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Introduction

The present research used the results from theewur®alized within the project
“Assessing the Multiple Impacts of the Common Aglieral Policy on Rural Economy”
(CAP-IRE), funded under the FP7. Present artictasato analyze and examine the
impact of the CAP on the rural farm household’sliivood strategies.

The conducted survey covers 273 households from ¥hrBbhven and Bourgas regions.
The total number of households’ members countspgs3ons, included 446 men and 421
women. The average size of one household from #mepke is 3,2 persons, which
surpasses this indicator’s value at national 1eVbe active population (between 18 and
65 years) is approximately ¥ of households memieesshare of persons under 18 years
is 16,84% and the people in pension age (over @bsydorm 9,34 % of the households
composition.

The bigger size of households is an important charistic particularity for rural areas.
In this aspect the CAP impacts on relatively snailember of structural units, but more
important from demographic point of view. The pglthanges in the agricultural sector
could be premise for a change of the social andodeaphic rural areas’ profile. The
examined households have an age structure defthemgmportance of the analysis in
relation of the developments strategies and tleatively long-term dependence on the
future CAP.

Theoretical basis

- Definition of the concept “livelihood”

The rural households’ livelihood includes the waysd the means for their living.
According Ellis (Ellis, 2000) the strategy for lileod is based on five composite capital
resources (assets pentagon): long-term physicatsassatural resources, financial,
human and social capital. Frequently, the ruralskbolds do not have access to long-
term material assets (because of the lack of propattracted funds), natural resources
as arable land and financial funds. Apart of tthe, social capital in rural areas can exist
as social net (formal and informal), which advaet#te participants in these net.

These capitals are a basis for different activitretated to the rural households living.
So, the access to them (regulated by institutionts sicial relations) defines the live of
every household member (Barrett, 1999). Rewald @kwM., 2002) introduces also the
culture as an element in the definition of theélihood”. He asserts that the “livelihood”
is related to the adequate and sustainable acoegsofits and resources for basic
necessities satisfaction, from the point of viewha culture in certain community.
Therefore, the conception for the social-econorwelihood (SEL) could be used as an
analytic instrument for identification and assessimaf internal and external factors,
having impact on rural households’ livelihood.

From the aspect of exchange between the diffesgrgst of long-term assets and their
impact on the livelihood strategies, the avail&pibf the respective institutions has big
importance for rural households and their oppotyut® operate and have access to
capitals and assets, in all levels (Shankland, Ra@étitutions (private and public) can
be compared to the hardware. They organize andgeldes and legislation, provide
services, buy, sell and represent all other funstiampacting on the “livelihood”. These
institutions’ process of functioning forms the “swére”, i.e. the way of operating and



interaction. The possible transformation of stroesuand processes has basic place in the
SEL.
The farms households’ earnings depend on the adidigtdihood strategies. The wanted
livings are the expected cash flows in result ef iticreased cost of living (health status,
access to services, non-physical assets), riskndiion (better flexibility through the
assets increase), raise of the food safety (enhasrdeof the financial capital instead of
food purchase) and more sustainable natural resguse (appropriate property rights).
The main idea could be generalized that the lieelthstrategy focuses the people, their
assets and subsequent strategies for certain diviegeiving. From other part, this
requires production, employment and livings analys be realized thoroughly and
interconnected, putting accent on political, samittural and economic aspects.
This theory pays attention also on the risk managgnaccentuating on the environment
sustainability and creating local advantages amatify. It recognizes rural population as
active factors for changes and giving way of défdr livelihood strategies (Parrott,
Hebinck and Westendorp, 2006).
Livelihood strategy could be defined as a portfafaactivities, which people undertake
for achieve definite livings, through production tiaities, investment strategies,
reproduction decisions etc. These activities afated to the way of use of available
capitals by the people, which is an important pathe all household behavior.

-Assets pentagon

Livelihood strategies are based on long-term asselgheir combination of 5 forms, the
so-called assets pentagon: social capital, finhoeaital, natural resources, physical and
human capital.

e Social capital (S) has reference to the connections, respective sowésl
accessible for the people. Social capital increabes opportunities of the
population to cooperate in more-formalized grouph their systems of norms,
rules and sanctions.

