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ECO-SYSTEM APPROACH FOR ASSESSING AGRARIAN SUSTAINABILITY IN BULGARIA

Ecosystem approach has been increasingly incorporated in the management and evaluation of sustainability levels in general
and in agriculture in particular. Despite enormous progress in the theory and practice of this new area, still there is no consensus
on how to assess the sustainability of agro-ecosystems due to diverse understandings, approaches, methods, employed data, etc.
In Bulgaria there are practically no in-depth studies on sustainability level of diverse agro-eco-systems. This articles assesses the
sustainability level of agro-ecosystems of different type in Bulgaria. A holistic hierarchical framework for assessing integral,
economic, social and ecological sustainability of agro-ecosystems is suggested including 17 principles, 35 criteria, and
46 indicators and reference values. Assessment is made on overall and aspects sustainability of large (agro)ecosystems in four
geographic regions, and particular main and specific types of agro-ecosystems of the country. The assessment is based on first-
hand information collected though in-depth interviews with the managers of "typical” farms in the respective ago-ecosystems. The
study has found out that there is a considerable differentiation in the level of integral sustainability in agricultural ecosystems of
different types. There are also substantial variations in the levels of economic, social and ecological sustainability of agro-
ecosystems of different type, and the critical indicators enhancing or deterring overall and particular sustainability of individual
agro-ecosystems. Results of the integral agrarian sustainability level based on the micro agro-ecosystem (farm) data, are similar
to the previous assessment based on the aggregate sectoral (statistical, etc.) data. Having in mind the importance of holistic
assessments of this kind for improving agrarian sustainability, farm management and agrarian policies, they are to be expended

and their precision and representation increased.
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Introduction. Agro-ecosystems are ecosystems
associated with agricultural (farming) activity and according
to their specific characteristics and levels of analysis, the
boundaries of an individual agro-ecosystem could be a part
of a separate farm (e.g. a cultivated parcel, a meadow, a
pond), located in numerous farms, or most commonly cover
a larger region(s) of a country or beyond. Moreover, the
individual agro-ecosystem could include, be a part, or
overlap with other ecosystems — dryland, mountain, coastal,
urban, etc. In recent years an "ecosystem approach" has
been increasingly incorporated in the management and
evaluation of sustainability levels (Bachev and Treziev,
2017, 2018; Belcher, 1999; Bohlen and House, 2009; Hanna
et. al., 2016; MEA, 2005; De Oliveira, 2018; Ramirez-Carrillo
et. al., 2018; Oelbermann, 2014; Sidle et al. 2013). Despite
enormous progress in the theory and practice of this new
evolving area, still there is no consensus on how to assess
the sustainability of agro-ecosystems due to diverse
understandings, approaches, methods, employed data, etc.
(Bachev, 2009, 2010, 2016, 2017, 2018; Bachev et. al.,
2016, 2017; Candido et al., 2018; FAO, 2013; Fuentes 2004;
Hayati et. al., 2010; lkerd, 2015; Ivanov et al, 2009;
Gliessman, 2016; Gemesi, 2007; Gitau et al., 2009; Jalilian,
2012; Irvin et. al., 2016; Lopez-Ridauira et. al. 2002; Rezear
et. al, 2018; Sauvenier et al., 2005; Terziev et al., 2018;
Todorova and Treziyska, 2018; VanLoon et al. 2005;
Zvyatkova and Sarov, 2018). In Bulgaria comprehensive
sustainability assessments are mostly on sectoral (Bachev
et. al.,, 2017) or farm (Bachev, 2017; Bachev and Treziev,
2017) levels while there is practically no in-depth study on
sustainability agro-ecosystems. The goal of this paper is to
assess the sustainability level of agro-ecosystems of
different type in Bulgaria.

Framework of analysis. In order to assess
sustainability level of agro-ecosystems in Bulgaria a
hierarchical system is developed including 17 principles,
35 criteria, and 46 indicators and reference values.
Principles are the highest hierarchical level associated with
the ‘"universal" functions of agricultural system and
represent the state of sustainability in 3 main pillars
(aspects) of sustainability — economic, social, and
ecological. Criteria represent a resultant state when the

relevant principle is realized. Indicators are quantitative and
qualitative variables of different types (behavior, activity,
input, effect, impact), which can be assessed allowing the
measurement of compliance with particular criteria.
Reference Values are the desirable levels (absolute,
relative, qualitative) for each indicator according to the
specific conditions of each agro-ecosystem which assist the
assessment giving guidance for achieving (maintaining,
improving) sustainability.

We have examined the available academic research,
official documents, and experience in Bulgaria and other
countries, and have carried out numerous consultations with
leading national and international experts in the area. On
this basis, a system that includes principles, criteria,
indicators, and reference values relevant to contemporary
conditions in Bulgaria has been formulated. An expert panel
was set up with ten leading experts in the country discussed
and evaluated the importance of the proposed principles,
criteria, indicators, and reference values, and selected most
appropriate to the contemporary conditions in Bulgaria. A
number of criteria were used in selecting indicators:
relevance to reflecting aspects of sustainability;
discriminatory power in time and space; analytical
soundness; intelligibility and synonymy; measurability,
governance and policy relevance; and practical applicability
(Sauvenier et al., 2005).

In Bulgaria, like in most countries, there are no official
data for calculating socio-economic and (some parts of)
ecological indicators at agro-ecosystem level. Agro-
ecosystems are the ecosystems associated with the farming
activity and the individual farm is the first level for governing
of agrarian sustainability (Bachev, 2018). In order to assess
the level of sustainability of agro-ecosystems in the country
in-depth interviews with the managers of 80 farms of
different types and locations in 4 major regions of Bulgaria
were held in 2017. Following criteria were used for the
selection of areas for farm surveys (map. 1): major
administrative and geographic regions — Eastern, Northern,
Western and Southern Bulgaria respectively North-Central,
South-Eastern,  South-Central and  South-Western
administrative and geographic regions of the country
representing distinctive large (agro)ecosystems; particular
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main types and specific (agro) ecosystems in the country —
mountainous, plain-mountainous, plain, riparian (Struma,
Maritza, Yantra), southern Black Sea, mountainous area
with natural constraints, non-mountainous area with natural
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Map 1. Map of Bulgaria and surveyed agro-ecosystems

Source: Google maps.

In order to identify the "typical" for the different regions
of the country farms, the co-operation of the main
associations of farmers (National Association of Grain
Producers, National Union of Gardeners, Union of Breeders,
etc.), state agencies (National Agricultural Advisory Service,
Executive Agency for Vine and Wine, etc.), processing, bio-
certification and service organizations, and local
government is used. Farmers of different types were
surveyed covering the main types of farms in the regions
concerned: different legal types of holdings — natural
persons, sole traders, cooperatives, commercial companies,
etc.; farms of different sizes — mainly for self-sufficiency, with
small size for the sector, with average size for the sector,
with large sizes for the sector; farms in different production
specialization — arable crops, vegetables, flowers and
mushrooms, perennials, grazing livestock, pigs, poultry and
rabbits, mixed crops and mixed livestock breeding; farms in
specific geographic and ecological locations. From farms
originally identified for interviews only 5,61 % were not
interviewed due to the extreme occupancy, unwillingness
to participate or other reasons. The survey includes many
questions in 5 major areas: general characteristic of farms;
primary information for calculating economic indicators for
agrarian sustainability at agro-eco-system level; primary
information for calculating social indicators for agrarian
sustainability at agro-eco-system level; primary
information for calculating environmental indicators for
agrarian sustainability at agro-eco-system level; impact of
diverse socio-economic, policies, behavioral, personal,
etc. factors on farmers actions for improving agrarian
sustainability and its various aspects.

