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This article incorporates the interdisciplinary New Institutional Economics assumptions and principles
and tries to give new insights on the real competitiveness of economic organizations in modern
agriculture. It suggests a holistic framework for assessing farm’ competitiveness taking into account
economic, financial, and governance efficiency, and evaluates absolute and comparative
competitiveness of governing structures of Bulgarian farming. The novel assessment system includes
four pillars, four criteria, 17 particular, and 5 integral indicators. The first-in-kind evaluation, based on
survey data, found that the competitiveness of Bulgarian farms is good. The competitiveness of
cooperatives is highest, followed by corporations and associations, sole traders, and physical persons.
Critical for competitive positions of farms are: low productivity, income, financial security, and
adaptability to natural environment, where public support and farms’ management strategies should
be directed. Large shares of the country’s farms have low competitiveness, and if measures are not
taken to improve management, restructuring, state support, etc., many farms will cease to exist in the
near future. In some cases, other characteristics of governing structures like size, specialization, market
orientation, and ecological location, are critical for determining competitiveness level. The suggested
and successfully tested framework for assessing the competitiveness of farms should be further
improved and applied more widely and periodically in the country and internationally. The precision
and representativeness of the information used should also be improved by increasing the number of
surveyed farms and their important characteristics. The later requires close cooperation with producer
organizations, national agricultural advisory service, and other interested parties as well as extending
and improving the system for collecting agro-statistical information in the country and the EU.
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The question of a proper understanding and evaluation
of the levels and factors of competitiveness of governing
structures of farming activities (farms of different type),
have been among the most topical academic, ago-business,
and policies issues (Falciola et al., 2020; Dresch et al.,
2018; Westeren et al., 2020; Wisenthige and Guoping,
2016). There are numerous publications on the
competitiveness of farms of different sizes (Alam, et al.,
2020; Giaime et al., 2016; Koresa, 2016; Latruffe, 2013;
Mmari, 2015; Ngenoh et al., 2019; Orlowska, 2019), in
major agrarian industries (Alam et al., 2020; Ngenoh et al.,
2019; Benson, 2007; FAO, 2010; MBanos et al., 2020;
Kleinhanss, 2020; Marques et al., 2015; Oktariani et al.,
2016; Zietara and Adamski, 2018), diverse farming
systems (Marques et al., 2015; Oktariani et al., 2016;
Zietara and Adamski, 2018; Kotesa et al., 2021), specific
geographical and ecological regions (Lundy et al., 2010;
Ngenoh et al., 2019; Marques et al., 2015; Nowak, 2019),

its key driving factors (Giaime and Mulligan, 2016; Mmari,
2015; Ngenoh et al., 2019; Oktariani et al., 2016; OECD,
2011), etc.

In the Economics theory the Agricultural Farm (or
Firm) is an abstract category for describing the agent(s)
managing and/or carrying out farming activity. However,
the real governing structures in agriculture are the farms of
different (juridical) types such as one person, family,
cooperative, corporative, public, etc. farms (Bachev,
2023). The later classification is also broadly used by the
international and governmental agencies, professional
organizations, business community, counterparts in supply
and agri-food chains, official (agro)statistics, and most
researchers and experts in the area. Nevertheless, there are
few profound evaluations on the absolute and comparative
competitiveness of farms of different juridical types,
mostly qualitative ones.
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Another key starting point of the modern economic
analyses is the <“existence” of market and market
competition (“invisible hand of market”) “in the
beginning was market”. In fact, that has not always been
true: in not distant past during the Communist period in the
Central and East European countries, market competition
(governance) was not important. For a long period of time
a different type of “competition” for centrally distributed
targets, quotas, resources, etc. dominated the life of
farming agents (structures) — namely central planning
governance. Accordingly, a quite specific approach and set
of indicators were used for assessing farms efficiency,
viability, etc. The same was true for the first years of the
post-communist transition when different governance
structures coexisted for a long period of time — subsistence
holdings, public farms under reorganization, privatization
and/or liquidation, unsustainable farming structures based
on provisional, not specified or badly specified and
enforced private ownerships on lands and other resources,
etc. Nevertheless, universal framework for assessing farm
competitiveness is broadly recommended and practically
used independent of the specific governance system of a
particular country, subsector, region, ecosystem, historical
period, etc.

In the modern market economy, the competitiveness of
farming enterprises has been predominately assessed
through traditional indicators of technical and accountancy
efficiency, factors’ productivity, profitability of activity,
market shares, etc. However, the critical governance
aspects of farm competitiveness, have been some-how
ignored by most of the assessment frameworks. The later
has impeded the adequate understanding and assessments
of the “real” competitiveness, efficiency and sustainability
of diverse governing structures that can be seen in
contemporary agriculture. Consequently, many “strange”
phenomena observed around the world are staying
unexplained by the dominating economic orthodoxy like:
why in certain periods, subsectors, regions, ecosystems,
etc. often coexist diverse farm governance structures, while
in others only some or a single one prevail; why there are
significant variations in the competitiveness and
(production) efficiency levels of different type of farming
enterprises; why there are so many low efficient but highly
sustainable farms in certain subsectors or regions; why
some highly profitable, productive and ‘“competitive”
farms are unsustainable and constantly disappearing; why
competition for re-sources and buyers do not bring to equal
(Neoclassical Economics) efficiency in all farms; why
there are various Kkinds of economic (governing)
organizations in farming at all, etc.

