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ABSTRACT

We examined peanut production systems and selected factors affecting the development of commercial peanut
enterprises in Bulgaria. A survey of 220 individual farms and farm cooperatives engaged in the cultivation of
peanuts was conducted during 2000 and 2002. Poor farm structure, low level of technology, and nonconformity to
farm decision making impede the financial and economic development of Bulgarian peanut production and farm
growth, thus limiting farm enterprises emergence into competitive economic units financially operative in a free-
market economy. The underlying cost structure, couple with small farms, averaging 0.8 ha in size, prevent farmers
from capturing economies of scale, limit farm profitability and hence farm modernization. The lack of owned farm
machinery, equipment and storage facilities renders the restructuring and specialization extremely difficult. However,
peanut production is still a viable farm enterprise for Bulgarian farmers.
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PE3IOME

W3cnenBana e cucremara Ha IPOM3BOACTBO HA (VBCTHIM M (JAaKTOPUTE BIMSCIIN BbPXY PA3BUTHETO HA (BCTHUCHUS
cextop B bearapus. IIpoyuenu ca 220 MHIUBUAYaTHH U KOONEPATUBHH 3E€MENIEICKH CTONAHCTBA MPOU3BENKAALIN
¢perpimnpes3 neprona 2000-2002 r. Hemoaxosimara cTpyKTypa Ha 3eMEIeIICKUTE CTOTIAHCTBA, HUCKOTO TEXHOJIOTHYHO
paBHHIIE, HECHOOPA3sIBAHETO C IPOIEca HA B3EMAaHE Ha PEIICHUsS 3aTPyJHsSBAT (MHAHCOBOTO M MKOHOMHYECKOTO
pa3BUTHE M PBCTa HA IMPOU3BOACTBOTO Ha (pbcThuM. [lo TakbB HaYMH Ce OrpaHMYaBa W Mpoleca Ha MpEBpBIIaHE
Ha 3EME/ICIICKUTE CTOMAHCTBA B KOHKYPEHTHH €MHUIIM, CIIOCOOHU /1a paboTAT e()eKTUBHO B yCIOBHITA Ha Ma3apHa
nkoHoMHKa. CTpyKTypara Ha pa3XoquTe, Hape ¢ APeOHNTE 3eMEAEIICKN CTOIIAHCTBA ChC CpeaHa 00paboTBaeMa IO
0.8 ha BB3MpenATCTBYBAaT M3BIMYAHETO HA 1038 OT MKOHOMHMS OT Mamiaba, orpaHuyaBaT MPOAYKTUBHOCTTA, a OT
TYK U TIpolieca Ha MOJICpHU3MpaHe Ha CToIaHcTBara. Jlumncara Ha coOCTBEHa TEXHHKa, 000py/IBaHE U CKilagoBa 0aza
MPEJONPENENAT U FOJIEMUTE TPYIHOCTU Ha MPECTPYKTypHpaHe U CIeNUaNnu3anus Ha Ipou3BoACTBOTO. HeszaBucumo
OT TOBA, ITPOM3BOJICTBOTO HA (YBCTHIM BCE OIIE € M3TO/IHO 3a Obirapckute hepmepH.

KNKO4YOBWU OYMU: Bunrapus, npexod, MKOHOMUKa, hbCTbLM, NPOU3BOACTBO
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PA3LUUWPEHO PE3IOME

BbBenenue
IIpes mnepuoma 1990-1999 1. mpOM3BOACTBOTO HA
3eMeZleliCka TPOAYKIMs B bbiarapus Hamassa.

[Ipou3BOACTBOTO OT OCHOBHH KYITypH IPEThPIIsBa
crnaj, Koiro Bapupa ot 37% mupu 3epHOTO 10 94% npu
3aXapHOTO IBeKio. He3aBUCHMMO OT 3HAYUTEITHOTO
HaMallsiBaHe Ha TPOU3BOJICTBOTO IIPH OCHOBHUTE KYJITYPH,
npu GBCTHIMTE TO MPOJBIDKAaBAa ObP30 Ja CE pa3BHBA.
Boearapus mHEC € HAM-TONEMUSIT TPOU3BOIUTEN Ha
¢werhim B EBporia. Makap ue, hbCTHKOIPOU3BOACTBOTO
pa3kpuBa TOJEMH BB3MOXKHOCTU 33 OCHTypsIBAHEC Ha
eKCIIOPTHA MPOAYKLUs, BCE OIe MaJIKO CE 3Hae 3a
(bakTopHTe, KOUTO OrPAaHMYABAT MU OJIATONIPHUSITCTBYBAT
HETrOBOTO Pa3BHUTHE.

