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Summary: In the paper are depicted the 
problems of func﬒ oning and development of 
agricultural produc﬒ ve coopera﬒ ves during 
the period 1992 – 2005. On the basis of 
division into periods of their signifi cance and 
distribu﬒ on are assessed the main problems of 
the management, func﬒ oning and adapta﬒ on 
to the changes of the business-environment.

The evalua﬒ on of the func﬒ oning and behavior 
of the agricultural produc﬒ ve coopera﬒ ves 
and of their members are based on author’s 
inves﬒ ga﬒ on of more than 60 coopera﬒ ves in 
diff erent regions of the country carried out 
in 2000, and for the period a﬎ er 2000 – on 
sta﬒ s﬒ cal and inves﬒ ga﬒ on data of the small 
and medium business in the rural regions of 
Haskovo region (2003 – 2005) and of the land-
leased model of agriculture in Dobrich region 
(2001 – 2002).
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Introduction

D
uring the last fi ﬎ een years the 
problems of func﬒ oning and building 
of the agricultural produc﬒ ve 

coopera﬒ ve are amongst the most discussed 
between the agrarian economists. With the 
accession of our country to the European 
Union change substan﬒ ally the condi﬒ ons of 
their development and func﬒ oning which is a 
precondi﬒ on for the beginning of new period 
in their development.

The aim of the paper is on the basis of the 
assessment of the signifi cance of the agricultural 
produc﬒ ve coopera﬒ ves and on the problems of 
their func﬒ oning and management to elaborate 
trends and sugges﬒ ons for their adapta﬒ on 
to the condi﬒ ons of the common European 
agriculture.

The agricultural produc﬒ ve coopera﬒ ves 
were created in the condi﬒ ons of land and 
agrarian reforms and economic crisis. These 
new organiza﬒ ons were established in an 
environment with extremely high degree of 
changeabili﬑  of business environment, which 
was a precondi﬒ on to the tradi﬒ onal for 
organiza﬒ onal structures problems to add 
several others.

The evalua﬒ on of the func﬒ oning and behavior 
of the agricultural produc﬒ ve coopera﬒ ves 
and of their members are based on author’s 
inves﬒ ga﬒ on of more than 60 coopera﬒ ves in 
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diff erent regions of the country carried out 
in 2000, and for the period a﬎ er 2000 – on 
sta﬒ s﬒ cal and inves﬒ ga﬒ on data of the small 
and medium business in the rural regions of 
Haskovo region (2003 – 2005) and of the land-
leased model of agriculture in Dobrich region 
(2001 – 2002).

Methodological problems 

of the cooperative 

I
n the coopera﬒ ve theory there exist number 
of tested and proven research hypotheses 

for the precondi﬒ ons agricultural owners to 
par﬒ cipate in the coopera﬒ ves and their rela﬒ on 
to the effi  ciency, compa﬒ bili﬑  and stabili﬑  of 
the coopera﬒ ve organiza﬒ onal form.

The coopera﬒ ve as a voluntarily created 
organiza﬒ on which on the basis of collabora﬒ on 
and mutual aid between its members carries 
out an ac﬒ vi﬑  for sa﬒ sfying their interests, 
poses in front of the researchers several 
challenges linked with: the mo﬒ ves and reasons 
which drive the person to prefer the collec﬒ ve 
way for realiza﬒ on of its aims, the specifi ci﬑  
of the coopera﬒ ve regulatory mechanism and 
coopera﬒ ve distribu﬒ on problems and etc.

The discussion for reasons of the individual 
choice of the collec﬒ ve ac﬒ vi﬑  is more than 
100 years long. Whereas among the researchers 
from XIX century and the fi rst half of XX 
century dominate the idea for compulsion, 
for the impossibili﬑  par﬒ cular result or profi t 
to be obtained via another way than through 
coopera﬒ on, during the last decades is the 
tested the opposite hypothesis. According to 
the second group of authors of the voluntary 
organiza﬒ ons, including the coopera﬒ ve leading 
is the role of the future strategic aims and for 

obtaining then the individuals with common 
interests are inclined to sacrifi ce means from 
diff erent character.

As with other similar researches tes﬒ ng of the 
fi nal alterna﬒ ve “threat-prospect” by diff erent 
authors do not leads to synonymous empirical 
results. The fi nal research hypotheses in this case 
are not backed up which allows to be formed 
a third opinion. According to the third opinion 
the individuals become members of diff erent 
voluntary structures by diff erent reasons not 
only due to “threat” or “a﬐ rac﬒ veness of 
the chosen s﬒ muli. Moreover, the individual 
mo﬒ va﬒ on can be based on personal s﬒ muli 
and on collec﬒ ve aims as well1.

While looking for the essen﬒ al characteris﬒ cs 
of the coopera﬒ ve, some researchers2 assign 
it to the forms of non-market horizontal 
coordina﬒ on in which the leading regulatory 
mechanism is related with the mutual regula﬒ on 
or standardiza﬒ on of values and norms. On this 
basis are built the confi dence, the commitment 
which are a precondi﬒ on for combina﬒ on of the 
formal organiza﬒ onal norms with the informal 
one, which help for their development and 
thus decrease the expenditures for surveillance, 
control and compulsion. O﬎ en the informal 
structure and rela﬒ ons created spontaneously 
during the period of establishment of the 
coopera﬒ ve regulate the ac﬒ vi﬑ , despite the 
built on a later stage formaliza﬒ on of the 
procedures and rela﬒ ons.

