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Structures　for　Organization　of　Ticansactions　in　Bulgarian
　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　Agric猛1加re

H灘曲ri豆d3ACHEV零a塾d　Masao　TSUJ夏

Lab◎ratory　o∫　Farm　MaRageree璃Divisi◎P◎f賊er捻aもio醜Agr玉eui撫ra1　Hes◎雛rce猛。◎ft◎蕪cs

　　　a灘d】3蟻s蝕｝ess　A〈三曲薮＄trati｛｝嚢，　De峯）ayも搬e鼓も◎∫A菖ric蜜も銭ra1　a簸｛麦Res◎gyce至…｝c◎鍛。艶1cs，

　　　　　　　　　Fac泌もy◎f　A暮ricu1紬re，　Ky猛s難u　U】〔霊vers捻y，　Fuk這oka　812－8581，Japa戯

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　（Rec伽θd珈魏玖2001㈱dαoo卿擁」掘42，2001）

　　　　短撚sρ裁per　we　ex融d◎嚢r　pre伽慧s　e登磁s沁魚C◎rp◎麟e　achieveraeRt＄　of．　the　New

institutional　and　Transaetion　Cost　Eeonomics　to　the　agrarian　sphere．　IFIirst，　we　deraoRstrate　that

Bulgarian　agrarian　economy　is　a　Transaetion　cost　econoiny，　and　clarify　various　types　of　trans－

acting　costs　in　transitional　conditions．　Next，　we　describe　existing　structures　for　governing　of

agrahan　tra捻Sacti◎葺s，　a箕d　evaluaむe　the嚢cosもs翻z主ng　an（i類ce数tive　poもe！蔑tiaL　Lasも1y，　we

estimate　prospects　for　organizational　modernization，　and’@determime　effective　boundaries　of

market，　private，　public，　and　mixed　modes　for　agrarian　transacting．

　　　　Neoclassical　scenario　for　transformation　of　pre舳s　co㎜面st　mode1（“free　market　plus

private　ownership’りhas　not　worked　in　Bulgarian　agriculture．　Transition　has　changed“rules　of

the　game”　but　it．　has　not　made　agrarian　agents　“more　rational”　and　“less　opportunistic”．

Consequently　costs　for　new　property　rights　and　institutional　development，　and　for　market　and

private　modes　of血dividual　transact血g，　have　taken　a　gQod　part　of　aU　social　expenditures．　High

assets　dependency，　big　uneertainty，　low　appropriability，　and　less　frequency　have　deteiTnined　a

specific　transitional　structure　of　agrarian　transacting．　Less　rnarket　transacting，　big　reliance　on

informal　relationships　at　large　scale，　great　’ ??狽?獅煤@of　“over”　integrated　modes，　part　time　farming

and　productien　cooperation　phenomenon，　block　of　all　classes　of　transaetions　ete，　all　have　come

to　existence．　Besldes，　a　large　nlimber　of　lne£ficient　or　centradictory　third　parLy　（e．g．

Goverirment，　Noll－governmeRtal　organizatioRs，　iRternatioRal　assistance　etc）　involvemeAts　in

agrarian　tran＄acting　have　been　in　place．　All　this　has　deformed　substantially　emerging　farming

SySもem，　and　dO曲1a七ion◎f　pr醜tive　and“graジSもrUCtUreS，臨1e　SuStainabi嵐y　of　large　bUS血eSS

and　c◎◎pe蹴ive　far搬s，　s玉gn潰ca魏d呈sも◎rもion◎haもio丑a玉agrar童an　ca碑a玉，　aRd　backward

もech嚢◎1◎gic綴“develOPiRe蕪も，7，　have　co王轟eも◎age嚢da

　　　　L◎we翫ie鼓C￥0£ρ凹凸隻C類一house　ergaiilzatiOR　axd麹：riited　budget　s◎雛ceS　WO誠1d　resもr董Cも

Gove澱懲e魏dire蕊七四erv磁娠◎R　in　agrariall　traRsactめ鍛S．　Agraria難ρ◎至重cy　sho磁d　be毛O照rd

exp玉藤丑g　poもe論もia圭of澱arkeも，　p撫aもe，　a捻d　e◎opera£ive　modes　thr◎鷺9h鍛e響μOP磁y　righもs翼◎一

v重sio盤，圭醸i麟ま◎Ra王a嚢寵瞭as麗e撫ral　sgPPort，　impr◎磁g　iaw　a鍛d　c◎嚢甑。もe難force搬e蕊，

澱aぎkeも藪OrmaもiOR，　eXtenSiOn　edncati◎難，　aSSiStiRg　far贈rS　aSS◎Ciati◎登eもC．もeSS　expe登Sive

iikodes　for　trRateral　govemance　（coor｛ilimation，　control　oR　opporturdsm，　iRcentives　for　specific

三nves繊e鍛もs）With　actlve　invo玉ve蟄e魏◎f　pri藏e　secもor　andねr贈rs　orga豊重zaもio数s　areも。　be

pyeferred．

INTRODUCTION
　　　　There　has　been　an　unprecedented　transformation　of　Buigarian　agriculture　since　1989

when　a　transition　from　Communist　to　a　market　economy　started．　lnstitutional　modern一

＊　Senior　Researcher，　lnstitute　of　Agricultural　E　conomics，　Sofia，　Bulgaria．
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ization　has　been　driven　both　by　socio－economic　reforrns　of　Governments　and　various

“collective　efforts”of血dividuals．　Process　of　transition　toward　a　modern　farming　has　been

miich　more　expeksive　and　slcwer　thai｝　expected．　Moreover，　e“tcomes　of　llkdert3keii

policies　have　ofteR　been　quite　differeRt　than　initially　designed．　To　a　great　extent　that　has

been　a　result　of　domination　of　Neoclassical　（“cost　free”）　assumptions　for　institutional

deve1◎P搬e魏acc◎rd撫g　to　which“i即◎rted”wesもem擁sもituもio灘s　wo嚢1d“w◎rk”efficieRtly

in　loca｝　coRditioRs．　Officia｝　igRorair｛ce　of　traRsactioR　costs　aRd　factors　for　their　irrwttwza－

tion　has　led　to　formation　of　spec血。　transitional　structures　with　a　big　variety　of　formal　and

血f◎rmal：m◎des◎f　transa¢t㎞g．　Besidesりもradit沁陰al　framework　c◎顛n嚢esも。　be慧sed　by

mainstream　“traRsitioRal　ecoRomists”　desplte　enormogts　theoretical　and　“practical”

．development（Coase，　Furuboth　and　Richter，　North，　Wl亜amson）．　HoweVer，“transaction

free”　appreach　has　been　ab｝e　fteither　to　explain　much　ef　phenomeAon　in　traRsitional

agriculture　nor　to　be　used　in　effective　institutlonal　design．

　　　　In　this　paper　we　extend　our　previous　efforts　to　incorporate　achievements　of　the　New

加s言奮％翻。箆αδαγ乙（iTγ融αnsαetio？z（フos彦Econ．oMcs　to　the　agrarian　sphere（Bachev　aRd

Tsul圭2◎Ol）。　We　argue　th滋㎞plement濾。嚢of　this　coRcept　to　tra装sitio翻βz勾α麗α賜

agriczLltzeTe　would　allow　us：　to　reexamine　driving　factors　for　institutional　and　organi－

zatieka｝　development；　tg　determine　poteritial　of　differeRt　market，　private，　aftd　hybrid

for澱s　of　traRsacもing；and慧1むimaもely　tq　puもrefofrrl　P◎簸cy　a貧d（agrO）b疑S摯ess　s鋤aもegy

formation　on　more　realistiq　fundaments．　ETst，　we　try　to　demonstrate　that　Bulgarian

agrarian　ecenomy　is　a　TraRsaction　cest　eeonomy，　and　elarify　various　types　oftraRsacting

c◎sもs搬tran翻◎nal　conditioRs．一く肱ちwe　desc曲e　e｝dsもing　struc継es　f◎r　gove漉ng◎f

agrarian　transactions，　and　evaluate　their　costs　rmzing　and　incentive　potential．　Lastgy，

we　estimate　prospects　for　organizational　modernization，　and　determine　effective

boundaries　of　market，　private，　publlc，　and　mixed　modes’　foy　agrariaR　traRsactii3g．

TRANSACTION　COST　ECONOMICS　OF　TRANSITIONAL
　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　AGRARIAN　ECONOMY

Collapse　ef　the　previous　model

　　　During　the　ComrauRist　peried　there　was　aR　extrerae｝y　inefficieRt　systera　for

governing　of　agriculture　（Bachev　p．　181）．　lndividuals　had　no　freedom　te　use　market　and

private　modes　for　organization　of　their　transactions．“Coord㎞ation　and　motivatioバof

raajor　agrariaR　activities　were　carried　thrgugh　a　mandatory　central．　ptani．　lt　wgs

associated　with　enormous　costs　for　“development　of　p1an”；　“control，　stimulation，　and

reporting”；　“correction　of　disbalance　and　current　adaptation”；　overcomiRg　“private　use”　of

pRbljc　resggrces　（stea｝iRg　workiRg　tirae　aRd　cther　assets）　etc．　lt　required　a　comp｝ex

hierarchical　orgaRizatioR　with　evercrowded　staff　at　farm，　local，　regional　aRd　matloRa｝

levels　（reaching　up　to　one　bureaucrat　for　one　directly　engaged　in　farming）2．　Besides，

lProduction　units　got　detailed　directives　（“mandatory　indicators”）　about：　land　distributioR，　production

aRd　teckfiolegieal　structure＄，　staff　aftd　werkers　Rwmbers，　expekditures　leve｝s　and　strttcture，　income

distribntioR　etc．　IR　｝ast　years　sg　called　“upward　p｝aRRIng”　was　iRtrod“ced　（as　a　supp｝eraeRt　te

“downward　planing”）　in　order　to　increase　basic　units　invoivement　in　development　of　the　National　plan

C‘provide　iRformatioR”　about　potentia｝　of　avatiable　resources　altd　tecknologies，　“create　inceRtives”　for

　individual　contribution　etc）．
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there　were　no　objeetive　criteria　for　evaluation　of　economic　performance　（“judgement　of

market”）3．　ThaもwaS£iv重！．鷹厳酷¢aもoPP（）rtuniもy　for“ce醜ral　us蟄9”of　p殺blic　res◎嚢rces

（iRstead　for　overall　“social　effieiexxcy”）　in　best　interests　of　a　particular　person　（s）　or　secia｝

groups　（nomen（z）lature，　“securi’ty　sectors”）．

　　　Agrariairt　ageiKs　were　＄upposed　to　be　“fully　rationa｝”　aRd　their　interests　“iR　lifte　with

P嚢b慧ciRterestS”．！灘Stead◎f　th叢＄h撮●膿。魏y　iln◎ぞganizaもi◎n　of　agrarianもraRsac三四9‘‘parも玉a1警’

crisis　followed　year　al　ter　y’ear　（“over”　or　“imder”　production，　“quality　failures”，　tmovation

“problems”，　management　“＄hortcomings”　etc）．　“‘Permanent　reorganization”　and　various
‘‘

?メ搨b（）瓢ic　raeehEmi＄茎難s㌻魯were肇．運脚sミュ。（）愈ssf慧11y　experimeRもe（iも◎‘‘fixもhe　sysもe獄”．　Perso難al

farmingω◎もs）aRd弱Twarke轍kゼm．anagemenも（“par翻anton◎獄ゾ’and‘‘se1｛ンmanage－

ment”of　main　producti◎n．u賦s，“residual　format玉on　of　illcomes”in　public　farms，‘‘free”

farmers　markets）　vvreretntroduced　to　fill　the　gap．　Various　forms　of“unw’anted”　exchanges

were嚢sedも◎sec疑re　pl．a難語plementatioxx（‘毛pers◎汽a1◎rders”f6r瓢embers　of　C◎mm疑擁sも

party　aRd　associated　organizations；　use　of　ftonfarmer　labors，　students，　and　military　fer

farming　activities，　ete）．　Beside＄，　‘“info，rmal”　modes　were　broadly　applied　as　a　substitute

for　ineffieieRt　offieial　sys，　tem　of　management　（interlinked　transacting，　“persona｝　rela一

もi◎鍛s∵‘wai漁g　sysも臓”，“fr愈ゼ魏s¢of　p疑blic　res◎護rces　for　privaもe　c◎貧s纏mpもi◎90r

activities）．

　　　All　these　eventually　led　to　a　（）ollapse　of　existing　“public　farming”　model．　Since　1989　a

fuRdameRta｝　t？”an＄fomuttton　toward　a　market　oTie7ztedg　aRd　private　based　agriculture

has　beeR　in　plac¢．　EeO1．｝o恋。　aeもiv靭has　been恥era慧zed，　farm王and　and　other　agrarian

assets　have　been　res’tituted　or　privatized，　and　a　policy　for　institutional　and　legislative

approxiraation　with　the　European　Union　has　been　undertaken　（Bachev　p．　184）．　Post

c◎mm顧st　agraria難もra捻＄i綴（）熱ha＄be磁ass◎ciaもed　w漁sig滋ficaRt　changes　iR瑠Pθ◎f

transactions　and　str？xct2ffE’？　of　transacting　costs．

LORg　te罫搬tra烈sa¢tio灘¢ost8：敷）r蚤臓st薫tutioma蓋搬oder盤蓋zatio獲

　　　Long－term　co＄ts　for　，p’roperey，　’ne’．qhts　and　institzetiocyzcet　mocter7zi2ation　have　taken　a

substantial　part　of　overall　transaction　costs　in　agrarian　area．

　　　Firstgy，　there　have　been　great　traRsactioR　costs　for　development　and　implementatioR

of　agraria“　transforraation　peiicy　（“iRstitutioRal　erivireRineRt”）．　All　i￥｛ajor　aspects　of

agrarian　reform　（market　liberal／ization；　introduction　of　new　agrarian　property　and

contraeting　rights；　res　ti’tutiion；　privatization　and　reorganization　of　public　companies，　etc）

have　beex　＄ubjeets　cf　heated　pubtie　debates　（abeut　character，　pace，　exteRd　cf　precess

eも。）．Besides，　d．eveiopm．ent　of致）rma1㎞stitutions（1egislation　and　regu玉ations，　speciahze（i

agencies　for　tmplemen’tation　and　enforeeruent）　has　not　been　without　controversies．　All

basic　Laws　for　agrariaR　tran＄formaboR　have　got　a　lot　of　“lmprevemeiK”　aRd　araendrr｛eRts

seme　of　which　quite　fui’idame／．nta14．　’The＄e　affected　significaRt｝y　cveral｝　sgeiai　costs　（iR

2蟹◎reover，　there　was　a　symm轍蚤ca1　Co衿襯偉観Pα吻5僧職欝θs　at　all｝eve｝s（for　goveming　a熱d

conもr◎董）ζ◎9．・eeure・sミ王cc鷺ss　o恥圭a掘m蜘raeRtat圭◎難．

3Mamagers　and　w◎rkerg．．W㈱¢職1職鰍墨（a訣媛ρ麟◎fζ難e重r　sa玉aries　depeRdeのaCC◎rd圭xg　t，◎“achievemePt，

and　overachivement　of　plan　indicators”．　That　is　why　there　were　strong　incentives　to　get　eo2v’

？nanctato’xge　plan　from　Cen．ter　（hiding　or　misleadirtg　real　production　potential）　in　order　to　show　“higher

　progress搬the　en（蓬◎f　P｝an茎：）eri（xr’，　or（獄Qre　cQraKton｝Y）to　avo垂d　intens重f董cat量◎n　of　efforts　fol’o罫薮。三a茎

P圭a嚢漁ρ三e韮聡難織重◎難（aRCt・S．舗貰麟．瓢㊧£or癖vaもe・tr3flsactめ蓑S）．
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term　of　time，　tax－payers　money，　individual　costs　for　political　and　economic　transactions）

fOでb濾（㎞9◎f貧ew穣sもi綴もi◎Ra1　fr3mew◎rk◎f　agra翌ia貸sphere。

　　　　3θoo加llg／，　there　have　been　enormous　costs　for　carrying　out　Te8titzLtion，　d乞s厩わution，

aRd　priyatixutig？z　of　agrariari　resources　（cests　associated　wtth　activities　cf　differeRt

responsible　bodies，　for　preparing　various　regulations　for　their　activities，　and　for　public

erlforcemext　etc）．

　　　　Identification　of　“eligible　shareholders”　and　actual　destribzetion　of　the　assets　of

previous　cooperatives　into　iRdividual　shares　have　takeR　almost　fcur　years．　lt　has　beeR

connected　with　large　direct　costs　for　personalization　（specification，　eva｝uation，　dispute

reso｝utioR，　traRsfer）　of　ownership　oR　various　assets　aRd　it　is　＄tlll　incomp｝eted　for　some

・disputed　property．　Also　there　have　been　substantial　indirect　costs　associated　with　activ－

it沁s　of　Liq磁dat主。簸C◎膿cils一露s獄anageme嚢も◎f　pr◎（沁cti〈）n　pr◎cess，　physica1（iisも◎rt主◎n（）f

a　great　part　of　assets　（buildings，　irrigation　systems，　fruit　trees　aRd　vineyards，　livestock），

i難ef薮cie轟t　deals　a鍛d　corr嚢pti◎r粟，殺㎡air　a簸ocaも重（）R◎f　pr◎perty，　etc．　In　so搬e　cases◎vera塾

costs　for　transfer　of　ownership　to　private　hands　have　reached　more　than　one　fifth　of　the

value　ef　cooperative　a＄sets．

　　　　Restoration　of　private　rights　on　farmland　land　has　been　a　very　costly　and　lengthy

process，1もs£arted擁1991　a簸d　iもis　sも焼玉g磁g　o鼓f◎r　a　parも◎f　elaimed　are盆き．1もhas　take鍛a

lot　of　social　resources　（public，　individual，　international　assistance）　for　identification　of

previous　ow熟ers，　resoluti◎難◎f　co雌cts　between　cla㎞anもs，　develepment　of玉and（掴si◎R

pians，　issuing　of　various　ownership　certificates　and　final　notaries　acts，　for　actual

面面◎d銭。もior韮鎗も01a簑（玉子se　a鍛d（）w難ership（も¢毛e穣P◎rarily”，‘‘pre三㎞ary”，｛‘短rea肇borders’つ

etc．　Besides，　perrnanent　transfer　of　state　and　municipality　owned　farmiand　into　private

managemeRt　is　sti］1　te　be　accorRp｝ished6．　Little　eompeteRce　and　widespread　corruptioR　of