Lea

B crarmsta ce m3cienBa pacTeka M Pa3BUTHETO Ha
Ipon3BOACTBOTO Ha (GecThiM B bwirapums. IIpoyusa ce
cucTeMara Ha MPOW3BOJCTBO Ha (PBCTHIM M OCHOBHHUTE
(baxTOpH BIMSACIIN BHPXY Pa3BUTHETO HA (BCTHUCHUS
cexTop B brirapus mpe3 npexoaHus epuo.

Merton

IIpes mepmoma 2000-2002 1. ca mpoydenu 220
MHIUBHyaJIHI 1 KOONIEPAaTUBHH 3€MEIEIICKN CTONIAaHCTBA
ormexaamy  GbeThiU.  JaHHWTE ca aHANM3UpPaHU
chc crarucThdeckara mporpama SPSS. WscnenBanm
ca pa3nyHu (U3WYECKH, COLMATHU M MKOHOMHUYECKH
(akTOpM OKa3Balll BIHWSAHHE BBPXY pa3XomuTe W
nobuBuTe 0T (BCThIM. OOCHACHN Ca OTPaHWYCHHUATA,
KOUTO 3aTPyIHSABAT Pa3BUTHETO HA MPOU3BOACTBOTO Ha
GBCTBITH.

Pesynratu

[TpoyuBaHeTo Ha MPOM3BOJICTBOTO Ha (YBCTHIM MMOKA3BA,
4ye HeMmoAXoJsliara CTPYKTypa Ha 3eMEICJICKUTE
CTONAHCTBA, HEe(PEKTHMBHOTO  pasmpenesieHHe  Ha
pecypcuTe, HUCKOTO TEXHOJIOIMYHO PaBHUILEC KAKTO U
HechoOpa3sBaHETO ¢ Mpolieca Ha B3eMaHe Ha pelleHus],
3aTpyAHSABAT GUHAHCOBOTO M MKOHOMHYECKOTO Pa3BUTHE
U pBCTa Ha TMPOU3BOJACTBOTO HAa (bCThHIM. Ilo TaknB
Ha4YMH Ce OrpaHMyYaBa ¥ Ipoleca Ha NpeBpbIIaHe Ha
3EMEICIICKUTE CTOIMAHCTBA B KOHKYPCHTHHU CIWHUIIN,
CIOCOOHU J1a paboTAT €PEeKTHBHO B yCIOBUSITA HA Ta3apHa
WKOHOMHUKA. Bbrpeku, e (bCTHIMTE Ce OTIIEKIAT B
Haﬁ-6HaFOHpPIHTHPITe IIOYBCHU U KIIMMATU4YHU paﬁOHH,
TeXHUYecKaTa W HMKOHOMHUecKkata e(eKTHBHOCT ca
Bce omie JumuTHpamm Qakropu. [IpeobnanasaruTe
MaJIOMepHH 3eMe/IelICKH cTorancTBac okoo 0.8 hacpenna
o0paboTBaeMa IUIONI BB3MPENATCTBYBAT HW3BIMYAHETO
Ha TOJN3a OT MKOHOMHS OT Mamiaba, orpaHu4yaBar
MPOAYKTUBHOCTTA, a OT TYK M IIPOLIeCa HA MOJAEPHU3HPAHE.
[Tpou3BOACTBEHHUTE PA3XO/IH Ca TIOJIOKUTEITHO MOBIHSHH
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OT IIOArOTOBKara Ha IUIOLIWTE, IIOCEBHATa HOpMa,
U3IO0I3BAHETO HAa TOPOBE M PAa3XOAUTE 3a NpUOUpaHE.
HeraruBHO € BIMSHHETO Ha IpernapaTuTe, pa3xoauTe 3a
HAarosIBaHe, Pa3XoquTe 32 PbUYCH W MEXaHWU3UPaAH TPYI.
depmepute TPYJHO CKIOYBAT JOTOBOPH 32 HaeMaHe,
BBIIPEKH CPABHUTEIIHO HUCKUTE [ICHU Ha 3eMsITa OT/JaBaHa
nox HaeM. OOMKHOBEHO QepMepuTe HU30sArBar Ta3u
BB3MOXKHOCT 3a pPaslIMpsSBaHE MOpPaJXd HECHI'YPHOCTTA
Ha Ta3apa M HesACHaTa CHCTeMa Ha JOTrOBOPUpAHE.
Jluncara Ha cOOCTBEHA TEXHUKA, 000pYBaHE U CKJIAJI0BA
0aza mpemompenensT M HU3KIIOYUTEIHO TOJIEMHTE
TPYAHOCTH Ha MPECTPYyKTypHpaHe W CIICHHaIn3alis
Ha TPOU3BOACTBOTO. TpyaHOCTHTE MO OCHrypsiBaHE
Ha OOOpOTEH KamuTajl ¥ HMHBECTHLHH Ca CEPUO3HO
OIpaHUYEHHE 32 MIOBEYETO MPOU3BOAUTEIIH.