The coopera﬒ ve as a democra﬒ c managed 
structure for economic transac﬒ on is an object 
for several researchers. In the centre of their 
interest is the way of achieving coordina﬒ on 
of the group economic ac﬒ vi﬑ . Is depicted 
the mechanism for coordina﬒ on of the 
individual aims for obtaining the common aim. 
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Suppor﬒ ng the advantages of the par﬒ cipa﬒ on 
of all members (directly or indirectly) in the 
managerial process, the authors think that 
the problems and diffi  cul﬒ es are due to the 
necessi﬑  of constant eff orts for suppor﬒ ng the 
cohesion and unanimi﬑  of the organiza﬒ on. For 
this purpose two strategies are proposed which 
diff er diametrically in terms of the applied 
approaches and means. The fi rst is based on the 
commitment of the group members, on their 
loyal﬑  and on the leadership of the chosen by 
them leader. It presupposes altruis﬒ c behavior 
by the members, readiness to give priori﬑  to 
the collec﬒ ve interest more than to the private 
one, which greatly decrease the necessi﬑  of 
orderly ins﬒ tu﬒ onal pa﬐ ern.

The second strategic trend operates with the 
terminology of the organiza﬒ onal theory and 
includes the establishment of rules, frame, 
coordina﬒ ve mechanism which diff eren﬒ ate 
rights, responsibili﬒ es and obliga﬒ ons. Their 
establishment should take into considera﬒ on 
the individual mo﬒ va﬒ on of the members 
and the same ﬒ me act as a defense against 
the opportunis﬒ c behavior and the insuffi  cient 
member loyal﬑ . 

Not making absolu﬒ st these two alterna﬒ ves, 
they fi nd their specifi c, individual and unique 
propor﬒ on in every coopera﬒ ve, because the 
voluntary and free par﬒ cipa﬒ on can not be not 
combined with an impeccable organiza﬒ onal 
structure, which do not exclude the altruis﬒ c 
behavior models, par﬒ cularly in crisis for the 
func﬒ oning of the coopera﬒ ve situa﬒ ons.

In conformi﬑  with the main economic rules, 
some authors3 with good grounds look for the 
rela﬒ ons between the essence of the coopera﬒ ve 

organiza﬒ on and the economic principles in 
which it is based and func﬒ ons. Moreover the 
success of the coopera﬒ ve, its produc﬒ vi﬑  and 
effi  ciency are directly related from the achieved 
member consensus toward the limitedness of 
the resources and the ra﬒ onal usage.

Strong debatable problem in the coopera﬒ ve 
theory is the correla﬒ on between the 
democra﬒ sm of the coopera﬒ ve as a form 
of business organiza﬒ on and its effi  ciency. 
This problem refl ects the fact that is not 
suffi  cient through the coopera﬒ ve to establish 
opportuni﬒ es for increase of the members’ 
benefi ts. To survive in the compe﬒ ﬒ on with the 
other organiza﬒ onal structures, the coopera﬒ ve 
should be eff ec﬒ ve. To sa﬒ sfy this requirement 
are elaborated such “rules of the game”, such 
frame of ac﬒ vi﬑  for each member in order to 
mo﬒ vate him/her to par﬒ cipate. In care there 
are constant losers, is logical to expect that 
they will quit the coopera﬒ ve, thus, the so 
call by some authors “principle of the rela﬒ ve 
jus﬒ ce” requires adequate solu﬒ ons in all areas 
of the common ac﬒ vi﬑ . For that reason the 
abili﬑  of the coopera﬒ ve to survive depends 
on fi nding fair solu﬒ on of the main debatable 
problems. According to some researchers4 the 
solu﬒ on of the problem of with fair distribu﬒ on 
is the main condi﬒ on for coopera﬒ ve survival. 
Only via through looking for balance, constant 
equilibrium between the incomes and expenses 
could be supported the long-term voluntary 
coopera﬒ on and coordina﬒ on.

Numerous researches of the distribu﬒ on 
mechanisms in the coopera﬒ ve allow the 
applied solu﬒ ons to be summarized in several 
direc﬒ ons. Part of the coopera﬒ ves apply short-
term solu﬒ ons and via nego﬒ a﬒ ons and consent 
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solu﬒ on of the problems is achieved. Besides 
this the obtained contract refl ects the infl uence 
of the numerous factors linked both with the 
posi﬒ ons of the diff erent groups of coopera﬒ ve 
members as well as with characteris﬒ cs of the 
concrete situa﬒ on. This limits the opportuni﬒ es 
for applica﬒ on of such approach for a short 
period of ﬒ me of for emergency situa﬒ on in 
the coopera﬒ ve ac﬒ vi﬑ .

Another prac﬒ ce is the inclusion of a neutral 
individual – mediator who solves the distribu﬒ ons 
problems in the frame of the rules accepted by 
the General Assembly of the coopera﬒ ve. This 
variant creates precondi﬒ ons to increase the 
possibili﬑  for fair decisions.

In several coopera﬒ ves the distribu﬒ on is based 
on the “golden rule” of reciprocal distribu﬒ on, 
on the voluntary self-limita﬒ on regarding the 
used welfare, on the “sacrifi ce” of current 
benefi ts at the expense of future ones and etc. 
In these cases the individuals accept that they 
themselves can get into risk situa﬒ ons (similar 
to their partners) and they desire to limit the 
unfavorable results of a similar event.