After that diverse quantitative and qualitative levels for
each indicator are transformed into a unitless index of
sustainability (ISi). After than the integral index for a
particular criterion (Sl(c)), principle (Sl(p)), and aspect of
sustainability (Sl(a)), and the integral sustainability index
(Sl(0)) for each surveyed farm is calculated applying equal
weight for each indicator in a particular criterion, of each
criterion in a particular principle, and each principle in every
aspect of sustainability. The composite sustainability index
of a particular agri-ecosystem is an arithmetic average of the
indices of relevant farms belonging to that agro-ecosystem.

For assessing the level of sustainability of agro-
ecosystems the following scale defined by the experts is
used: Index range 0,85-1 for a high level of sustainability;
Index range 0.50-0,84 for a good level of sustainability;
Index range 0,25-0,49 for a satisfactory level of
sustainability; Index range 0,12-0,24 for an unsatisfactory
level of sustainability; Index range 0-0,11 for non-

sustainable.

Overall sustainability level of analyzed agri-
ecosystems

The multi-indicator assessment of agricultural

sustainability level in the four analyzed regions shows that
the integral indicator of overall sustainability is 0,58, which
expresses a good sustainability level of agriculture (fig. 1).
The biggest value has the indicator of economic
sustainability (0,64), the social sustainability shows lower
value (0,57) and the ecological sustainability is close to the
unsatisfying value level (0,53). Therefore, the improvement
of the last two indicators is critical for maintaining the good
agricultural sustainability of the country.
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Fig. 1. Indicators of integral, economic, social and ecological sustainability of analyzed agri-ecosystems in Bulgaria

Source: survey with managers of farms, 2017 and author's calculations.

The analysis of private indexes on basic principles, criteria
and indicators of the sustainability gives opportunity to identify
components contributing for the levels of different aspects of
agricultural sustainability in the country. The assessment
ascertained that the ecological sustainability is relatively low
due to the fact that the indicators for the principles "land
quality" (0,44), "biodiversity" (0,38) and "organic production”
(0,11) are low (fig. 2). Thus, the improvement of these low
levels of above-mentioned principles is a factor for

maintenance and raising of ecological and integral
sustainability in the sector. Also it becomes clear that despite
the relatively high integral economic sustainability, the
indicator of adaptability to economic environment is relatively
low (0,54) and critical for maintaining the reached level.
Analogically, for the social sustainability improvement would
contribute mostly the increase of low levels of indicators for
the principles "farming conservation" (0,52), "gender equality”
(0,40) and "social capital" (0,17).
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Fig. 2. Sustainability index according the main sustainability principles in analyzed agri-ecosystems in Bulgaria

Source: survey with managers of farms, 2017 and author's calculations.

The profound analysis according different criteria and
indicators gives opportunity for detailed analysis of elements
contributing for/or decrease the agricultural sustainability
level. For example, the low levels of ecological sustainability
are determined from the low criteria "conservation and
improving of soil fertility" (0,46); "balanced land use structure
maintenance" (0,35; "landscape elements conservation”
(0,30); "natural biodiversity maintenance and improvement"
(0,46); "cultural biodiversity maintenance and improvement"
(0,29) and "organic production increase" (0,11) (fig. 3). The

unsatisfying levels according these criteria for ecological
sustainability are (pre)determined of low levels of indicators
for eco-sustainability, as: insufficient conformity of norms for
fertilization with potassium (0,38) and phosphorus (0,38),
high share of arable land in the total agricultural land (0,33),
low degree of compliance with practices for landscape
conservation (0,3), insufficient protected species on farms'
territory (0,18), limited number of cultural species in farms
(0,29) and low degree of application of organic production
principles (0,11) (fig. 4).
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* K1-Decrease of dependence on subsidies; K2-Minimization of dependence on exterior capital; K3-Positive or high profitability; K4-Maximal or increasing
labour productivity; K5-Maximal or increasing land productivity; K6-Maximal or increasing livestock productivity; K7-Conservation or increase of sold output share
; K8-Conservation or increase of sales; K9-High investment activity; K10-Incomes parity with other sectors; K11-Equitable distribution of income in agriculture;
K12-Sufficient satisfaction of farmer activity; K13-Satisfying labour conditions; K14-Keeping the number of family farms; K15-Knowledge and skills increase; K16-
Conservation and improvement of agricultural education; K17-Equality of relations man-woman; K18-Participation in professional organizations and initiatives;
K19-Participation in public management; K20-Contribution for the development of region and communities; K21-Sufficient potential for reaction to activity cession
and to demographic crisis; K22-Keeping or increase of UAA size; K23-Keeping or increase of livestock number; K24-Minimization of soil losses; K25-Keeping and
improvement of soil fertility; K26-Keeping of balanced land-use structure; K27-Protection of landscape elements; K28-Keeping and improvement of water quality;
K29-Minimization of conventional energy use; K30-Keeping and improvement of natural biodiversity; K31-Keeping and improvement of cultural biodiversity; K32-
Implementation of principles of animal welfare; K33-Organic production increase; K34-Sufficient adaptability to climatic changes.

Fig. 3. Sustainability index according the main criteria* in analyzed agri-ecosystems in Bulgaria

Source: survey with managers of farms, 2017 and author's calculations.

*M1-Direct payments in the net income; M2-Share of own capital in the total one; M3-Profit/production costs; M4-Labour productivity; M5-Land productivity;
M6-Livestock productivity; M7-Share of sold production in the total one; 8-Sales growth in the last three years; M9-Investments growth in last 5 years; M10-Net
farmer's income/ average income in the region; M11-Payment of hired labour/ average income in the region; M12-Degree of satisfaction from farmer's activity;
M13-Degree of compliance to normative labour conditions; MN14-Presence of a family member ready to take the farm; 115-Number of family members working in
the farm; M16-Age of manager; M17-Participation of training programs in the last 3 years; M18-Education level of manager; M19-Share of occupied with special
agricultural education / qualification; M20-Degree of participation of women in the farm management; M21-Number of participation in professional organizations
and initiatives; M22-Share of hired workers, members of trade unions; M23-Public positions occupied from the farmer, manager and owner; N24-Participation in
local initiatives; M25-Share of non-occupied permanent work positions in the total number of employed; M26-Share of non-occupied seasonal work positions in
the total number of employed; M27-Change of UAA in last 5 years; 128-Change of livestock number in last 5 years; [129-Soil erosion; M30-Compliance of nitrate
fertilization to norms; M31-Compliance of potassium fertilization to norms; M32-Compliance of phosphorus fertilization to norms; M33-Share of arable land in the
total UAA; MN34-Keeping the practices of landscape maintenance; M35-Degree of pollution of underground waters with nitrates; M36-Level of fuel consumption;
M37-Level of electricity consumption; M38-Presence of protected species on the farm territory; M39-Natural biodiversity protection; M40-Number of cultural
species; 141-Respecting of animal welfare norms; N42-Implementation of principles for organic production; M43-Yield variation of main crops for 5 years; 144-
Percentage of mortality of livestock for 5 years.