* Financial capital (F) is related to the financial resources, used byptwple for
their aims achievement and includes the availaldeay or equivalents, allowing
people to adapt different livelihood strategies.oTwain financial capital’s
resources could be identified. The first covers #éivailable assets — available
money, bank savings or liquid assets (animals, [®w&he second includes the
constant cash flows, based on livings from salapesasions, other transfers from
the state or support from emigrants.

» Natural resources (N)— term, used for necessary resources definitionaras,
water, forests, air quality, erosion, biodiversiBgree etc.

» Physical capital (P)includes the basic infrastructure and goods, nacgdsr the
household livelihood, e.g. accessible transpomatiovater supply, health
protection, buildings, electricity, access to imi@tion and technologies.

* Human capital (H) is the abilities, the knowledge, and the capaatyvork in
good health conditions, which together allow pedpléorm different livelihood
strategies and to achieve definite tasks in thediheod strategy.

- Capital assets assessing

Using the conception for capital pentagon emergegjtestion for their assessment and
analysis. Capital assets are in permanent chamgenstance, the financial, the human



and the social capital are in continuous changéursbresources are relatively constant,
but depend also on the production technologies bisethe farmers. It is difficult to
define and assess the capital assets with the isemasure.

Jansen (Jansen et al.,, 2006) proposes to definbdiheeholds’ capital assets amount
through two main assets. For example, the labodrtlae land could be sufficient capital
assets to assessing the livelihood strategy of (teemer) households. In the present
research, for this assessment, will be used aks@abial capital, apart natural resources
(arable land) and the human capital.

Despite the decreasing employment share in aguiejlthe last one continues to be an
important livings source for many rural householdspecially in the poorest and
underdeveloped regions of the new EU states memlretse more developed EU rural
areas the employment development includes newitiesivas the ecologically conformed
land management and biomass energy production,hgoagriculture still remains
important branch for rural areas development. la #nalyzed aggregation of the
examined South-East Planning Region (SEPR), Buagdne share of non-agricultural
residents, accounted over 50 % of all residentaioéd in the households, covers 23 %
of surveyed households. The reason for the diveasibn in non-agricultural activities is
the striving to overcome the poverty. In the caskefavorable economic environment,
non-agricultural employment could attract well-ealecl labour force out of agriculture.
But this fact will increase the number of withdravinom agriculture and will incite
structural changes in the sector. The successhidudigire development policy depends
also on the share of the rural non-agriculturataec

From the other hand, the livelihood strategy redilon is related to the rural household
integration in the market environment. The vertizarket integration is demanded from
the farmer and from the processor / retailer. Towtracting process is a form of such
integration, giving supplementary opportunities &mcess to credit, and the contracting
on fixed price diminishes the risk for the buyeonCluding contracts, farmers obtain also
access to new technologies and raw materials. Tdrdracts also contribute for
production quality enhancement, by sanctions’ imgolent. From institutional point of
view, the contracting creates conditions for catiof favorable effects like
employment, market and infrastructure developmehich are elements of the capital
pentagon.

Diversified livelihood strategies are charactecistor the new EU member’'s states.
Because of that, the well-functioning rural arelatiour markets are important for the
traditional agricultural economy, but also for teeonomy of services, based on rural
economies. According World Bank estimations (20Qfi§ decrease of the rural areas
labour market imperfections improves consideralblg tural households’ income in
Europe. Thus, the good-functioning rural areasblabmarkets could contribute for the
higher income for rural areas households, as welhfore optimistic labour distribution
in economy.

Methodological approach

For the aims achieving, related to the CAP impaskeasment on the rural agricultural
households livelihood strategies, have been usedfdhowing methods: descriptive
analysis, statistic modeling of probability processnd the methodhi-square tesfor
substantiation of correlation dependence between ctitegorical variable quantities.
Each of the obtained probability models has thiefahg general aspect:



Y = In(@/(1- 7)) =Po + P*X or (1)
Y = (n/(1-n)) =exp(Bo + B1*X),

where Y is the dependent dichotomy variable;- independent variabl§, and p; —
respective regressive coefficients.

For the dependent quantity Y construction is usgdrimation from the survey results,
related to the intentions of agricultural producesscording the two different CAP
scenarios to increase the area of own and rentezllgral land (natural resources). The
age composition and more concretely, the numbepessons under 18 years in the
households, have been used as independent varidi#eprobability modeling type is
applied also to reveal the relation between théingihess to change the present market
partners and the Internet use and the availalfigontracting system for the agricultural
production realization.