Another used in the prac﬒ ce decision is 
the one of equal benefi ts distribu﬒ on. The 
history of the coopera﬒ ve movement shows 
that the development of the coopera﬒ ve is 
accompanied by evolu﬒ onary transi﬒ on from 
equal to propor﬒ onally distribu﬒ on, which 
take into account the rela﬒ ve inequali﬑  of 
the par﬒ cipa﬒ on of the coopera﬒ ve members. 
Thus, ways for an increase of the stabili﬑  of the 
organiza﬒ onal establishment are looked for. 

The depicted theore﬒ cal posi﬒ ons and hypothesis 
reveal only small part of the immanent specifi c 
characteris﬒ cs of the coopera﬒ ve which are 
in the bo﬐ om of the its choice by many land 
owners. 

The productive cooperative in 

Bulgarian agriculture.

A
﬎ er the executed during the period of 
1992 – 1994 liquida﬒ on of the exis﬒ ng in 

the beginning of the 90﬒ es collec﬒ ve produc﬒ ve 
structures many land owners from diff erent 
regions of the country chose to unite their land 
and other resources in agricultural coopera﬒ ves. 
The precondi﬒ ons for such behavior should 
be looked for in the undeniable advantages 
created by this form for organiza﬒ on of the 
small land owners and in the experience and 
tradi﬒ ons for collec﬒ ve land cul﬒ va﬒ on during 
the second half of the last century. Besides 
this the prevailing part of the land owners 
during this period have non-agricultural labor 
occupancy and even do not live in the regions 
where their land is situated. 

The agricultural coopera﬒ ve became main 
organiza﬒ onal structure in Bulgarian agriculture 
which constantly changes its economic 
signifi cance and distribu﬒ on. Table 1 depicts 
the changes in the number, average size and 
used land by the agricultural coopera﬒ ve 
during the last 15 years. The data shows three 
main stages in the process of establishing and 
func﬒ oning of these organiza﬒ onal structures.  
They diff er by:

Signifi cance of coopera﬒ ves for branch • 
economy

Condi﬒ ons for func﬒ oning• 
Territorial distribu﬒ on• 
Dynamic of changes among agricultural • 

coopera﬒ ves 

The fi rst period encompasses the ﬒ me from 
vo﬒ ng the Law for ownership and use of 
agricultural land ﬒ ll the restora﬒ on of the 
agricultural land proper﬑  in the biggest part 
of the inhabited places. During the fi rst three 
years were established over 1800 coopera﬒ ves. 
All of them were created without preliminary 
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economic assessments and projects, which 
was a precondi﬒ on their size to be based only 
on the number of land-owners who desired 
to cooperate in the respec﬒ ve village and on 
the size of their own agricultural land. As a 
result arouse several discrepancies in the size, 
number and propor﬒ ons between the diff erent 
produc﬒ ve factors in the coopera﬒ ves, which 
was the fi rst (although not the most important) 
precondi﬒ on for the low effi  ciency of the 
produc﬒ ve factors use.

During this period the organiza﬒ onal structures 
func﬒ oned in an extremely unfavorable business 
environment with high infl a﬒ on and totally 
liberalized agrarian policy which off ered only 
minimal state support through credits with low 
interest rate for par﬒ cular agricultural prac﬒ ces 
combines with constant changes in the foreign 
trade regime and others.

At the same ﬒ me the management and 
chairmen of the agricultural coopera﬒ ves 

were hampered to organize and manage the 
newly created organiza﬒ ons. The main reasons 
should be looked for in the large number of 
coopera﬒ ve members and defi ned mechanisms 
for coopera﬒ ve management based on the 
principles of democra﬒ c and open membership. 
For one side the coopera﬒ ve management 
secures the equal in rights par﬒ cipa﬒ on in 
management, from the other side – hampers 
highly the direct opera﬒ ve management of the 
produc﬒ on and as a result the func﬒ oning of the 
agricultural holding itself. This in combina﬒ on 
with the insuffi  cient managerial prepara﬒ on 
of the coopera﬒ ve managers (par﬒ cularly in 
the area of trade with agricultural products) 
became a precondi﬒ on for several unfavorable 
results and trends in the development of the 
agricultural coopera﬒ ves.

Should not be underes﬒ mated the fact, that 
several coopera﬒ ves func﬒ oned without 
insuffi  cient number and with adequate 
qualifi ca﬒ on specialists. The reason for this was 

Table 1. Dynamic of development of agricultural productive cooperatives

Years
Number of agric. 
coopera﬒ ves

Annual change 
in number in %

Aver. size of UAA 
in ha

Annual changes in 
aver. size in %

Rela﬒ ve share 
in UAA

1992 347 100 193 100 1,4

1993 1230 354,4 614,9 318,6 16,3

1994 1873 152,3 716,6 116,5 28,9

1995 2815 150,3 766,9 107 45,9

1996 3213 114 762,2 99,4 42,4

1997 3229 100,5 753,9 98,9 41,7

1998 3269 101,4 742,5 98,5 40,3

1999 3237 99,0 676,2 91,1 37,5

2000 2405 74,3 644,5 95,3 50,0*

2001 2168 90,1 668,8 103,8 46,8

2002 2010 92,7 676,6 101,2 43,6

2003 1992 99,1 587,0 86,7 38,5

2004/2005 1525 76,5 584,2 99,5 33,0

* Since economic year1999/2000 was changed the basis for calculating the relative share of the 

structures – from cultivated land as per balance to UAA (Used Agricultural Area).