Fig. 4. Indicators* for sustainability in analyzed agro-ecosystems in Bulgaria

Source: survey with managers of farms, 2017 and author's calculations.
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Social sustainability in agriculture is usually decreased
almost by: lack of family member, ready to continue the farm
work (for individual and family farms) (0,13), elderly age of
managers and farm owners (0,41), insufficient participation
in training programs in the last years (0,33), low share of
employed with special agricultural education and
qualification (0,44), insufficient participation of women in the
farm management (0,4), low participation of farms in
professional organizations and initiatives (0,43), lack of
membership of hired workers in trade unions (0), weak
participation in the public governance from the side of
farmers, managers and owners (0,1), and insufficient
involvement of farms in local initiatives (0,2).

Critical for the keeping and improvement of the sector's
economic sustainability are the increase of production
profitability (0,52) and the keeping and increase of sales
(0,48). The low levels of indicators for sustainability show
also the specialized areas for agricultural sustainability
improvement through adequate change of farms strategies
and/or of public policies in relation to the sustainable
development of the sector, of different sub-sectors,
ecosystems and farms types. On the other hand, the high
levels of some indicators express the absolute and relative
advantages of Bulgarian agriculture regarding the

sustainable development. On the actual stage they are
expressed in: high share of own capital in the total capital of
farms (0,92), high share of sold production in the total output
(0,81), lower share of non-occupied permanent (0,81) and
seasonal (0,88) work places in the total number of
employed, increase of UAA (0,82) and livestock number
(0,84) in the last years and respect of norms for animal
welfare (for the livestock breeding farms) (0,8).

Level of agricultural sustainability in the main types
of agro-ecosystems

Our assessment determined that there is a considerable
differentiation of the level of integral and aspect
sustainability in agricultural ecosystems main types (fig. 5).
The highest integral sustainability has the agriculture in the
plane regions (0,63), which have also the highest economic
sustainability, with the ecosystems in protected zones and
territories  (0,74). On the other hand, the integral
sustainability in mountain regions with natural restrictions is
the lowest (0,56). These ecosystems' type has also the
lowest (and close to the limits of satisfying level) levels for
social sustainability, with the ecosystems in non-mountain
regions with natural restrictions (0,52). Nevertheless, the
ecological sustainability of agro-systems in mountain areas
with natural restrictions is relatively high (0,58).
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Fig. 5. Level of sustainability in the main types of agro-ecosystems in Bulgaria

Source: survey with managers of farms, 2017 and author's calculations.

The integral sustainability of mountain ecosystems is on
a medium level (0,58), but while its economic and social
aspects are below the average for the country (respectively
0,61 and 0,53), the level of ecological sustainability is among
the highest (0,6). The agricultural sustainability in the
protected zones and territories is above the average for the
country (0,62), these ecosystems having relatively high
economic sustainability (0,74; the highest level of social
sustainability (0,59) and good levels for ecological
sustainability (0,58). the ecological sustainability in the
plane-mountainous regions is the lowest in the country
(0,55), and for the non-mountainous regions with natural
restrictions it is the highest (0,61).

The agriculture of ecosystems in the plane regions has
high significances for economic sustainability for the
indicators: share of own capital in the total capital (0,96),
labour productivity (0,84), livestock productivity (0,9) and
share of sold production in the total output (0,89) (fig. 6). The
social sustainability of the sector in these regions is high in
relation to degree of correspondence to the normative labour
conditions (0,84), education level of manager (0,94) and
share of unoccupied seasonal labour positions in the total
number of employed (0,87). Agriculture in such regions is
with ecologically strong sustainability for the dynamics of
UAA in the last 5 years (0,83), the dynamics of the raised
livestock number In the last 5 years (0,83) and keeping the
norms of animal welfare (1).
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Mountainous with natural restrictions Non-mountain with natural restrictions
Fig. 6. Indicators for in the main agro-ecosystems types in Bulgaria

Source: survey with managers of farms, 2017 and author's calculations.
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Simultaneously, the levels of some indicators in the
plane agro-ecosystems have low levels. While the economic
sustainability is satisfying only regarding the relation profit/
production costs (0,49), for the social sustainability
satisfying are the levels for number of family members
working in the farm (0,42), manager's age (0,47),
participation in training programs in the last 3 years (0,44),
share of employed with special agricultural education/
qualification (0,47) and number of participation in
professional organizations and initiatives (0,31). Along with
that, regarding the public position of the farmer, manager or
owner (0,19) and participation in local initiatives (0,13) the
state is unsatisfying and for presence of family member
ready to take the farm (0,06), on the Ilimit of the
unsustainability. Moreover, according the indicator share of
hired workers, members of trade unions, the state is
unsustainability. The ecological sustainability of the sector
in these regions is satisfying in relation to the share of arable
land in the total agricultural land (0,32), presence of
protected species on the farm territory (0,25) and number of
cultural species (0,27); and unsatisfying for the keeping of
practices for landscape maintenance (0,19) and
implementation of principles for organic production (0,11).

In ecosystems of plane-mountain regions the economic
sustainability of agriculture is high regarding the: share of
own capital in the total (0,84), labour productivity (0,91) and
share of sold production in the total output (0,84) (fig. 6). The
highest in social aspect in these regions are the indicators:
net farm income/ average income in the region (0,87),
degree of satisfaction from the farming activity (0,83), share
of non-occupied permanent work positions in the total
number of employed (0,81) and share of unoccupied
seasonal work positions in the total number of employed
(0,83). From ecological aspect, the best of these
ecosystems are only the dynamics of the number of
livestock in the last 5 years (0,82) and the keeping of norms
of animal welfare (1).

At the same time agro-ecosystems in the plain-
mountainous regions have satisfying values of economic
sustainability for the growth of sales in the last 3 years (0,38)
and investments growth in the last 5 years (0,49). The social
sustainability in these regions is on satisfying levels in
relation to manager's age (0,37), degree of participation of
women in the farm management (0,33) and participation in
local initiatives (0,33); unsatisfying regarding the presence
of family member, ready to take the farm (0,2) and
participation in training programs in last 3 years (0,2); and
socially unstable for the share of hired workers, members of
trade unions and public positions of the farmer, manager or
owner. In the plane-mountain ecosystems the ecological
sustainability is satisfying regarding the compliance with the
norms of the fertilization with potassium (0,32), compliance
with the norms of phosphorus fertilization (032) and share of
arable land in the total agricultural land (0,26); unsatisfying
for the keeping of practices for landscape maintenance
(0,13), presence of protected species on the farm territory
(0,07), and number of cultural species (0,24); and unstable
for the implementation of principles for organic production.