Land　Commissions　have　contributed　to　high　“social　price”　for　privatization　of　agricultural

land．　M◎re◎ver，　sigr瞭。誠圭◎sses　have　bee簸rea塁zed　as　a　c◎費s¢q嚢ence　of　s玉◎脚resも◎raもion

of　real　ownership　titles　（lack　of　incentives　for　long　term　investments　in　land，　decrease　in

efficieRcy　of｝aRd　use）？’．

　　　　Privatixation　of　the　assets　ef　state　farras　and　agrocompanies　has　been　very　slow8．　lt

4For圭RstaRce，　initially　resζ1綴も沁難◎f　farm1＆簑d　c◎慧董d　kave捻ee煽熟“idea至bGrders”；1ater◎鍛aR

introduction　into　ownership　in　Teal　（old　or　new　comparable）　borders　has　been　ruled　out．　“Distribution

of　property”　of　foriRer　ceoperatives　intc　iRdivid：al　sh3res　kas　beeR　yeplaced　by　tiqutcSatio？z　of　existiRg

production　structures　（and　physical　distribution　of　assets　between　individuals）．　Besides，　various

amendments　have　put　quite　different　restrictions　on　tand　ozvneTship　（size，　eligibility　for　foreigners）

離d二毛θ（size　aRd　per童◎d），　aRd　a　itumber◎f　asseもsプb？“ms（cash，懸ss，　cG二二e，　zミ濾or　c◎灘e茎レ

satory　payraents，　managerial－workers）　have　been　introduced　for　privati2ation　of　state　and
　門島麺cipa王iもy（Bac｝聖ev　aもa慧，2（｝（）O）．

5By　the　end　of　200e　restitution　of　rights　on　about　980／o　of　c｝aimed　farmland　was　entirely　completed，

GIt　aceounts　190／o　of　tota｝　far｝nland　in　the　country　（4．80／o　of　arable　land，　and　71．80／o　of　grassland　aRd

pastures）．

TPrereform　yield　levels　for　rnajor　cereals，　fruit，　and　vegetables　have　dropped　by　up　to　400／o，　and

澱。慧1も重vaもed　area　go灘ρも◎◎Re・fortk・of乞◎ta叢arable｝a酷Bes韮des，嶽e騰紮ave　bee鍛ris重盤g　cr◎p　r◎tat圭◎R

problems　in　some　regions．

sByもhe　eRd　of　2◎00誌acc◎uRts◎n茎y　f◎r圭ess　thaR　5（）％o£t◎もa玉asseもs熱もhe　systera〈）£擁重Ristry罫◎r

Agriculture，　as　share　of　cornpieted　deals　were　more　than　a　half　of　number　of　opened　privatization

　procedures．
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ha＄　been　associated　with　high　level　ef　direct　costs　for　ideRtificatigR　and　separation　ef

state　property，　and　for　organization　of　privatization　deals　（preparation　of　offers，　regis－

tration，　carrying　out　tenders　and　sells）．　Nso　significant　entrepreneurial　efforts　have　been

made　for　studying　investment　opportunities，　for　formation　of　various　buyers　ventures

（groups，　manageria｝一workers　teams，　｝egai　entities），　for　aecumulatioR　of　needed　cash　or

iRdividwal　privatizatioR　beRds　ete．　Besides，　a　large　“iiiforma｝　costs”　have　beeR　irivclved　for

various　“traRsfer　payments”　for　bribing　corrupted　rnembers　ef　Privatization　Boards　and

responsible　public　officials．　Lastly，　big　public　losses　have　been　made　as　a　result　of　ineffi－

cient　management　（monopoly　or　quasi－monopoly　situations，　mismanagement），　and

“hidden”　（or　illegal）　income　and　property　transfer　to　private　hands．

Tra丑sa¢tion¢osts　fbr羅arket　a難d　private　modes

　　　Economic　ref6rm　has　turnedθ㊨θ瑠agrarian　agent　ln　anα編。ηoηzoz占s　manager　of　his

transactions．　Number　of　active　participants　in　various　type　of　agrarian　transacting（labor

and　inputs　supply，　marketing　etc）has　erUarged　thousands　folds．　Intensity　of㎜γんet　and

lpγ勿α‘θtransacting　has㎞creased　enormously　as　a㎞ost　one　forth　of　work重ng　Populaもion，

ab◎蕊L8m曲◎Rs　Rew玉a鍛d（）w簑ers　aRd　arr◎膿d　2。5r雌（）Rs　sharehelders　iR　accum慧1就ed
　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　ひ

agrariaR　assetsg，　participate　in　the　pr◎cess．　夏ndividual　agents　have　been　invdved　inα‘♂

types　of　agrarian　transactions（from　capital　supply　to　tnternational　trade）and　exchange

of　7zθωκ乞？z（1s　of　private　rights（on　land，　labor，　inteUectual　products　etc）．　Now　a　great

part　of　agrarian　transacting　is　governed　by　market　and　private　modes，　and　almost　entire

agrar重an　production　is　carried◎ut　by　new（ieveloped　private負）r澱s（farms，　co◎peraも重ves，

隷dagr◎㎞S）．

　　　勉（オ勿乞（izeαl　transact㎞g　costs　in　fast　changing　institutiona1（new‘‘rules　of　the　game”，

unstable　legislation　and　regulation　framework）and　macroeconomic（high　inflation　and

transacting　uncerta血ty）enVironment　have　been　very　high．　Costs　for　mαrんet　transactions

have　risen　sigr面cantly　during　markets　hberalization　and　transitional　a（叉lustment．　Litt｝e

pers◎鍛al　experieRce蟄riskもak盈9，　markeも㎞9，　c（）資もracも溢9，　privaもe　for照s，　has　c◎Rtributed

to　er窪argement◎f　transacting　c◎sts．　Searching　costs　fbr　f盈d蹟g　besもprices，　markets，　and

partners；expenditures　for　market　commissions，　fees，　and　licenses；costs　for　negotiation

and　for　contract　writing；costs　for　safeguarding　agalnst　partners　opportunism（cheating，

noncomphance）；contract　enforcement　and　dispute　resolution　costs（through　private　or

courもsystem），　a慧have　taken　a　good　part◎f　overall　transact㎞g　c◎sむs．　Besides，㎞dividua茎

。◎sもsf◎r　protecもi譲9　Pr韮vate　abs◎1砿e　a嚢d　c◎ntracもed　righもs　fro難膿wa薦ed　exchaRge

（◎PP◎「tur珪sm，　th玉eves，　mon◎poly，‘‘insurance　payments”fbr　criminal　security負rms　etc）

have　risen　substantiaUy　tn　absence　of　an　effective　pubhc　enforcement　system．

　　　Development　costs　for　various　market　and　private　organizations（for　initiating，

design，　formal　registration，　formation，　restructuring，　hquidation）have　occupied　a　good

parも◎f　a耽ransacもi◎R　c◎sts㎞agrarian　sphere．　Large蹴mber　of　speda19◎veming　modes

for重ndivid嚢a玉traRsacもi蟄g　has　comeも◎existenee（c◎1至ecもing　a登d曲◎王esale　markeもs，

long－term　contracts，　cooperative　agreements，　associations　for　price　negotiation，　dt［ferent

”AII　owners　of　farmland　and　workers　（with　at　least　5　years　stage）　in　previous　cooperatives　have　been　eli－

gib｝e　to　get　shares　in　accumulated　cooperative　assets．　Besides，　every　BulgariaR　citizeR　older　thaR　18

eo穫韮虚ake　parも嶽“猿ass　pr重vaも壼za乞韮。バ◎f　des圭9熟aもed　8観θagr頗a飛asseもs。
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type　of　legal　entities）．　After　1991　more　than　1．7million　new　private　farms　appeared；

aboBt　32eO　new　producers　cooperatives　have　been　forraed　wtth　more　than　770　thousaRd

members；　and　9800　different　other　agricultural　organizations　have　been　registered．

Bes重des，　a　big簑㎜ber　of㎞60rmal　par敏ers鞠s，　jo㎞もven繊re，　sも蹴egic　agre穆me魏s　as　we猿

as　illegal　ventures　（“gray”　and　“black”　economy）　have　been　developed．　Consequently

cOsもs　for　va罫沁慧s　f◎rms　Of　privαte　vaaRagemeRt（dec重s茎。簑獄akiRg，　c◎ord1鍛aもio貧，　eval－

uation，　stimulation，　and　control）　of　transactions　though　contract　modes，　direct　internal　or

joint　mamageraeRt，　group　decisicR　making，　cr　iR　a　hierarchy，　have　increased　substaRtial｝y．

Costs　fbr　3堀rd　part沁vo蓋ve搬e盤t薫総agraria無tra盤saetio無s

　　　In　new　developing　transacting　environment　（price　adjustments，　“missing”　markets，

慧RreStr慧Ct慧red　mOr竈OPO鼓eS）there　haVe　beeR　Slgr雌Ca鼓もC◎SもSプ～）ゲα，　th乞7Ciメ）（Wt解乞箆留09のθ一

ment　in　individua｝　transactions．　There　have　been　large　costs　for　pubiic　（state　or　local

authorities），　intematienal　ageRcies，　aRd　varioiis　xoRgovemmeiital　orgaftizations

participation　in　agrarian　transactions．　There　have　been　various　forms　for　a　third　party

iRvolve嬢enもi難斑arkeもa難d　privaもe　traRsacも1簸g　s嚢ch　as：ass主s伽ce（e．9．　prOvidi蓑g　agro－

market　information，　training　in　fariR　irtanagernent，　iRitiating　farrr｝ers　associations），

regulatioRs　（e．g．　settiiig　price　leve｝s；　staitdards　for　product　quality，　labor　use，　and　envi－

ronment　protection；　requirements　for　quality　and　origin　certificates），　public　organization

（e．g．　exteRsioR　service，　saRitary　aRd　veteriRary　ceRtro｝），　and　hybrid　medes　（e．g．　fcr－

mation　of　wholesale　market　system，　public　subsidies　to　agrarian　credit）．　in　some　cases

pUb茎iC　and　individUa玉COStS　fαSUCh櫨ateral　fbrmS　Of　traRSaC蝕g　have　reaChed　very　hlgh

levels　（for　funding　of　special　agencies，　intematioRal　loans　repayments，　mismanagerrtent　of

prograrRs，　f｝ghtiRg　against　offenders，　bribing　respensible　officia｝s，　participatiei｝　fees　and

expenses，　avoiding　tax　and　other　mandatory　payments）．

　　　Also　different　special　interests　groups　have　made　a　lot　of　investments　in　“colgective

actions”　（lobbying，　bribing）　to　iRduce　Government　interveRtions　iR　agrarian　traRsactioRs

in　their　interests　（trade　preferences，　price　regulations，　redistribution　of　property　rights）．

Not　rare　as　a　result　of　such　successful　actions　some　private　groups　have　got　“institu－

tionalized”　large　benefits　（rent）　at　the　expense　of　other　partieipants　in　transactioRs　or

geftera｝　taxpayersiO．

GOVERNANCE　MOI］｝ES　FOR　AGRARIAN　TRANSACTING
‘‘

se澱ρorar，　p穫b麩。磁odes　of斑a黙age搬e盤t

　　　For　a　long　time　a　large　part　of　agrarian　transactions　have　been　carry　out　in　“ternporal”

goverRing　stru伽res－ZLnrestructZtredプbrmeγ　strzect2Lres，　and　specia9　organi2αtion∬窃

up　by　azethority　（responsible　for　restitution，　distribution，　privatization　or　iiquidation　of

agrariaR　resogirees）．

　　　Pub12c　（state，　mzenicipality，　mtxed）　famas　anal　agTofirms　continue　to　be　in　place

ev繊R◎wa（iayS（重R　irrigaもま0簸，　meCha顯Zati◎塗and（）もher　ServiCeS，　far二目g　a鷺d　relaもed

aetivities）．　Most　of　them　have　been　“restructured”　or　got　an　azetonomg　statzLs．　However，

ie　TO　name　j疑SもafeW：プ’ixe（t　m冥目窺辮捻pγ乞CeS　fOr　tObaCCO　and　Wheat　prOdUCerS，　pTefe劉θ7zt乞αg

（S螂繍5θの0縦吻γ0脚膠（WOrklng　C麟al鉛r　Cere細rOdUCerS；10難g　te㎜iRVeSt艶e難tS腰gr漁，
　livestock，　grape，　and　some　fruit　producers）．
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a　little　actually　have　changed　in　their　“internal”　management．　Neither　managers　nor

working　teams　have　any　incentives　in　long　term　efficiency　（unclear　future　of　organi－

zatioRs；　restrictions　on　trade　wtth　long－term　assets；　regulatioR　of　sa｝aries；　losing　“iRcome

rights”i資case　of　reもire難e璃sack聴◎r　re就ructuriRg）．　CeasiRg“c◎濾01　fr◎茎n　ab◎ve”

have　made　misrnanagement　and　private　use　of　public　assets　wtdespread　（income　transfers

and　property　use，　current　on－job　consumption　etc）．　ln　many　cases　financial　freedom　has

led　to　strengthening　monopoly　position　of　some　companies　（uncontrolled　price　increase，

un盤aもeral　depende嚢cy◎f嚢s溢g　farmers　eも。）．

　　　For　a　loRg　period　ef　time　a　sigriificant　pertion　gf　gand　szeg？pgy　transactiefis　has　beeR

managed　by　（with　a　mediation　oD　special　state　authorities　（Ministry　of　AgTiczeltzLre，

Land　Commissions，　Mzenicipatities）．　Previous　landowners　have　got　recognized　their

rights　but　only　less　than　one　forth　of　them　got　real　titles　（notary　acts）　until　the　rniddle　of

1999Si．　Al｝gcaticR　of　all　va｝uab｝e　agricultura｝　laRd　（for　“terripgra｝”　oAe　seasoR　gse，

“preliminary　introduction　into　ownership”）　has　been　under　contrel　of　Municipality　Land

Coinmissions．　Often　these　Commissions　have　been　used　to　“direct”　new　private　farming

development　through　Ministry　regulations　（or　unwritten　orders）　for　favorable　policy

toward　“individual　self－sufficient”，　‘tlarge　scale　busirtess　type”，　or　“collective”　organizatioR

ef　laRd　supply　（depeR｛img　oR　the　“cgrreRt　pglicy”　gf　eeRsecntive　GgvernmeRti2）．　Lease

contracts　for　state　and　municipality　lands　have　been　handled　by　Ministry　of　Agricniture

（long－term　contracts），　regional　Ministry　Departments　（one　season　contracts），　and

Municipalities．　lnterests　of　members　of　“land　allocation”　authorities　have　been　away　from

ef盒cie簸t　la鼓d　orga貧izaもi◎r茎，　a嚢dもhere　has　beeR　no　sysもem　f◎r　aR　effecもive　pub韮。　coRもrd

over　their　activities．　LaRd　supp｝y　erganizatioR　sllbstaiitially　has　affected　formatioR　of　sus－

tainable　private　structures　and　efficiency　of　land　use．　lt　also　has　been　associated　with　a

lot　of　irregularities，　mismanagement，　and　high　additional　costs　for　land　supply　（bribes　to

get　good　land　plots，　continuing　uRresolved　disputes　etc）．　Besides，　a　significant　part　of

“fixed”　ReniaRd　agrariaR　assets　kas　beeR　ab“xdaRt　gr　destroyed　（e．g．　irrigatieR　facilities，

orchards，　bui｝ding），　and　a　｝arge　area　of　productive　land　has　been　left　unused　for　a　long

　　　　Large　part　of　agrarian　transactions　has　been　governed　by　various　Liqzeidation

Cozt？zcigs，　and　P短㊧α麺21α蕗。？z　BoαWis，　eも。．　Besides，蓑）rもrans食）rmaも圭oR◎f　properもy（dis－

tributieR　iRto　iRdivid“al　shares，　privatizatiok，　liquidatieft　cf　assets）　these　bcdies　have

been　responsible　for　“current”　management　of　production　activities　in　respective　orga－

nizationsi3．　For　a　very　long　period　of　ttme　governance　of　a　significant　part　of　agrarian

assets　has　been　locked　in　these　“dual　function”　organizations．　There　has　been　impossible

a嚢effecもive　c◎嚢もr◎1◎Rもhe　perf◎r瓢aRce◎f　s縦chもe獄P◎ral　sもr嚢。もures　by譲嚢mero疑s

iRdividual　（eligible）　shareho｝ders，　eRforcing　public　agencies，　or　media　（high　uRcertaiRty，

asyirumetry　of　information，　and　competency；　“uniqueness”　in　every　case；　“mass”　character

of　process　etc）．　That　is　why　organization　of　agrarian　transactions　has　rarely　been　carried

…嚇a重詰犠圭◎w　pr◎d銭。毛孟ve　me2s？zta’i’mozes’areas曲ere　resも◎raも量◎糞of茎a蓑d◎wnerskip　was　P◎ss重b韮e蟄

　”existing　old　borders”．

i2Between　1990　and　1997　there　were　8　different　Govemments　with　quite　a　different　“current”　agrarian

　policy．

i3About　2100　former　cooperatives　and　other　organizations　formed　on　their　bases；　more　than　1300　state

　farms　and　agrocorapanies；　a　number　of　ffturiicipal　aRd　“mixed”　firffts．



i30 ff．　BACHEV　and　M．　TS｛1nv

out　in　the　best　iRterests　of　legitimate　benefictar．ies　（individuals，　groups，　or・genera｝

public）．　Experience　has　shown　that　agrarian　assets　have　Rot　been　properly　managed

（unde．r　or　over　used）　and　thei’r　value　lost　or　artifieially　depreciated．　Mo＄t　ef　the　efforts　of

LiquidatioR　Counci｝s　aRd　PrivatizatioR　Boards　have　beeR　directed　to　preleRg　traRs－

formatioR　process　（oR　job　consumption　of　members，　keeping　power　and　rent　taking），　aRd

to　arrange　unfair　assets　（i，neome）　traRsfer　te　a　parti，“’li｝ar　interest　group．

Dom叢鷺atio皿of　provisio魏a叢forms　fer　land　supP叢y

　　　　Many　agents　have　got；　recognized　their　private　rights　on　farmiand　but　until　recently

◎撮y艶wofもhe憩hadもhの1．r　｝aRd　c◎憩p董eもely　re＄就嚥ed．　M◎st　of　cla量獄a魏s　have　g◎も

restored　their　rights　only　in　“ideai　borders”　（“on　papers”）　and　they　have　been　able　to

ac（纂蕪ど奪land　f◎r　tθ窺メ》（）磐α麗裏ノ（T（）γ辱◎箆θsθαso？2クmse．　CoRsequeRも1y　f（）r　a　very　1◎rし9　Peri◎d

only　provisional　modes　for　organization　of　land　supply　transactions　have　been　possible

