHOCT da ce
passusat B 3HaYUTENHO no-ronemm
NKOHOMMYECKM rpaHunLN.

3. WKOHOMMYECKO CbCTOSsHUE Ha
3emMepericCKute Koonepauuu
AHanuampaHn ca OCHOBHM MoKasaTenu,
XapakrepuaupaLim MKOHOMWNYECKOTO
CbCTOsIHME Ha 3eMeaerncKuTe Koonepauumn.

Fig.2. Average size of the investment
subsidies of cooperative

The process of reducing the
number of agricultural cooperatives
Is connected to the positive trend of
increasing their size. Before joining
the EU, the average size of
cooperatives was 5841 dka. At the
end of the review period, the
average size of  agricultural
production cooperatives grew to
6971 acres UAA. They are large
business entities with the best
availability of land resources than
other organizational forms and the
potential to develop into significantly
greater economic boundaries.

3. Economic situation of the
agricultural cooperatives

The main indicators are analyzed
characterizing the economic situation
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- bpymHa npodykyusi (BI1) — BkmoyBa
npogykumsaTa oT pacTeHNEeBbACTBO,
XVMBOTHOBBACTBO W NPUXOAM OT  Opyru
JENHOCTN;

- Bpymen doxod (BL) — dpnony4yaBa ce kato
OT OpyTHaTa npoaykuusa ce u3Baau
MEXOEHHOTO noTpebneHne u pasxogute
32 JaHbuMm M Takcu u ce npubasart
npuxoau ot cybcmamm 3a TekyLla AenHOCT;

- HemeH doxod (H/]) — nonyyaBa ce kaTo oT
OpyTHMSA joxon ce n3BagaT
amopTu3aummTe, pasxoau 3a 3ems, Tpya u
Kanutan wu ce npubaBAaT npuxoauTe OT
cybcmamm 3a uHBeCTULMK,

- [lpodykmueHocm Ha 1-ya nnow, (13) —
MOCTUIHATOTO PaBHULLE HA NPOAYKTUBHOCT
3aBMCM OT HayMHa Ha NPOM3BOACTBO,
paLMOHanHOTO M3MNor3BaHe Ha pecypcuTe,
CTPyKTypaTa Ha Npou3BoACTBO, copToBaTa
1 nopoaHa cTpyktypa u gp. MNMocturHatara
NPOOYKTMBHOCT  ce  onpegens no
dopmynara:

N3 = BbMN/nan

- [oxo0Hocm Ha l-ua nnow, (43) -
pe3yntatMBHa BeNMYUHA, BbPXY KOATO
pednekTupart CcTonaHckute pesynrtatn oT
AenHoctTa. Onpeaensa ce no popmynara:

As3=HO/N3MN

3HaunTenHo no-rofieMuTe pasmMepu Ha
3emepfenckuTe koonepauumu onpenenat
MHOTOKpaTHO  MO-BUCOKOTO  paBHULE Ha
nonyyeHata GpyTHa NPoAyKUMs B CpaBHEHWE
CbC CpedHuss pasMep Ha  CTOMaHCTBO.
Hanpumep, nonydeHata cpegHa OpyTHa
npoaykums 3a koonepauuute npes 2012 r.
npesuwasa 13 nbTM NONYYEHOTO CPeaHo
paBHUWIE 3a CTonaHcTBaTa B CTpaHarTa.
MpuunHata e B npeobnagasawims 6pon Mankm
n opebHn depmu, Konto dopmmpat U Manbk
cpedeH pa3mep Ha CTonaHcTBaTa B CTpaHara.

3a aHanuaupaHus nepuog, OaHHWUTE 3a
nonyyeHata cpegHa 6pyTHa npoaykumst Ha
Koonepauusi 1 Ha CTOMaHCTBO ovepTaBaT SICHO

of agricultural cooperatives.