The agricultural sustainability in ecosystems in mountain
regions has the highest values for the economic indicators:
share of own capital in the total capital (0,97)and livestock
productivity (0,84); the social indicators of the share of non-
occupied permanent work positions in the total number of
employed (0,97), and share of unoccupied seasonal work
positions in the total number of employed (1); and ecological
indicators: dynamics of UAA in last 5 years (0,83), dynamics
of raised livestock in last 5 years (0,86), natural biodiversity
protection (1), and yield variation of the main crops for
5 years (0,81) (fig. 6). In mountain regions with satisfying

values for sustainability are the economic relation profit/
production costs (0,49), labour productivity (0,33), and sales'
growth in last 3 years (0,38). The social sustainability of this
type of ecosystems is satisfying in lots of indicators: degree
of compliance with normative labour conditions (0,44),
manager's age (0,37), participation in training programs in
last 3 years (0,33), share of employed with special
agricultural education/ qualification (0,31), degree of
participation of women in the farm management (0,33), and
number of participations in professional organizations and
initiatives (0,44). Furthermore, the social sustainability is
unsatisfying in relation to the payment of hired labour/
average income in the region (0,22), presence of a family
member, ready to take the farm (0,11), public position of the
farmer, manager or owner (0,11), and participation in local
initiatives (0,11). In relation to the share of hired workers,
members of trade unions, there is a social instability. In the
mountain agro-ecosystems the ecological sustainability is
on a satisfying level for the number of cultural species (0,41),
and unsatisfying for the compliance with the norms of nitrate
fertilization (0,17), compliance with the norms for potassium
fertilization (0,08), compliance of phosphorus fertilization
with the norms (0,08), presence of protected species on the
farm territory (0,22), and implementation of principles for
organic production (0,22).

The ecosystems' agricultural sustainability in the
protected zones and territories is economically high
regarding the share of own capital in the total one (1), labour
productivity (0,85), share of sold production in the total
output (0,83), and investments' growth in the last 5 years
(0,84) (fig. 6). This ecosystem type has strong social stability
for the degree of satisfaction of the farming activity (1),
degree of compliance with the normative labour conditions
(1), share of unoccupied permanent work positions in the
total number of employed (1), and share of non-occupied
seasonal work positions in the total number of employed (1).
In ecological aspect the agricultural sustainability in the
protected zones and territories is high only regarding the
dynamic of UAA in last 5 years (0,83), and natural
biodiversity protection(1). On the other hand, the economic
sustainability of agro-ecosystems with protected zones and
territories is satisfying for the sales' growth in the last 3 years
(0,47), while for the livestock productivity there is an
instability. The social sustainability in these zones and
territories is on satisfying level in relation to manager's age
(035), participations in training programs in last 3 years
(0,33), degree of participation of women in the farm
management (0,33), number of participations in professional
organizations and initiatives (0,33), and participation in local
initiatives (0,33). For the social indicators the number of
family members working in the farm (0,2), and share of
employed with special agricultural education/ qualification
(0,24) the sustainability level is unsatisfying. Moreover,
regarding the presence of family member ready to take the
farm, the share of hired workers, members in trade union
and the public position of the farmer, manager or owner, the
ecosystems are unsustainable. In protected zones and
territories some ecological indicators are also relatively low
(unsatisfying): compliance to norms of the fertilization with
potassium (0,42), compliance to norms of the fertilization
with phosphorus (0,42), share of arable land in the total
agricultural land (0,3), keeping of practices for landscape
maintenance (0,33), presence of protected species on the
farm territory (0,33) and implementation of principles for
organic production (0,33).

Agricultural sustainability in ecosystems of mountain
regions with natural restrictions are highly economically
sustainable just in relation to the share of own capital in the
total (1); strongly socially sustainable for the share of
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unoccupied permanent work positions in the total number of
employed (0,93) and share of unoccupied seasonal work
positions in the total number of employed (0,96); and highly
ecologically sustainable according the dynamics of livestock
number in last 5 years (0,84), degree of pollution of
underground waters with nitrates (0,93) and protection of
natural biodiversity (1) (fig. 6). At the same time, some
economic indicators of sustainability in these ecosystems
are on satisfying level, as: profit/ production costs (0,45),
labour productivity (0,48), sales' growth in last 3 years
(0,29), and investments' growth in last 5 years (0,43).
Similarly, the social sustainability of this ecosystems' type is
satisfying regarding: payment of hired labour/ average
income in the region (0,43), share of employed with special
agricultural education/ qualification (0,38), degree of
participation of women in the farm management (0,29) and
number of participations in professional organizations and
initiatives (0,43). The level of social sustainability in such
regions is unsatisfying for presence of family member, ready
to take the farm (0,14), manager's age (0,19), participation
in training programs in last 3 years (0,14) and participation
in local initiatives (0,14). In relation to the share of hired
workers, members of trade unions and public position of
manager, farmer and owner, the mountain regions with
natural restrictions are socially unsustainable. In these
regions some indicators for ecological sustainability have
satisfying levels, as the compliance to norms of the nitrate
fertilization (0,32), share of arable land in the total agricultural
land (0,4), level of fuel consumption (0,49) and number of
cultural species (0,4). The ecological sustainability is
unsatisfying for the compliance to the norms of potassium
fertilization (0,11), compliance to norms of phosphorus
fertilization (0,11) and presence of protected species on the
farm territory (0,14), while for the principles of organic
production implementation, they are unsustainable.

The agricultural sustainability in the non-mountain
regions with natural restrictions is economically high
regarding the labour productivity (0,81), land productivity (1)
and share of sold output in the total one (1) (fig. 6). In relation
to the social sustainability, the indicators are high for: net
farm income/average income in the region (0,9), payment of
hired work in the region (0,9), degree of satisfaction from the
farming activity (0,9), education level of manager (1) and

share of unoccupied seasonal work positions in the total
number of employed (0,81). The ecological sustainability in
these regions is high only for the pollution of underground
waters with nitrates (1). The agro-ecosystems in the non-
mountain regions with natural restrictions have satisfying
economic sustainability only regarding the ratio profit/
production costs (0,43). The social sustainability of these
agro-ecosystems is satisfying for the age of manager (0,34)
and share of employed with special agricultural education/
qualification (0,38). As regards to the presence of family
member ready to take the farm; number of participation in
professional organizations and initiatives; share of hired
workers, members of trade unions; public position of farmer,
manager or owner and participation in local initiatives, these
ecosystems are unsustainable. Non-mountain regions with
natural restrictions have unsatisfying level of ecological
sustainability for the indicator number of cultural species
(0,15) and they are ecologically unsustainable as regards
the keeping of landscape maintenance practices (0) and
presence of protected species on the farm territory (0).

Level of agricultural sustainability in the specific
agro-ecosystems

In the fourth geographical regions of the country have
been identified and analyzed the following important for the
respective region and for the country, as a whole, agro-
ecosystems: the ecosystems alongside the rivers Yantra,
Maritsa and Struma, West Thrace valley, Middle Danube
plane, Doupnitsa and Sandanski-Petrich hollows, South- cost
Black sea, Sashtinska Sredna Gora and West Rila mountain.