SUCh．　as癬θη癬襯θ9γ㈱0窺7a　o乞蹴プ砂編？竃90鷲海碗9edes；θ（direcもCO蹴acもorもhrough

mediation　of　Land　Coinmissions）．

　　　　Lack◎f　f岨◎wners短p致a＄affecもed　sigr韻cantまy　deve1◎pment　aRd　sもruc綴re◎f　la繋d

transactions，　character　and　stability　of　farm　orgartizations，　and　efficiency　of　｝and　use．　Sell

and　long－lease　markets　for　agricultural　land　have　not　emerged　until　recently．　Ownership

coojpercttio7z　iR　a　greup　farming　or　ieasing　on　cenn2i，ag　b｛zse　have　been　oR｝y　ways　to

ex’tend　farm　size．　“ldeal”　character　of　tit｝es　has　allowed　large　b｝ocks　of　farmiand　to　be

govemed　in　a　coftsolidated　．manner　by　Rewly　emerging　cooperative　and　private　structures．

Unpreeedented　concentrat．lon　in　laRd　raanagement　has　been　achieved　£or　a　short　period

aRd　with　relatively　low　cests　for　inclividualsi4．　Now　about　35eO　big　private　farms　（O．2g／o　ef

all　fam｝s）　and　2300　production　cooperatives　manage　760／o　of　all　cultivated　land　in　the

cowitry，　aver3girig　493　ha　aikd　709　ha　accerdingly．

　　　　However，　practicing　of　short　lease　on　fragmented　ownership　and　with　a　big　nurnber　of

s慧Pρ鍍ers　has　been　associ説d　wi馳㎞ghもransac麺誼蔀e◎sもs（for　annuai　renegotiat圭oRs・Wtth

lessors，　for　laRd　replacements），　reluctance　of　longe．r－terrn　land　specific　investments　and

dete／r玉（）raもio装◎f　s◎謎fer滅嚢もy，　sもr◎登9　Prefere捻ce　to◎ne　seasoR　cr◎ps　a捻d　yisiRg◎f　cr◎P

rotation　problems．　Agrarian　agents　neither　have　been　able　to　get　actual　retum　on　their

la簑d！壕ghもs◎貧se茎1◎r（｝oRg）三¢a＄e　markeもs，　Ror・t◎ミ三＄e嶽e圭r翻es　for　ef艶（1沈三ve　g◎verPtrtg◎f

other　’transactions　such　as：　using　land　as　a　share　in　legal　entities　and　joint　ventures，　for

interlinked　organizations　（e．g．　land　collateral　against　bank　credit）　ete．　Part　time

famaing　and　oveT　coopercttio？z　at　｝arge　sca｝e　have　developed　as　sub＄nkute．　Besides，

most　o，f　newly　formed　larger　agrofirms，　partnerships，　and　production　eooperatives　（based

m．a魚1y◎R　pr◎vis沁nal　lease　i蕊C｛）1、もracts）have　been．1．、xx　a　reg㎞e　of撮む認θS鵬書α②？2aわ②認孟シ．

盆e無ais8a丑ce　of‘‘produ¢e欝s撃，　cooperatives

　　　There　has　been　a　“boom”　in　ipTodzLction　coop（？．ration　during　liquidation　（and　in

P（）st－1三（差回daも圭。嚢stages）Of（）k蓬。◎◎peraもive　s鍵鷺。も鱗res．　By　1995　all　c｝xisted　iRもhe

beginn，ing　of　transformation　2100　“collective　farms”　were　liquidated　and　their　assets　were

S”　N｝　eontracted　（by　a　private　far！ner　or　a　cooperative）　area　for　lease　‘’in　ideal　borders，　”　（oft，en　with　a　very

b童営獄官　ber　of　G照eys婁oy　s獄濾脚もs　d重sρerse嬢類撮a嚢yま。戯沁蟄s）韮s・a｝loc＆もe面懸¢Ollsol重醸e縫P韮。も

（＄）　by　respective　Land　Comm’iissien．



・5’9ractUTesプbr　Orga？zteesSck＞n（～プTrawsactions　in　Bzetgα・磁？z　Agrtc2egt2tre 131

disもributed短も（）‘‘短（灘vi（iua玉shares撃’．　D縫rir醤theεα？ne　perio（議？zew　260◎pr◎d鷺ct沁R　co◎P－

eratives　were　set　up　aRd　their　kumber　have　grewri　up　to　3200　later　oft．

　　　Long　term　‘“¢ooperative　tradition”，　pro－cooperative　policy　of　a　previous　（socialist）

Government，　opportunities　to　explore　economy　of　scale　or　scope　（on　technology，　or　pure

traRsactMg　acti’vities），　soine　ideological　（e．g．　“red”　or　“blue”　cooperatives）　or　ethnical

（‘‘t蟻「kish”，‘‘b疑玉＄a「窯a簸7’，‘もmaced◎n嚢an，’c◎◎Peraもives）f含。もQrs，　a慧have　bee簸㎞峯）◎rもaRt　fOr

Rew　cocperat’iori　pheRgmeRoR．　How’ever，　in　maRy　instanee＄，　coeperative　ra，od，e　has　beeR

either　a　sirige　or　t，he　mgst　effective　form　for　farvaiRg　orgaRizatieR．　Are｛md　60e／e　Df

BulgariaR　hemseholds　have　got　＄ome　agricultural　land　and　individual　stake＄　in　the　assets

of　liquidated　an，cient　cooperatives．　Absence　of　settled　rights　on　agrarian　resources

（farmland，　disputed　material　assets），　small　size　of　acquired　propertyi5，　and　inherited

structure　of　shares　（high　share　of　debt，　large　passive　or　indZvisibge　assets’6），　have　made

a（恥s漁e魏もh：r傭gh獄arkeももra蓑sac．も孟ORS・wweasy．

　　　F¢7s琵寮，　TRa「ketも「ade瞬th　lart（玉a識（i　oもher　proper℃y　has　beeR　diffic畿猛（h嬉hもraRS＿

actioR　costs）　beea“se　of　lack　of　．fu｝1　ownership　tit｝es　and　lew　demand　from　xevv；

developing　stru，ctures．　IR　supply　side　ther’e　have　been　enormous　costs　to　find　a　reliable

partner　and　to　（re）　negotiate　lease　season　after　season　（moreover　on　fragmented　lands

and　assets），　low　confidence　in　new　emerging　private　farming，　and　great　economic

uncertainty　（inst；itutional　aRd　contractvtal　instability，　rapid　iRflation，　high　expectatioR

abo嚢もfu雛re　va三鷺e◎f　agrarian玉a猟i）．　Ownershipプbrm（owR　far恋鍛g，　p鍵撫ersh重p，

ceeperative）　has　happeRed　tg　be　ehe　cheapest　or　the　oniy　possib｝e　mede　for　erganizatioB

of　traRsactag．

　　　Secondlgy，　many　agrarian　agents　have　found　their　indwidua｝　assets　in　high　bilctterag　or

muLtilateral　alepaende7zcg　（physical　indivisibility　into　tndividual　shares；　site　or　capacity

dependency）．　Condition　of　high　human　capital　specific，ity　has　been　experiencing　by　many

agrarian　agents　who　used　to　be　spe¢ialized　in　particular　farmmg　productieR　or　activities

（raechaRizatiexx，　i，rrigatioR，　veteriRary，　accogRtaRcy）　ef　previe＝s　ccl｝ective　farras．　They

have　fb膿dもh醗＄k跳滅high　b嚢謝r撮depeRdency賦h　acqnired　physical　assee＄a鍛d（or）

㎞m嘘墾ater譲d¢卿deRC擁th　h㎜顧capital　of　other昭¢就s（team　work　tra曲◎A，　lack

of　management　skills）．　Also　in　many　eases　owiiers　have　got　restituted　their　land　plots

with　fruit　trees　（vineyards　etc）　on　them，　and　they　could　practically　execute　much　oper－

ation　（e．g．　mechanization，　plant　proteetion，　irrigation　ete．）　in　a　cooperation．　ln　some

cases　physica｝　di＄tributien　of　a　particular　asset　（key　machinery，　storage　or　processiRg

fac鐵もies）c◎鷺．三d．　have　p嚢もprospec鍼v．e　f我r獄ers　i塗膿慧at¢ra1（蓬epeRdency　f蜜◎澱apa魏ic嚢｝ar

s賢pp鼓er（）r　buy¢r（撚（）n◎poly　siもuati（m婁至◎s拠9　e搬p至oyment　o茎）porもu癒もies，獄（）v魚＄asseもs　t◎

aRother　place　or　user）．　IR　order　to　make　traxsactieRs　possible　or　to　overcome　serious

traRsaction　difficulties　in　post　liquidating　stage，　new　age，nts　have　deeided　to　keep

（govern）　dependant　assets　as　aj’oint　02vnership．

　　　Finally，　most　of　the　eligible　land　owners　and　shareho｝ders　have　happened　to　live

away　from　rural　areas，　or　to　have　other　business，　or　to　be　old　of　age，　or　to　have．　no　skills　or

二5Averaging　of　2／7ぬa◎f負蒐rr農王aR（圭（◎髭｛｝葺s茎；）銭雛；ed　i難mally玉◎α誌董◎難ミi；）P台r　a王a勲d◎照er，　and　lessζh＆r【＄1◎O

per　an　asset　＄hareholder．

15Big　machi聡ズy，　b副d玉ngs，　processing　a勲d鍵igation　facilitieg．　etc．　Qrig㎞ally　designed　for畿1arge－scale

　“public　（collective），　organization”．
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Cap翻もO　Sもarも◎W嚢farmS．　Theref◎re，　ReW　OWnerS　have　had　R◎a嚢y　a1もer嬢ive　b就勿嚇

elαte（through　sales，　consumption，　abandor血lg）170r　to　govern　transactions　supPorted　by

interdependeRt　assets　through　a　cooperative　mocie．　ln　that　way　more　thaR　400／o　of　the

Rew　ewners　have　pulled　（part　or　all　eD　their　laRd　aRd　other　assets　in　new　productioR

cooperatives．　However，　rnaj　ority　of　“shareholders”　has　not　been　practically　involved　in

cooperatives　business　or　managemellt　（“separat－ioR　of　ownership　frem　maRagement’）．

Therefore，　most　of　these　organizations　have　been　in　fact　either　provisionat　shaTecrep－

ping　（zsnszgsgntnabte　gecg＄e　inj　agreements　or　a　particniar　type　cf　large　esgwi－compora－

tions．

　　　脳s伽9Pr◎ducもi◎賢co◎perative串d◎醸have　e鐸ective懲echa通sras　for　safeguarding

interests　of　members．　There　is　a　high　asymmetry　in　competency　and　available　infor－

matioR　of　paanagers　aRd　outside　owners．　For　instaRce，　cooperative　raanagers　possess

detai｝ed　informatioR　fcr　technelogical　potential，　yield　alld　iRcorae　levels，　available

resources　etc，　but　they　are　not　always　interested　to　odsclose　it　（because　of　desire　to　show

“pregress”　ii｝　annwa｝　repgrting　or　to　use　coeperative　pyoperty　for　private　goa｝s）．・　OR　the

other　hand，　cooperative　members　are　interested　to　get　full　internal　information　for

optimal　decision　makng．　However，　their　indwidgal　ccst＄　are　extremeiy　high　because　of

lack　of　competency，　“hidden”　or　misleading　information，　need　to　prove　others　correctness

of　observed　or　suspected　mismaRagerrteRt　etc．　Besides，　indMdua｝　gain　from　possible

improvernent　of．organization　is　a　small　portioR　of　total　b　enefit　which　is　eventualiy

clistributed　between　ail　members　of　coa｝ition　（passive　aRd　active）．　ConsequeRtly　there

are　mo　stroRg　inceRtives　for　individual　efforts　for　amelioration　ef　common　weifare　（“£ree

riding”　problem）．　Therefore，　it　i’s　irnpossible　an　effective　control　on　cooperative　activities

indwidijial｝y，　thro“gh　a　kwweroxs　GeReral　Asserebly　or　incompetept　MaRageraeRt　Board

（members　of　which　could　be　easily　interlinked　or　otherwise　bribed　by　Executive　in　order

t◎keepもhe澱‘‘agreeable”oピ‘si1¢貧も’り、

　　　Besides，　there　is　no　“alternative　market”　for　a　great　part　of　cooperative　assets

（“7？zembeT　oriented　organization”）．　There　is　no　danger　for　“faimre”　or　“take　over”　by　a

competitor　which　cenid　discipime　managers　（segf－financed　by　member＄　“non　for　preik

organization”）．　“Unique”　character　makes　k　impossible　to　use　“market”　criteria　for　evalu－

at沁n◎f　much　of　coopera雛ve　activities（◎riel臨e（i　to　5塗）θo沸。？zeθds　of‘‘own　members’つ，

and　any　achieved　results　could　be　presented　as　“efficient”　by　management．　All　these　give

greaも◎PP◎rtuni慧es｛br主嚢ef難cienもa嚢d加。◎mpeもenもmaRage搬enも，ε皿d　foy嚢s主Rg　co◎ps血

the　best　interests　of　managers　or　some　groups　around　them　（on　job’　consumptioR，

t繊p鴛（）£圭table　f◎r艶e燃bers　de滅s，　c◎rrupti◎嚢）。　丁目f畿ct　maj◎r茎もy◎f　all　prod羅。もio繋。◎◎P－

eratives　has　rarely　shown　a　good　economic　performance．

　　　Moreover，　there　has　been　a　growing　confiict　between　working　and　non　working

merabers　ef　cooperatives　3s　former　waiit　all　inerease　in　currekt　inceme　（sa｝aries，　income

in　kind，　other　benefits）　and　later　are　interested　in　higher　capital　payments　（land　rent，

dividey｛ds）．　Besides，　there　are　differeRces　in　iRvestment　preferekces　of　youRger　aBd

三7∫）hy3乞0α9弱（～2ゑ霞オ｛難認0％has　bee澄a難‘‘七難expecもe（ミ，季reSU1も◎f　ecO簑◎盤ic茎i（茎羅韮d駄綴。】臓　（（iisもrib】騰糠。］良）　0ξ

agrarian　assets．　For　instance　prereform　number　of　cows　has　deereased　by　450／o，pigs　with　640／o，sheeps

　axd　goaもs嚇も】k　68％，　aR（i茎）◎慧k葛zま）y　65％．　Also＆large　pa、rも◎f　f3rm　buil（簸蓑9，　e（茎嚢圭P獄e難も，登τigaもi◎捻¢も¢

　haS　been　entirely　destroyed．
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older　working　mernbers．　XVhile　old　gene，．ration　prefers　higher　current　income　and　con－

sumption　（artd　lower　long－terrrt　investm．ents），　youiigers　are　interested　iri　growth　of　｝ortg

慧erra　efficieftcy　a．nd嚢巣。◎恐eもh茎辱0銭gh　Rew　c3Pまもa1㎞vesもmeRts．

　　　C◎銭ective（defrb〈）（浮rα捻。）decisi◎R　mak聴is　assoc瓶ed　wiもh　h．鞍もransacti◎R　c◎sもs　fOr

reaching　coRsensu＄　as　a　result　of　big　nuiuber　of　merr｛bers　（averagikg　239　per　a　ceop），　low

information　or　competence　of　a　great　part　of　them，　conflict　of　jnterests　of　vari，ous

contingencies，　“vot，；es　trading”，　etc．　Besides，　“rnajority　rule”　is　not　always　in　direction　with

ef薮de鼓cy　s魚ce　vote＄are鍛◎もpr◎P◎rもio濃州t（）㎞もeresもs　acc（）r（ii．捻暮もO　i難vesもed　capita1．　Mo＄t

of　cooperative　members　are　wtth　sma｝1　shares　aRd　they　benefitin　｝arger　exteRd　from

“equal”　use　of　cooperative　assets．　As　a　result　many　（new）　eooperatives　have　been　prac－

ticing　inefficient　mechanisrns　from　the　past　such　as：　“equal”　remuneration，　overem－

p｝oyment，　redistribution　from　t‘profitab｝e”　to　unprofitable　activities，　systerrt　of　personal

p｝ots，　adverse　feeii，ng　towards　private　farming，　keeping　“sociai　stability”，　authoritarian

難anage照e鉱eも。。　An　these　resもrict　sも㎞ω聡f◎r玉arge　ikdividual　investyReiiもs　i難spec：懲c

cooperative　（human，　tangible，　intellectual）　eapital　and　limit　growth　in　efficiency　（ancl

size）　of　organizatlon．

　　　LaStly，㎞もema1賊egraもiOn　Ofもra嚢SaC伽！、S　i！蓬SUCh“1arge　SCa叢e”　leadSも◎呈盤CrSaS頓嚢

i．Rteri3al　c◎sもs　f（）r　c（）（》rdiRati◎登婁sti日銭1ati（）難，　aec◎這Rもi貧g，　a繋d獄（）簸重もori簑9（‘‘proble熱s（）f

もeam　pr◎d銭Cもi◎バ）．　This　requires　dev醗0ひmeRt　of　c◎王np玉ex（ofもe灘hierarchica1）a識d

expensive　structures　for　internal　management　（departments，　divisions，　units），　and　large

investments　for　their　design，　experimentation，　reorganization．　However，　cooperative

governance　not　alwayg．　is　associated　with　technological　or　other　（e，g．　transacting）　benofit＄

c◎澱pari貧gも。　alもerxxaもまve　for薫s　for　fa撒m毛orgaRizatioRラwhich．w（）uld　req嚢ire　s“eh撒

internalizatien　of　t，ransactiensi8．　Besides，　relative　“small”　size　of　individual　produetion

cooperatives　makes　them　ineffective　for　govemance　of　some　t：　pes　of　transactions　whj，¢h

need　a　large　sca｝e　（nationwide）　“cooperation”　（e．g．　for　aceumulation　of　credit　resources，

effective　protectiozz　from　a　monopoly　etc．）

New　life　for　small　self－sufficieRt　farming

　　　Traditional　prereform　system　of　“personal　plots”’9　has　found　a　new　life　in　a

small－scaLe　nat’zLr（tl　farming．　Now　nine　out　of　ten　private　，farmE　are　smaller　than　1

hectare　aRd　iR　generai　case　segf－szefficient　juwwse”．　More　than　a　half　of　a｝1　farms　have　ar｝