- Gross output (GO) — include the
production of crop, livestock and
income from other activities;

- Gross income (GI) — received as
the gross output is  pulled
mezhdennoto consumption and the
cost of taxes and added revenues
from subsidies for operating activities;

- Net income (NI) - received as the
gross income deducting depreciation,
cost of land, labor and capital and
added revenue from investment
subsidies;

- Productivity per unit area (Pua) —
achieved level of productivity depends
on the mode of production, rational
use of resources, the structure of
production, breeds and varieties
structure and others. The achieved
productivity is defined as:

Pua=GO/UAA

-Yield per unit area (Yua) -
resulting quantity on which reflect
business performance. Determined by
the formula:

Yua=NI/UAA

Significantly larger amounts of
agricultural cooperatives set much
higher level of the resulting gross
production compared with the
average farm. For example, the
resulting average gross production
for cooperatives in 2012 exceeded
13 times received average level for
farms in the country. The reason is
the prevalence of small and very
small farms that form the small
average size of farms in the country.

For analyzed period data received
average gross  production  of
cooperative and farm outline a clear
upward trend. Analysis of the results
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M3paseHa TeHOEeHUMA KbM  MOBULLEHME.
AHanuabT Ha pe3ynTaTuTe Nokasea, Ye B Kpas
Ha pasrnexagaHus Nepvoa YBenMYeHWeTo Ha
pa3MepbT Ha OpyTHaTa npoaykuMsi € OKOIlo
ABa MbTU.

showed that at the end of the period
the increase in the amount of gross
production is approximately twice.
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dur. 3. bpyTHa npoaykuua
UzmoyHuk. M3X, ,Aepocmamucmuka’, C3CU
u cobcmeeHu uscriedsaHust

3a [ga ce enuMUMHUpa BNUGHUMETO Ha
pasvepuTe Ha CToMaHcTBaTa € UW3BbpLUEH
aHanu3 Ha nocTurHaTaTa NPoAyKTMBHOCT Ha 1-
ua nnow,. Pesyntatute nokassart, 4ye 3a 2005
r. nma noyTn n3paBHeHa cpegHa
npoayktmeHoct, 3a 2007 r. koonepauuute
MMaT  Mo-BUCOKA  NPOOYKTMBHOCT, a B
cnegsawute rogvHu npesec nmat
3emMepgernckute crtonaHctea. [lokato npwu
3emMeferickMTe CTOMaHCTBa ce oyepTaBa sicHa
TeHOeHUMa KbM MOBULLEHME Ha cpeaHaTa

NPOOYKTMBHOCT, MpW  Koomepauunte uma
cepnosHn  konebaHusa.  Pesyntatute  oT
aHanusa nokaseaT, 4Ye  3emejenckute
koonepauum He ca peanusmpanu
CpaBHUTENHUTE CU  npeauMmcTBa  npeq

oCTaHanuMTe CTOMaHCTBA — WKOHOMUM OT
Mawaba; gobpa OCUMrypeHoCT C MNO3eMIEHN

Fig.3. Gross product

To eliminate the influence of farm
size is an analysis of the achieved
productivity per unit area. The results
show that in 2005 there are nearly
leveled average productivity for 2007
cooperatives have higher
productivity, and in the years to
prevail farms. While in the
agricultural farms is no clear upward
trend in the average productivity in
cooperatives have serious
fluctuations.

The analysis results show that

agricultural cooperatives are not
realizing their comparative
advantages over the remaining

farms - economies of scale; good
availability of land resources and the
processing of large consolidated
areas; better technical resources,
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pecypcu un  obpabotkata Ha  ronemm
KOHconuAaupaHu nnowu; no-gobpa TexHuyecka
OCUrypeHoCT, no-gobpu Bb3MOXHOCTM  3a

MHOBaLWKN 1 OOHOBSIBAHE Ha TexHWKaTa; no-
AoObp noTeHUMan 3a MUHUMKU3MpaHe Ha
nasapHata HeonpegeneHocT U  Mo-aobpw
nasapHM no3vUMK; BWCOK MOTeHUMan 3a
OpraHM3vpaHeTo Ha HAKOW TpaH3aKumu 1 ap.