The assessment postulated that there is a big variation
in the levels of integral, economic, social and ecological
sustainability of agriculture in the specific ecosystems. From
the analyzed 10 agro-ecosystems, the highest integral
sustainability has Sandanski-Petrich hollow (0,61), with
economic sustainability with highest values (0,73), social
sustainability with also high values (0,61), while the
ecological sustainability is among the lowest in the country
and on satisfying level (0,47) (fig. 7). On the other hand, the
integral sustainability of agriculture in Dupnitsa hollow is on
the lowest level (0,49) and the only one with satisfying level
among the analyzed ecosystems. In this ecosystems the
levels of social (0,45) and ecological (0,45) sustainability are
satisfying and the lowest among the analyzed.

1,0

0,9

0,8

0,7
0,6
0,5
0,4

iy
7N
AN -
7 # [Integral sustainability
.
: \ r. Economic sustainability
: - * Social sustainability
.
: = Ecological sustainability
L
@

Fig. 7. Levels of sustainability in the specific agro-ecosystems in Bulgaria

Source: survey with managers of farms, 2017 and author's calculations.
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The integral sustainability of agro-ecosystems in the areas
alongside the rivers Yantra, Maritsa and Struma is on a
relatively low (under the average) level — respectively 0,55, 0,56
n 0,56. However, there is a big differentiation of different
aspects of sustainability in these specific ecosystems. For the
eco-system alongside Struma river the economic sustainability
is on a high level (0,67), while for Yantra riverside it is slightly
below the average for the country. On the other hand, the area
alongside Yantra has the highest level of social sustainability
(0,66), whereas the area alongside Maritsa has the lowest
social sustainability and close to the limit of the satisfying level
(0,52). For the three riverside ecosystems the ecological
sustainability of the sector is below the average values for the
country, as for Maritsa riverside the value is on the border of the
satisfying level (0,51), and for the other riverside ecosystems —
on satisfying level (by 0,46).

The agro-ecosystem Middle Danube plain has relatively
low integral sustainability (0,55), with levels of social
sustainability among the highest in the country (0,66), and
from ecological aspect on the satisfying level (0,46) and
among the lowest for the country. The agriculture in the
West Thrace valley has integral sustainability on a relatively
high level and over the average for the country (0,59). This
agro-ecosystem has good economic sustainability, over the
average (0,67), with one of the highest levels of ecological
sustainability (0,59), but relatively low and under the
average social sustainability (0,54).

Both analyzed specific mountain agro-ecosystems have
lower integral sustainability than the average — respectively

0,57 for Sashtinska Sredna Gora, and 0,53 for West Rila
mountain. The social (0,56) and the ecological (0,63)
sustainability of Sashtinska Sredna Gora are higher than the
values of West Rila mountain (respectively on satisfying
level 0,46 and good level 0,56), whereas for the economic
sustainability is the opposite (0,53 and 0,57). Sashtinska
Sredna Gora and South Black sea cost have the highest
indicators for ecological sustainability among all analyzed
specific ecosystems in the country. The integral
sustainability of agriculture of South Black sea is on the
average level for the country — 0,58, while the economic
sustainability is on a middle level (0,64), the social
sustainability is satisfying (0,48), and the ecological is the
best of all analyzed (0,63).

There is a considerable variation of different indicators'
levels in the specific agro-ecosystems. Three specific
riverside ecosystems in North Central, South Central and
South-West regions were analyzed. In the agro-ecosystem of
Yantra river high levels have only the indicators for economic
sustainability — share of own capital in the total one (1) and
share of sold production in the total output (0,91); the
indicators for social sustainability — level of education of the
manager (0,93), number of participations in professional
organizations and initiatives (1), share of unoccupied
permanent work positions in the total number of employed
(0,93), and share of unoccupied seasonal work positions in
the total number of employed (0,9); and for the ecological
sustainability — natural biodiversity protection (1) (fig. 8).
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Fig. 8. Indicators for sustainability in the specific agro-ecosystems in Bulgaria

Source: survey with managers of farms, 2017 and author's calculations.
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The agriculture of Yantra riverside has unsatisfying
sustainability for lots of indicators: economic growth of sales
in the last 3 years (0,13) and investments' growth in the last
5 years (0,2); social number of family members, working in
the farm (0,2); and ecological: compliance of potassium
fertilization to the norms (0,17), compliance to the norms of
phosphorus fertilization (0,17), level of fuel consumption
(0,25) and number of cultural species (0,2). Moreover, this
system is unsustainable due to lots of social and ecological
indicators: presence of a family member, ready to take the
farm; participation in training programs in last 3 years;
degree of participation of women in the farm management,
share of hired workers, members of trade unions; public
position, occupied by the farmer, manager or owner; share
of arable land in the total agricultural land; keeping of
practices for landscape maintenance; presence of protected
species on the farm territory; implementation of principles for
organic production. In relation to the age of manager, the
social sustainability is satisfying (0,32). Similar to indicators
of the agro-ecosystem along Yantra riverside are the
indicators for the sustainability of Middle Danube plain.

The agriculture in the other analyzed riverside
ecosystem, of Maritsa, is characterized by several indicators
for levels of high sustainability: economic — labour
productivity (1), land productivity (0,81) and share of sold
production in the total production (0,98); social — payment of
hired labour/average income in the region (0,88), degree of
compliance to normative labour conditions (0,88), education
level of the manager (0,97), degree of participation of
women in the farm management (0,86), share of unoccupied
seasonal work positions in the total number of employed
(0,84); and ecological — dynamics of UAA in the last 5 years
(0,88), soil erosion (0,83), degree of pollution of
underground waters with nitrates (0,81) and natural
biodiversity protection (0,86) (fig. 8).

The agro-ecosystems from the riverside of Maritsa have
satisfying sustainability of economic indicators: profit/
production costs (0,48), livestock productivity (0,4) and
investments' growth in the last 5 years (0,43). The level of
social indicators is also satisfying: number of family
members, working in the farm (0,36), manager's age (0,48),
number of participations in professional organizations and
initiatives (0,29) and share of unoccupied permanent work
positions in the total number of employed (0,44). Similar is the
level of ecological indicators: dynamics of the arable land in
the last 5 years (0,4) and share of arable land in the total
agricultural land (0,44). The agricultural sustainability
alongside Maritsa river is on unsatisfying level about the
social and ecological indicators: participation in local initiatives
(0,14), keeping of practices for landscape maintenance
(0,29), number of cultural species (0,24), implementation of
principles for organic production (0,14) and percentage of
mortality of the livestock for 5 years (0,2). In relation to social
dimensions there is a state of unsustainability: presence of
family member ready to take the farm, share of hired workers,
members in professional organizations and public position of
the farmer, manager or owner.

Unlikely the other two riverside agro-ecosystems, this of
Struma river has high economic levels of sustainability for
the share of direct payments in the net income (0,94), share
of own capital in the total one (1), land productivity (1) and
share of sold production in the total output (0,99) (fig. 16).
The social sustainability in this agro-ecosystem is high only
regarding the education level of the manager (0,88) and
share of unoccupied work positions in the total number of
employed (0,86). On the other hand, some indicators of
economic sustainability in this agro-ecosystem have
satisfying levels, as: profit/ production costs (0,47), growth
of sales in the last 3 years (0,32) and investments' growth in

the last 5 years (0,36). Similar is the level of sustainability
regarding the social and ecological indicators for the
employed with special agricultural education/qualification
(0,34), soil erosion (0,44) and share of arable land in the
total agricultural land (0,28).