Ar﬒ cles

69

5 Kanchen I., Doitchinova J. (2000), Compara﬒ ve analysis of func﬒ oning and management of private organiza﬒ onal 
structures in agrarian sector, Research project № 21.03-9/1999, Universi﬑  of Na﬒ onal and World Economy, Sofi a, Bulgaria.

the a﬐ itude towards the agricultural specialists 
during the period of liquida﬒ on of the collec﬒ ve 
structures, which forced the prevailing part of 
them to look for another professional realiza﬒ on. 
At the same ﬒ me a large number of coopera﬒ ve 
members preferred to choose as chairmen of 
their coopera﬒ ves persons with huge labor 
experience in others professional ac﬒ vi﬒ es and 
areas. As a result with the management of the 
produc﬒ ve ac﬒ vi﬑  were engaged people with 
diff erent technical background, former re﬒ red 
military specialists and others, which combined 
with the permanent lack of tangible resources 
highly decreased the technological level of 
produc﬒ on and the achieved average yields 
from the main agricultural crops.

According to data of the Na﬒ onal Sta﬒ s﬒ cal 
Ins﬒ tute the total size of the cul﬒ vated land in 
the coopera﬒ ves in 1995 totaled 2,16 mln. Ha 
or 45,9 % from the cul﬒ vated land The average 
size of the used by one coopera﬒ ve agricultural 
land was around  766,9 ha.

During the survey5 was established that the 
created during the fi rst period coopera﬒ ves 
applied diff erent solu﬒ ons for defi ning the size 
of the allotment payments. The most o﬎ en 
approach was an equal size of the payment for 
all members. The exis﬒ ng diff erences in the way 
of defi ni﬒ on and in the size of the allotment 
payments were mainly due to the diff erent 
possessions received a﬎ er the liquida﬒ on of the 
exis﬒ ng in the territory of the village collec﬒ ve 
farm. These diff erences were more expressed 
among with the coopera﬒ ves registered during 
1994, whereas all registered in 1996 have 
iden﬒ cal decisions. 

The right for par﬒ cipa﬒ on in the management 
of all coopera﬒ ve members is equal despite the 
several possible ways for par﬒ cipa﬒ on in the 

coopera﬒ ve: with land, labor and capital; with 
labour and capital; with land and capital; only 
with labor; only with capital. Data show that 
prevail the coopera﬒ ves in whose Statutory 
norms were include the fi rst three possible ways 
for becoming a coopera﬒ ve member, but in 4 
of the coopera﬒ ve existed all fi ve possible ways 
for par﬒ cipa﬒ on. Specifi c ways for membership 
existed in 2 of the coopera﬒ ves. In one of them 
members were only land-owners with capital 
and land, in second par﬒ cipated only the people 
working in the coopera﬒ ve with their deposited 
allotment capital. 

The review of the statutory norms defi ning the 
rules for membership and the procedure for 
leaving the agricultural coopera﬒ ves provide 
the grounds to draw the conclusions that they 
guarantee the voluntary, democra﬒ c and open 
character for par﬒ cipa﬒ on in this organiza﬒ onal 
form. At the same ﬒ me they do not take into 
account the peculiari﬒ es of the agricultural 
sector and produc﬒ on.

The results of the survey disclosed large varie﬑  
in terms of average size and provision with 
produc﬒ ve factors. Regarding the average size of 
the cul﬒ vated land in the surveyed coopera﬒ ves 
they were between 3000 ha (Dobrich region) 
﬒ ll 10 000 ha (Sofi a region). The varie﬑  of 
size refl ects the diff erence in the soil-clima﬒ c 
condi﬒ ons and tradi﬒ onal specializa﬒ ons in 
which they func﬒ oned, and in some cases – the 
extent of the territory of the respec﬒ ve village.

Data show that almost all coopera﬒ ves 
organized their ac﬒ vi﬑  on land – proper﬑  of 
the coopera﬒ ve members. In some cases (2 
coopera﬒ ves) was leased limited amount of 
land from the State Land Fund and private 
persons. There were coopera﬒ ve which let on 
lease part of their land.
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Prevailed coopera﬒ ves with grain crops 
specializa﬒ on combined with technical cultures 
(sunfl ower). Largest was the number of surveyed 
coopera﬒ ves with rela﬒ ve share of between 50 
and 60 % grain crops and with up to 20 % 
sunfl ower from the total cul﬒ vated land.

Due to the small number of permanently 
engaged personnel, the biggest part of the 
coopera﬒ ves did not have build permanent 
internal organiza﬒ onal structural units. In 
the agricultural coopera﬒ ves with size over 
the average, the organiza﬒ onal structures 
was established on sector principle for the 
hand-made opera﬒ ons whereas the mechanics 
were set up in independent (temporary or 
permanent) produc﬒ ve groups. The applied 
approach created from one hand condi﬒ ons 
for effi  cient use of the equipment and 
machines, and from the other, excluding the 
grain produc﬒ on, decreased the personal 
interest and responsibili﬑  of the mechanics 
for the achieved results in the other cultures 
and products.

During the years a﬎ er the establishment in all 
of the coopera﬒ ves was no﬒ ced several ﬒ mes 
increase in the number of coopera﬒ ve members. 
In some cases they were more than 3000. This 
hampered the preserva﬒ on of the coopera﬒ ve 
principles of management. In the biggest part 
of the coopera﬒ ves the General Assembly of 
the members was changed by Reunions of 
Deletes chosen from every 5 to 20 coopera﬒ ve 
members.