Therefore, the first important issue tackled in this
article is how to adequately assess the “real”
competitiveness of major governing structures in modern
Bulgarian farming — the farms of different type:
unregistered individual, family or group farms, registered
agro-firms, cooperatives, corporations, etc. It is logical to
presume that “rational” agrarian agents will tend to select
or design such a mode for governing their farming
activities and relations which is most efficient
(competitive) in their specific conditions (Bachev, 2011).

Incorporations of the interdisciplinary  New
Institutional Economics assumptions and principles give
new insights on many phenomena related to the economic

organizations in modern agriculture (Bachev et al., 2020;
Sykuta and Cook, 2001). For instance, there has been a
“successful” ex-planation of “high” efficiency and
sustainability of dominating farming structures in the post-
communist transition and the EU integration of Bulgarian
agriculture (Bachev, 2010). However, it has been somehow
“strange” that most framework evaluating the
competitiveness of governing structures in farming stay
blind to important governance efficiency of farms.

In recent years, a novel comprehensive approach for
understanding and assessing the competitiveness of
governance structures of farming activity was suggested,
operationalized, experimented and gradually improved
(KoteBa et al., 2021; Bachev and Koteva, 2021). In
addition to the production and the financial efficiency, that
new holistic framework takes into account the governance
aspects of farms’ (“competitive”) potential to compete in a
certain market, institutional and natural environment. Both
current and long-term governance efficiency are included
though assessment of farm’ adaptability and sustainability.
That new approach has been already applied for the
assessment of competitiveness levels of Bulgarian farms in
general and farms with different product specialization
using macro (agro-statistical) and micro (survey) economic
data (Bachev and Koteva, 2021; Kotesa et al., 2021).

However, there are no comprehensive assessments of
the competitiveness of major governing structures of
Bulgarian farming — the farming enterprises of different
juridical types. Neither, there have been studies for
revealing the specific relations of the competitiveness level
of governing structures with other key features of farms
such as operational size, market orientation, product
specialization, ecological and geographical locations, etc.
Therefore, the second issue delt with in this article is
whether there are other critical factors, besides the
governance mode, determining the competitive-ness of
farming strictures in Bulgaria. If that is the case, there
might be other (besides governance form) reasons for
existence of certain farming structures, which are to be
identified and studied.

The goal of this paper is to incorporate a holistic multi-
pillars framework taking into account the Economic
efficiency, Financial endowment, Adaptability and
Sustainability of farms, and assess the absolute and
comparative  competitiveness of major governing
structures of Bulgarian farming. Implementation of that
new approach helps to solve the economic “puzzle” of the
content and critical factors of farm’s competitiveness,
reveal the relations between farm’s competitiveness,
efficiency and sustainability, gives a new insight on the
competitiveness level and prospects of evolution of diverse
farming structures, and specify the importance of legal,
operational, product, and territorial dimensions of farms at
current stage of development in Bulgaria.

Materials and Methods

In this study a comprehensive and holistic framework
for assessing the competitiveness of Bulgarian farms is
incorporated including their production, financial and
governance ability to compete in the specific market,
institutional and ecological conditions. Detail presentation
and justification of applied framework was done in
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previous publications (Kotesa et al., 2021; OECD, 2011).
According to the suggested more adequate understanding,
the competitiveness of a farm means the capability
(production, financial and governance potential) of an
agricultural holding to maintain sustainable competitive
positions on (certain) market(s), leading to high economic
performance through continuous improvement and
adaptation to changing market, natural and institutional
environment (OECD, 2011).

The main “pillars” (aspects) of farm competitiveness
are Economic efficiency (Production Pillar), Financial
endowment (Financial Pillar), Adaptability (Governance
Pillar for current governance efficiency) and Sustainability
(Governance Pillar for long-term governance efficiency)
(Figure 1). Subsequently, Good competitiveness refers to
the state in which a farm (1) produces and sells its products
and services efficiently on the market, (2) manages its
financing efficiently, (3) is adaptable to the constantly
evolving market, institutional and natural environment,
and (4) is sustainable in time. On the other hand, a low or
lack of competitiveness means that the farm has serious
problems in efficient financing, production and sale of
products and services due to high production and/or
transaction costs, inability to adapt to evolving
environmental conditions and/or insufficient sustainability
over time.

For evaluation of the level of competitiveness of
Bulgarian farms, a network system of 4 criteria for each
Pillar and 17 particular indicators are selected (Figure 1).
For instance, assessment criteria “Sufficient Economic
efficiency”, “Sufficient Financial endowment”, “Sufficient
Adaptability”, and “Sufficient Sustainability” are used for
each of the pillars of farm’s competitiveness. Accordingly,
appropriate Indicators for each Criterion are selected to
measure the level of compliance with a particular Criterion.
For the Economic efficiency and Financial endowment
aspects of the competitiveness widely used traditional
Indicators are used such as: Labor productivity, Land
productivity, Profitability, and Income levels, and
Profitability of own capital, Liquidity, and Financial
autonomy.