3verage　s漉◎fα09｝犯ctare　a嚢d茎k◎re・rese曲le　9・krdeRs　thaR　reai　farms．灘◎sもof　1豆vest◎ck

f含rms　are　a1S◎r融まa麟．蒸re縄（IO蹟estic　farms糠垂．

　　　In　a　situation　of　high　underemploytnent　and　unemploymenti’2，　and　a　large　share　of

，food　budget　（40－50t／o　of　total　househo｝d　expenses），　“part－time”　farming　has　turned　to　be

a　source　for　signifieant　income　for　evei’y　o．　’ther　household．　High　maTket　transacting　costs

’8Fer　instance，　organ，ization　of　a　similar　（proc’1mu〈wiorD　activity　in　small　grour）s　or　individual　farmg．　“rould，

often　be　with　lower　ttornparative　costs　for　formution，　maintenance，　and　de．velopment．

igIn　1989　there　were　k．6　million　“personal　farm＄”　uveragiltg　O．38　ha

粗’here・are・m◎r¢th撒王、．δm泓ioR撫rms　sma！ユer縫犠1ha賊h　aR　average　size◎f◎．21ha

211～哩ore　thaR　80％of蓑v¢sもock£ar難山s董≧av｛｝1c◎w　axx（護ま5％F　o敷董y　two　cows；6く藝％oダf＆買価s　bread　o飛e　p孟菖aR（i

22騰a茎’e蝋蓑亀w◎館s；獄◎re綴aぎ｝88％of＄嬢脚罫arr嚢s鼓ave玉ess嶽a蝦○＄keeps；a飛d　more康a嚢8◎％

ra重se　less　tha訣玉門O即下

22　Real　level　of　unernplo．yment　is　higher　than　offic，ial　f；igure　of　16‘Yo．
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ぐ‘rniss聴markets”for　land　aridαe戯lack　Qf　o職ers圭．．ゆ麗es，短gh　cα．齪act　e簑force－

me魏CosもS）and　10w呈ab◎r・Opp碗Zeln，吻COSもS（：織◎emp1◎ymenもa駕のmaもive＄諏apPrOpriate

qvalification　or　ag．　e），　have　forced　many　agrarian　agents　to　integrate　available　“free”

resources　（labor，　iaxxd，　livestock，　“farraiRg　knowledge”）　in　czc？n　nes・t・zsrag　fesma．　There

have　been　many　“new　comers”　to　agriculture　（unemployed　or　low　paid　white　or　blue

c◎玉ors　wα懸kers23）．　F◎rもhe顯fまrm囎has　be磁薦he　lasもres◎rも（or　buffer）during簸igh

institutiorial　instabilit，y　（pTeee．ss　of　privatization　ancl　introduetion　of　new　governing

mechanism＄）　and　fundamental　res’tructuring　ef　economy　（markets　adjxxstment，　reor－

ga捻izaも三◎薮，　rapid　i蔵ぜlatioR，：捻igh　red魏RdaRcy，　stroRg　necessity　for　pr¢（護ualifま（3ati◎n，

expectation　for　future　opportunities　in　other　bu＄inesses）．　ln　a　number　of　一eases　seif－suf－

ficieRt　far，m．ing　has　（leveloped　3s　（k　s？sbstig・zsge　for　llkce／rtai．R　（in　term　ef　q“al．ity，　ori・gift，

availability）　or　unsafe　（e．g．　residual　chemieals，　mad－eow　dee．　ease　etc）　outside　，food

sttpply．　Besides，　far’mm’　g　a＄　vaaiR　or　related　actlvity　has　beeft　traditioRally　a　favorite　spctTe

垂頸7）ze　oco㎎）α芯乞。？z（1・｝．〈）bby）for　a　g◎qd　pa鷲of　p◎茎）ミ嚢aもion．

　　　Self－consistent　“farms”　are　with　a　low　productivity　since　no　investments　in　spe一一

cialized　capita｝　（｝abor，　kRow－how，　ikclikstrial　materia｝s　etc）　have　beeR　raade．　Priraitive

（backvvyard）　technologies　dominate　and　perfori’v｝ance　has　been　rare　accordi．ng　to　modem

hu／raan　hea｝th，　eRvironmeRtal，　aRd　animal　welfare　standards．　［1］here　have　been　no　incen－

tives　for　investments　in　farm－specific　assets　（training，　specialization　of　labor，　modem

machinery）　and　for　extefisiocri　of　farm　＄ize　since：　lirnited　＄cale　of　household　eonsumption，

higher　alter／Rative　（eurreRt　o／r　loRg－term）　returu　eR　persoxal．　resoxrces2‘，　o．r　kcReco“oTnic

reasons　（faraily　pres，　tige，　social　status，）．　lntensity　of　transactions　has　been　weak　since

もhere　are捻（）transacも重oRs　at認（◎飛e－pers◎R鍛at難ral　farva）or　10w　costs　i凱ema辻撒Rs－

aetions　（betweeR　fa’x’nily　members）　arid　（or）　rare，　barter　or　raarket　exchaRges　are　car．ried

out．

　　　In　some　iRstancGs　se｝f－sufficieRt　farmiRg　has　got　a　character　of　cogge”tive　（family，

group，　communal）　tarm　（e．g．　common　grazing　of　animal，　collective　use　of　pastures　or

water　s鞍PP玉y　eも。）．　S難ch　arl　exteRsion◎f◎peraもior蓋s　has慕iveR　aR　OPP◎rもu瓢もyも◎鐵er餓se

efficiency　（explore　e¢onomy　en　scale　for　some　activities），　for　rnut／；ual　assistance　（partial

cooperation　or　specialization　of　labor），　or　labor　substitueien　（po＄sibility　to　keep　a　farm

a｝ong　wtth　aRother　raaiR　aceivity）．　However，　high　traRsacting　costs　for　coordinatiort　and

mutua｝　comstro｝　（on　over　or　misuse　of　resources，　labor　shrinking　etc）　have　｝imited　this

f◎職凱◎fa獄．銭y　b◎r曲rs，　C1◎se　frie嚢dshiPS，◎r飛e宝帥borh◎◎ds．

Develepment　ef　busiRess　farms
　　　Co77zmerciaL　private　t’arms　are　with　various　size　altcl　types．　Most．　of　these　farras　are

governed　cuceording　to　the　“rules　of　competition”　since　they　rely　heavily　on　market　（input

Eupply，　ma’rketing　etc）　traRsactiens．　Therefore，　busiRess　farms　te／r｝d　to　iiytprove　techr｝ol－

ogy，　management，　and　effieiency．　Some　farms　ext，end　farm　operations　into　marketing，

sraall　processing，　and　sewtce　supp｝y　etc．　lii　many　iRstarices　commetrcial　farms　apply　mere

complex　go．　vernance　modes．　for　tran＄acting　with　vertical　partners　such　as：　long　t，erm

“一’　giRversity　professors．，　teaehers，　researckerg，　，　r｛iedica｝　＄taff，　miiitary　aRd　govpt．rnmefit　offi¢ers　etc．

2‘’　For　instance，　a　surge．on－farmer　or　a　lawyerifarmer　invest　in　speeific　health－care　or　law　hzema7z　¢api－

tal，　aRd　“free　cask”　keep　iR　comakereial　banks
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c（）ntraets，茎）r◎d気．iCも鑓）eeificaもi（）ftS，　i設もer三i汽ked◎rga轟izaもi◎貧（e．9。　credi宅s載PP三y　a暮ai．nst・

mark磁Rg）e総．　Us瞬1y　boundaries　of恥s嶽essねrms　have　grown　aro撒d　sp㊧c澁。餓re－

preneurial　ca，pital　of　a　manager　（e．g．　technological　sklllsl　maRagerial　experience；　ahiljty　t，o

supervise　hired　labor，　and　to　govern　outside　transactions）．　However，　high　costs　for

ouもside（marke．のsゆply　of　agrarian　credit（for　long　term　investment，　working　c即鶏aD

a飛df◎y　m．a鴛k｛蕊叢：．1蔀（）f　o叡二put　have　ofもeR　resもricted　operaも茎◎Ra玉size　bey◎nd　t磁Ch難010gica玉1y

OPも㎞aHev磁．

　　　Smatl　」’ct・rms　．（less　than　2　hectare）　rely　mainly　on　family　resources　（］，abor，　land，

capit，al）．　They　are　speeialized　in　labor　intensive　productions　（e．g．　hortie．ulture，　fruit，s，

tobaeco，　grapes，　tobaceo，　aetheteric　plaRts），　or　in　a　sma｝｝　scale　livestoek－ero’p　psoctuct，ioxx．

MUtdle　s乞潔（．betweexx　2－1◎．hectare）and観9θ（bigger　than　1◎ha）プCtr？？？．S　are　in　eereal

and　sortie　industrial　（e．g．　sunflower）　crops，　or　in　mix　livestock－crop　operat；」，〈：ns．　Most　of

them　lease・in　1amd　and　employ　workers　extensively．　Adjustrnent　proeess　has　been

associated　wtth　a・red．　uction　in　number　of　all　farrfts　and　a　shift　of　lanct　management　toward

largesもfa別義＄25．　三難！．簑～燃y　cases　largerねrms　have　bee嚢set殺p　by　r登a難ag¢ぞs　a勲d　sp（）cialists

of　ancient圃漁rms．　They　have　used　their　acc㎜ulated　experience（mana慕erial，　tech－

nological　etc），　personal　and　business　ties，　prereform　preferential　position＄，　to　concentrate

specialized　／mate’rial　a＄＄ets　and　to　develop　large　farm　operations　（inside　a．nd　outside

もra蓑sacも呈◎捻s　URder　a＄ingle　m裁r≧agemen◎。

　　　N醜rare　b重gger　£arms　represenもS搬a玉ゆαγ魏θ？沸醜伽◎r・9Toze；Pプψ癩難g　beもweek

friends　or　（and，）　re｝atives．　This　form　gives　illdividual　farrners　an　epportuni｛J，y　to　p“ll

resourees，　and　to　explore　economy　of　scale　and　scope；　to　，increase　internal　specialization

of　｝abor　（ilt　management，　co｝rnp｝ex　technological　operations）　and　to　improve　effi．ciency；　to

have　bS就er套算》uts畿熱（遷，　ca峯）iもai　SUPP｝y，　aRd　mar｝（eting　pos茎も韮ORS　eも。．　Bews韮de＄，　very（）fteR

partRers　po＄s，　esg，，　farra－s，pecific　axd　ceixp｝emeRtary　te　e3ch－others　ea，pita1　（paai＞agemerit

skills，　know－hew，　techno］，ogieal　knovvledge，　busiRess　ties，　accumuiated　eash　etc）　which

㎞crease　benefits：from　internal　organization（cooperation）．　Farr血y　Qr　fi（Rl’ld＄partnership

has　been　particularly　effieient　in　conditions　of　high　econornic　and　behaviorahmcertainty，

big　iRce就iv¢s　f◎℃oPPor拠瓢sm　aR（How　coRfideRce　beもwee難parも鼓ers，1曳。もwo癒溢9　P．蜘1沁

＄ystem　for　contract　eRforcement　etc．　IR　order　to　avoid　opportunism　of　specia！ined　non－

family　labor　speeia｝　forms　giving　rights　on　residual　output　（ineome　share）　have　be．　en　used

（in　fact　turning　ther’n　in　a　co－owner）．　Also　various　modes　for　inteTlinked　ony（　a－7zixemtion

of　traRsact沁r．t＄are薫）撒磁ce（量（provid娘g　a　job　alo蓑g　wiもh“free”h（）’u＄in慕，　fo（x烹，1、and，

services，　proteetion）　as　ri＄k　to　lose　these　additional　（rionrriarket）　benefits　restrict

opportunisti，c　behavior　of　nonfamilY　labor．

　　　In　many　in＄taneGs　greater　and　large　farms　are　formally　registered　ag．　．rofirms　or

parもnersh三ps．　Preferences◎f　sもatus　of　a切α9θ窺吻have　beeR　d磯m翻磁d　by　d醗r－

sificat，iuk　ir｝to　farm．　re｝ate〈｝　（trade，　agrotourisir￥ri，　precessing，　restai．irant）　or　ln〈aepexxde“t，

activities．　Besides，　this　form　gives　a　Ruinber　of　extra　advaRtages　sueh　a＄：　opportuirrkty　to

develop　a　firra　specif’ic　capital　（eg　brand　names，　reputation，　public　confidence）　and　its．

exploi℃atめrし（¢x轍竃sめxx勤むQ　daughters　companies），　trade（se｝ls，1icensix懲，　fra践。撤s際涯），

乏RtergeRerati（）捻traR＄fey◎Rheriting）；exp録。誌r玉9hもs　forもaki飛91）arも鐵par宅1．（こ磁議r定；y　pes　of

もra嚢s滅i◎貰S（e，9．　privatizatioR　acも沁RS，9◎v¢m瓢e嚢t　aRd　i醜er難a鍼0黙al　as＄1．就a数ee

：’5Betw“een　1993－96　m．xrTiber　of　large　farms　dropped　5　tirnes　while　their　average　size　inere．ased　3．5　fold＄．
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progyams）；　for　overcoming　existiRg　insti“．itional　restrictions　（for　direct　foreign　invest－

ments　on　land，　for　maximum　size　of　owned　or　leased　farmiand，　for　engaging　in　cereal

もrad㎞9）eも。．

　　　Number　of　various　registeTect　agraTict’rz　organ，ixatio7zs　zvit’h　ipwivctte　owneTsh7；p　has

rise難8f◎1ds　siRce　199◎．　They哉re　maiR｝y童盤¢apita玉㎞もeRsiwきpr◎d嚢。娠く）xs（s羅ch　aβp嬉，

poultry，　greenhouse，　grain，　aRd　herticukure，　seeds　and　seedlin，gs），　or　in，　agrarian　＄ervices

（mechaniza｛；ion，　Plant　protection　etc．）．　Mo就of　agri伽ms　are　with‘㍗漉ηα紹。ω？zθ甥ん勿（～プ

gocat　physicaL　person”　（970／o　of　t，ota｝　number）．　M’ede　of　a　soLe　（family，　small　group）

management　ecnd　o・wnership　give　a　great　incentive　and　coordinating　advantages　（single

◎職er　of　a11“residgal．”righもs，　iOw　i塗tema玉もra鍛sac伽g　co就s）．1もals◎a1めws　expl．orixg

economy　on　most　（noncomplex）　of　agrarian　technologies，　and　reaching　optimal

operaticRal　size　iR　firra’s　boijtRdaries．

　　　Part　of　agrifirms　have　been　＄et　up　after　privatization　of　state　agro　companies　as　large

Pαrtnershops◎f　formαemp王◎y榔．　Great　number　Of　them　has　been　exp¢rienc重ng　s鱒ous

economlc　problems　because　o且nherited　a＄sets　dependency　Gow　tec㎞010gy　level，ぬrge

share　of　over－depreciated　asse．ts，　big　ctepth，　ine．　fficient　managerial．　and　incentive

sもrモ．．蒸eture）a数d沁。◎mp¢もeRt（◎r　corr護pted）r食a簸age1箕e嚢t．　Some　of　sもaもe　co搬par薩es　have

been　taken　over　by　other　organizations　（groups）　and　in　fact　represent　」’oint　ventor，res

繍hparticipa．ti◎R◎f　｝arge◎嚢もside（agrarian　er　RowagrariaR）c畿碑a玉．　Th烹s　i魏egr就め汽has

increased　potential　of　efficien（’ty　through　exploring　existing　business　ties，　marketing

charinels，　arici　tavestment　capacity．　However，　in　seme　eases　snch　aR　exterRal　coRtro｝　over

management　has　been　associated　with　profit，　out．flows　（through　trang，，　fer　prici！’ig　and

otherwise）　an，d　worsening　of　econornic　position　of　dattghter　eompanies．

Market　modes
　　　　There　has　bee曲○◎紺R重貧畑鼠s韮もy　of　m、融eもtr顯．s滅茎oRs　sl．：織．ee　199◎whe轟pr麟ica恥・

all　markets　were　liberalized．　Agrarian　agents　have　star’ted　to　carry　out　their　transactions

thro“gh　varieits　＝｝arket　aRd　contractual　modes　（direct　marketiRg，　differeRt　foriTis　cf

terrn．inal　and　wholesales　trade，　risk　taking　deals　etc）．　Big　var，iet，y　of　market　forms，　have

been　developed　ranging　from　traditional　farmers　markets　tlwough　nat・zeral　e　xchanges

（barter）　and　tong　terwt，　commitme）nts，　tofti，tzLre　tra，eles．　Also　u　significant　adjustment　of

integral　form，s　（sige　anct　ty？）es　of　transacnions　withnrfarrris，　firms，　and　cooperatives；　and

乞児・毒雛（～プassets◎f　vari（）職s　farms26）竃hrough班員rkeももra簑sac雛簸g　has　bee難隻繋Place．

　　　　However，　most　of　agents　have　had　no　experience　in　using　marke’t　（bidding，　con－

tractiRg　eも。）forもheir　i難P嚢ts　s難PPly　a轟d資織罫茎くeもiR9．　TraRsactioR　c◎sもs　cass◎ciaもed　wiもh

fi・Tst　tra．nsactien　of　agents　have　been　very　grea，t　（because　of　high　uncertamty　and　risk，　low

competeRce　and　coRfrdeftce　between　part，ners，　high　expectation　for　profitable　cieals　in

future）　and　restricted　scale　of　free　market　m，odes．　Basides，　many　agrariai’t　agents　can　not

stand　一market　pressz“re　（price，　qtiality　and　quantity　competition，　vvith　loeal　and

i！｝t¢rrtatioRa｝part重cipaxxもs　a益ke）畿難．dもhey　have　goもも（）（）easeもr哉難．＄acもi◎RS　or　i嚢もegraもe　them

憾王nnew　eC（）貰OmiC　COnd簸OnS　SOm鱒f孟nher玉te（ねgrarlan　aS誠S　have騨ah玉gh　mOr罐’Vaime（e．9．

viReyai’ds，　greenkouse＄，　processing　e．apR．city）　whi｝e　others，　kave　1，itele　（｝arge　eqitlprrteiit　£or　pikblic

farrning）　or　no　vatue　（e．g．　at－farm　airports　rnainly　used　for　vlsits　of　the　former　Coi“munist，　．leader，

　“＄how　room＄”，　sport　facilities　etc）．
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in　a　small　scale　（production　for　own　consumption，　interlinked）．

　　　Deve｝opment　of　agrarian　markets　（emergence，　adjustments）　has　been　slower　than

expected　（“missing　markets”，　high　price　variations　between　different　markets　and

regions，　great　price且uctuations　etc）．　That　has　been　a　result　of　high　structural血stabjhty