In the same ﬒ me very low was the rela﬒ ve 
share of the members who par﬒ cipated with 
their labor – from 0,5 % ﬒ ll 22 %. As a logical 
result the taken decisions favored the prevailing 
part of the coopera﬒ ve members who do not 
par﬒ cipate with their labor and have another 
profession and live in another place. The 
number of members who par﬒ cipate with their 
labor ac﬒ vi﬑  varies in wide limits but prevail 

the coopera﬒ ves with number of permanent 
employed personnel below 20 people. 

Despite the equal statute and legisla﬒ ve frame 
for func﬒ oning, the agricultural coopera﬒ ves 
use diff erent approached for forming and 
distribu﬒ on of the incomes of their ac﬒ vi﬑ . 
Mostly spread was the approach in which 
the funds for labor payment and for rent 
were accepted as advance defi ned norma﬒ ve 
produc﬒ ve expenses. Thus, as a result a profi t 
is established from which were distributed 
funds for dividends and as a reserve fund. 
This distribu﬒ on mechanism guaranteed the 
economic realiza﬒ on of the proper﬑  of the 
land owners who did not par﬒ cipate with their 
labor in the coopera﬒ ve. At the same ﬒ me it 
did not mo﬒ vate the working people because 
their payment was not linked with the results 
from the produc﬒ ve ac﬒ vi﬑  of the agricultural 
coopera﬒ ve. 

The prac﬒ ce of the income distribu﬒ on in the 
coopera﬒ ves depicted that the result-rest 
approach for distribu﬒ on of the income of 
the coopera﬒ ve which more fully corresponds 
to the coopera﬒ ve principles of distribu﬒ on is 
almost not applied.

Most of the coopera﬒ ves conclude labor 
contracts with their members, although their 
statutory norms do not exclude the use of labor 
of people not members of the coopera﬒ ve. 
In prac﬒ ce these are rela﬒ ons between 
owners and the chosen from them collec﬒ ve 
managerial bodies, which is not necessary and 
is not appropriate to be arranged according 
to the rules of the Labor Code. Moreover, 
the norma﬒ ve documents provide wider 
opportuni﬒ es the coopera﬒ ve members to 
defi ne their insurance income and to choose 
the ﬑ pe of the insurance risk.

During the second period 1996 – 1999 the process 
of establishment of coopera﬒ ves became more 
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dynamic and annually were registered between 
600 to 800 agricultural coopera﬒ ves and in 
1998 their number totaled 3269 with average 
size of 742 ha and 234 members-founders. The 
main reasons for speeding the process were 
the recogni﬒ on of the right of ownership of 
the land owners, the establishment of State 
Fund “Agriculture”, the adop﬒ on of the Law 
for Protec﬒ on of Agricultural Producer and 
other measures of the state agrarian policy. As 
a result the rela﬒ ve share of the cul﬒ vated land 
in the coopera﬒ ves achieved 41,7 %. 

The made enquiries of the problems of the 
collec﬒ ve management during this period of 
development of the coopera﬒ ves allow the 
following conclusions to be made: 

Prevailing part of them (90,9 %) swapped their 
General Assembly with Delegates Reunions due 
to the large number of members;

Part of the coopera﬒ ves (45,5 %) had • 
problems with summoning legi﬒ mate delegate 
reunions and in two of the coopera﬒ ves these 
problems are constant;

Problems with convoking and holding the • 
mee﬒ ngs of the Board of Managers are not 
no﬒ ced in any of the coopera﬒ ves;

Small is the number of the revised decisions • 
from the General Assembly. In 1999 and 
2000 such precedents took place only in 2 
coopera﬒ ves, but during the previous periods 
similar problems had more than half of the 
coopera﬒ ves.

Special a﬐ en﬒ on was drawn to the most 
debatable problems on the General Assembly. 
According to the assessment of the coopera﬒ ve 
manages they can be ranged as per their 
signifi cance as follows:

Size of he rent payments;• 
Tariff s for payment of the mechanic services • 

off ered to the coopera﬒ ve members;

Business program of the coopera﬒ ve;• 
Payment of people working in the • 

coopera﬒ ve and others.

The number of the agricultural produc﬒ ve 
coopera﬒ ves is rela﬒ vely constant during the 
period 1997 – 1999. In considerable part of 
then was no﬒ ced worsening of the economic 
and fi nancial situa﬒ on due to the chosen narrow 
produc﬒ ve specializa﬒ on, unfavorable clima﬒ c 
condi﬒ ons, low prices, weaknesses in their 
marke﬒ ng ac﬒ vi﬑ , non-consistent state policy 
in the grain crop sector and others. Nega﬒ vely 
started to infl uence the consump﬒ on trend 
in income distribu﬒ on applied in majori﬑  of 
the coopera﬒ ves, the minimal alloca﬒ ons for 
preserving and renova﬒ ng the machines and 
equipment, the consequences of the done 
liquida﬒ on and etc. Due to the impossibili﬑  
to give back the owed money from the used 
credits provided by State Fund “Agriculture” 
and the Trade banks, several coopera﬒ ves 
had diffi  cul﬒ es in carrying out the produc﬒ ve 
process. Part of then off er the land of their 
members to be cul﬒ vated by other producers 
against land-leased contracts and o﬎ en lend 
their equipment as well. Another part of the 
coopera﬒ ves did not pay rent to their members 
or the rent was very low.