Competitive

ness

Figure 1. Framework for Assessing Completeness of
Bulgarian Farms

For the other two aspects of farm’s competitiveness,
related to the governance efficiency, “new” Indicators are
suggested. For assessing the governance structure’s
potential for adaptation (current governance efficiency)
three measurements are select-ed: Adaptability to the
market environment (market demands, prices, preferences,
norms, etc.), Adaptability to the institutional environment
(formal and informal rules, regulations, standards, etc.),
and Adaptability to the natural environment (agro-
environmental conditions, climate change, etc.). The
governance  structure’s  Sustainability  (long-term
governance efficiency) is determined by assessing the
“level of problems and costs” for the effective supply of
the necessary for the farm factors of production (land and
natural resources, labor, inputs, services, innovations, and
finance), and for the effective utilization and marketing of
farm’s products and services. Detailed justification of that
novel approach for assessing farms sustainability is done
by Bachev (2010).

Evaluation of farm competitiveness is made at three
interconnected levels — individual competitiveness
Indicators, individual competitiveness Pillars, and overall
competitiveness. For the later two levels five integral
indicators are suggested - Integral Aspect index (for each
of the four Pillars) and the Overall Competitiveness index.
That approach allows both to assess the absolute and
comparative (to  other  governing  structures)
competitiveness level, to specify the competitive potential
of a farm for each pillar, and identify critical factors giving
competitive advantages and disadvantages (individual
Indicators) of a farm. Individual competitiveness indicators
often indicate quite different (unconvincing or even
controversial) competitiveness of a farm which
necessitates  “co-measurement” and integration of
indicators. In order to integrate individual indicators value
with specific measurement units they are to be transferred
into unitless indices which make co-measurement,
comparison and integration practically possible.

The aggregate competitiveness index of farms of a
particular juridical type is calculated as an arithmetic
average of the competitiveness of the farms in the
corresponding group. In addition, for each district legal
type of farming, the aggregate competitiveness indices are
calculated for the relevant farms with different operation-
al size, market orientation, product specialization, and
ecological and geographical locations. The later,
demonstrate  whether there are other important
characteristics of farms (like size, market orientation,
product, ecology, location) which are critical for
differentiation of competitiveness level. The specific size,
market  orientation,  specialization, and location
categorization of each farm is done (self-selected or self-
determined) by the farm manager according to the official
classification of agri-cultural farms in Bulgaria and
European Union.

The distinct and available alternative governance
structures of contemporary farming activity in Bulgaria
(supported by different Laws and Regulations such as Trade
Law, Cooperative Law, Regulation for Registration of
Agricultural Producers, etc.) are: Physical persons, Sole
traders, Cooperatives, Corporations, and Associations (In
Bulgaria, there are no any legal restrictions for setting up
farms and carrying out farming activity by agents through
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any of the legal entities in the country.) which in 2020
account for accordingly 91.4%, 1.3%, 0.54%, 6.5% and
0.21% of the total number of farming enterprises in the
country (KoreBa et al., 2021). There are no available
statistical, accountancy, report, etc. data for comprehensive
assessment of the absolute and comparative competitiveness
of farming enterprises in Bulgaria. Therefore, the
competitiveness levels estimate in this study are based on the
first-hand (survey) micro data collected from the managers
of 319 “typical” farms of different juridical types in Autumn
of 2020. The primary information was collected by the
National Agricultural Advisory Service and major
Agricultural Producers Organizations, and the structure of
surveyed farms approximately corresponds to the real farm
structure in the country.

During the survey, the farm managers provided relevant
information for calculating competitiveness indicators of
their own holdings. For the Economic efficiency and the
Financial endowment pillars the indicators were calculated
in the specific units such as Income level in Euro per Utilized
Agricultural Area or per Labor unit, etc. For Adaptability
and Sustainability Pillars the qualitative assessments of
managers were used — e.g. serious, normal or no problems
and costs associated with the effective supply of the
necessary for the farm lands, labor, inputs etc. Besides, the
managers were given possibilities to select one of the three
levels (Low, Good, or High), which most closely
corresponds to the condition of their own enterprise, for all
indicators. Previous and parallel assessments using specific
and qualitative assessments of the managers have shown
similar results for the competitiveness level (Kotera et al.,
2021; Bachev and Koeta, 2021). Therefore, in this study,
only qualitative assessment of the managers was used for
calculating all competitiveness indicators to avoid problems
(difficulties, controversies) for adequate ranging and co-
measurement (integration) of the specific indicators’ levels.
Qualitative assessments have another big advantage since
they give insights on farm’s status and potential overcoming
misleading caused by the “normal” (for Bulgaria) but
considerable fluctuations of economic and financial
indicators values over time.