H3zBog

CopmiectByBar peauia  (U3UUECKH, COLHMAIHA |
WKOHOMHUYECKH OTrpPaHWYCHHS, KOHUTO BIHSAT BBPXY
MIPOM3BOJICTBOTO Ha (PBCTHIM. 3HAYUTEIIHA YACT OT TE3H
OIpaHMYEHUs] MOTaT Jia ce MPeojoJesT Ha (hepMepcKo
paBHuie. Pa3mMepbT Ha 3eMe/IeIICKUTE CTOIAHCTBA OCTaBa
OCHOBEH 1po0JIeM, HO CTONAHCTBATA ChC CPE/ICH pa3Mep
ot 1.0 ha Bce omie mMorar J1a mogoOpPST 3eMEIENICKUSI CH
JIOXOJT OT IMTPOM3BOJICTBO U MAPKETHHT HA (YbCTHIIH.
Introduction

In the beginning of 90s, a long process of transition
from centrally planned to market economy began in
Bulgaria. As a result of the implemented political and
socioeconomic reforms, and the radical changes in land
reform, agricultural output experienced a decline. The
reforms have been directed toward the elimination of the
existing economic and institutional structures of land and
resource ownership that restricted industrial growth, and
the development of new macroeconomic support policies
[4].

The agrarian reform had the following main objectives:
land restitution; liquidation of the former cooperative
farms; privatization of the state enterprises in
agriculture and food-processing industries; price and
trade liberalization; and the development of policies
for accelerated progress in the agricultural sector. The
prolonged period of changes connected with the reform
has had an adverse effect on the production of almost all

agricultural commodities [15].

In 1999, farm output of some major agricultural crops
declined compared to that of 1990. For example, grain-
production decreased by 37%, fruit-production by 60%,
tobacco by 60%, sugar beet production by 94%, and wine
production by 50% [14].

In spite of the major reduction in the production of
most crops, peanut production continued to experience
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Table 1: Demographic and Farm Characteristics of Peanut producers in Bulgaria, 2001 to 2002

Characteristics Frequencies (Numbers) Percent (%)
Total N=211
Age
Less than 30 years 4 1.9
Between 30 and 40 years 53 25.1
Between 45 and 60 years 91 43.1
Over 60 years 56 26.5
Total 204 96.7
Education
Elementary education 86 40.8
Secondary education 105 49.8
Secondary agricultural education 3 1.4
Post secondary education 8 3.9
Total 202 95.7
Peanut Areas
0.1 to 0.5 hectare 108 51.2
0.51 to 1.1 hectares 47 22.3
1.11 to 1.60 hectares 21 10.0
1.61 to 2.1 hectares 18 8.5
Greater than 2.1 hectares 10 4.7
Total 204 96.7
Yield
1350 to 1800 kg/ha 13 6.2
1801 to 2300 kg/ha 94 44.5
2301 to 2800 kg/ha 80 37.9
2801 to 3300 kg/ha 14 6.6
Greater than 3300 3 1.4
Total 204 96.7

There were up to 9 missing observations

rapid growth. The increased production of peanuts can
be attributed partially to an expansion in area planted.
At present, Bulgaria is the largest producer of peanuts
in Europe. In 1989, Bulgaria produced 60% of peanuts
grown in Europe [1]. Although peanut shows promise as
a major export commodity and a foreign currency earner,
little is known about the factors that constrain or facilitate
industrial growth of peanuts. In this study, we examine
the growth and development of the peanut industry in
Bulgaria.