Because of these problems, combined with 
several others in the end of 1999 were 
made correc﬒ ons and addi﬒ ons in Law of 
Coopera﬒ ves. The norma﬒ ve requirement 
the agricultural land to be used by the 
coopera﬒ ves only on rent or leased basis 
created precondi﬒ ons for decreasing the 
confl ict situa﬒ ons when defi ning the annual 
rent payment. Without ques﬒ on this decision 
increased the level of defense of the interests 
of the land owners for the economic realiza﬒ on 
of the land ownership, but did not alleviate 
the management of the coopera﬒ ve. The 
reason was, that the land owners con﬒ nued 
to be members of the coopera﬒ ves keeping 
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6 Kanchev I. et al. (2002), Development of land-lease model of agriculture in Dobrich region, Stopanstvo.

all rights. The data from the survey in Dobrich 
region in 20026 depicted that even before the 
changes in the Law of Coopera﬒ ves the size of 
the paid rent in most of the coopera﬒ ves was 
defi ned in advance. It was changes only when 
having non-favorable clima﬒ c and market 
condi﬒ ons during the annual General Assembly. 
The requirement for concluding individual rent 
or leased contract between each coopera﬒ ve 
member and the Chairman when having weak 
produc﬒ ve results became a reason for fi nancial 
diffi  cul﬒ es and even for ceasing the ac﬒ vi﬑  of 
the coopera﬒ ve. Thus, the implementa﬒ on 
of the fi xed annual rent and leased payment 
defend one-sided the land owner, but not 
the coopera﬒ ve itself as an organiza﬒ on. It is 
possible to overcome such discrepancy if the 
rent or leased payment is defi ned on allotment 
principle. Such decisions were gradually taken 
in majori﬑  of the coopera﬒ ves and the leased 
payment is defi ned as part of the average yield 
received from the respec﬒ ve culture.

Data from a survey regarding the conducted 
changes in the statutory norms of the 
coopera﬒ ves related to ar﬒ cle 31(3) from the 
Law of Coopera﬒ ves depicted that the 43 
coopera﬒ ves which answered the ques﬒ onnaire 
67,4 % concluded contract for rent of land of 
their members. As main reasons were pointed 
out:

The non-desire of the owners to provide • 
their land for the minimal required period of 
4 years. In some regions (par﬒ cularly in the 
coopera﬒ ves close to towns) there exist high 
expecta﬒ ons of the land owners for an ac﬒ ve 
land market;

The more complex procedure for concluding • 
land-leased contracts;

The lack of mechanism for changing the • 
leased payments in the frames of the leased 
contract and others.

The rest of the coopera﬒ ves concluded 
only leased contracts (18,6 %) or applied a 
combina﬒ on of the two ﬑ pes in 14,0 % of 
the cases. Leased contracts for a period higher 
than the minimal were concluded only in one 
coopera﬒ ve – for fi ve years.

These data showed that despite the changed 
way for providing the agricultural land 
for collective cultivation are not improved 
substantially the conditions for producing 
agricultural goods. The largest part of the 
cooperatives can not build stable crop 
rotations which decrease the motivation for 
long-term investments and creation of new 
perennials.

During the third period of the development of 
coopera﬒ ves (a﬎ er 1999) between 150 and 600 
agricultural coopera﬒ ves cease their ac﬒ vi﬑  
each year. As a result in 2003 in comparison 
with 1998 the rela﬒ ve share of the used by 
the coopera﬒ ves agricultural land decreased 
two ﬒ mes for the whole country and in some 
regions – 4-5 ﬒ mes less. 

In 2003 during the Census of the agricultural 
holdings was determined that only 55 % 
of the func﬒ oning in 1998 coopera﬒ ves s﬒ ll 
con﬒ nue their ac﬒ vi﬑ . In 11 regions of the 
country more of the half of the coopera﬒ ves 
stopped their ac﬒ vi﬑ . The decrease of the 
number of the coopera﬒ ves was accompanied 
with an increase of the average size of the used 
agricultural land only in 5 regions. In na﬒ onal 
scale the average size of the produc﬒ ve 
coopera﬒ ves decreased with more than 80 
ha and reached 663.6 hа. Thus, the decrease 
in the number of the coopera﬒ ves was not 
linked with their unifi ca﬒ on or restructuring, 
but with their liquida﬒ on. In the regions with 
the highest number of liquidated coopera﬒ ves 
was no﬒ ced a substan﬒ al increase of the non-
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7 Кънчев И. и колектив, Интегрирано развитие на селските райони в Хасковска област, УИ “Стопанство”.

cul﬒ vated land which for some municipali﬒ es 
is more than the cul﬒ vated7.

Although as a whole the agricultural 
coopera﬒ ves cul﬒ vateНезависимо, че като 
цяло земеделските кооперации обработват 
38,5 % of the used agricultural land, they have 
prime signifi cance as agricultural producers in 
11 regions. It varies between 72,8 % in Pernik 
region ﬒ ll 45,19 % in Targovishte region. In 
some regions with semi-mountainous territories 
(Blagoevgrad, Kiustendil, Kardjali and Smolian) 
the role of the coopera﬒ ves is measured 
by 3,5 %, and in Blagoevgrad and Smolian 
regions – less than 1 %.

The process of decrease of the signifi cance of 
the agricultural produc﬒ ve coopera﬒ ve is not 
fi nished yet and the rela﬒ ve share of the used 
agricultural land by this form reached 33 % in 
the fi nancial 2004/2005 year. For the fi rst ﬒ me 

a﬎ er the start of the reforms the coopera﬒ ves 
make level on the used agricultural land with 
the holdings of physical persons and loose 
their leading role. These changes are due both 
to the substan﬒ al decrease in the number of 
the coopera﬒ ves and in the decrease of their 
average size. (Figure 1).