There is no other agent but the Farm manager who
knows the best and can judge precisely the (absolute and
comparable) status of their holdings for each of
competitiveness indicator. Thus, besides being the only
feasible option that approach for primary data collection
has been also most precise one for the practical

0.7
0.6

.44
T

experimentation of the new framework for assessing
competitiveness of Bulgarian farms. Moreover, previous
experimentation of the new framework using micro (farms
survey) and macro (statistical) data for assessing farms’
competitiveness in general and with different product
specialization in Bulgaria gave similar results which
proved that using farm survey data is reliable (Bachev and
Koeta, 2021; Kotesa et al., 2021).

The qualitative evaluations of the farm managers were
transformed into quantitative values, as the High levels were
valued 1, the Intermediate ones 0.5, and the Lows ones 0.
Following that, for each of the surveyed farms, an Integral
Competitiveness Index is calculated for individual pillars and
as a whole, as arithmetic averages. The competitiveness
indices of the farms with different types (legal status, size,
region, product specialization, etc.) were calculated as an
arithmetic average from the individual indices of the
constituent farms in the particular group. An equal weight is
given for individual indicators and pillars as well as for each
of the surveyed farm during integration of all indices.
Differentiation of importance (weight) of competitiveness
pillars is by definition unacceptable while differentiation of
importance (weight) of individual indicators has proven to be
difficult, controversial, arithmetically unsignificant (many
indicators), and not recommended by the experts panel
(Bachev and Koeta, 2021).

Any evaluation system is to include specific “reference
values” for each particular and integral indicator to judge
about the level of farm’ competitiveness. For assessing the
specific (indicator and aspect) and the overall levels of
competitiveness of governing structures in Bulgarian
farming, the following benchmarks, suggested by a panel
of leading experts in the area, are applied: High
competitiveness level 0.51-1, Good competitiveness level
0.34-0.5, and Low competitiveness level 0-0.32.

Results

Competitiveness Levels of Governing Structures

There is considerable variation in the level of
competitiveness of agricultural farms of different legal
types (Figure 2). With the highest competitiveness are
cooperatives, and corporations and associations. The level
of competitiveness of sole traders is good and above the
industry average. The lowest is the competitiveness of
physical persons, which is at a good level, but below the
industry average.

0.64__
0.53

0.5

All farms Physical Persons

B Competitiveness ~ OEconomic efficiency

0.40 0.39
0.4
03 = = = ———— == =-T=
0.2
0.1
0.0

Sole traders

OFinancial endowment

Cooperatives Corporations and

Associations

@ Adaptability  OSustainability

Figure 2. Competitiveness of governing structures in Bulgarian farming in general and for main pillars
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Figure 3. Share of agricultural holdings with different levels of competitiveness in Bulgaria (%)

100
80
60
4

o

2

o o

All farms Physical Persons

O % above average for farm type

al

Sole traders

Cooperatives Corporations and

Associations

W % above average for all farms

Figure 4. Share of governing structures in Bulgaria farming with a level of competitiveness above the average for all
farms and the respective group (%)

All of the surveyed cooperatives, corporations and
associations have a good or high level of competitiveness,
including every cooperative farm (Figure 3). The share of
sole trader with good and high competitiveness is also
significant. At the same time, almost 37% of all physical
persons have low competitiveness. Moreover, only 48.7%
of physical persons have a level of competitiveness above
the national average, and almost one in two is with
competitiveness below the average for the group of
physical persons (Figure 4). Along with this, the share of
cooperatives, corporations and associations, and sole
traders with competitiveness above the industry average is

significant.
Integral levels for each pillar of the farms’
competitiveness demonstrate that (relatively) low

economic efficiency to the greatest extent contributes to the
deterioration of the competitiveness of physical persons
and sole traders, the low financial security of physical
persons, the low sustainability of cooperatives, and the low
adaptability of corporations and associations (Figure 2). At
the same time, high economic efficiency conditions the
strong competitive positions of cooperatives, corporations
and associations, and the high sustainability of sole traders.
Cooperative and corporate farms have the highest financial
security and potential for adaptation to changes in the
market, institutional and natural environment, and
cooperatives and sole traders have the highest
sustainability. Good sustainability also contributes to the
greatest extent to maintaining the competitiveness of
physical persons in the country.

Most competitiveness indicators of the farms of
physical persons have values lower than the average for the
country (Figure 5). Only in terms of inputs supply, these
farms have competitive advantages compared to other
governing structures.

The competitiveness of sole traders is supported by
(better) good liquidity, profitability, and financial security,
adaptability to the market and institutional environment,
and advantages in terms of supply of services and
innovations, and in the realization of production and
services. Moreover, in terms of the supply of workforce
and inputs, these holdings are superior to other legal types.
The main factors for lowering the competitiveness of sole
traders are relatively low productivity, productivity,
financial autonomy, potential for adaptation to the natural
environment, and weaker positions in supply of land and
natural resources, and finance.