Bulgarian peanut sector during the period of
transition

Bencheva and Georgiev examined the economic aspects
of the peanut sector’s development in Bulgaria during
the transition period [1]. Favorable natural and climatic
conditions such as fertile soils, irrigation system, and
varieties adaptable to local conditions make Bulgaria an

J. Cent. Eur. Agric. (2007) 8:3, 285-294

ideal place for growing high-quality peanuts in Europe
[8]. Bulgaria is situated on the northern boundary of
the region, with temperature and a growing season
permissible for the growth and development of peanuts.
These factors have established Bulgaria as a main peanut
producer in Europe. Prior to 1989, the country cultivated
65% of the peanut area produced in Europe. During the
transition period Bulgaria’s peanut area planted escalated
to 80%, and the country was responsible for 54% of all
peanuts produced in Europe [2]. The introduction and
adoption of these peanut varieties in Europe enhanced the
profit potentials of peanuts relative to other competing
crops, and made peanut production more attractive as an
alternative farm enterprise [1].

In terms of returns to investment for oil producing
and industrial crops, peanut is in second place after
sunflower. The growing domestic and international

287



Nelly BENCHEVA, Stanko DELIKOSTADINOV, Carel LIGEON, Naveen PUPPALA, Curtis JOLLY

demand for peanuts, derived from their wide use as a food
ingredient and a nutritious food source, has increased the
economic importance of peanut as a farm enterprise [3].
While Bulgaria is experiencing a surge in production,
other European peanut-producing countries, such as
Greece, Spain and Portugal are concurrently undergoing
a sharp decline in output. Hence, this has allowed
Bulgarian peanuts the opportunity to increase its share
in the European market [3]. Because of Bulgarian peanut
sensory characteristics and the absence of alfatoxin,
Bulgaria is able to meet the strict European standard set
for aflatoxin presence in peanuts of less than 4 parts per
billion and dominate the edible peanut market [7, 10].
During the years of transition, peanut production was
practically concentrated on private farms. In the period
1992-1995, private farmers were in charge of 83.8% of
the land used for peanut production and produced 81.6%
of total production. There has been a marked positive
trend toward private farm concentration in the peanut
market in Bulgaria. During that period, private farm
involvement in area planted increased by 3.2 fold. In
spite of the observed increasing trend in area planted,
yields for the whole country declined [9]. The study was
designed to examine the production system of peanuts
and to evaluate the factors that influence development
of the peanut industry as a major industry and income-
earner.

METHODS

The study was conducted during the period 2000-2002.
Data for the study were collected using an on-farm tested
survey instrument, and personal interviews conducted in
Bulgaria’s main peanut-producing area. The questions
included in the survey instrument were arranged under
25 subheadings, and covered various aspects of socio-
demographic characteristics of farm households,
the production system, resource use, marketing and
distribution, credit and banking services, environmental
conditions affecting crop production, producers’ attitude,
knowledge of growing peanuts, and constraints and
opportunities related to peanut production.

The survey was conducted in the Plovdiv region (Figure
1), where 72% of Bulgaria’s peanuts are planted. The
producers in this region are experienced, skilled, and
have a tradition in peanut production [5]. On average,
10 producers of peanuts were randomly surveyed in
each locale. In locales with large numbers of farmers
and established tradition of growing peanuts up to 15
producers were interviewed. A total of 220 farmers were
interviewed during the period 2000-2002.
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RESULTS