better opportunities for innovation
and upgrading of technology; better

potential to  minimize  market
uncertainty and better market
position; high potential for the

organization of certain transactions
and others.
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UsmoyHuk. M3X, ,Aepocmamucmuka’, C3CU
u cobcmeeHu uscriedsaHusi

IOnHamukata B paBHuWata Ha OpyTHaTa
NPOAYKUMST U MEXAMHHOTO  noTpebrieHve
dopmupat paBHMWATa Ha OpyTHMS Joxoa.
TpsibBa ga nocouynm, 4e npu 3emenernckure
CcTonaHcTBa MEXONHHOTO notpebneHune
npeactaensasa  54-57% ot OpyTHaTa
NPOAyKUMs, OKaTO Npu Koonepauumte — To3n
OsAn ce ABWXKK B paMKuUTe Ha 53-66%. [JaHHuTe
nokasegaT, 4e npu  Koomnepaummte B
NpovM3BOACTBOTO Ce  Bnarat  MNo-BUCOKK
pasxoaM B CpaBHEHME CbC CToMnaHcTBaTta, B
pe3yntaTt, Ha KOeTO HamansiBa pasrnukata B
cpegHus OpyTeH  goxod  mexagy  Tax.
Hanpumep, npe3 2012 r. nony4yeHUAT cpeneH
OpyTeH goxopn B Koonepauuute e 10 nbTn no-
ronsiM OT CpeaHnsa OOX04 Ha CTOMaHCTBO Mpu

Fig.4. Attained average productivity
Levs/dka

The dynamics in the levels of
output and intermediate consumption
form the levels of gross income.
Should point out that at agricultural
farms  intermediate = consumption
represents 54-57% of the gross
production, while cooperatives - the
share moves within 53-66%.

Data show that in cooperatives in
production are consumed higher costs
compared to farms as a result of
reducing the difference in average
gross income between them. For
example, in 2012 the resulting
average gross income in cooperatives
is 10 times greater than the average
income per farm at a higher difference
in the level of gross production — 13
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Mo-BMCOKa pasnunka B paBHULLEATa Ha bpyTHaTa
npoaykumsa — 13 nbtu.

B anHamuka, npu koonepauunte n obLLo 3a
CTOnaHcTBaTa Ce o4yepTaBa TeHAEHUMS KbM
HapacTBaHe Ha OpyTHuma pgoxod. 3a
aHanusnpaHua nepuog yBeENUYEeHWEeTo npwu
koonepaummte e 1,8 nbTM, a npu
ctonaHctBata — 2,8 nbTu.  CpaBHEHWETO
Mexgy MnoCTUrHatuTe paBHuWA Ha OpyTHUSA
Aoxod v pasmepa Ha nonyyeHute cybeuaunm
nokasea, 4€ MOSyYEHUAT MO-BUCOK OpyTeH
Aoxo[ npuv KoornepauunTe ce AbIku rMmaBHO Ha
nony4veHunTe cybcnamu.

times. In dynamics in cooperatives
and total farm a trend towards an
increase in gross income. For the
period under review the increase in
cooperatives is 1,8 times, and in farms
— 2,8 times.

The comparison between the
achieved levels of gross income and
the amount of subsidies received
indicates that the resulting higher
gross income in cooperatives is
mainly due to subsidies received.
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®dur. 5. BpyTteH aoxon
UsmoyHuk. M3X, ,Aepocmamucmuka’, C3CU
u cobcmeeHu u3criedsaHusi

MonyyYeHnaT HeTeH [0XOA4 KaTo KpaeH

pesynTtaT OT CcToMnaHckaTta [delHOCT Ha
opraHu3aumMmutTe e eauWH OT  OCHOBHUTE
nokasaTtenu, KOWUTO Xapaktepusupat

MKOHOMMYEecKaTa edheKTUBHOCT.