Cooperative farms have comparative competitive
advantages over other legal types in terms of levels of
productivity, profitability, liquidity, financial autonomy,
adaptability to the market, institutional and natural
environment, in the supply of labor and finance, and in the
realization of production and services. Another significant
part of the cooperatives’ competitiveness indicators
surpasses the average for the country. To the greatest
extent, greater problems in supplying the necessary land
and natural resources and services contribute to lowering
the competitiveness of cooperative farms.
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Figure 5. Competitiveness indicators* of different governing structures in Bulgarian farming (dashed line — average for

agriculture)

* 1 — Labor Productivity; 2 -Land Productivity; 3 - Profitability; 4 - Income; 5 - Profitability of own capital; 6 — Liquidity; 7 - Financial autonomy; 8 -
Adaptability to the market environment; 9 - Adaptability of the institutional environment; 10 - Adaptability of the natural environment; 11 - Supply of
land and natural resources; 12 - Labor supply; 13 — Inputs supply; 14 — Finance supply; 15 — Services supply; 16 — Innovations supply; 17 —
Utilization and marketing of produce and services
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Figure 6. Competitiveness of governing structures of different type and specialization in Bulgarian farming

Corporations and associations outperform other legal
types with high levels of labor and land productivity, and
advantages in terms of supply of land and natural resource,
and innovations. In addition, most of the remaining
indicators of competitiveness of these farms are above the
average for the country. Critical to maintaining the
competitiveness of corporative farms are problems in
supplying the necessary labor, inputs and finance, as well
as average levels of adaptability to changes in the natural
environment and efficiency in supplying the necessary
services.

Importance  of  operational  size,
specialisation, and location

There is considerable variation in the competitiveness of
farms depending on their product specialization (Figure 6).
Deviations from the average for the legal type are largest for
physical persons specialized in herbivores (-0.07), sole
traders specializing in mixed crop production (-0.16), and
corporations and associations specialized in herbivores (-0.15)
and bees (+ 0.26). These deviations are towards the average
level for the sub-sector for physical persons, and
corporations and associations specializing in herbivores.
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On the other hand, for sole traders specialized in mixed
crop production, and for corporations and associations
specializing in bees, the deviations are in opposite
directions from the average levels for the sub-sector.

Farms of physical persons dominate in the major types
of production such as vegetables, flowers and mushrooms,
herbivores, pigs, poultry and rabbits, mixed crop
production and mixed livestock production. In these sub-
sectors, the levels of competitiveness of physical persons
predetermine the sub-sector level, while at the same time
matching or being close to the average for this legal type
of holdings.

In the case of farms of physical persons, and
corporations and associations, there is a positive
correlation between the level of competitiveness and the
increase in the size of the activity (Figure 7). All of the
surveyed sole traders are in the group of small farms and
have a competitiveness level exceeding the average for this
size group and the industry as a whole. The same applies
to cooperatives, all of which are in the medium-sized
group.

0.8
0.7
0.6
0.5
0.4
0.3
0.2
0.1
0.0

All farms Physical Persons

m Average for farm type

Sole Traders

OMainly subsistence

The situation is similar with corporations and
associations, which are divided into only two groups -
small and medium in size.

All governing structures in Bulgarian farming are
market oriented, with exception of portion of physical
persons which are mainly for subsistence farming. The
competitiveness of market-oriented farms of all types is
much higher than the subsistence holdings.

In the plain regions, farms with any legal status have a
higher competitiveness than the rest of ecological regions,
while preserving the differences reviled for the individual
legal types (Figure 7). Only physical persons, and
corporations and associations operating in the protected
zones and territories have the lowest competitiveness.

The detailed analysis of the relationships of the level of
competitiveness of governing structures in the different
agrarian (administrative and geographical) regions of the
country did not establish specifics different from those
already established and described.
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Figure 7. Competitiveness of governing structures of different sizes in Bulgarian farming
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Figure 8. Competitiveness of governing structures in main ecological regions of Bulgarian farming
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Discussion

This  first in-kind  holistic  assessment  of
competitiveness of governing structures of Bulgarian
farming found out a quite unlike levels in farms of different
juridical types. The competitiveness of unregistered
individual, family and group holdings (Physical Persons) is
the lowest while other type of farms are with much higher
competitiveness. This means that historical and current
trend of transfer of agrarian resources and activity from the
less competitive governing structures of the physical
persons to cooperative, corporate and firm management
with higher competitive advantages will continue.

Significant share of all physical persons in the country
are with low competitive-ness. This means that a good part
of the farms of physical persons will cease to exist in the
near future, if measures are not taken in a due time to
increase competitiveness by improving the management
and restructuring of farms, adequate state support, etc. as a
result of weak competitive positions, bankruptcies,
transformation into companies and  partnerships,
acquisition by more efficient structures, etc. Two-thirds of
corporations and associations also have below-average
levels of competitiveness for this group, indicating a need
for modernization to “align” with corporate governance
and competition standards.

Low economic efficiency to the greatest extent
contributes to the deterioration of the competitiveness of
physical persons and sole traders, the low financial security
of physical persons, the low sustainability of cooperatives,
and the low adaptability of corporations and associations.
At the same time, high economic efficiency is reason for
the strong competitive positions of cooperatives,
corporations and associations, and the high sustainability
of sole traders.