The prevailing part of the coopera﬒ ves (around 
80 %) use only agricultural land. The average 
size of the used agricultural land in them is 
5926,6 dka, and average for all coopera﬒ ves – 
5870 dka. In then are grown 45,2 % of the 
common wheat, 52,43 % of the durum wheat, 
47,2 % of the barley, 48, % of the sunfl ower, 
29,5 % of the vineyards and perennial and 
others. These data show that the agricultural 
coopera﬒ ve is of prime importance in the 
produc﬒ on of grain crops and some technical 
cultures and has a considerable par﬒ cipa﬒ on 
in the produc﬒ on of fruit and frappe.
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Figure1. Changes in the number and average size of the used agricultural land by the cooperatives
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Animals are bred in 19 % of the agricultural 
coopera﬒ ves which at the same ﬒ me carry 
out produc﬒ on of plants as well. The large 
number of the coopera﬒ ves – 260 (13 %) 
develop ca﬐ le breeding, followed by ac﬒ ve 
in sheep breeding (5 %) and ac﬒ ve in small 
farm animals (4,8 %). In the coopera﬒ ves are 
bred only 4,6 % of the cows, 5,1 % of the 
buff aloes, 1,5 % of the sheep, 1,4 % of the 
pigs and others.

The changes in the number of the agricultural 
coopera﬒ ves per regions of planning are 
considerable and with one direc﬒ on on all 
regions, which shows that they are not linked 

with the produc﬒ ve specializa﬒ on of the 
coopera﬒ ves. Most signifi cant they are in the 
tradi﬒ onal rural regions of the North-East, 
North-West and South-East regions of planning 
where more than half of the coopera﬒ ves 
ceased their ac﬒ vi﬑ .

Least are the changes in the number of 
coopera﬒ ves in the South-West region where 
the signifi cance of the coopera﬒ ves was 
considerably less during all periods.

On the basis of the made review and assessments 
of the characteris﬒ cs and problems of func﬒ oning 
of the agricultural produc﬒ ve coopera﬒ ves 

Figure 2.Changes in the number of the agricultural cooperatives per regions of planning (1998 – 2005)
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during the period 1992 – 20005 can be drawn 
the following main conclusions (lessons):

Agricultural produc﬒ ve coopera﬒ ves • 
should not be established without preliminary 
calcula﬒ ons for combining the produc﬒ ve factors 
which allow an effi  cient ac﬒ vi﬑  to be carried 
out;

The coopera﬒ ve organiza﬒ onal statute • 
requires one direc﬒ on of the interest of the 
coopera﬒ ve members which is diffi  cult to be 
found in the Bulgarian coopera﬒ ves. This is the 
reason for taking decisions which presuppose 
the de-capitaliza﬒ on of the organiza﬒ ons;

The statutory norms for membership and the • 
distribu﬒ on mechanisms used in the prevailing 
part of the Bulgarian agricultural produc﬒ ve 
coopera﬒ ves not only do not comply with the 
coopera﬒ ve essence of the organiza﬒ on, but even 
do not secure its stabili﬑  in long-term plan.;

The prevailing part of the agricultural • 
coopera﬒ ves are with one ﬑ pe produc﬒ ve 
specializa﬒ on which do not creates opportuni﬒ es 
for making use of the compara﬒ ve advantages of 
the natural and clima﬒ c condi﬒ ons. Moreover, 
are not used the inherent for the agricultural 
produc﬒ ve process opportuni﬒ es for crea﬒ ng 
addi﬒ onal social and ecological posi﬒ ve eff ects 
on regional level. 

The nega﬒ ve results from the development • 
of the agricultural produc﬒ ve coopera﬒ ves de-
mo﬒ vate the agricultural producers being now 
in the European Union to organize and become 
members of organiza﬒ ons of producers. 

Potential decisions and suggestions

T
he successful development of the 
agricultural coopera﬒ ves on Bulgaria is 

directly related with overcoming the exis﬒ ng 
interests with diff erent direc﬒ on of the 
coopera﬒ ve members. In the theory and in the 
prac﬒ ce are known two main approaches: the 
inclusion in the coopera﬒ ves only and alone 

individuals with similar interests or through 
the choice of an organiza﬒ onal statute which 
takes into considera﬒ on the diff erences 
between the members. 

The fi rst choice presupposes keeping the 
coopera﬒ ve statute, but placing requirements 
in the coopera﬒ ve statutes regarding the 
membership condi﬒ ons, and the second – 
swap of the coopera﬒ ve with another form of 
partnership.

The development of the coopera﬒ ve statute is 
possible in the following direc﬒ ons:

Agricultural produc﬒ ve coopera﬒ ve with • 
an obligatory labor par﬒ cipa﬒ on of their 
members.

This variant presupposes the now exis﬒ ng 
coopera﬒ ve to pay to their members without labor 
par﬒ cipa﬒ on the value of their allotment capital 
and to change the statutory norms regarding 
membership condi﬒ ons. The rela﬒ ons with the 
land owners will be se﬐ led on rent or leased basis 
and in the coopera﬒ ve voluntarily will par﬒ cipate 
individuals with similar interests and mo﬒ ves. As a 
result will increase the interest of the coopera﬒ ve 
members in its economic strengthening and 
development and can be implement mechanisms 
and schemes for income distribu﬒ on which take 
into account to a greater extent the peculiari﬒ es 
of this organiza﬒ onal form.