MN3puuHO TpsibBa Oa nocounm, Ye BbpXy
PaBHULLETO Ha  HETHMA  Joxod  Ha
KoornepauuMTe oOkasBaT BIUSHME TonemMuTe
pa3xoou 3a aMmopTu3auuu, 3a 3ems, Tpyad M
kanutan. B 3emenenckute ctonaHcTBa Tesu
pasxogu ca MHOro Mo-Manku nopagu Mo-
HMCKaTa pecypcHa OCUTYPEHOCT, a B HETHUS

Fig.5. Gross income

The resulting net income as an end
result of business organizations is one
of the main indicators that
characterize economic efficiency.

Must clearly state that the level of
net income of cooperatives affecting
large depreciation costs for land, labor
and capital. In the farms these costs
are much lower due to lower resource
availability, and the net income is
contained and incorporated unpaid
family work.
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AOXO4 Ce CbabpXa M HEMNaTeHUSIT  BIOXEH
ceMeeH Tpya.

HeTHnat poxon B nepuoga 2007-2012 r.
HapacTtBa B cpaBHeHue c 2005 r. rnaBHO B
pesyntat Ha nonyyeHuTte cybemamm no OCI
Ha EC.

[aHHnTe nokaseaTt cepumo3Hn KonebaHusi B
paBHMLATAa Ha  cpegHMs  Ooxod  Ha
Koonepauummte, AokaTto MNpu cTonaHcTBata ce
ovepTaBa TeHOEHUMNSA KbM yBENUYeHue.

CpaBHUTENHNAT aHanu3 nokasea, u4e
CpeaHusIT HETeH [oxo4 B 3emMefenckute
CTOMaHCTBA B Kpas Ha nepuoaa e HapacTtHan 3
MbTM CNPAMO HavanoTo. B koonepauunte ToBa
yBennyeHne e 3HauUTeNnHo Mno-marnko — npes
2011 r. 10 e 37%, a npe3 2012 r. e 29%.

Pa3bupa ce pasnukata B Mawabute Ha
NPOun3BOACTBO Ce OTpa3siBa BbpXy paBHuLLATA
Ha nony4eHuTe nokasaTenu B koonepauumTe u
B 3emefenckute crtonaHctBa. 3a 2012 r. B
Koonepauumite e nosiydeH 9,8 MbTU NO-BUCOK
cpeoeH  HeTeH  Ooxon,  OTKOMKOTO B
3emMe[erickiTe CTonaHcTea.

Net income in the period 2007-
2012 when compared to 2005
primarily due to the subsidies received
by the EU CAP.

The data  show  significant
fluctuations in the levels of average
income of cooperatives, while farms
have a tendency to increase.

The comparative analysis shows
that the average net income of the
farms at the end of the period has
increased 3 times compared to the
beginning. In  cooperatives, this
increase is significantly less - in 2011
the increase was 37% and in 2012 is
29%.

Of course the difference in scale of
production affects the levels received
performance in cooperatives and
farms. For 2012, the cooperatives has
received 9,8 times higher average net
income than in the farms.
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CpaBHUTENHNAT aHann3 nokasea, Ye camo
npe3 2005 r. nocTurHatara cpegHa 4OXO4HOCT
Ha 1-ua nnouy Ha KoonepaunuTe e rno-Bucoka
OT Tasn Ha 3emMedesickute crTonaHctea. B
ycnoeusita Ha OCIT Ha EC, nocturHatata

Fig.6. Net income with subsidies

The comparative analysis shows
that in 2005 is achieved an average
yield per unit area of cooperatives is
higher than that of farms. In terms of
the CAP of the EU, achieved
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AOXOOHOCT Ha Koomnepauumte € 3Ha4MTesTHO
no-manka B CpaBHEHWE CbC 3eMenernckute
CTONaHCcTBa.