Moreover, the agricultural sustainability of Struma
riverside is unsustainable in relation to the social measurers:
degree of participation of women in the farm management
(0,2), number of participation in professional organizations
and initiatives (0,2) and participation in local initiatives (0,2);
and ecological indicators: compliance to the norms of
potassium fertilization (0,25), compliance to the norms of
phosphorus fertilization (0,25) and number of cultural species
(0,12). This agro-ecosystem is socially unsustainable in
relation to the participation of a family member, ready to take
the farm; share of hired workers, members in trade unions and
public position of the farmer, manager or owner. The
ecosystem is also in state of ecological unsustainability
regarding the keeping of practices for landscape
maintenance, presence of protected species on the farm
territory, protection of the natural biodiversity and
implementation of principles of organic production.

The agricultural sustainability in the South-Black sea
ecosystem has high levels for the economic indicator —
investments' growth in the last 5 years (0,88) and for the
social indicators: net farm income /average income in the
region (0,85) and degree of satisfaction from farming activity
(0,95) (fig. 10). The agro-ecosystem is also ecologically
sustainable with lots of indicators: dynamics of UAA in the
last 5 years (0,82), compliance to the norms of nitrate
fertilization (0,81), compliance to the norms of the potassium
fertilization ~ (0,81), compliance to the norms of the
phosphorus fertilization (0,81), degree of pollution of
underground waters with nitrates (0,87), natural biodiversity
protection (1), keeping the norms of animal welfare (1) and
percentage of mortality for the livestock for 5 years (1). The
agro-ecosystem  South-Black sea has  satisfying
sustainability concerning the economic indicator profit,
production costs (0,31); several social indicators, as:
number of family members working in the farm (0,4),
manager's age (0,47) and share of employed with special
agricultural education/ qualification (0,47); and ecological
indicators for: share of arable land in total agricultural land
(0,31), level of fuel consumption (0,47) and number of
cultural species (0,37).

This specific ecosystem has unsatisfying sustainability of
agriculture regarding the economic aspect for livestock
productivity (0,11) and from ecological aspect: for the
presence of protected species on the farm territory (0,25)
and implementation of organic production principles (0,12).
The agriculture of South-Black sea is socially unsustainable
regarding the presence of a family member ready to take the
farm; share of workers, members of trade unions; public
position of the farmer, manager or owner and participation
in local initiatives, and in ecological aspect, for the keeping
of practices for landscape maintenance.

The agriculture in the West Thrace valley has high
economic sustainability regarding the indicators share of
own capital in the total one (0,82), labour productivity (0,88)
and share of sold production in the total (0,92); high social
sustainability for compliance to the normative labour
conditions (0,89) and share of unoccupied seasonal work
places in the total number of employed (0,89); and high
ecological sustainability for the dynamics of UAA in the last
5 years (0,82), dynamics of the livestock number in the last
5 years (0,82), natural biodiversity protection (0,82), and
keeping of norms for animal welfare (1) (fig. 10). The
agriculture of this ecosystem has satisfying levels of
economic sustainability for: profit/ production costs
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(0,44)and investments' growth in the last 5 years (0,4);
social sustainability for: number of family members working
in the farm (0,48), manager's age (0,36), participation in
training programs in last 3 years (0,36); and ecological
sustainability for: share of arable land in the total agricultural
land (0,4), keeping of practices for landscape maintenance
(0,27), presence of protected species on the farm territory
(0,36) and number of cultural species (0,3).

The social sustainability is unsatisfying for indicators:
presence of family member ready to take the farm (0,18),
number of participations in professional organizations and
initiatives (0,18) and participation in local initiatives (0,18),
and regarding the share of hired, members of trade unions,
and public position of farmer, manager or owner the state is
unsustainable. The same state has the ecological
sustainability regarding the implementation of principles for
organic production (0,09).

In the South-West region of the country have been
analyzed two specific agro-ecosystems of Dupnitsa valley
and of Sandanski-Petrich valley. Dupnitsa valley has high
economic sustainability of indicators: share of direct payments
in the net income (0,95), share of own capital in the total one
(1), land productivity (1) and share of sold output in the total
(0,97) (fig.16). The agriculture in this ecosystem has high
social and ecological sustainability only regarding the age of
the manager (1), share of unoccupied permanent work
positions in the total number of employed (1) and variation of
yields of the main crops for 5 years (0,81).

Under two economic, several social and one ecological
indicator, the sustainability of this agro-ecosystem is
unsatisfying: sales growth in last 3 years (0,1), investments'
growth in last 5 years (0,1), payment of hired labour/average
income in the region (0,2), degree of compliance to
normative labour conditions (0,22), and share of employed
with specific agricultural education/qualification (0,2), and
number of cultural species (0,1). Under many social and
ecological indicators the level is unsustainable: presence of
a family member ready to take the farm; degree of
participation of women in the farm management; number of
participations in professional organizations and initiatives;
share of hired workers, members of trade unions; public
position of the farmer, manager or owner; participation in
local initiatives; compliance to the norms of potassium
fertilization; compliance to the norms of phosphorus
fertilization; respecting of practices for the landscape
maintenance; presence of protected species on the farm
territory;  protection of natural biodiversity and
implementation of organic production principles.

Other analyzed agro-ecosystem is Sandanski-Petrich
valley, which is characterized by high sustainability of
economic indicators: share of direct payments in the net
income (0,93), share of own capital in the total (1), land
productivity (1) and share of sold output in the total output
(1); social measurers: degree of satisfaction from farm
activity (0,86), education level of manager (0,93) and share
of unoccupied seasonal work positions in the total number
of employed (0,9); and ecological indicator: degree of
pollution of underground waters with nitrates (0,83). In this
ecosystem the agricultural sustainability has relatively low
(satisfying) economic  sustainability according two
indicators: profit/ production costs (0,45) and growth of sales
in the last 3 years (0,47). Similarly, the social sustainability
in the agro-ecosystem has satisfying levels in relation to:
manager's age (0,33); share of employed with special
agricultural education/ qualification (0,44); degree of
participation of women in the farm management (0,33);
number of participation in professional organizations and
initiatives (0,33) and participation in local initiatives (0,33).
The agriculture in this area is socially unsustainable

regarding the presence of a family member, ready to take
the farm; share of hired workers, members of trade unions
and public position of the farmer, manager or owner.

Apart this, the ecological sustainability of Sandanski-
Petrich valley is satisfying for the soil erosion (0,37);
compliance to norms of potassium fertilization (0,42) and
compliance to norms of phosphorus fertilization (0,42);
unsatisfying regarding the share of arable land in the total
agricultural land (0,1) and number of cultural species (0,13);
and ecologically unsustainable regarding the keeping of
practices for landscape maintenance; presence of protected
species on the farm territory; protection of natural biodiversity
and implementation of organic production principles.