Agricultural produc﬒ ve coopera﬒ ve with • 
limited rela﬒ ve share of non-working in it 
members or diff eren﬒ a﬒ on of their rights in 
the management of the coopera﬒ ve.

When it is not possible or there is not desire 
to apply the former variant it is possible to 
diff eren﬒ ate the condi﬒ ons for par﬒ cipa﬒ on in 
the coopera﬒ ve management for the members 
depending on the way they par﬒ cipate in 
the coopera﬒ ve ac﬒ vi﬑ . Thus, the exis﬒ ng 
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discrepancies between the groups with diff erent 
interest will not be overcome, but it will be 
possible to be created precondi﬒ ons for priori﬑  
solving of the problems securing the future 
development of the coopera﬒ ve. Poten﬒ al 
decisions in this direc﬒ on are:

limita﬒ on of the rela﬒ ve share of the • 
members par﬒ cipa﬒ ng in the coopera﬒ ve 
only with land and capital up to 49 %;

limita﬒ on of the scope of managerial • 
decisions in which par﬒ cipate the members 
with only land and capital;

Diff eren﬒ a﬒ on of the right to vote • 
in the General Assembly depending on the 
way of par﬒ cipa﬒ on in the coopera﬒ ve. For 
instance the par﬒ cipa﬒ on with labor, land 
and capital could have two votes, and those 
who do not work – one vote and etc.

Agricultural produc﬒ ve coopera﬒ ve with • 
members only land owners and hired labor and 
own or hired management.

The Statute of such coopera﬒ ves envisages norms 
regula﬒ ng the rela﬒ ons between the collec﬒ ve 
managerial bodies with members – land-owners 
and the hired manager and working personnel. 

Elemental produc﬒ ve coopera﬒ ves.• 

The land owners can unite between themselves 
with the aim to form elemental produc﬒ ve 
coopera﬒ ves with kept private family farms and 
collec﬒ vely use of part of the land on which 
will be carried out collec﬒ ve produc﬒ on or the 
land could be kept in the ini﬒ al boundaries and 
could be used collec﬒ vely the other produc﬒ ve 
factors. This form of partnership can fi nd a 
concrete expression in the common produc﬒ on 
of a separate ﬑ pe of produc﬒ on or a way for 
collec﬒ ve land cul﬒ va﬒ on.

The partnerships for common produc﬒ on will 
not carry out a complete reproduc﬒ on process. 

Their object of ac﬒ vi﬑  is a common produc﬒ on 
of produc﬒ on intended for internal use by the 
family farms of the coopera﬒ ve members. These 
organiza﬒ ons will cul﬒ vate only part pf the land 
of their members or will be organized on leased 
land. Most o﬎ en they will produce fodder, 
seeds, siblings, breeding animals and others.

The partnerships for collec﬒ ve cul﬒ va﬒ on of 
the land will be produc﬒ ve farmer partnerships 
which use collec﬒ vely the produc﬒ ve factors 
and keep the land in its real boundaries. This 
organiza﬒ onal form is most appropriate to be 
used between close rela﬒ ves or entrepreneurs 
with similar mo﬒ va﬒ on who desire to use the 
advantages of the collec﬒ ve land cul﬒ va﬒ on.

The statutory fund of the partnership will be 
formed by ini﬒ al fees of the members and by 
the funds from the own money income of the 
coopera﬒ ve. The members of such partnerships 
will receive the results from the realiza﬒ on of the 
produc﬒ on of their own land a﬎ er paying the 
taxes and the defi ned by the General Assembly 
amount for the internal coopera﬒ ve funds 
propor﬒ onately to the labor par﬒ cipa﬒ on or the 
provided for common use amount of land.

Despite the preferred changes in the coopera﬒ ve 
statute the Bulgarian agricultural produc﬒ ve 
coopera﬒ ve will con﬒ nue to diversify its ac﬒ vi﬑ , 
broadening the scope of the off ered services to 
its members and the rest of inhabitants of the 
region. Gradually the coopera﬒ ve will increase 
its contacts and will coordinate its ac﬒ vi﬑  with 
ac﬒ vi﬑  of the family farms of its members.

Many of the discrepancies between the diff erent 
groups of coopera﬒ ve members could be solved 
via transforming the coopera﬒ ve in limited 
liabili﬑  company. For this purpose is necessary 
the principal capital to be divided in stakes and 
to be divided per partners on the basis of the 
stake par﬒ cipa﬒ on.
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Are possible variant for transforma﬒ on 
of the coopera﬒ ves in coopera﬒ ve-joint-
stock partnership in which the share of the 
coopera﬒ ve is 51 %, and the rest of the stake 
capital is divided in shares. This way external 
capital could be a﬐ racted.

A﬎ er our acceptance in the European Union 
possibili﬑  for the development of the 
agricultural produc﬒ ve coopera﬒ ves become 
the transforma﬒ on of their object of ac﬒ vi﬑  in 
terms of broadening their servicing func﬒ ons. 
Securing input resources for the family farms of 
their members and for the rest of the inhabitants 
of the villages and via selling their produc﬒ on, 
the agricultural coopera﬒ ves will contribute 
for the increase of the incomes of the rural 
households. Besides this these coopera﬒ ves 
is possible to provide consultant services and 
market informa﬒ on to their members and to 
execute the func﬒ ons as producers organiza﬒ ons 
via which will be carried out the distribu﬒ on of 
European Union subsidies.
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