Production system
About 34.8% of the farms surveyed are operated on lands
owned by the farmers themselves. The use of rented land
for peanut production is fairly frequent with about 65.1%
of the farmers renting land for the production of peanuts
(Figure 2). The share of peanut acreage of the total area
under crops for the years 2000, 2001 and 2002 was
11.7%, 6.4% and 17.2%, respectively.
Peanuts are produced on farms that are relatively small
and average about 0.81 hectare (ha) in size. The farms of
less than 0.5ha of peanuts are most numerous and make
up 15.2% of the farmers (Table 1). About 22% of farmers
had holdings between 0.6 and 1.1 ha. These farms are
self-sufficient and produce mainly for home consumption
with any excess being traded on local markets. The farms
cultivating 1.10 ha or more have definitely expressed a
need to become commercial peanut growers. Their efforts
are aimed at the adoption of cost- reducing technologies.
The farms of 2 ha or more are not numerous (Figure 3).
In Figure 3, we see that the number of farms and the
average size of farms move in opposite directions. The
farms belonging to this group are cooperatives or larger
family farms that employ outside labor.
The age distribution of farmers is skewed towards the
age beyond retirement. A large percent of farmers (26%)
are beyond 60 years old. Only about 27.0% of farmers
are less than 45 years old and 43.1% are between 45 and
60 years old (Table 1).
The education level is low with 41.2% of head-of-farm
households attaining a primary education level. A large
portion of farmers depend on their experience in farming
because most farmers have owned and managed their
farms for over 20 years. The survey data show that about
95% of household members participate in peanut growing
activities. Of those who participate about 50% work part-
time on the farm for up to 4 hours per day.
The choice of appropriate soil type on which to grow
peanuts, crop-rotation and the cropping system determine
to a great extent the average yields of peanuts. Almost
60% of the soils under peanuts are sandy or sandy-loam
which are ideal for peanut production. The organization of
the cropping pattern and the crop rotation also influence
crop yields. About 15% of peanuts grown are rotated and
follow a particular rotation sequence. Peanuts are grown
in rotation with wheat and barley. Some vegetables such
as maize and melons also follow the peanut crop.
Irrigation and fertilization are intensive factors
that exercise decisive influence on the average yields of
peanuts. According to the survey data, more than 90% of
the peanut producers apply nitrogen fertilizers, 17% apply
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phosphates, and only 5% apply potassium fertilizers.
There seems to be no relationship between the amount of
nitrogen fertilizer applied and the yield. A large number
of farmers are applying less than the recommended rate
(400kg/ha).

The small-sized farm dominates peanut production and
low mechanization on these farms encourages the usage
of larger amounts of labor input. The data show that
72% of the family members participate in the growing
of peanuts (Figure 4). Nearly 65% of them are partially
engaged in the production (up to 4 hours each day), and
26% work full time. Just about 9% of the family members
work less than 4 hours each day. During the critical labor-
consuming periods, such as the crop harvesting, 26% of
the farmers hire additional number of workers.
Economic difficulties during the transition period
impeded the purchase, maintenance, and renewal of
peanut machinery and equipment, resulting in low
mechanization. The survey data show that only 60% of
the peanut producers own their tractors, 12% of them
have sowing machines (seeders), 67% have ploughs, 4%
own harvesters, and 7% have trucks. To carry out the
different farming practices, 32% of the farmers decide to
jointly use the required machinery and equipment, 21%
of them turn to cooperative farms for some mechanized
services, or the local cooperative performs all the
mechanized activities (14%). Figure 5 shows the basic
problems standing in the way of the machine use in
peanut production.

The problems of limited mechanization in peanut
productionarise mainly fromthe high prices ofagricultural
machinery (Figure 5). For that reason, almost 88% of the
producers can not afford the necessary equipment. Nearly
7% of the producers think that the lack of appropriate
small-scale machinery for growing of peanuts on small
areas leads to increasing production costs and lowers
farm efficiency. For 51% of the farms studied, the
lack of access to credit for buying machines is highly
restrictive. For 65% of the farmers, the high operation
and maintenance costs retard progress in peanut farming
and marketing. The difficulty in accessing spare parts for
the repair and maintenance of machinery is a problem

for some farmers (8%). The small-sized farms hardly use
mechanization and those that use it do not benefit from

economies of size.

Yield and production

For the period 2000/2002, the average peanut yield was
1956 kg/ha. The average yields increased during the
period 2000 to 2002 (Figure 9). The highest yields are
noted in the villages of Izbegli (2784 kg/ha), Kozanovo
(2636 kg/ha), Zlatovrah (2599 kg/ha), and P. Evtimovo
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(2491 kg/ha). Peanut production is traditional in these
villages and the farmers there have solid experience and
technological knowledge in growing peanuts. The lowest
yields were obtained in the villages of D.Voden, D. Izvor
and Mominsko. The highest peanut yields obtained were
received in farms with an average size of 1.5to 2 ha
(Figure 6). Some farmers experienced low yields, and
this is due in part to their failure to follow recommended
production practices. The average yield level in peanut
production depends on a series of factors including the
use of the recommended technological packages. These
include the proper use of pesticides and fertilizers. The
average yields are directly connected with input quality,
quantity, and its timeliness in supply. Climatic factors
also influence peanut yields.