（fast　changing　business　environment　and　regulations），　loRg－term　absence　of　macro－

c◎R（）mie　sもabiliもy（sky　high王evels◎f　iRf韮aも韮◎数），　uRspecified　pぞ◎perもy　righもs（）R搬ai轟

agrariaR　reseurces　（laRd，　eRvircRmeRta｝　resources，　intel｝ectual　prgperty），　aRd　delay　iR

restr疑。袖幅9（pr重vatizat沁n，　de憩。嚢◎P◎1izaもi◎難，　re◎rga漉；ati◎R）of譲cieRも◎rgar縫zat沁ns．

Besides，　there　have　not　been　built　a　moderk　raarket　iRfrastructure　（such　as　systems　of

who｝esale　markets，　for　market　infoririation，　and　for　quality　standards），　and　an　effective

system　for　Law　and　contract　enforcement．　lndividual　market　transaction　costs　（for

searching　“good”　prices　and　reliable　partners，　for　negotiations　and　contracting，　for　pro－

tectioR　from　unwanted　exchange，　for　dispute　resolutions　etc）　have　been　extrerftely　high．

Moreover，　inceRtives　for　opportunistic　behavior　iR　high　inforraatioR　asymraetry　and

uncerta搬もy（easy　cheat血g　d蟹癌g　contracも沁g　a汽d　conもracもexec鷹ion），　low　frequency◎f

もraRsacもi◎盤s　beもwee繋partRers（‘‘rep嚢taも韮◎R　does飛◎も艶aも腰”），　s重gnifica就。◎sもs　f◎r

ccRtract　eRforcemeRt　（“Re　danger　fer　puRishment”），　ecgRomic　hardships　（“survival”

consideration），　wishes　to　beeome　rich　faster27，　have　been　very　high．　Many　otherwise

effective　market　transactions　have　been　blocked　（e．g．　credit　and　extension　supply，　entire

agrarian　risk　market　etc）　or　failed　to　occur　in　an　effective　scale　C‘there　is　uncultivated

land　in　one　place，　and　unused　labor　or　machinery　in　another　place”）．

　　　Besides，　domination　of　primitive　forms　have　come　to　existence　such　as　direct

marketing，　street　trade，　cash　and　carry　dea｝s，　fiy　by　night　trades，　clientalization，　and

reli3Rce　eR　perseRa｝　（iRstead　of　face｝ess　raarket）　relatioRships　at　RatieRal　er　eveR

iritematioRal　scales．　Alse　rrtaRy　traRsactiells　have　beeii　carried　out　thrgugh　more　co7？z－

jpgicgteel　（and　“expeiisive”）　forms　such　overcentractiRg，　iRterliRked　orgaRization，　wide－

spread　use　of　ecoRomic　hostages　to　secure　credib｝e　coinmitmeRt，　exclusive　preferen¢e　to

a　singe　mode　（“leases”　for　land　and　other　fixed　assets；　“sales”　for　mobile　assets；

“short－term　eontracts”　for　hired　labor）　etc．

　　　Widespread　2Lnzvanteel　“market”　exchanges　have　also　taken　place．　MonopoLy　posi－

tions　of　state　or　new｝y　privatized　processiRg　ceirtpanies　continue　to　origiRate　serious

problems　f◎r　sma慧f乱rmers癬漁puもs　supP茎y（h遮h　renも，　reqniremeRts　for　s“PP茎y　of　R（〉嚢

dema難ded‘℃◎mplemenもary”pr◎dUCtS　eもC）謙d搬arkeもing（財経撫V◎rable　prlC組9，　delay

pay盈enもs，　compe嚢saもioR◎f　faぞ獄ers　wiもh　pr◎cesse（i　pr◎d穫。もs　i捻sもead（）f　cash　eも。）。　Als◎

maRy　farraers　have　experienced　cheatiRg　by　“fiy　by　Rights　traders”　which　take　farm

output　without　fulfilling　contracted　obligations　thereafter，　or　supply　fake　inputs

（chemicals，　machinery　etc）28．　Besides，　special　（criminal）　“security　firms”　have　appeared

wishing　to　‘tprotect”　farm　property　and　crop　for　a　large　premium　（unwanted　sharing）．

Lastly，　little　appropriability　as　a　result　of　unspecified　or　unenforced　rights　on　most　of

27至R撫sもyears◎f　traRsit量◎バもake　hoも搬。豊ey　a磁rミm　awaジwas◎fもe轟abas圭。　pri貧⑳le　rather　than　aR

　exe澱P敏）汽熱b慧s熱ess　re｝at圭餓s撮沿s．　Specia1◎rga顯zaも沁簸s　were　de蓋berate肇y　create（圭to獄ak¢a‘‘b童9

sもrike”侮ke　baRks，撫anc重a玉pyramids，“phant◎盤”繍◎1esa至e　firms　etc）

t’8Trade　with　fake　（Ron　corresponding　to　origin　aRd　quality）　or　2L？zregistereal　（uRcertified　for　tax　or

　other　purpose＄）　preducts　forfimat　co？zszsmption　has　been　a　big　eeoRomic　problem　since　1989　now．
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agricultura｝　｝and，　intellectual　agrarian　．products，　environmental　resources　（e．g．　c｝ean　air，

w就er　eも。．）have　made（馬脚。臨transac漁g　acr◎ss　operi　raarkets．

　　　Very　often　officiat　（public，　munieipality，　mixed）　markets　have　been　“too　expensive”

for　agrarian　agents　because　of　big　distanee　or　small　trade　vo｝ume，　high　registratioR　fees

and　commissioRs，　uncomfortable　artd　time－taking　regulations　（e．g．　workikg　heurs，

obligatory　requirements　for　quality　certificates），　complicated　paper　works，　necessity　to

bribe　market　personnel　（in　order　“to　get”　a　better　deal，　storage　facthties，　information　etc）．

instead吻～）㎜どmarkeもS　m◎deS　hav曲een　brOadly　USed　aS　S鷺bSも1も疑te　S嚢Ch　aS：term燃玉，

wholesales，　retail；　services　for　contract　enforcement　（“wrestlers”，　insurance　companies）；

inputs　supply　etc．　Besides，　a　great　“gray”　and　even　“legal　markets　（sector）　have　beeri

forvaed　in　order　tc　avoid　tax，　lieeRse，　duties　etc　pa．ymeRts　or　to　overccrce　existkrig　legal

restrictions　（such　as　ban　on　import　or　export　of　some　farm　products；　production　and

trade　wtth　canmabis　etc）

　　　ln　coRditions　of　underdeveloped　rnarkets　axrd　high　uncertainty　（Ratu，ral　for　ag，ri－

eulture，　economic，　behavioral，　institutjonal）　most　of　investments　in　agrarian　area　have

been　in　a　regitne　of　strony　specz：flcity　（“buried　in　land”）．　lndividuals　traRsactions　（an，ct

as＄ets）　have　happeRed　to　depeRd　form　each　o’ther　rather　than　from　al｝　others　（free

market）．　ln　order　to　overcome　transaodonal　risk　and　to　protect　dependent　investments

frora　different　forms　of　xmcertainty　mix　rather　theR　pure　market　modes　have　beelt

brGadly　app1艶d．　Vario“s　ec（）鼓◎r慮。　grOミ烹ps，　a逝ance＄，　cooperaもioR　agreemeR宅s，餓ter㎞k愈d

modes　（for　instance　credit，　inputs，　and　extension　supplyif　against　marketing）　have　been

£erx“ed　which　Row　govern　a　sigRifica｝rit　part　ef　all　agrariaR　traRsactieB＄．　Aftether

organizationai　reaction　of　agrarian　agents　has　been　investments　in　gess　spuec7fic　capital

（one－season　（｝．rops，　“mobile”　assets　on　wheels，　ba，　nk　deposits　in　hard　currency　etc）．

Produetivity　in　agrariaR　sphere　has　dropped　signfieaRtly　since　1989　as　a　coRsequeRce　of

｝ower　｝evel　of　specialized　｝eng－term　inve＄tments．

　　　In　order　to　facilitate　rnarket　transactions　in　high　uncertainty　special　p7”iv（xte　forvn）s

haVe　SもartedむO　emerge（S疑Ch　aS　giv血募蔀Uara装teeS，　interRa｝qUa凝もy　C◎nもrd　by　f◎◎d　Cha㎞，

testiRg　period．　before　emp｝eymeRt，　lea＄．ii’rg　sells，　con，＄umer　cooperatives　etc）．　Also　investr

ments　in　spec’gXic　transa，ctiup　copttal　have　been　made　（e．g．　good　name，　reputation，　trade

a難dbra嚢d　Ra蹟es，（）rigiRS，　adverもisem磁nもs　eも。）which　w（）uld　be三◎sもiR　CaSe　of◎PP◎r－

tunistic　behavior．　Besides，　specialized　costs　saving　modes　for　ropeated　transactions　have

appeared　（e．g．　membership　trade，　consignation　trade，　collective　input　supply　and

marketk｝g，　frt，inFwholesales　etc）．　Lastly，　differeRt　qzLdesi　（contTcrct｛uag）　er　entiregy　inte－

gTcetecl　（on　base　of　ownershmp）　forms　have　been　used　to　govern　transact，ions　with　high

mutual　dependency　（ttme　of　delivery，　product　speci，fication，　capacity　dependency，　“nish”

獄arkeもs）．

Emerge獄ce　of　farmers　o翌gal盛zatio灘s

　　　Developm㊧就ofねr照臨r（）rga癒zation＄◎f　wesもemもype　has｝峯ot，　been　easy　a難d　lもis　fay

from　completa　Large　number　of　new　agrarian　agents，　their　little　“organizational”　experi－

ence　（in　association，　institutional　modemization，　lobbying），　unclarified　or　conflicted

interests　ef　ixidividgal　agents　（as　laBd　owners，　farmers，　hired．　，labors，　con，sumers，　ta．x－

payers），　and　high　transacting　costs　for　“organizational　development”　（for　inritiating，　legal

ragistration，　building，　training，　overcoming　free　riding），　all　have　slowed　down　organi一
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zatiemal　mgdemization．　IRitiating　“form　abeve”　agrariaR　crgaiiizatioRs　have　Rgt　attracted

many　farmers　beeause　of　their　“political”　（limited）　character，　big　number，　short　life，

uncertainty　for　opportunism　（using　for　exclusive　benefits　of　a　particular　person　or

groups）　and　free　riding．

　　　However，　in　a　number　of　cases　high　potential　of　transacting　benefits　from　“collective

actioRs”　has　beeR　effectively　exp｝cred．　Successful　farirt　orgaRizatioRs　have　appeared

wheR　“commcR　iRterests”　of　agrariaR　agents　（aRd　beRefits　from　cgllective　mede　of

transacting）　have　been　ciear　and　costs　of　organizing　have　been　relatively　low．　That　has

been　either　in　highly　specialized　homogenous　productions　（tobacco，　grain　etc）　concen－

trated　in　particular　regions　of　the　country　or　in　highly　concentrated　industries　（e．g．　pig，

poultry）　where　small　number　of　big　players　dommate．

　　　Missing　7uarket　situatieR　has　beeR　cRe　of　the　re3soRs　for　eraergefice　of　a　collective

mcde　fer　traRsacting．　Markets　fer　loRg－term　credit　supp｝y，　agrariari　risk，　mechanizatioR

services　etc　have　been　typical　examples　when　joint　ownership　forms　have　been　bullt　as

substitute　（e．g．　credit　associations，　risk　sharing　and　service　supply　cooperatives）．

Besides，　in　many　instances　farmers　have　been　experiencing　serious　transacting　azffi－

czLtties　（such　as　local　or　national　monopoly，　high　uncertainty，　strong　unilateral　depeR－

deRcy）　and　they　have　developed　interR3｝　gcvemaRce　mgdes　（e．g．　bargainiRg　assgciatio“s，

joint　processing　compai｝ies，　iRput　supply　and　marketiRg　cegperatives）．　Mereover，　often

there　has　been　a　great　potential　to　save　on　tra7zsaction　costs　（because　of　high　frequency，

economy　of　scale　and　scope）　through　a　collective　organization　of　particular　transacting

（e．g．　collective　price　negotiation，　input　supply　or　marketing）．　Also　when　there　has　been

high　（inherited　or　newly　formed）　interdepenciency　of　assets　of　various　agrarian　agents

（far職ers，　pr◎cess◎rs，蚕P嚢もa嚢d　capiもal　s稜PP蓑ers，　researchers）special　privaもe　f◎r瓢s　have

deveioped　to　faciiitate　transactiRg　（e．g．　coeperatioR　or　joiRt　cwnershlp　in　processi｝ig，

regional　associations　for　innovation　etc）．

　　　More　often　various　agrarian　agents　have　evolved　special　organizations　for　expressing

θooπo傭翻θγθ8孟s，　and　lo吻吻for　pubhc　good　supply　and　gover㎜ent血te四entions

（e．g．　branch　associations，　specia｝　producers　and　interests　groups）．　IR　a　number　of

i簸sもa塗cesもheir　eff◎rもs　have　bee捻sllccessf魏l　a盤d　P羅b｝ic　i蟄もerve嚢もio難s　i難もheir重Rもeresもs

have　been　achieved　（for　iRstance　price　guaranties　for　tobacce　and　cereals，　subsidized

credit　for　grai：n　production　etc）．　Besides，　sign血cant　tnstitutional　modernization　has　been

in　place　and　some　organizations　have　got　a　special　public　（power）　status　（to　represent

farmers，　to　initiate　and　participate　in　agrarian　legislation　etc）　and　exclusive　rights　（to

control　quality　or　certify　origins　of　particular　products，　to　carry　out　breeding　and　water

SUPP玉y　tra塗sact重ORS　e乞C）．

Trilatera］　modes

　　　In　transitional　conditions　a　large　part　of　agrarian　transactions　could　not　have　been

effectively　governed　byfree　market　or　pzere　private　modes．　These　transaction　have　been

in　a　regime　of　high　uncertainty　and　assets　specificity，　low　recurreRce　aRd　apprQpriability．

V3riogs　fgrras　cf　a　third　party　i？；vogvemeng　iR　indwidgal　traRsactiRg　（e．g．　assistaRce，

mediation，　regulatioR，　support　etc）　have　taken　place　to　make　therR　more　efficient　or

possible　at　all．

　　　Much　of　the　efforts　of　governmental，　local　authorities，　international　agencies，　non　for
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pro貸もorgar珪zaもi◎ris　eも。，　have　beeri、も。αs＄dst　markeもan（i　privaもeもransactions　Of　a乏ζr畿ria飛

agents．　Providing　“free”　agro－market一　information　（for　land，　agrarian　inputs，　farm　out－

puもs）；se就ing　up　an（i　c（）数tro鐵r礪pr◎d．u．cもsもan（iards（qualiもy，　orig㎞，　residua｝d．．主（｝如ca王s）；

regulatieft　gf　working　con，di，tioms　（1miftima｝　wages，　labor　safety，　worktsg　hour＄）；　extei｝sieR

education；　assistance　in　farmers　organization；　licensing　of　veterinarian　and　varioug．

laboratories；　giving　quality　eert．i．£icate　（fer　experts　or　prodllcers）；　testing　of　new　va／r．ietieeg

mae㎞ery，　aRd　che磁cals；aU　h哉v．e　b¢e貧exam茎）至es㎞もhis　respecも．

　　　　Next　direction　has　been　a　third　party　szepport　（e．g．　institutional，　£inaneial，

know－how）　of　some　types　of　pr．ivate　transactions．　Development　of　a　system　of　wholesales

markets，　formatieR　of　farm－crGdit　assoeiatioRs，　various　lkrtes　for　fmaRciRg　of　agrariazz　and

related　aetivities　（farming，　processing，　marketing，　agreturisra），　programs　for　recovering　of

traditional　industries　（livestock，　wine，　rose　oil），　all　have　been　examples　for　sueh　mntxect

（hybwid）　modes　of　organization＄．

　　　　FiRa｝ly，　there　have　beexx　13zebgic　（i7z　hozese）　oTga7zi2atZon　cend　provisto7z　as　oxly

possible　mode　for　carrymg　out　some　kinds　of　agrarian　transactions．　Agricultural　research

and　advisory　system；　infrastructural　development；　veterinarian　and　sanitary　control；　hail

preveRtieR；　metegrelogical　forecast；　educatieRal　aRd　special　purpese　（e．g．　for　cure　ef　（lrug

addicted　persoR）　farms；　＄torage　and　deactivation　of　use｝ess　chemicais　of　former

Agro－industria｝　complexes　（inheri，ted　unllateral　dependency），　all　have　been　examples　for

sgch　goverRaRce　vaode．

　　　　In　some　cases　public　interventions　in　agrarian　transactions　have　been　a　result　of

political　wishes　（of　government，s，　agrarian　bureaucrats）　to　introduce　western　ty：pe　market

a貧dprivaもe　s伽。綴res，　a簸d　to　a¢cele麟e　farmiR9　transf6rriflaも重on．　M◎st◎f　exis撫慕sp磁aレ

ized　public　structures　have　been　reorganized　（e．g．　agrarian　research，　al｝　service＄　in　the

structure　of　Ministry　of　Agriculture／，　and　new　governing　mechanisms　have　been　intro－

duced　（for　priority　setting，　raanagement，　fimding，　public　eontrol　etc）．　Besides，　many　new

public◎rgaRizati◎Rs　have　beeft　s蕊鴛p　i捻◎rderも◎meeもrとew　demε瞭d　for　p疑聴¢溢v（）1v¢一

ment　in　agrarian　transact，ions，　（e．g．　National　Agricultural　Advisory　System，　1“und

“Agriculture”　etc）．

　　　　IR　other　instaRces　pubtic　invo｝vement　has　beeR　a　consequence　of　priorit．ies　of　in’ter－

naもi◎nal　d◎n◎r　agencies（for三簑s嬢もuもi◎lla玉bu，銭di㎎，　transfer◎f　m◎dem　tecbuwl（）慕ies　a鷺d

know－how，　sustainable　development　of　rural　areas　etc）．　Foreign　assistanee　has　been　a

result　of：　government　weakness　（“’fallure”）　t，o　mobilize　interrtal　（nationa｝）　resou，rceg．，　lack

of　capaciもy◎r　experie簑ceも◎earry　particular　traRsacti◎Rs．　DiffereRt　c（）mplex鴉掘観窃紹営認

forms　for　effective　govermance　（for　priority　setting，　execution，　control）　have　developed

which　involve　international　partners，　“ational　er　｝oca｝　authorities，　and　private　couriterparts．