Cooperative and corporate farms are with the highest
financial security and potential for adaptation to changes in
the market, institutional and natural environment, and
cooperatives and sole traders have the highest
sustainability. Good sustainability also contributes to the
greatest extent to maintaining the competitiveness of
physical persons in the country.

Individual competitiveness indicators vary
considerable depending of type of farm governance. For
physical persons most of their values are lower than the
average for the country. Only in terms of inputs supply,
farms of physical persons have competitive advantages
compared to other governing structures.

The competitiveness of sole traders is supported by
good liquidity, profitability, and financial security,
adaptability to the market and institutional environment,
and advantages in supply of services and innovations, and
in the realization of production and services. Moreover, in
terms of the supply of workforce and inputs, these holdings
are superior to other legal types. The main factors for
lowering the competitiveness of sole traders are relatively
low productivity, productivity, financial autonomy,
potential for adaptation to the natural environment, and
weaker positions in supply of land and natural resources,
and finance.

Cooperative farms have comparative competitive
advantages over other legal types in terms of productivity,
profitability, liquidity, financial autonomy, adaptability to

the market, institutional and natural environment, in the
supply of labor and finance, and in the realization of
production and services. Another significant part of the
cooperatives’ competitiveness indicators surpasses the
average for the country. To the greatest extent, problems in
supplying the necessary land and natural resources and
services contribute to lowering the competitiveness of
cooperative governance of farming.

Corporations and associations outperform other legal
types with high levels of labor and land productivity, and
advantages in terms of supply of land and natural resource,
and innovations. Most competitiveness indicators of these
farms are above the average for the country. Critical to
maintaining the competitiveness of corporative farms are
problems in supplying the necessary labor, inputs and
finance, as well as average levels of adaptability to changes
in the natural environment and efficiency in supplying the
necessary services.

There is considerable variation in the competitiveness
of farms depending on their product specialization.
Deviations from the average for the legal type are largest
for physical persons specialized in herbivores, sole traders
specializing in mixed crop production, and corporations
and associations specialized in herbivores and bees. These
deviations are towards the sub-sector’s average for
physical persons, and corporations and associations
specializing in herbivores which shows that the product
specialization of this group of farms is a more important
factor for their competitive-ness than the legal status.

For sole traders specialized in mixed crop production
and for corporations and associations specializing in bees,
the deviations are in opposite directions from the sub-
sector’ average. This shows the additional comparative
competitive advantages of corporations and associations
and comparative competitive disadvantages of sole traders
in certain sub-sectors of agriculture — beekeeping and
mixed crop production, respectively.

Farms of physical persons dominate in major
productions (vegetables, flowers and mushrooms,
herbivores, pigs, poultry and rabbits, mixed crop
production and mixed livestock production) and
predetermine the sub-sector’s competitiveness level which
is close to the average for this type of holdings. This means
that there is an “optimal” (competitive) specialization for
the physical persons and there is practically no com-
petition with other legal types in these subsectors.

Therefore, it is to be expected that the restructuring of
holdings of different legal types will continue, through the
concentration of resources in the most efficient groups,
diversification and/or change of specialization,
transformation of the legal type of the farms, etc.

There is a positive correlation between the level of
competitiveness and the size of activity for physical
persons, and corporations and associations. All sole traders
are in the group of small farms having competitiveness
exceeding the average for this group and the sector. The
same applies to cooperatives, all of which are in the
medium-sized group. Thus, an optimal size has been
reached for realizing the maximum competitive positions
of sole traders and cooperatives. Corporations and
associations are only in the small and medium in size
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groups. This means that competitive advantages of
corporations and associations are fully realized in small
and/or medium sizes depending on production
(specialization, etc.), management (need to coalition of
resources, etc.), or other reasons.

All governing structures in Bulgarian farming are
market oriented, with exception of portion of physical
persons which are mainly for subsistence farming. The
competitiveness of market-oriented farms of all types is
much higher than the subsistence holdings. Therefore, their
future “efficiency” and sustainability would depend on
other factors such as lack of income alternatives due to age
of farmers, lack of skills, and remoteness of region, or as
source to supplement household income, preference for
independent operations or as a free time occupation, desire
to preserve farm for next generation, etc.

All governing structures of farming have a higher
competitiveness in the plain regions compared to other
ecological regions of the country, while preserving the
differences related to the legal status. Physical persons, and
corporations and associations operating in the protected
zones and territories are with lowest competitiveness. This
shows that the specific ecological location is an additional
critical factor that benefits or impairs the competitiveness
of Bulgarian farms. At the same time, there are no
differences in competitiveness of governing structures
related to the administrative and geographical region they
are located. The later demonstrates that legal, size, product
and ecological characteristics of farms is more important
for the competitiveness then the agrarian region they are
operating.

Conclusions

This study has demonstrated the needs and proved the
possibilities for (more) adequate assessment of the
competitiveness of diverse governance structures in
farming taking into account farm’s economic, financial and
governance potential. It also reviled the “complicated”
relations between farm’s competitiveness, efficiency and
sustainability, the last being critical pillars of governance
structures competitiveness. In that way, it can be explained
why some type of farms maintain satisfactory production
and financial efficiency indicators but are quite successful
for competing in certain markets of resources and/or
agrarian products.