Fertilizer, land preparation and harvesting costs positively
influenced cost per ha of growing peanuts whereas
chemicals, irrigation and mechanical labor reduced the
cost per ha of peanuts.

Constraints to the peanut industry development

The implications of the transition period on the peanut
sector, peanut farms, and rural households can be
classified into two areas: the peanut farms’ (micro level)
practices, and the farmers’ responses to policy changes,
and the constraints at a national (macro) level, particularly
those related to government policy on farm structure. In
most cases the micro and macro level constraints are
inter-related.

One would expect that farmers would quickly adjust
to commercial production of peanuts after the post-
adjustment period. The majority of the noncommercial
peanut- producing farmers have not been quick to exploit
the opportunities offered by a free market system.
Bulgaria’s peanut farmers in general are not yet willing
to take risks in farm expansion and development. Only
a few of them (4.1%) have decided to invest in business
expansion. They prefer to apply a risk-minimization or
risk-aversion strategy of low investment in production
and technology adoption to enhance returns to current
investment.

The legal framework of land reform has resulted in the
division of farms into small, noneconomic units that
prevent farmers from benefiting from economies of scale.

The small-size farms restrict the possibilities of efficient
use of the modern factors of production, especially
machinery and equipment.

In most cases, the peanut-growing farms produce for
home consumption and sell the excess quantities mainly
on the local markets that are not yet well developed. The
demand for high quality, standardized peanut and peanut
products is still limited. The difficulties in marketing
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the produce is also aggravated by increased consumer
demands for quality products that are competitive with
imported nuts. The lack of organized marketing channels,
coupled with reliable sources of agro-market information,
as well as the insufficient knowledge of the marketing
process, impede the development of the peanut industry.

Processors and millers have yet to develop a system for
reducing purchasing risks and to assure the continuous
stream of large quantities of peanuts from producers to
manufacturers. An inexistence of forward contracting
and other purchasing mechanisms do not facilitate the
marketing process.

Rising input prices couple with stagnant or slow growth
of product prices restrict marketing margins. A number of
farmers have been unable to cover production costs, and
these farmers remain in production only because they do
not account for the costs of all factors of production. The
failure to generate returns above costs does not encourage
the purchase of new capital and restricts technology
innovation.

The limited access to capital is a serious restriction
for the development of peanut production during the
transition period. The difficulties to obtain credit and
the associated financial risks limit capital investment in
peanut production and marketing.

The absence of peanut producers’ association that may
assist in the organization of farmers and represent them in
their efforts to access credit from banks and government
institutions is an impeding factor in the modernization of
the peanut industry.

SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION

Peanut is not a major crop in the Bulgarian agricultural
sector, but it is a crop with major export potential because
of its good taste and lack of aflatoxin. The detectable
aflatoxin levels in Bulgarian peanut is zero and, hence,
this crop can be easily exported to the European market
where most major peanut-producing countries encounter
difficulties exporting the product because of aflatoxin
levels higher than the 4ppb acceptable in European
markets [7]. Bulgaria is also the largest producer of
peanuts in Europe and transportation costs for trade with
other countries could present Bulgaria a competitive edge
in this market.

However, the small- sized farms may be one of the factors
restricting agricultural development in the transition
period. Farmers have not organized themselves to
purchase large quantities of inputs at reduced costs. It has
been argued that subsistence agriculture is an impediment
to agricultural growth in Central Eastern European (CEE)
countries, including Bulgaria, because of their lower

J. Cent. Eur. Agric. (2007) 8:3, 285-294

technical and economic efficiencies [6,11].

Some researchers believe that the small sized-farms are
a hindrance to agricultural development in Bulgaria,
and clearly state that the major problem of agricultural
commercialization in Bulgaria is fragmented land
holdings [12]. Other researchers, such as Todorova and
Lulcheva believe that agricultural development and
sustainability can be achieved through land consolidation
and territorial planning [16]. Policy discussions have
looked at limiting the growth of these small farms in
order for Bulgaria to become competitive on the global
market. Even with farms of 1.0 to 2.0 ha Bulgarian
farmers can generate positive net returns from peanut
production and to remain competitive in a global market.
There are some who believe that the small-sized farms do
not pose problems to agricultural development, but rather
technical efficiency and crop choice are the impediments
[13]. Peanut farms, in spite of their small sizes, generate
significant income to rural Bulgarian farmers.
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