Two mountain agro-ecosystems have been analyzed —
Sashtinska Sredna Gora and Western Rila mountain. The
agriculture in Sashtinska Sredna Gora is economically
sustainable regarding the share of own capital in the total
(0,96); strongly socially sustainable for the share of
unoccupied permanent work positions in the total number of
employed (1) and share of unoccupied seasonal work
positions in the total number of employed (1); and highly
ecologically sustainable for the dynamics of the livestock
number in the last 5 years (0,85) and for the natural
biodiversity protection (1) (fig. 8). The agricultural production
in this ecosystem has satisfying levels of many economic
and social indicators: profit/production costs (0,43), labour
productivity (0,27), land productivity (0,3), sales growth in
last 3 years (0,33), investments growth in last 5 years (0,43),
payment of hired labour/average income in the region (0,3),
manager's age (0,4 1), participation in education programs in
last 3 years (0,33), share of employed with special
agricultural education/qualification (0,45) and number of
participations in professional organizations and initiatives
(0,33). This agro-ecosystem has satisfying ecological
sustainability in relation to the implementation of organic
production principles (0,33).

Moreover, according several social and ecological
indicators the agriculture in Sashtinska Sredna Gora is with
unsatisfying sustainability: public position of the farmer,
manager or owner (0,17), participation in local initiatives
(0,17), compliance to norms of the nitrate fertilization (0,17),
compliance to norms of the potassium fertilization (0,12),
compliance to norms of the phosphorus fertilization (0,12).
This agro-ecosystem is socially and ecologically
unsustainable in relation to the presence of a family
member, ready to take the farm; share of hired workers,
members of trade unions and presence of protected species
on the farm territory.

The other mountain agro-ecosystem Western Rila
mountain has high economic sustainability in relation to the
share of direct payments in the net income (0,87), share of
own capital in the total (1), land productivity (1) and livestock
productivity (1) (fig. 8). The social sustainability is strong
regarding the indicators: number of family members working
in the farm (0,86), share of unoccupied permanent work
positions in the total number of employed (1) and share of
unoccupied seasonal work positions in the total number of
employed (1).The agriculture in Western Rils mountain is
ecologically sustainable for the respecting of practices for
landscape maintenance (1), degree of pollution of
underground waters with nitrates (0,83), level of
consumption of electricity (0,87), protection of natural
biodiversity (1) and variation of yields of main crops for 5
years (0,83). This agro-ecosystem has satisfying economic
sustainability in relation to profit/production costs (0,43),
share of sold output in the total output (0,41) and
investments growth in last 5 years (0,37). The level of social
sustainability is satisfying for the net farm income/average
income in the region (0,4), presence of a family member,
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ready to take the farm (0,33), degree of participation of
women in the farm management (0,33) and number of
participation in professional organizations and initiatives
(0,33). The agricultural sustainability is unsatisfying
regarding the economic indicators labour productivity (0,22)
and sales growth in the last 3 years (0,2); and social
indicators degree of compliance to normative labour
conditions (0,15) and share of employed with special
agricultural education/ qualification (0,2). Furthermore,
some social indicators in this agro-ecosystem have
unsustainability levels: payment of hired labour/average
income in the region, manager's age, participation in
education programs in the last 3 years, share of hired
workers, members in trade unions, public positions of the
farmer, manager or owner, participation in local initiatives.

The agro-ecosystem Western Rila mountain has
satisfying ecological sustainability for: soil erosion (0,46),
share of arable land in the total agricultural land (0,42),
presence of protected species on the farm territory (0,33) and
respecting the norms for animal welfare (0,33). The ecological
sustainability of the ecosystem is unsatisfying for: compliance
to norms of nitrate fertilization (0,25), number of cultural
species (0,23), compliance to norms of potassium fertilization
(0,08) and compliance to norms of phosphorus fertilization
(0,08). This ecosystem is ecologically unsustainable in
relation to the principles of organic production.

Finally, we compare the integral agrarian sustainability
based on the assessment of sustainability of agro-
ecosystems with the results of previous studies assessing
agrarian sustainability with the aggregate sectoral
(statistical, etc.) data in Bulgaria (Bachev et al., 2017).

According to the precious study based on aggregate
data using the same methodological approach the integral
sustainability index of the Bulgarian agriculture is 0,58 which
correspond to a Good sustainability. That study has found
out that the Economic sustainability of the Bulgarian
agriculture is Good (index of sustainability 0,7), while the
Social and the Environmental sustainability are also as
Good but with a lower index (for both of them is 0,53) close
to satisfactory level. Therefore, integral assessment results
based on the micro agro-ecosystems (farm) data are similar
with the results based on aggregated sectoral (statistical,
etc.) data. It means that both approaches are reliable and
could be simultaneously used for assessing agrarian
sustainability at various level — sector, subsector, region,
agro-ecosystem, and farm.
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EKOCUCTEMHUI MIAXIA 4O OLIHKU ATPAPHOI CTANOCTI B BONTAPI

ExocucmemHuti nidxid yce 6inbwe 3any4aembcsi 00 ynpassiHHA ma oUiHKu pieHie cmasniocmi 3a2anom, i 8 cinbcbKoMy 2ocrnodapcmei 30Kkpema.
He3seaxaroyu Ha 3Ha4yHull npoz2pec y meopii ma npakmuyi yiei Hoeoi 2asny3i, doci HemMae KOHceHcycy w080 Mo2o, siK OUyiHUMU cmaisnicmb a2poeKo-
cucmem, 38akalo4u Ha Pi3HOMaHimHi po3yMmiHHsI, nidxodu, memodu, sukopucmaHi daHi mouwjo. Y Bonezapii npakmu4yHo Hemae rpyHmosHux doci-
O)XeHb pieHs1 cmanocmi pi3Hux azpoekocucmeM. Y OaHili cmammi oyiHrOeMbCs1 pieeHb cmasocmi azpoekocucmem pisHo2o muny e Bonzapii. 3a-
npornoHoeaHo YinicHy iepapxiyHy cmpykmypy, ekntodaroyu 17 npuHyunise, 35 kpumepiis, 46 nokasHukie ma KOHMPOJIbLHUX 3Ha4e€Hb, OISl OUiHKU iH-
meapanbHoi, eKOHOMIiYHOI, coyiasibHOI ma ekonoziyHoi cmanocmi azpoexkocucmem. OUiHIOEMbCS 3a2anbHa cmasiocms i if acnekmu w000 eenuKux
(a2po) ekocucmem 8 Homupbox 2eoz2paghiyHUX pe2ioHax, a MaKoX 8 KOHKPemHUX OCHOBHUX i cneyughidyHUx munax azpoekocucmem KpaiHu. OyiHka
3acHoeaHa Ha iHghopmauii 3 nepwux pyk, 3i6paHoi 8 xodi doknadHux iHmepe'to 3 KepieHukamu "munosux”"¢gpepm eidnoeidHux ekocucmem. focii-
O)KeHHs1 NMoKa3arslo, wo icHye 3Ha4Ha dughepeHyiayis pieHs1 iHmezpanbHOi cmanocmi e cinbcbKko2ocnodapcbKux ekocucmemax pizHuUx munis. IcHy-
romb makox icmomHi iOMiHHOCMI 8 pieHsIX eKOHOMIYHOI, coyiasibHOI Ma ekos102i4HOI cmasiocmi azpoeKocucmeM Pi3HO20 MUy, a MaKoX KPUMUYHi
nokasHuku, wo nidsuwytomb abo cmpumMyroms 3a2anbHy i ocobnuey cmasnicmb OKpemux azpoekocucmem. Pesynbmamu iHmezpanbHO20 pieHs
azpapHoi cmilikocmi, 3acHoeaHi Ha OaHuUx Mikpoazpoekocucmem (gpepm), Nodi6Hi 0o nonepedHbLOT OYiHKU Ha OCHOBI CYKYMHUX 2asy3esux (cmamuc-
muyHux ma iHwux) daHux. Bepy4yu do yeazau eaxnueicms YinicHuUx oyiHok mako2o pody Osisi MOKpaweHHs1 azpapHoi cmasiocmi, ynpaesiHHsi ¢hep-
MepcbKUMU 2ocrnodapcmeamMu ma azpapHoi noslimuku, 80OHU MOBUHHI 8UKopucmosyeamucsi y noeHoMy o6c¢csi3i, a ix mo4yHicmb ma penpe3aHmus-
Hicmb Mae 6ymu nokpawjaHa.