The multi-criteria assessment of the competitiveness of
farming structures in Bulgaria found that it is at a good
level, but there is significant differentiation in the level of
competitiveness of holdings with different juridical types.
Furthermore, the study has found out that besides the
juridical type, other dimensions of governance structures
like economic size, market orientation, product
specialization, ecological location, are critical (and
sometimes more important) for determining their absolute
and comparative competitiveness. This study proved
results of previous assessments on competitiveness of
efficiency of governing structures in Bulgarian farming
based on pure qualitative (Discrete structural) analysis
(Bachev, 2010; Bachev and Koeta, 2021; Kotesa et al.,
2021; M3X, 2021; Bachev and Tsuji, 2001; Bachev et al.,
2023).

The low adaptive potential and economic efficiency to
the greatest extent contribute to lowering the
competitiveness of Bulgarian agricultural producers.
Especially critical for maintaining the competitive
positions of farms are the low productivity, income,
financial security and adaptability to changes in the natural
environment, in which directions the public support of
farms and their management strategies should be directed.
A large share of farms of different types has a low level of
competitiveness, and if measures are not taken in a due
time to increase competitiveness by improving the
management, restructuring of farms, adequate state
support, etc., a large part of Bulgarian farms will cease to
exist in the near future.

Nevertheless, transformation of farming governance to
more competitive structures often take (a long) time
because of the high transaction costs associated with
initiation, transfer, development and maintenance of
different governing forms in the specific market,
institutional and natural environment. What is more, in
addition to market competition, there are other
mechanisms for governing farming activities (“visible
hand of manager”, “collective decision making”, public
intervention, etc.), and diverse contractual, informal etc.
modes for governing horizontal and vertical integration of
activity of agrarian and related agents. All these governing
structures, be-yond the legal form and boundaries of the
farm, have to be identified, studied, and their factors,
importance and complementarities assessed. In that way
the competitiveness of diverse governance structures in
agriculture can be properly understood, evaluated, and
factors and prospects of development correctly identidied.

The suggested and successfully tested framework for
assessing the competitive-ness of farms should be further
improved and applied more widely and periodically in the
country and internationally. The precision and
representativeness of the information used should also be
improved by increasing the number of surveyed farms and
their important characteristics (e.g. farmers age, gender,
education level, agrarian experience, etc.). The later
requires close cooperation with producer organizations,
national agricultural advisory service, and other interested
parties as well as extending and improving the system for
collecting agro-statistical information in the country and
the EU.

Acknowledgments

This study has been funded by the Bulgarian Science
Fund, the project “The Mechanisms and the Modes of
Agrarian Governance in Bulgaria”, Contract Ne KII-06-
H56/5 from 11.11.2021.

References

Alam S, Munizu M, Munir AR, Pono M, Kadir ARO. 2020.
Development model of competitiveness of chicken farm
SMEs in sidrap regency, South Sulawesi, Indonesia.
Espacios, 41(10): 23-31.

Benson G. 2007. Competitiveness of NC Dairy Farms, North
Carolina State University Press. Available from:
http://www.ag-econ.ncsu.edu/faculty/benson/
DFPPNatComp01.PDF [Accessed 28 February 2022].

2474



Bachev and Karg: | Turkish Journal of Agriculture - Food Science and Technology, 11(12): 2466-2475, 2023

Bachev H. 2010. Governance of Agrarian Sustainability. New
York: Nova Science Publishers. ISBN: 9781608768882.
Bachev H. 2011. Needs, modes and efficiency of economic
organizations and public interventions in agriculture. Review

of Economics & Finance, 1: 89-103.

Bachev H. 2022. An approach to assess the governance efficiency
of Bulgarian farms. Economic-Alternatives, 4: 769-787. doi:
https://doi.org/10.37075/EA.2022.4.11

Bachev H, Ivanov B, Sarov A. 2020. Unpacking governance
sustainability of Bulgarian agriculture. Economic Studies, 6:
106-137.

Bachev I, Ivanov C, Kargi B, Uckac BC. 2023. Governance in
Agricultural Markets, Organizations and Development,
Ankara; Gazi Kitabevi. ISBN: 9786253654016.

Bachev H, Koteva N. 2021. Reexamining competitiveness of
Bulgarian farms. In: Fischer M (Editor). Environmental
Management: Ecosystems, Competitiveness and Waste
Management, Nova Science, New York. pp. 59-90. ISBN:
978-1685070199.

Bachev H, Tsuji M. 2001. Structures for organization of
transactions in Bulgarian agriculture. Journal of Facility
of Agriculture of Kyushu University, 46(1): 123-151. doi:
https://doi.org/10.5109/24429

Dresch A, Collatto DC, Lacerda DP. 2018. Theoretical
understanding between competitiveness and productivity:
firm level. Ingenieria y Competitividad, 20(2): 69-86. doi:
https://doi.org/10.25100/iyc.v20i2.5897

Falciola J, Jansen M, Rollo V. 2020. Defining firm
competitiveness: A multidimensional framework. World
Development, 129: No0.104857. doi:
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2019.104857

FAO. 2010. International Competitiveness of 'Typical' Dairy
Farms. FAO.