　　　　N◎もrare，　P疑b韮ic　i熱v◎lvevaexxt　has　bee蓑葱nd？kCθ｛オby◎rga貧ized　eff◎r駕s（s鷲ccessfu｝

lobbying）　in　interests　of　one　or　axxother　group　（e．g．　large　farmers，　producers　or　business

groups，　final　consumers，　goverrrme．nt　or　local　nomeRclatures）．　Consequently　many　tr’ilat－

erah准◎des　have　bee資i難もrO磁C奪d　w短eh　Rot　always　gove撒tr殿sacもi◎盤S　il曳撫e　m◎Sも

effective　for　all　participant　and　soeiety　way．　For　instance，　instead　of　rnore　（costs，　and

incentives）　effective　forms　of　public　involvement　（assistance，　regulation，　hyhrid）　pure

P銭b蓋ca簑d㎞erarchica1◎rga瓢細め簸＄have　bee嚢m◎stly　preferr6d（e．9．3診αむ¢Sysもe搬◎f

Agrarian　Extensioll，　Sta，te　Companies　for　lrrigation，　State　System　for　Agro－rnarket

Information　etc）．　Besides，　sigrnfricant，　deformation　of　transacting　structures　has　come　up
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frora　ir｛r｛posing　a　mandatery　mode　（expeRsive　tri｝ateral．　gove，rxx，axxee）　or　frora　u，kiruate

“private　response”　to　bad　public　interventionL’9・．　ln　such　cases　mo＄t　of　the　Gfforts　of　inter－

e蕊ed　age嚢もs　have　bee難direcもedも。　keep（or　i盈pr（）ve）form＄琴tiaral．鶏¢ei繋gもhe艶be蕊er

transacting　positions　（“public　rent”）　instead　of　iraprovin，g　mutual　benofits　of　all

parもicipa簑もs．

　　　Lastly，　sigRificant　private　traRsacting　costs　have　beexx　involved　to　participate　in

tri｝ateral　public　rRodes　（e．g．　｝arge　Ratlonal　or　EU　programs）．　Number　of　special，ized　forms

（loeai，　interRatioxal，　3Rd　RTiixed；　private，　1｝ybrid，　informal）　have　develope〈1：　te　gain　such

projeets　（preparation　for　tenders，　lobbymg，　bribing　official＄），　to　martage　projeets　（goveM

relaもiORships　w誌h　d◎Rors，　s嚢bc◎RtractiR9◎f　pr（＞jecもex穆。縫摂（）ご．1），　a難dも。　carryもhe澱。蓑も

（set　up　teams　of　experts，　cooperation　or　intemal　organization）．

PROSPECTS　FOR　ORGANIZATIONAL　MOI＞ERNIZATION

Driving　facters　for　institutienal　development

　　　There　are　tzvo　grozeps　of　factors，　which　wi11　determine　ii’｝st，itutional　structure　for

agraria資もra繋sacも㎞9撫yearsもく）C◎me。

　　　Firstlg，　that　wiil　be　the　politicat　commitment　to　moderni”de　agriculture　aeeording　to

the　European　Union　standards　（adaptation　of　agrarian　legisla’tion，　C－x’iunon　Agricultural

Policy；　buildiRg　paral｝el　admiRistrative　aRd　market　structvires；　introduct．ion　ef　product

quality，　food　safety，　labor　use，　anirnal　welfare，　and　envirortmental　standnrd＄，　etc）．　There

w拠be　also　ozsts感（オθメ）resszgrθ（EU　aRd　other　iRternational　instik，｝tioris）も（）Pモ．三rs疑e　insti－

tutionai　transformation　during　accession　negotiationsi）“，　Besrdes，　various　a＄sistance　and

structural　szepapoTt　jprograms　（e．g．　PHARE，　SAPARD　etc）　wi11　direct　agrarian　and　rural

develepmeRt　tow’・ard　EuropeaR　priorities．　However，　for　overall，　ecoxoxnie　performa“ce　is

not　only　important　to　introduce　“modern”format　institzLtions　（e．g．　to　translate　and　adapt

EuropeaR　UptoR　Directives）　but　they　mgst　be　properly　enforced．　Otherwise　“iraported”

legislation　would　not　work　as　expected　in　the　specific　environment）　of　locai　ifoTnzae　and

吻b？Wαの㎞stitutlons．

　　　There　is　aR　enormous　poもefitial　f6r　saviRg◎ll　trar｛＄act，ing　e．◎蕊S，　and負）r雛ens噸ng

market　and　private　transactions，　through　Govervzment　inte7wention　（for　decreasing

ljkeertairity　and　assets　specificitv．，　iRcrettsirig　appropriability　aRd　rec“rrexce　cf　trEmsac－

tions）．　lt　is　in　proper　assignment　and　ipTotectio7z　of　various　property　rights　（ort　land，

｝abor，　safe　food　and　c｝ean　eRviroRmeRt，　intellectual　property　etc），　though　i／raproverrteRt　of

public　（absolute　aRd　contract　rights）　enforcerRent　system　（court，　arb．i．trage　et¢）．　Next，

that　is　in　further　giberagixation　of　markets，　relaxing　trade　regixie　（bu．reat｝eratic　obstacles，

licensing），　aRd　eitforciRg　fear　exchaRge　（restructuring　of　monopely，　ffighting　agatrist　gray

and　black　structures，　etc）．　Fina｝ly，　it　is　in　assisti？zg　of　market　and　private　traR＄actioRs

？・9For　instance，　applying　for　and　getting　public　subsidies　（e．g．　preferential　work．ing　erediO　even　whe’R

　縫｝ey　are飛◎t’really　Beeded（e。9．｝arge罫armers）；重Rappr◎pria宅e　use《）釜＆（こ（謎五重re（塁P雛b圭重。　cre（鰻もs（e．9．

outside　agricl」lture）；　lgega｝　export．　or　decreased　prodttction　as　a　result　of　export　bari　or　eemplieated

　trade　regirne　etc．

30Btt｝garia　is　aR　associaもe盤ember◎f　the　Eur◎峯）ea礁UR重◎ft　si簸（≧e　k≦3≦）3．　】ドor罫軒口至Rff9．◎重；整震；i◎飛S罫◎r　ful至

　membership　started　lft　the　beginning　of　2・　OOO　aRd　accerding．　to　the　officlal　sehedule　they　wt｝｝　be

　completed　by　the　end　of　1996．
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through：　g．　etting　up　quality　standards，　providing　price　irtformation，　extension　edueation，

prefere籍tぬ玉agrar三a鍛cre（戴も，　me（ii縦ti◎R◎f　1a黙dもransactio簸s，搬捻d　coRsol．i（iatめハ．1）r◎grams，

developineRt　of　agrarian　infrastructure　（wholesale　markets，　storage　and　processing

facilities，玉rrigaも圭on，　r◎ads，もe玉ecomm瞬ca重；i◎の，assisting盈f撫r撚ers　aSS◎ciaもio繋醜C．

　　　In　eonditions　of　high　food　costs　in　all　household　expend，，　itures　and　tight　budget

restrict．ions，　possiblliity　to　mobilize　political　resources　for　expensive　agrariaR　programs　will

coRtintte　to　be　very　lirri，ite．　d．　Therefore，　tota，1　adjustment　costf　of　agrariaR　develepraeRt

wou｝d　be　hardly　paid　by　general　taxpayers．　Thus　less　expensive　Gover㎜e爵翻vement

through　instit．“tioRal　support　and　hybrid　forras　instead　of　｝arge　speRding　prograras　aRd

in－house　production　will　likely　prevail．　Besides，　it　is　very　i．mportant　to　design　effective

geve”zasnce　stractzLres　for　trllatera｝　modes　which　will　facilitate　coordination，　let　adjgst－

ments，　restrict　opportuni＄m，　and　contain　mechanisms　for　a　permanent　publie．　control．

Transitienal　experience　ha＄　been　associated　with　significant　direct　costs　and　negative

impacも＄3z？great　duplicati◎R◎f　act韮v童ty　a捻d嚢魏王e負exibi薮ty（）f　p“b｝ic　（inclu（ii．識舘i亙｝terna－

tional）　agencies，　and　enermous　abuse　of　pub｝ic　power　at．　all・　lavels　（individua｝　corruptiort

of｝ow　pa／id　public　servaktg．，“crgakized　uses”　by　ecoftomic　or　crimiRal　groups　etc）．

　　　Seeonellgy，　coordination　and　incentive　power　of　market　coml）etition　will　be　a　signif一

下canもf（）rce　for　organiza摂。鷺a玉deve呈opm．e嚢もbo．th　i嚢respecも（）f三簸．ζeRsif｝cation（pressure）at

local　rua，rkets　and　as　high　e．xport　potential‘”2．　k　wil｝　lead　to　gradual　adjustment　of　size　of

agrarian　organizations　and　rnodernizatioft　of　forms　of　farming．　There　will，　be　gt’owing

競d融点α～㎞tiativesも◎irnpr◎ve・inst，itut主ena王⑫襯掘and⑳ψ襯αのframew◎rk　Qf　their

transacrtir｝g．　Agrarian　agents　will　extend　（innovate，　experiment，　adjust，　develop）　variety

of　market　a簸d　prlvate⑳3説奮％認。？zs（ゾgo？］emacen（）θ㎞◎rderも。薫蒸se　be嚢e負もs◎f鞭a捻sacもing

（and　save　on　costs，　overcome　difficulties，　intensify　exchange，　faee　competition）　including

witl’t　foreign　partners　as　well．　Besides，　various　interests　in　agrarian　development　would　be

gradually　clarified，　aRd　e£ficieRcy　of　（｝obbying，　pressure）　orga／nizatioR　for　iriducemerit　of

pub蓑。（G。ve㎜ent，㎞愈er職io盤a1）supPorもワ棚be㎞pr◎ved．丁熱erefore，もhere　sh◎曲e

rem◎ved鱒i嚢s就uも沁na｝・res頴ct三〇ns　for　individua｝s　t◎use燃rket　andもQ畿rr翫nge◎wn

private　modes　for　transacting　according　to　their　special　needs　and　specific　attributes　of

each　traRsaeti◎浪（e．9．　d硲＄貰｝e　of　m疑も嚢a1（）r疑嚢ilaもera1　deperi（：董e糞cy，　assets　sp¢cificity，

uncertainty，　and　appropriability）．　Otherwisff　negative　tendency．　for　emerging　of　ineffi－

cient　forms　for　t，ransacting　as　substitutes　would　eontinue．　Moreover　agrarian　agents　asso－

ciatien　＄hou｝d　be　eRcouraged　・（and　assisted），　aRd　mechanisms　for　repre＄eTitatioR　of

different　．interest　groups．　（land　owners，　farmers，　hired　labor，　agroindustry，　final　con－

sumers）　in　publie　deeisioi’i　making　are　to　be　introduced．

Horizontal　aRd　vertieal　beundaries　ef　famn

　　　Individua｝　costs　for　ontside　transacting　will　gradually　ciecrease　aleng　wi’th　deve｝一

〇pment　of　agrariaR　markets，　quality　standards，　contract　enforcement　system，　public

3i　There　have　been　a　lot　of　exarnples　for　bad　Government　interventions　in　agrarian　transaetiowas　aft，er

1989：‘物幅磁‘乞◎ガ◎f◎玉d　strl」etures，　imptenb（；，・ntation　of・｝aRd　restit，ittめ汽a｝蓬d　pr圭vatizatiOzz◎f　s織e

assests，　re＄t7’zLctzering　of　agrarian　research，　price　〈ontrogs，　export　ba’n．s　etc．

：’2　Natior’ial　prices　for　main　agrarian　products　are　stil，1　lower　than　internani（／）nal　（e．g．　EuropearD　］，evels：　for

　whea乞瞬搬14％，　com一％％，　sur潰ower－25％，　m．．嚢k－4ま％，　butter－54％，勤》eef　mea七一37％，　P珍妙e滋一エ9％

　etc．
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s疑pp◎rもfor　a琶1暖。磁撫re　eも。．　TheRわ8nefits》か。？n　e　ifch（冶？妙¢（trade）of◎w鍛¢（薫reso嚢rces

and　fro？n　s？1）9r《影《雇②9α，麺。鴛（exploita｛；iO捻（）fもech難0109圭（）a薫（）PPortu簸iも重es　f◎r　ecO難（）璽て主y　of

scale　and　scepe，　renting　oR　speeifie　capita｝　etc）　wil｝　inerease．　lt　will　beceme　much　rriere

efficient　to　organize　transactions　across　market　（e．g．　ing．　tead　of　own　cultivation　leasing

out　of　land　and　selling　of　specializecl　labor）　or　to　extend　fcarm　size　through　investments　in

in乞ernally　orga磁ed　specialized　cap翻（managemeRいechriologica1　knowlectge，　m◎dem

machineryj瞭漁rm　div1sion　a識d・＄pecializaむion◎f至ab◎r）．　Besides，　far獄ers畿b撮tyも◎

9◎verR　eff戯重v晦more　iRter姻and◎“もside　traRsactioRs　wilhRcreas鐙a圭。無g賊h
impr◎veme難もof緋鯉難ageria圭C‘｝earni：汽9　by〈i◎i嚢9’撃，　e盤もrePre難egrship）expe：r絶慧〈）e，　sもa嚢一

dardizatien　of　agrarian　techRo｝egie＄　unci　products，　opportmities　to　ferm　or　use　farfriers

organizations，　d．’evelopment　of　free　extension　education　c）t，c．　Accordingly，　ineentives　for

internal　organization　（“overintegration”）　at　small　s¢ale　wi｝1　disappear　in　the　future．

ノ＞zemわθγ（～プse（ノニー5rゆ。②θ？蕊α鴛d；s？賜α麗プねewwzSω臼取9劉αd箆着α混～ノd！θcγθα8θ，　and　there　v岨1　be　a

fufther　transfer　（concevztration．）（ゾ漁α⑳α9θ襯‘（？f　esgwrntcen　’resozerces　to吻9θγα編

purofessionaslfesrwis．

　　　　Mosも◎f　agrar豆aRもec㎞01◎9童es撚捻（i　prod殺。もs（iRp“t＄，　o繋もP嚢ts）are（三harftcもer捻ed　wiもh

lkt｝e　comp｝exit：　and　｝ow　dyriafftics．　Besides，　potentia｝　of　ecenomy　of　seale　a｝kd　scepe

from　general　agrarian　technolog：　is　not　big　and　eeuld　be　easily　aehieved　if　some

institutional　restrictions　do　not　exist　（e．g．　for　maxirnal　size　of　land　ownership　or　lease　in）．

However，πα廊規島侃。θγ孟α珈瑠in　a慕ricu1しure　ls　usuaUy　hi帥，　and　efficiency　is　strongly

depeRdeRt　from　q，zialit，y　and　time　oCperforiiiance　of　crtt’ica，g　operations　（e．g．　cultivatioR，

側廊er　supPly，捻磁a穏ng　wiもh．che血ca至＄，　inpl．｝t・of　ferもiユiz¢r＄，　pr◎もecもio嚢a盤d　harvesも重ng　of

yields，　marketing）．　That　ls　why　very　often　raanageria｝　ay｝d　techno｝egical　kRew｝edge　ceu｝d

be　highgg　fasw，　speczptc．　PermaRertt　goverRaRce　aRd　reonitorikg　of　hired　labor　in　a　｝arge

area，　and　for　measurement　of　work　（or　contracted）　results　is　either　very　expensive　or

impossible　（beeause　of　bounded　rationality）．　Therefore，　extension　of　farm　size　is　heavily

restricted　from　availability　of　speciahaed　family　（low　costs）　labor　for　core　farm　operations，

artd　opportunity　to　use　effective　outside　inputs　and　sewtee　supp｝y　contract＄　for　・？zon－

sf）ec？：ti・c　to　the　far．m　transaetions　（e．g．　ou，tput　based　compensation　of　｝cabo｝’，　share　teRancy

fbr　laRd　sぴpp至y，　buyiRg　i鍛stead◎f　o飛一ねr搬produciR9◎f韮．罧罫）鷺もs　etc）．

　　　　IR　geReral　cases　gptirria｝　specializatien　（ceeperatie“）　in　mffnggement　axrd　in　raaj　cr

famai7zg　ope”ratio’izs　can　be　easily　realized　in　bouRdaries　of　a　famigg　（or　one－psersen）

farm　without　any　need　for　further　horigontal　integration　（with　competitors　producing

same　products）．　Farnily　farm　would　be　extrernely　efficient　in　transitional　conditions　of

high　economic　and　behavioral　uftcertainty　（high　possibi｝ity　for　opportunism），　not　working

contract　enforcerrtent　system，　and　les＄　comp｝icated　agrarian　techRo｝ogies．　ltis　also　aR

effective　iRexpe．msive　form　for　preservation　aRd　（iRtergexxeration）　traRsfer　o£　specific

類もra盒rm　capi繊1（＄pecia蓋zed　k猟）w沁d禦隷d　ski1圭s　forもed燃d（）gies　a！顧pr◎dlJlct＄，｝earRiRg

by　do沁g　exper三（きnce，　bu慧（iing　a　reput縦もめn　etc）．

　　　　However，　family　resources　（land，　eapital，　labor，　technological　skills）　for　exploring

potential　of　eco11．omy　on　scale（“one　product’りor　scope（“two　or　more　related　products”）

are　usually　｝imited．　lrt　a　number　of　ir｛stances　high　transaction　costs　wi1｝　restrict　（or　block）

farm　ext，eRsiok　’through　outside　（m，arket）　coRtracts　，for　inputs　aRd　eredit　＄upp｝ye，

marketing　eも。．　For　exa猟Ple，　h韮gh繊嚢麟◎na1ミmcerもa溢もy猟akes　outside　pr◎ew㊧menもof

fiRaRcia｝　resources　either　very　costly　（high　iRterest　rate，　restrictioR　for　u＄e　of　credit，
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re嘩e獄賦s　f◎r　collaもera｝　b｝ockin零　res◎嚢rce獄◎b嚢誌y　eも。）◎r　i噸ssible．　Besides，　after

final　settl．ment　of　owr1（きrship　rights（introduction㎞to‘‘real　borders’つland　supPly　in　Zαγ9¢

fctrms　（be＄ed　i￥tain｝y　on　provisiona｝　lease　in　contracts）　wi｝1　becoine　more　expensive　a｝’id

wou玉d　s1急鍍（1σwn　thetr　sixet3・3．　Moreover，　priv就e　costs　for　protection◎f　absdute　rights