B ovHamuka ce oyepTaBa ACHO M3paseHa
TEHOEHUMA Ha YyBenuueHne Ha cpegHata
A0XOOHOCT obuwo Ha 3emMefernckiTe
CTONaHCTBa, AoKaTo npu Koornepauumte —
TEeHOEHUMATA € KbM HamaneHue. Bwbnpeku
nogkpenata no OCI1 Ha EC, poxogHocTTa B
Koonepaummte e no-HMcka cnpsiMo
NMOCTUrHaToOTO paBHULLE npeau
NpUCbeaMHABAHETO Ha cTpaHaTa Hu kbM EC.

profitability =~ of  cooperatives is
significantly lower compared to the
farms. In dynamics emerges a clear
trend of increase in the average yield
total of agricultural holdings while
cooperatives - tended to decrease.
Despite the support by CAP of the EU
profitability in cooperatives is lower
than the level achieved before the
country's accession to the EU.
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dur. 7. NocTrHaTa A4OXoA4HOCT, NB./AKa
UzmoyHuk. M3X, ,Aepocmamucmuka’, C3CU
u cobcmeeHu u3credsaHusi

N3cnenBaHeTto Ha HeTHWs pgoxon  6es
cybcvamm noseBonsiBa ga ce  aHanusupaTt
peanHuTe MKOHOMUYeckn pesynTtatu. JaHHuTe
nokasear, 4e 3a 2005 r. nonyyeHUAT cpeneH
Aoxoa Ha koonepaumst 6e3 cybenoum e 97,8
xun. n.., 3a 2007 r. — pe3yntaTtbT € MoYTU
Hynes, a 3a cregsawute 2 roavHU —
nokasatenute ca oTpuuaTenHU BENUYMHM.
Pesyntatute nokassat, 4ye 6e3 cybcuanm,
KoonepauuuMte TpyaHO Ouxa npexusasBann w
e paboTaT Ha 3aryba.

Fig.7. Attained income Levs/dka

The study of net income without
subsidies allows to analyze the real
economic results. The data show that
in 2005 obtained an average income
of the cooperative without subsidies is
97,8 thousand levs in 2007 — the
result is almost zero, and for the next
two years - the indicators are negative
values. Results show that without
subsidies, cooperatives could hardly
have experienced and will operate at
a loss.
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MocturHatata  HUCKA  [AOXOOHOCT  C
TEHOEHUMS KbM HaMarneHue nokasea, ue
3emMeferickuTe Npou3BOACTBEHM Koonepauum
He mMoraT [a NPeoaonesT CbhbTCTBALLUTE U

cnaboctm kato dopma Ha depmepcka
opraHuM3auuss — TrofneMmsaT pasmep Ha
koanuumsita npasu KOHTpona BbPXY

yNpaBneHNeTo TPYAEeH, AaBa Bb3MOXHOCT 3a
Hee(peKTMBHO  ynpaBrieHue, 3noynoTpeodwm,
NposIBNIEHNE Ha OMOPTHOHUCTUYHO MOBeAEHMe,
pasnuuns B npeanovnTaHusiTa 3a
WHBECTUPAHE MeXay OTAENHUTE KaTeropum
YyrieHoBe u ap.

B pesyntaT Ha npoBefeHus aHanmM3 moraT
Aa ce HanpaeaT cnegHuTe 06o6waBawm
n3Boau:

- 3emepgenckute NpOV3BOACTBEHU
koornepauum ca egpy CTOMaHCKU CTPYKTYpU

N ce pasBMBaT B 3HAYMTENHO MNO-rOfiemMu

MKOHOMWYECKN T[PaHULM B CpaBHEHUE C

oCTaHanuTe CTOMaHCTBa;

- 3emepenckute koonepaummM He ycnseat

NKOHOMWYECKM aa peanuaupat

Fig.8. Average net income of
cooperatives without subsidies

The achieved low profitability with a
downward trend shows that
agricultural production cooperatives
can not overcome accompanying
weaknesses as a form of farming
organization — large size of the
coalition makes management control
difficult, allows for mismanagement,
abuse manifestation of opportunistic
behavior differences in preference to
invest between different categories of
members and others.