Knro4voei cnoea: azpoekocucmema, cmanicms, oyiHka, eKOHOMi4Ha, coyianbHa, ekonozivyHa, boneapis.
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3KOCUCTEMHbIN Noaxoa K OLLEHKE ATPAPHOMW YCTONYUBOCTU B BOJITAPUN

SkocucmemHbIl Nodx00d ece 6osbwe 808IEKaeMCs 8 yrnpassIeHUs1 U oyeHuUsaHuUe yposHel ycmoliyueocmu 8 UesIoM U 8 ce/ibCKOM xo3silicmee
8 yacmHocmu. Hecmomps Ha 3Ha4umernbHbIl NPO2Pecc 8 meopuu U Npakmuke amol Hoeol ob61acmu, Ao cux Mop Hem KOHCeHCyca OMHOCUMesbHO
mo2o, Kak OUyeHUMb yCcmouU4yueocmb a2pPo-3KOCUCMeM, HECMOMPS Ha Pa3fiuYHbie MOHUMaHUsi, MoOX00bl, MeMOObI, UCMO/Ib308aHHbIe OaHHbIE U
momy nodo6Hoe. B Bonzapuu npakmu4yecku Hem ¢hyHOamMeHManbHbIX uccredosaHull ypoeHsi ycmolidvueocmu pa3iuYyHbIX aepo3kocucmem. B daH-
HOU cmambe oyeHueaemcsi ypoeeHb yCcmolyueocmu a2po-3Kocucmem pasfiudHo2o muna e bonzapuu. lpednoxeHa yenocmuyas uepapxuyeckas
cmpykmypa, ekmoyas 17 npuHyunos, 35 kpumepuee, 46 nokaszamesneli U KOHMPOJIbHLIX 3Ha4eHull O51s1 OUeHKU UHmMezpasnbHoU, 3KOHOMUYecKoU,
coyuanbHol u akonoau4eckoll ycmoliyueocmu a2po-akocucmem. OyeHusaemcsi obujasi ycmoliyueocmb U ee acrneKkmbi OMHOCUMESIbHO KPYMHbIX
(a2po) akocucmem 8 Yembipex 2eozpaghuyecKux pe2uoHax, a makxe 8 KOHKPemHbIX OCHOBHbIX U creyuguyecKux munax a2po-3KocucmemM cmpaHbl.
OyeHkKa ocHo8aHa Ha UHghopmayuu u3 nepebix pyk, cobpaHHol 8 xode NoAPO6HbLIX UHMeEPB8LIO C pyKogodumensiMu "munu4Hbix"¢hepm coomeemc-
meyrowux akocucmem. UccrnedosaHue nokasaso, 4Ymo cyujecmeyem 3HayumesnbHas OugghepeHyuayusi ypoeHsi uHmezpasnbHol ycmoliyueocmu e
cesIbCKOX03AliCMeeHHbIX 3KOCUCMeMaXx Pa3fiuyHbIx munos. Cywecmeyom makxe CywecmeeHHble pa3/ludusi 8 ypoeHsIX 3KOHOMUYeCKoU, coyu-
anbHoU U 3Ko/M02U4eCKol ycmoliYueocmu a2po3KocucmeM pa3HoO20 mMuna, a makxe Kpumu4veckue nokasamesnu, nosbiwarouue unu coepxusarom
o6uyro u ocobeHHyro ycmoliyueocmb omaAenbHbIX a2poakocucmeM. Pe3ynbmamsl uHme2panbHO20 ypoeHsl azpapHoll ycmoliyueocmu, OCHO8aH-
Hble Ha OaHHbIX MUKpoazpoekocucmem (¢ghepm), N0006HbIE NpedsapumesibHOU OYEeHKU Ha OCHO8€E COBOKYIMHbIX OmpacsieebIX (Cmamucmu4ecKux u
dpyaux) 0aHHbIx. [IpUHUMasi 80 8HUMaHUe 8aXXHOCMb UEe/TIOCMHbLIX OUEHOK Mmako20 poda Ons yny4yuwieHusi aepapHol ycmolidyueocmu, ynpaeseHusi
hepmepckumMu xo3silicmeamu U azpapHoOU MOAUMUKU, OHU OOJIKHBI UCMO/Ib308aMbCSl 8 MO/IHOM 06beMe, a UX MOYHOCMb U pernpe3aHmueHUCMb
O0/MKHBI 6bIMb YITyYUWeHbl.

Kniodeenie cniosa: azpoakocucmema, ycmoliHueocmsb, OYeHKa, IKOHOMUYECKasi, coyuanbHasi, 3Kkoioauyeckas, bonzapusi.
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TAX ARBITRATION THROUGH OFFSHORE CENTRES AND TAX HAVENS

The aim of the study is to capture the most relevant aspects regarding the functioning of offshore centres and tax havens,
focusing in particular on the most important conceptual and instrumental clarifications. There are several angles to approach the
phenomenon of tax evasion that are pointed out in this article, alongside a comparison of various analytical perspectives and,
based on these, a number of judgments regarding their (in)opportunity are issued. In order to make a consistent description of the
tax havens, it is necessary to clarify the fundamentals, the specific determinants and the factors without which these structures
could not exist in the first place, the main hypothesis being that the boundary between tax arbitration and tax evasion is highly
ambiguous and this is the major rationale why polemics on this topic arise. The goal is to present as objectively as possible these
offshore centres and tax havens activities, which are paramount financial centres, irrespective of the criticism made by those who
deem them unfair, immoral or even evil, as well as dangerous. This article focuses on tax planning and tax arbitration practices
(e.g., "treaty shopping"”), concluding with a collection of rationales for a balanced view on fiscal competition.

Key words: cross-border transaction, capital mobility, offshore financial centres, tax havens, tax planning, fiscal competition

Introduction. Globalization has produced fundamental
changes, blurring the traditional role of borders and trading
barriers and creating an international economic system that
accommodates some of the national operating mechanisms.
[1]. This process of deepening economic interdependence
has created a new international order, opened new
opportunities  for actors involved in cross-border

transactions, and has transformed the main facets of the
economic life. In the transition from traditional cross-border
flows to global economic governance, the international
economy has experienced impressive rates of growth, but
has also faced ever-increasing obstacles that have stifled its
momentum. Increasing the level of interconnection at
international level has encouraged not only the mobility of
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