（on　3grariaR　prcperty）　£rorrt　uRwanted　exchaRge　wou｝d　a｝so　bc｝　high・34．

　　　　Various　partner＄hip　modes．　（such　as　group　farming，　producers　cooperatives，

agro－companies）　will　be　used　to　overcome　outside　restriction　for　farm　extension　and　for

deve1◎P鴛主命跳もof‘‘inter，na至（iivision衿of　labor◎嚢mawagerl≧eRt　axdもec㎞01◎瀬（）犠茎f嚢嚢。もi◎難＄）．

In　most　instances　different　partners　wi11　own　comptementaTge　farm　specthc　asset・s　（land，

r轟a鍛age！’薫畿玉skiHs，　tec㎞◎1◎gical　knOW璽e（墨ge，　bttsineSS　CO㎜eCもi◎ns，　aCC㎜撮aもed　cash　eもC）

which　would　add　to　benefits　form　internal　organization．　However，　farm　enlargement

through　zzonfamily　partners　is　asseciated　with　i／nerease　iR　in’temal　transaction　costs　fo，　r

horizonta｝　coordination，　reaching　a　consensus，　for　confiict　resolutions，　for　avoiding

pcssib｝e　opperturiism　（“team　workixxg”　problems）　etc　w　hich　limits　effective　merabers　of　a

coalition　（internal　specialization）．　｝lence　horirv・　o？ztal　eoopercttio7z　zeitt　be　TestTicted　by，．

potential　to　exploTe　economy　on　speczptc　Cinterdependent）　forfarm　assets．　Any

f麟her雛egrati◎嚢of　traksacti◎Rs　w◎uld　be　as＄（）ciaもed賦h　new　interRal　costs　wiもhO砿

any　additional　benefits．　Such　horizontal　exten＄ion　of　farm　would　be　efficient　in　homoge－

Rogs，　and　less　laber　inteksive　productioR　（e．g．　cereals，　surifiower）　where　decision　making

and　control　of　opportunism　do　not　require　significant　costs．

　　　　Besrdes，　speciag　organi2ation　with　comipetigers　will　de．　ve｝cp　for　2biiy？．t　e：xipgcration

of　existing　potential　for　economy　of　scage　（and　scope）　on　tTewzsacting　costs，　or　in　order

t，e　o’vercome　puossibge　t？pes7zsa・ctio？z　ctzLt｝riczegties　（e．g．　risk　forra　raarket　priee　fiuctgatiok，

strong　asg．　ets　dependency，　rnon（，／poly，　low　appropriabili’t，y，　missing　markets　etc／，．

However，　there　wou｝d　be　strong　incentives　to　set　up　（or　parti¢ipate　in）　in．p’uts　supply　or

markeも聴cooperatives；carもels　f◎r　price　neg磁aもi◎n；risk　sh謡ng　as＄Oe捻もions；jo雛

processing；　organizati，on，s　for　innovation，　lobby’i．ng　and　alike，　on｝y　if　indivSduals　organ／i，一

zatiorial　¢osts　（for　deveioprrient，　mamteRaRce，　aveiciing　free　riding　ete）　are　low　comparing

to　receivi．ng　individzcal　transacting　benefits．

　　　～Vhei．．1畿sseもs　specまfieity　wi圭｝b（きr饅aも圭vely　hi慕hも◎apartiα嚢ar　traRsacもi（）簑ik　yertic”l

chain　（strong　unilateral　or　mutual　dependency　with　a　particular　supplier　or　buyer）　and

bekaviora！　uRcertainty　i＄　high，　thek　a　special　private　form　weuld　be　desigRed　to　safeguard

dependent，　transactions．　lt　would　be　an　inte・mea，L　integration　if　economy　on　speei．fie

assets　could　be　reached　wtthlR　a　farm　（e．g．　dairy　cows　and　milking　facilities；　greenhouse

bui｝ding　and　speclaiized　equipmenO．　Othervvise，　a　j’oi？zt　ezvneTship　ozLtsi｛　le　fame　gcttes

（shareholding，　cooperation　in　proces＄it一｛g　or　storage　facilities），　or　t’dght　moctes　for　qzLe／is’t；

（stakeholding　a｝｝iances，　supply　and　delivery　arrafiger（ients，　inter｝inked　contracts，　eco－

nomic　hos，．　tages）　or　entiTe　vertic（zl，　i’jztegratio？？，　with　upstream　or　downstr，　eam　partners

”：’li｝　order　to　keep　（extexxd）　farra　size　big　opc，raters　either　kave　t，o　bx＞v　｝arge　｝aRds　or　to　“ego｛・late　a　gew

　kind　of　land　organizat．io．n　wtth　a　very　grE／，．at　number　of　‘treal”　owriers　fo，　r　small　plots　attocated　in　various，

　locatiun＄．　ln　bot，h　eas　es　their　tra・n．saction　and　pa’｝’odeLction　cost＄，　would　grow　up　and　economaic

　per£◎1’1．．照飛ce　worse熟．

1璽℃ur　s膿rvey　shows　t｝塾a嶽igh　costs　forμ認d　p観θo蜘η。加m　steαi．ing　has　been　a　main　factOr　restrictiハ＄

exten＄io慧ofぬrger　farm＄in　Bulgaria．
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would　govern　transactions　（e．g．　poultry　and　swan　production，　cattle　feeding　etc）．　Vertical

integration　atfarm　level　will　depend　on　possibihty　to　reach　economy　of　scale　（scope）　for

more　than　one　specialized　activity　（diversification　of　farmng，　developing　of　marketing

and　processing　operations　etc）　and　faces　limits　of　managerial　diseconomy．　Otherwise，

agrarian　agents　would　btnld　inefficient　facilities　and　lose　on　production　costs　competition

（price　of　outside　procurement）；　or　invest　in　specialized　assets　but　lose　on　governance

costs　（management　of　more　than　one　specialized　activities，　needs　to　buy　from　or　sell　to

competitors）．　Moreover，　when　assets　dependency　is　negligible　integration　into　related

stages　would　incur　only　additional　costs　without　any　extra　benefits3S．

　　　Large　part　of　agrarian　inputs，　technologies，　and　outputs　will　increasingly　have　“mass”

（standardized）　character．　Therefore，　market　（rather　than　vertically　integrated）　transac－

tions　at　farm　gates　will　dominate．　However，　there　will　be　a　parallel　tendency　toward　spe－

cialization　into　productions　for　“nish　markets”　and　products　with　a　special　quality　（e．g．

“chemical　free”　vegetables，　meat　with　“low　fat　and　cholesterol　levels”，　grape　with

“controlled　sugar”　content　for　special　wines，　“strong　wheat”　for　spaghetti　etc）．　They　will

require　investments　with　inereasing　or　high　specificity　to　a　particular　（or　group　oO　buyer，

and　“integrated”　Goin）　management　of　transactions　in　farming，　processing　industries，

food　chains，　through　specification　of　production　technologies，　products　quantity　and

quality，　time　of　harvesting　and　delivery　ete．　Such　transactions　can　hardly　be　governed　by

traditional　markets　for　standardized　farm　outputs　and　they　would　bring　to　a　life　special

private　forrns　for　vertical　integration　of　transactions　（such　as　narrow　specialized　whole－

sale　markets　with　few　traders，　long　term　contracts　specification，　internal　integration

withn　a　company）．

Modernization　of　agrarian　cooperatives
　　　There　will　be　a　signif7icant　modernization　in　managernent　and　ownership　structures　of

much　of　existing　cooperatives．　One　part　of　production　cooperatives　will　reoTgani2e　their

aetivities　toward　carrying　transactions，　which　can　not　be　integrated　in　individual　farms

（“small　size”）　and　market　organization　is　not　efficient　（because　of　big　uncertainty，　high

specificity　of　assets，　unilateral　dependency）．　Those　will　be　mainly　vertical　and　highly　spe－

cific　to　small　farms　transactions　associated　with：　overcoming　market　uncertainty，　sharing

risk　of　price　fluctuation，　savirtg　on　inputs　supply　and　marketing　costs，　service　supply　to

members，　economy　on　scale　and　scope　of　specialized　capital　or　production　activities　etc．

　　　That　w皿be　strongly　memわers一つγ乞θ窺θ（オ？zo7z．f（）r∬）γ（～勉orgαnixαtion，．since　it　would

govern　highly　specific　for　members　capita｝　（oriented　to　meet　members　own　demand）．

Such　a　mode　wi11　have　big　advantages　to　alternative　organizations　such　as　srnall　oper－

ational　costs，　not　profit　making，　economy　on　scale　and　scope，　and　power　to　face　outside

monopoly．　Only　an　intemal　foma　based　on　aoint）　ownership　can　govern　and　safeguard

e£fectively　highly　specific　（dependent）　transactions．　However，　these　transactions　could

not　be　carried　in　inclividual　farms　since　potential　of　economy　on　specific　assets　can　not　be

realized　（small　transacting　scale）．　That　is　why　cooperation　O’oin　ozvneTship）　with　some

of　competitors　（other　individual　farms）　would　be　efficient　or　only　possible　mode　for

3S　Low　transaction　specific　investment’s　risk　is　more　effectively　managed　not　through　diversification　of

production　（vertical　integration）　but　at　capital　market　through　extending　assets　portfolio．
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organization　of　transactions　in　common　interests　（outside　individual　farm　gates）36．　ln

some　instances　cooperation　would　be　to　economize　on　“pure”　transaction　activities　（such

as　ixputs　supp｝y，　who｝esa｝e　aRd　retail　trade，　eartel　for　price　RegotiatieR，　po｝itical

lobbymg）．　ln　other　instances，　ceoperative　would　integrate　traRsactioxxs　with　“productive”

character　（e．g．　production　activity　or　services　for　rnembers；　storage，　processing，　transport

◎f溢divid蓑a1蝕r灘’s◎嚢もP慧も）．

　　　This　orgaRizatioR　would　not　be　“profit　making”　since　there　is　no　interest　to　lge＞rofit

from　“yourseif’　through　transactions　（selling－buying　products　and　services）　between　two

organizati◎ns　wiもh　sα耀◎wner．　Besides，　cooper就ive　f◎rm　has　some　9θ9α♂advantages　for

m血㎞ization　of　certa㎞transaction　costs．　In　some　cases　this　mode　would　be　preferred

since　it　allows　economy　from　tax　（｝ocal，　central）　payments　on　intrafarm　activities．　ln

ether　instaRces　cooperatieR　would　be　the　single　（legaljy　possible）　form　for　organization　ef

some　traRsactioRs　（e．g．　accurau｝atieR　of　credit　resources　in　agricu｝ture，　aceess　to　pref－

erential　governmental　programs，　overcoming　restrictions　for　nationwide　integration　of

transactions3つ．

　　　Theref6re澱θ窺わθ僧碗θ％君θd　cOOPθ函嶺θ8　w泌be　aR　a｝temative　to　private　far勲捻9蚕

some　（less　labor　intensive）　production　and　in　agricultural　sewices．　However，　number　of

existing　comptex　production　cooperatives　wtil　signifTicantly　decrease　because　of　segfYiq－

2sidation　ef　scfrie　of　them，　amctggamation　（merger）　or　speciali2iatZon　（into　sewtces）　ef

others．　There　will　be　a　dzfferentdation　of　tgpes　of　cooperatives　and　si2丁目ads’zestment

according　to　specific　needs　of　members　and　character　of　carried　activities　（innovation，

sav鎗gs，撫P就s嚢P茎）1y　eも。）、　Besides，　vari（澱s②nteTcooメ）θ羅オ勿θa．簸d算z謡θ（メ（w重もh　private，

corporate　or　pub｝ic　forms）　forms　would　eraerge　for　effectlve　organizatioR　ef　particular

transactions　（to　intensify　mutual　exchange，　strengthen　local　or　export　positions，　gain

ec㈱my　o難｝arge◎per盆ti◎簸s，撫。臨もeもraRsactioR舗t漉gh　depende貧cy，　per麺㎜SOcial

functions　in　rural　areas，　lobby　for　public　goods　supply）．　Development　of　cooperative

structures　will　be　associated　with　bigger　farmer－member　involvement　in　their　man－

agemeRt，　and　exteRsion　of　public　control　en　their　aetivities，

　　　AnotheT　part　of　existing　cooperatives　i＄　market　oTiented　and　iR　fact　competes　wtth

individual　farms．　Most　of　these　cooperatives　wi11　likely　be　transferred　to　agrofirms　and

難a難age　as　cめ8εo◎籏）orat乞on．　Agr◎c◎mpaRy　W　ill蟄もegrate㎞もrafir搬specific　capiもal　aRd

lts　b◎rders　w（）銭1d　be　deもerm搬ed　by　sca茎e　ofもra貧sa蕊i◎勲s　s慧PP◎嬬ed　by　such　assets．王t　w遮

have　market　orientation　and　outgoing　products　（and　services）　will　have　universal　but　not

specific　to　a　farru　（which　reqitire　cooperastton　for　serz？ices）　or　for　corporation　itself

（reqniriRg　i？ztemeag　vertieng　integratton）　character．

　　　Corporation　wouユd　be　an　effective　form　for　capita1㎞tensive　farm　operations　with　an

“industrial”　character　（e．g．　greenhouse，　poultry，　swan）．　Such　productions　require　con－

ce黙もraもi◎n◎f　i塗vestme鍛もs㎞h薫ghly　spec三a慧zed　asseもs　a鷺d　Recessityも。短もegrate‘‘shares’，

of　many　owners．　Besides，　there　is　a　big　standardizatioR　of　operations　and　productivity　in

＝叩or垂Rs融ce，“co｝lective”pr◎d瞭玉◎嚢◎fぎeed　f◎ぎ“private”｝ivest◇ck，“cG羅縦◎R　orgaRizatioft”£◎r　w就er

supply　for　private　farms　etc．

3？F◎r圭Rs伽ce，も艶re　are◎PP◎醜籍iも童es　f◇r　assoe韮a犠◎R（c◎◎peratioR）oぎ。◎◎peraもives　a簸d轟aも韮oRWide

organizatioR　（integration，　control）　of　transactioRs　（inter－cooperative　vei｝tures，　cartel　for　priee

　formation，　credit　association　etc），　which　are　illegal　for　other　business　forms　（restriction　under　the

　Competition　Law　for　a　“maximura　market　share”）．
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these　industries　（“module”　greenhouses，　“module”　poultry　or　pig　farms　etc）．　Market

orientation　of　organization　makes　it　“easy”　for　ozetside　shareholders　to　evaluate　efficiency

of　managemeRt　through　‘“synthetie　indicators”　such　as　operational　profit，　rate　of　prof－

itability，　capitalizatiok，　divideRds　level　aRd　the　like．　Therefore，　it　wenid　be　pcssible　to

carry　out　aR　effective　centrol　over　maRagers　of　eorporatlon　timrough　aA　elected　by　owners

Management　Board．　Competition　also　w皿discip㎞e（seif一一control）managers　since　there

would　be　a　risk　for　baRkruptcy　or　take－over　（by　a　eompetitor）　in　case　of　inefficient

搬a難agem・e嚢t．　Manager’s◎PP◎rもu癒sra　could　be　addi捻◎Ra｝ly　res鞭重ct≦｝d　by血もr（xi建。もi◎R◎f

special　geverkakce　raeckarti＄rris　practiced　by　other　biisinesses　（s“eh　as　depeRdeRce　of

salary　level　frorn　operational　efficiency，　receiving　part　of　compensation　in　form　of

company　shares　etc）．

　　　　IRternal　traRsactioR　costs　wou｝d　be　much　lower　and　incentives　for　investmeRts　in

spec菰。　capita1剛堅ch　h癖eτ蟄a勧◎ア働nedfirms（sa魏◎職ers　ofpersonα9　aikd　ether

プ～）㎜8◎fspec雌。　corporate　capital）．　Thls　fbrm　w◎uld　be　particUlarly　efficient　in　inteftsive

but　low　crowded　productions　where　individual　contribution　is　easily　measured　and　mutual

control　against　opportunism　effective　（“self－enforced”　labor　contract）．　ln　some　cases

coog）θ掘孟勿θプ1）γ窺would　be　applied　in　labor　owned　farm　beeause◎f　tax　advantages，

oPPortu懸t圭es負｝r　outside　ass◎ci就ioR　of　tra丑sac娠◎鷺s　eも。．　Besides，漁condiもi◎ns◎f　high

eqonomic　iRstability　（big　uncertainty，　low　emp｝oyment．　akematives）　non　foT　pTofZt

oTgani2ation　would　be　preferred　by　working　owners．　Un］jke　other　business　forms　coop－

erative　mode　guarantees　employment　and　social　security　payments　despite　lower　levels　of

return　on　invested　capital　（e．g．　lower　wages，　lower　than　market　or　absence　of　rent　and

divideRd　paymeRts）．

　　　Agricxi｝ture　rarely　reqllires　coraplex　teclme｝ogies　axxd　large　investments　in　specific

material　or　intangible　assets　（e．g．　patents，　know－now，　trade　names　et¢）．　Besides，　“con一

町cted”tnterests，　dt［ferent　possibility　for　opportunism，　and　unequal　ab鱒ty　for　effective

（rrtutual）　control　on　behavioral　uncertainty　of　participating　agrarian　agents　（hired　labor，

managers，　outside　owners　ef　RoRperseRal　capital　etc），　all　increase　ekormous｝y　costs　for

interRal　organizatieR．　［1］hat　1コ口why　｝ess　snitab｝e　for　fammg　would　be　eoraplex　hierarchi－

cαloTgαn乞2α彦io？zsプケ07｝z　oo解）oreste　6鍵）θassociated　with　strong　speciahzation熱血ternal

management　（close　corporation）　or　even　functional　division　of　management　from　own－

ership　（open　corporation）．

PoteRtia韮：藪）r　p網嚢》麩。　i盤terveRtiOA　in　agrarian　tra無sa（siOnS

　　　In　transitiona｝　agriculture　there　have　been　a　lot　of　“fallures”　of　market　and　private

sector　to　earry　transactions　with　little　appropTiability，　high　uncertainty　and，assets　speci一

£icity，　aRd　｝ow　frequeRcy．　There　kas　beeR　a　teRdeRcy　to　“correet’khe＄e　fallures　by　settiRg

ttp　v3riegs　type＄　in－hozese　pzebgic　orgffnixutiens　（WaSer　Supply　axxd　Plar｛t　PrctectieR