As a result of the analysis can
make the following  summary
conclusions:

- Agricultural production cooperatives

are large industrial structures and

develop a  significantly larger
economic boundaries than other
farms;

- Agricultural cooperatives fail to realize
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CpaBHUTENHUTE CWU MpeauMcTBa npeq
ocTaHanuTe cTtonaHctea. [locturHaTtarta
NPOAYKTUBHOCT n JOXOHOCT B
3emepernckuTe NPOV3BOACTBEHU

Koonepauun e MNo-HUcka B CPaBHEHUE CbC
cpenHaTa JOXOAHOCT Ha CToMaHcTBaTta B

CTpaHaTa;

- [Mony4yeHnaTta nogkpena BOAU o
HapacTBaHe Ha aoxoaute Ha
3emegenckuTe  koonepauum, HO  He
cnomara 3a noBuLIaBaHe Ha

e(EeKTMBHOCTTa Ha NPOM3BOACTBOTO;
- HapactBaHeToO Ha  paBHUWATa  Ha

nonyyYyeHUTe OOXOOM Ce AObSPKM  Ha
yeapsiBaHe Ha pasmepute Ha
3emegenckuTe Koonepauum n
yBeNnuyaBaHe Ha nonyyeHuTe cybcuaun, a
He Ha TnMoBMWABaAHe Ha  TAXHaTa
€(deKTUBHOCT.

3emepencknte koonepauum we 6Obaar
3acerHaTtu B Han-BMCOKa CTEMNEH OT NPOMEHUTe
B OCI1 (2014-2020 r.) c BbBeEXOAHETO Ha

npepasnpeaenuTtenHiTe nnawaHna u  Ha
3a0bIMKUTENHN N3NCKBaHUSA 3a
ekornornanpaHe. ToeBa wWe [pfoeBede Ao

HamansBaHe Ha noakpenata W CbOTBETHO
AoxoauTe, nopagu HamansiBaHe Ha 6a30BOTO
nnawiaHe M NOBULLABAHE Ha pasxoaute 3a
Cb3OaBaHEe Ha EKOJTIOMMYHO HACOYEHW MIIOLLM.
B HoBus nporpameH nepuog Ha OCI1 npu
HamaneHata nogkpena e  Heobxoanmo
paumoHanHo n3nonssaHe Ha
npon3BoacTBEHUTE (haKToOpy W MOBULLIABaHE
Ha ePeKTMBHOCTTa Ha NPON3BOACTBO, 3a Aa He
ce ctuira go HoBu hanmTu Ha 3emenernckute
NPOn3BOACTBEHN KOoomnepaumu.

3a KOHTaKTM:

npog. 0-p HuHa Komeea

WHCTUTYT No arpapHa MKOHOMMKa
e-mail: ninakoteva@abv.bg

economic comparative advantages
over other farms. The achieved
productivity and  profitability in
agricultural production cooperatives is
lower than the average profitability of
the farms in the country;

The obtained support leads to an
increase in income of the agricultural
cooperatives, but do not helps to
increase the efficiency of production;
The increase in the levels of income
received due to the consolidation of
the size of the agricultural
cooperatives and increase the
subsidies received, not to increase
their efficiency.

The agricultural cooperatives will
be affected to the highest degree of
changes in the CAP (2014-2020) with
the introduction of redistributive
payments and mandatory
requirements for the greening.

This will reduce the support and
thus income due to a reduction of the
basic payment and raise the cost of
creating ecologically oriented areas.

In the new programming period of
the CAP in reduced support is
necessary a rational use of production
factors and increasing the efficiency of
production not to reach new
bankruptcies of agricultural production
cooperatives.

Contacts:
Full prof. Nina Koteva

Institute of Agricultural Economics,
e-mail: ninakoteva@abv.bg
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