Giaime B, Mulligan C. 2016. Competitiveness of small farms and
innovative food supply chains: The role of food hubs in
creating sustainable regional and local Food Systems,
Sustainability, 8(7): 616. doi:
https://doi.org/10.3390/su8070616

Kleinhanss W. 2020. Competitiveness of the main farming types
in Germany. 20th International Farm Management Congress
2020, Vol.1, IFMA.

Koresa H. 2016. Pa3ButHe W KOHKYPEHTOCIIOCOOHOCT Ha
3eMeJIeIICKUTE CTONaHCTBa B bbarapus B ycinoBusta Ha OCIT
Ha EC. ABanrapn [Ipuma, Codus.

Kotera H, Huxonos /I, bames X. 2021. KorkypeHTOCTIOCOOHOCT
Ha 3EMCICIICKUTE CTOIIaHCTBa B B'bﬂrapl/lﬂ n MOACiu 3a
HeitHoTo mosuiiasane, MAU, Codust.

Koresa H, AnacracoBa-Honesa M, bames X. 2021. [Toaxox 3a
OLICHKa Ha KOHKypeHTOCl‘lOCO6HOCTTa Ha 3CEMCICIICKHUTC
cronaHcTBa B bwarapus. VMkoHoMuka W ympaBieHHE Ha
CEJICKOTO CTOMaHCTBO, 66(2): 3-20.

Latruffe L. 2013. Competitiveness in the agricultural sector:
Measures and determinants. Farm Policy Journal, 11(3): 9-
17.

Lundy M, Gottret MV, Cifuentes W, Ostertag CF, Best R, Peters
D, Ferris S. 2010. Increasing the Competitiveness of Market
chains for Smallholder Producers, CIAT.

M3X. 2021. IIpeOposiBaHe Ha 3EMEICICKUTE CTONAHCTBA B
Bearapus 2020, M3X.

Marques PR, Otavio J, Barcellos J, Dill MD, Dias EA, Azevedo
EVT, Lampert VDN, McManus C.M. (2015).
Competitiveness levels in cattle herd farms. Ciéncia Rural,
45(3):  480-484.  doi:  https://doi.org/10.1590/0103-
8478cr20140401

Mmari D. 2015. Institutional Innovations and Competitiveness of
Smallholders in Tanzania, Thesis to obtain the degree of
Doctor from the Erasmus University Rotterdam.

Ngenoh E, Kurgat BK, Bett H, Kebede SW, Bokelmann W. 2019.
Determinants of the competitiveness of smallholder African
indigenous vegetable farmers in high-value gro-food chains
in Kenya: A multivariate probit regression analysis,
Agricultural and Food Economics, 7: 2-17. doi:
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40100-019-0122-z

HBanos B, ITonos P, bames X, Koresa H, Mamamosa H, Uonesa
M, Tonoposa K, Hauesa 1, Murosa /1. 2020. Axanu3 Ha
ChCTOSIHHETO Ha celcKoTo cromanctBo u XBII, HMAMU,
Codus.

Nowak AK. 2019. Competitiveness of farms in new European
Union member states. Agronomy Science, 74(2): 73-80. doi:
https://doi.org/10.24326/as.2019.2.7

OECD. 2011. Fostering Productivity and Competitiveness in
Agriculture. OECD Pub. doi:
https://doi.org/10.1787/9789264166820-en

Oktariani A, Daryanto A, Fahmi I. 2016. The competitiveness of
dairy farmers based fresh milk marketing on agro-turism,
International Journal of Animal Health and Livestock
Production Research, 2(1): 18-38. doi:
https://doi.org/10.37745/ijahlpr.15

Ortowska M. 2019. Competitiveness of Pollish organic farms
with different economic size in light of fadn data. Annals
PAAAE, 21(2): 217-224. doi:
http://dx.doi.org/10.22004/ag.econ.293918

Sykuta M, Cook M. 2001. A new institutional economics
approach to contracts and cooperatives. American Journal of
Agricultural ~ Economics, 83(5):  1273-1279. doi:
https://doi.org/10.1111/0002-9092.00278

Westeren KI, Cader H, Sales MF, Simild JO, Staduto J. 2020.
Competitiveness and  Knowledge: An International
Comparison of Traditional Firms, Routledge. ISBN:
9780367667047.

Wisenthige K, Guoping C. 2016. Firm level competitiveness of
small and medium enterprises (SMEs): analytical framework
based on pillars of competitiveness model. International
Research Journal of Management, IT and Social Sciences,
3(9): 61-67. doi: https://doi.org/10.21744/irjmis.v3i9.172

Zigtara W, Adamski M. 2018. Competitiveness of the Polish
dairy farms at the background of farms from selected
European Union countries, Problems of Agricultural
Economics, 1(354): 56-78. doi:
https://doi.org/10.30858/zer/89615

2475