Companies，　Systems　for　Agro－market　lnformation　and　Hail　Protection，　Agriculture

Advisory．　and　Veter血ary　Se？・z）ices，　etc）．

　　　In　a　pzebgic　agrof2rm　there　are　no　agents　with　strong　puersonag　interests　iR　loRg　term

e鐙cie嚢cy（deve1◎P搬ent）si鍛ce鍛eiもher（搬tside（appo鎗も奪d　fr◎搬‘‘abovざつ艶e獄bers　of

381n　a　public　firm　owner　of　nongabor　capital　is　the　State，　Local　authority，　or　another　eornmunity　（e．g．

foundation，　international　assistance　program　etc）
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Managerlal　Board　nor　Executive　Manager　or　working　team　have　residual　rights　on　firm’s

capita13・8．　ln　general　case　there　is　no　competitive　market　for　output　of　public　firm

（“riak．1r撮selecti◎バa鍛（i　darとger　f珊瑚ba徽k撒ptcy）3§which　cO蕪．1d　d総dP麦i総marとage搬e滋．

Therefore，　criteria　for　evaluation　of　performance　and　for　extension　of　firm　size　（“scale　of

fundiixg”）　are　determined　“adrnmistratively”　（from　higher　authority　，level）．　Usually　only

fir搬，’s　ry’anager　possesses　fu録iRformation　for　effecもive◎rga嚢iz縦雛。簑　（．負ユ茎竃（ling　require－

ff｛ents，　di’reetions　for　improvement　of　productivity　etc）．　Howeve’r，　he　has　little　inceiKives

to　reveal　it　to　supervisors　or　public　since　it　would　show　weakness　in　activity，　induce

pres＄ure　for　amelioration　of　efficieT’tey　（intensification　of　efforts，　budget　cuts），　create

“socia｝μ◎b墨eras”（regrgakizatioi｝　and　reduRdaRcy）eも。．　RespO繭b王¢off宝cia圭s　have　Ro

adequate　information　（and　incentives）　and　very　often　estimate＄　on　budget　and

performance　are　based　on　“suggesti，onsi’　from　firm　managemGnt：　（which　is　strongly

iRterested　to　overestirrtate　current　result＄　and　fimdirtg　requirement＄）．　Besides，　few　“key”

煮9山陽＄（with　competen・c㌢　andメ）o総8γ㎞船倉isもry，　MuRicipaliもy，　S猿per畷＄◎ry　B◎ard）c◎uld

be　easily　“bribed”　with　some　form　of　personal　benefits　（interlinked　t）ransactions，　transfer

paym，ents　etc）．　ln　principle　“achievement”　of　good　funding　and　high　evaluation，　and
‘‘

垂抽b塔[meeもi盤g　adminisもraも韮ve　for搬a顯es，　take　a　s嬉n童負canゆart◎f　ma．magement　eff◎rts

in　a　pub｝ic　firrrt．　That　is　why　sueh　a　mode　is　more　“orieitted　upward”　toward　formal

requirements　（orders）　of　agrarian　bureaucracy　rather　than　to　real　customers　（owners　of

agrarian　resources，　farmers，　final　consumers）　and　their　actual　needs．

　　　Various　raechaxisi￥is　f◎r　decengral・ixxntion（partia｝◎r　fulr‘＄el．f一撫axxcing’㌔‘‘manage－

rial　autonomy”　etc）　and　delegation　of　“rights　on　residual　product”　to　the　manager　（and

workir’tg　team）　could　be　used　to　inerease　．ineentives　for　amelioration　of　efficiency　（intensi－

fica糠。捻　of　efforもs，　ecoRomy　o捻　ex瓢）eR（灘．も慧res，　taking　entrepr愈簑¢ur重a圭risk，　inもer勲a1

“sel．f一く）ontro｝”　oR　opportunisra　etc）．　However，　such　rights　of　“se｝，£・一一一maRagemeRt”　are

usually　restricted　（because　of　the　p“zLblic　character　of　the　firm）　in　respeet　to：　scope　of

activity，　price　range　（in　case　of　monopoly　or　oligopoly　position），　distnbution　of　income

（between　investraeRt－salary），　freedera　te　use　（sell　er　lease　gut）　loR，g－terra　assets，　profit

making，　etc．　Public　control　is　to　be　carried　out　by　special　mechanisms　（supervisory

boards，　sy，　stem　of　auditing，　detailed　specifications　of　activity，　regul，ati．on　of　staff　number

and　prie．es　｝evels　etc）　and　hierarchical　（i　Krafirm　and　outside）　structures　fer　accountancy

a繋dc◎慮01．　All　these　restricロ◎e泌溢漁もives　and重Rcrease　overali　go．vema難ce　c◎sts（at

firm　and　upper　hierarchical　levels）．　Be＄idef，　personal　rights　on　firraff，　assets　are　ternporal

and　non　transferable40　which　direet　individual　efforts　toward　maximization　of　czerrent

“prod慧磁◎バ。◎嚢s嚢搬Pもi◎R（蕪suse　of　m就er三als　and　w◎rkingも㎞e）or・over“acc嚢m誠圭就韮。バ

in　labor　eapita｝　（through　training，　educatioR，　business　trips　etc）．　“Quasi”　se｝f－rnanage－

ment　rights　often　only　give　additional　opportunities　to　use　publie　assets　for　personal　or

group　（s）　interests：　to　provide　good　jobs　fer　central　and　regional　agrari，an　nomenclature；

も◎accQ猟難。醸e　relaもives　a塗d　frie益ds；も◎s曲sid漉◎照pri職e　b“s細ss（thr◎ughもra．Rsfer

priej，ng，　using　cheap　or　free　equipment，　stealing　working　time）　etc．

糠王》鷲b舐《）罫（）r澱S（X＞meもO　eXiS急eRCe熟蕊照｛擁y　b妊X熟更三S賛Of‘‘麟SS㎏r疑arkeゼ（）r鷺撫1、圭雛r融讐○雪瓢arkeも◎1’pr重Vate

　sec．to’rto　orgaRize　transactions　with　a　socia｝　importance．

“O　Individual’s　rights　on　public　firm’s　residuals　（incorne，　assets）　are　lost　in　time　of　quitting　job，　retire－

　ment，　dismissal　or　reorganization
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　　　Las雛y，・reorga磁aも重（）籍◎r鼓q顧da糠（）xx◎f　pijibli（1煮r獄s　is　very　d髄。鷺1もs重Rceもh隷塾is繋ot沁

besもi捻纏ests　of　c◎搬peもent圭ndiv三d．姻s（玉ocal　m撮lagers，　w◎rk無．9もea獄s，も‘dep綴dent”

upper　bureaucracy）“i．　Outside　lew　costs　contrel　（legislative，　aciministrative，　public，

media）　over　firm　is　impossible　and　therefore　i，t　is　very　diffieult　to　induce　such　a

modernization　（strong　opposition，　information　asynx［netry，　free　riding）．　Normally　it　takes

a　lot　of　ttme　and　social　costs　for　mitiating　and　proving　necessity　of　such　public　aetioRs，

and　for　associated　with　it　debatMg，　arranging　political　“coinpromises”，　introducing　new

regulations，　takng　into　accounts　“soeial”　consequences　etc．

　　　Pub圭ic　f茎rf裟is熱◎t　a繋effecもive　fb！疹獄f◎r◎rga難捻a雛Q簸◎f　agraria籔tr畿itsacti（｝盤s畿熱d　isもo

be慧sed　as　a鰯砂8s碗．　Ofte嚢i員s　poss三bleも◎aPP玉y搬◎re　e撫ie難も窺odθプ～）ゲ郷厩。

伽◎醜窺爾in　ag翻a難もra嚢sac綴㎎（e。9．　assistax．rce，　regぬ雛◎難，　fUftdiR9）．　In．Sもead◎f

state◎r拠ur薩cipa玉誌y鶯rm（ねrm）iい凝◎“玉d　be　m◎r¢醐cien鍵◎C伽磁ct　actiVity（“public

orderη）to　a　p短りα書θor？zonプヒ）rメ）r（～飛知orgα？審船α認。？z．　State　can　assist　financially　or　even

own　1，0ng－term　assets，　but　management　to　be　carried　by　a　professional　（e．g．　farmer，

research）　organization　or　a　private　eompany．　Private　rrtanagement　or　farmers　seif－man－

agernent　will　improve　efficiency　of　tTZgateral　organization　＄ince　it　would　in¢rease

㎞dividual　incentives　of　participants　and　decrease　pubhc　goverr血目costs（f6r　s就til唱up，

maintenance，　and　contro｝　of　pubhc　firms）．　Publie　interests　in　such　hybrid　mode＄　will　be

safeg疑arded　by：pri（）ri．ζy　seも犠ng　f◎罫P魏b墨ic　spe鉄d三捻9，　speci負ca犠（）捻of　acもivity，◎uもside

a嚢d．i伽＆（trect，　iRve｝vemeRt　iバ滋¢marラ搬anagemen，t　bodies　by　interested　publ．i．c　ageRもs，

P縫bhcaむio難◎f　a嚢簸ua玉r¢porもs，　P穫b蕪。　participaもi◎R　w猛h　shares重嚢the惣◎rgar縫zaもま（）難eも。．

Besides，　a醜乞嘱メ）esrty（9◎ver㎜eRも）漁vestmeRもs葉繋．翫sseもs　wiもh　a｝㎏h　speci餐ciもy謙d　1◎w

appropriability　is　a　prerequisite，　whieh　wou｝d　further　induce　pwtvat／e　inve＄tments　in　more

“mobile”　and　universal　assets‘2　of　hybrid　organization．

　　　In　some　instances，　pwivate　firvrb　（or　consortiura）　would　be　an　effective　form　for

◎rganization　of　trilateral　transactions　（e．9．　veterinεぼy　services，　supPly　of　agro－market

information，　management　of　development　project＄　etc）．　Private　organization　is　more

fleXible　、fmd　works　according　e鮒ciency　principle（“rules　of　competition”f6r　winin慕public

projeegs）．　There　are　stroiig　iRcentives　for　imprevemeRt　of　effieieRcy　aRd　for　private

iRvestment＄　ik　specific　3＄sets　（spec2alizat・ioR）　s，ince　they　wtl｝　increase　corvtparative

adva数もag¢s　a蓑d　ehancE｝sも◎w．ir」Rew　bids　afもe！「（ズ）難．tracも。◎rap．leti◎R　（aR（童も蒙．mE｝for　a

reRewai　of　coRtract　ccmes）．　Besides，　perigdic　syst・em　of　（re）　contracttng　i＄　an　“attes一一

tatielt　of　efficiency”　and　restricts　f，irm’s　opportunistic　behavior　（strong　interests　in　a

long－term　participation　in　public　projects）．

　　　In　other　instanees，　delegation　of　management　o£　trilateral　transactions　to　a　faTm

o禦9α鴛認α麺。πwould　b航he　most　e雌。沁nt．鷹奮吻，　this　mode　giv鷺s　QpPortu臨y　fbrもaking

into　aecount　of　rea｝　farmers　demands　and　the　best　ways　to　meet　this　demand　（no

inforrnation　asyirumetiry）．　SecondZJ？，　farmers　are　strongly　interested　in　amelioration　of

organization，　aRd　they　have　real　mechaR，isms　（se｝f一／raaRagemeRt）　to　improve　effieieRcy

壌S嵐こhreorgax韮zaもめ滋w（｝藤d装）r三田9◎簑茎y馨鷺押目5望痔。α認◎n　of　e£forts，　P◎Ss量b沁（＝め＄？kre（）fjgb茎）◎s熱韮（）Xls． C　Reed

腰鐸留観嬢鰯寂）n，槻．認σ0簿｝碗猟吻もogeね‘｛灘b蕪C三’艦”．　fr◎∫浦rm鉱e。

覗F◎rl舗魚r　assets　ther黛is　aiもemative　act慧al◎r　second　h撒d　market　which　saf曙uards　return　o難P蒙噂ivate

　capital　（and　stimulat’，e＄　private　investment）　even　when　joint　venture　is　not，　successfui　anci　is　to　be

　broken　down．
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and　to　control　opportunism　（single　user　of　benefits）．　Thintlg，　this　forrrt　induees　strong

incentives　for　farmers　coo＝investments　in　specialized　（managerial，　organizational，

もaRg並）1e）capiもa玉（◎wnerSh重P◎嚢reSi（i慧al　righ宅s）a鷺d　evektua｝至y　leadsも◎decrease㎞‘‘sociai

price”　of　transactions．　Lastly，　organization　is　cost　effective　since　it　does　not　have　profit

◎rie鷺もati◎n（圃重ke　privaもe負r瓢）．茎簑ce鍛tives　for　high　efficieRcy◎f　tr銭aもera1搬◎（iff｝重Rcrease

when　farmers　partly　pardcipate　in　ftmding　of　activity　（e．g．　parafiscal　taxes　for　exteRsion

sewtce，　mandatory　shares　in　credit　association，　user－fees　for　irrigation　water　etc）．　Such

irriixed　q2Lasipzebgic　or　qzeasiprivate　forras　would　be　very　efficieRt　for　transactioRs

requiring　a　large　scale　cotlective　organization，　with　high　assets　specificity　or　unilateral

depeRdeRcy，　big　gRcertaiRty，　low　appropriability　3Rd　frequeRcy　（e．g．　app｝ied　agr3riari

research，　technological　innovation，　livestock　breeding，　extension　supply，　long－term

credi・ting，　water　sllpp｝y，　mafiageraent　cf　resource＄　ln　raouRtaillous　regioBs　etc）．

　　　In　third　cases，　a　transfer　of　public　functions　to　specialized　non－foT　profit　oTgani－

2ation　（e．g．　agrarian　university，　research　institute，　professionai　association，　independent

lab（）raも◎ry◎r愈xperもs）w◎掘d　beもhe獄ost　effecもive　way　f◎r　tr三｝aもera｝9◎ver簸織ce（e．9。

testing　and　evaluation　of　new　varieties，　chemicals　and　machinery；　quality　and　origin

centro｝　for　farm　preducts，　etc）．

　　　In　many　instances　instead　of　expensive　trilateral　irtodes　it　would　be　more　efficieRt　to

apPly｝ess　c◎mplicated負）rms　of　pzめ疏。⑳nvogyθ？？zθ箆お（assistance，　mediati◎n，　reguiati◎n）

in　market　anel　private　transactions　（e．g．　setting　quality　standards，　giving　tax　or　credit

preferences，．　assisting　farmers　association，　direct　support　to　private　forms　etc）．

DeveloprrieRt　ef　a　Rew　（specia｝）　organizatigni＄　alway＄　associated　with　eRormous　（design－

ing，　development，　maintenance，　enforcement　etc）　costs　and　not　rare　benefits　go　away

frera　tesrgeteae　grellps　（e．g．　for　agrariaR　administratioR，　for　prefitiRg　of　private　firrr｛s　clgse

to　the　Government　etc）．　Moreover，　lack　of　private　（nrtarket）　“appropriabiliLy”　of　agrarian

transactieRs　is　oftefi　a　result　of　undefined　（or　clear｝y　defined）　agrarian　property　rights

and　inefficient　system　for　their　enforeement　（Bachev　and　Tsuji）．　ln　this　case　the　rnost

effective　Govemment　interveRtion　wil｝　be　a　moderni2ntion　of　institzetionag　envi一

γo％窺ε窺（“醜er捻a蓋ze　extemalities”）℃hro嚢gh賊rod瞭めit　of　new　privαte吻纏3（e．9．

exclusive　monopoly　rights　on　biological　innovations，　rights　on　“clean　environment”　and

“safe　fo◎d”e毛。）a轟d　an卿。魏θ5〃36θ窺プbγ伽⑳θ唾）rceme7z9（哉ssig簑澱e嚢t，℃◎轟tr◎玉，

regulation，　cor血cts　resolution）．

CONCLUSIONS
　　　Neoclassical　scenario　for　transformation　of　previous　agrarian　model　（“free　market

plus　private　owners｝tip”）　has　nct　werked　in　Bulgariafi　conditioits．　Transitiex　has　chaRged

“rule＄　of　the　garrte”　but　it　has　Rot　made　agrariaR　agents　“more　ratioRal”　and　“less

opportunistic”．　CoRseqweptly　costs　for　Rew　property　rights　aRd　institutiona｝　develop－

ment，　aRd　for　market　aRd　private　rr｝edes　of　individua｝　traR＄acting　have　takeR　a　good　part

of　all　social　expenditures．

　　　Tra飛sacもi（）難。◎sもs　ec（）貧omiz蟄9　Perspecもive菖ives　us　a　Rew　1◎ok　at　driv蚕9魚ct◎rs　a嚢d

prospects　for　institutional　modernization　of　Bulgarian　agriculture．　High　assets　depen－

denCy，　bま9　KneertaiRty，10w　apPr◎prぬb蹴y，　arヒd　less　f艶q嚢e娘cy　have　deもe舳嚢ed　a　Speeiflc

transitional　structure　of　agrarian　tramsaeting．　Less　market　transaeting，　big　reliaRce　oR

informa｝　relationships　at　｝arge　scale，　great　extent　ef　“over”　integrated　rRodes，　part　time
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ねrming　and　prod銭。も重◎嚢co◎peratio数phenofftenon，　bめck　of　all　dasses　ofもra数sacも韮。嚢s　eも。，

all　have　corne　to　existence．　Besides，　a　large　number　of　inefficient　or　coRtradictory　third

party　（e．g．　GovemrrteRt，　NGO’s，　interRatioRa｝　assistance）　involvements　in　agrariaR

transacting　have　been　in　place．　All　this　has　deformed　substantially　emerging　farming　sys－

tem，　and　demimatioR　of　primitive　aRd　“gray”　structures，　｝itt｝e　sustaiRabi｝ity　of　｝arge

business　and　cooperative　farms，　significant　distortion　of　national　agrarian　capital，　and

backward　technological　“development”，　have　come　to　agenda．

　　　Low　efficieRcy　ef　p“blic　in－ho“se　orgaRizatioft　aitd　｝iraited　budget　sources　wou｝d

restrict　Government　direct　intervention　in　agrarian　transactions．　Agrarian　policy　should

be　toward　exp｝or玉鷺9　P◎毛e盤tial　of獄arkeも，　private，　a鍛d　cooperative獄◎des撫r（｝嚢gh難ew

property　rights　provision，　institutional　and　infrastructural　support，　improving　law　and

c◎磁acもe鍛forcemenも，搬arkeもinformat圭。嬬exteksion　ed嚢caもi◎鍛，　assisもi識g　far盤ers

association　etc．　Less　expensive　modes　for　trilateral　governance　（coordination，　control　on

oPP（）r雛難is搬，　i貧ee魏重ves　for　sped貸。韮嚢ve就ments）wi臓acもive　iRvolvemeRも（）f　privaもe

sector　and　farmers　organizations　are　to　be　preferred．
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