The application of the well-known chi-square tefdPi@rson, as a criterion for assessment
of the degree of mutual coherence between differantibles, passes through 2 stages.
For each of them the “zero hypothesisg &hd the alternative hypothesis khust be
defined. Comparing the theoretical values of chissg testwith the obtained empiric
valuesat a respective critical level of importaneg &énd degrees of freedomg €buld be
accepted or excluded. This way we can determireetiiveen the variable quantities —
forthcoming employment increase of the househattsmbers in the farm and intentions
for the land resource — if there is statisticaftypprtant, non-accidental relation or they
are independent one from the other. This approah been applied also for the
following pairs of variable quantities: forthcomimgcrease of the household members
employment out of the farm and intentions for laesource raise; increase of the rented
labour use in the farm and intentions for the laegburce enhancement; use of Internet
in the agricultural production sale and forthcomamgnges of the relations of partnership
for market realization of the production.

In the cases of proved statistically significantatien, different instruments of
measurement have been used for the definition ef gbwer and direction of the
established relations-coefficient, contingence coefficient (C), Crameefficient (V),y-
coefficient.

The accomplished survey covers 273 households frambol, Sliven and Bourgas
regions. The total number of these households’ neesnts 867 persons, included 446
men and 421 women. The average size of one hows&h8|2 persons, which surpasses
this indicator’s value at a national level. The deg households’ size is an important
feature for rural areas. The active populationwieen 18 and 65 years) is approximately
¥ of households members, the share of persons dB8dgzars is 16,84% and the people
in pension age (over 65 years) form 9,34 % of theskholds composition.

The analysis, concerning the CAP impact on thel agecultural households’ livelihood
strategies, has been realized in the followingadfio@s: production factors’ management
from the point of view of the own or rented araldad (natural resources), analysis of
the employment (human capital) and agriculturatipation realization (social capital).
CAP impact on natural resources use (arable land)

The data of the achieved research indicate thdtdarexamined SEPR region prevail the
owners, which have rented land for their househahttioning — 77,3 % of all excerpt
and 23,8 % use their own agricultural land Theadnand share is over 90 %, which is



the highest, compared to the result form the syriez} within the CAP-IRE project in
other European countries. For example, in Italyisit under 20 %, in Spain —
approximately 25 %, in Holland — 34 % etc. This $eholders’ distribution, according
the land use way, reflects the general for the tgusreference to rent the agricultural
land, not to exploit their own land. In the futaeplying CAP under scenario A, despite
the outlined trend, the difference between thegegfces to the two main land-use forms
will diminish. The persons number, which will inese their own land size is 52,7 %. At
a condition that the main CAP payments drop outra®014, i.e. at scenario B, the
orientations to the main land-use forms equalizespectively 20,1 % and 20,5 % of all
surveyed persons will increase the own or rentad.l# is obvious that CAP financial
instruments have stimulating action for the renkmod’'s range enlargement, as well
regarding the own land size increase.

The households members’ age structure definitedyifmpact on the future intentions for
the main productive agricultural resource managenfen both scenarios. The results
from the probability modeling application show thatthe families having persons less
than 18 years, the willingness to enlarge the gizbe main land resource, independently

of the land-use way, is more expressed comparteeteest of households (Table 1).
Table 1Probability Models Results

Dependent variable | Independent Coefficient of Coefficient of Equation
(Y) variable (X) regression po regression p;
Scenario A
Increasing of own Number of In(n/(1- )
arable land household’s 0 0,23 =0,23*X
(yes=1;n0=0) members under

18 age
Increasing of rented | Number of In(n/(1- )
arable land household’s 0,32 0,26 =0,32+0,26*X
(yes=1;n0=0) members under

18 age
Scenario B
Increasing of own Number of In(n/(1- )
arable land (yes=1; | household’'s -0,737 -0,034 =-0,734-0,034*X
no=0) members under

18 age
Increasing of rented | Number of In(n/(1- )
arable land (yes=1; | household’'s -0,77 0,077 =-0,77+0,077*X
no=0) members under

18 age

The decisive role of the CAP support must be umuzlfor the motivation preconditions
in the formation of certain behaviour, regarding #xploited land management. At a
condition to keep all CAP payments after 2014, ureder scenario A, the probability to
increase the own land raises with 25,9 % in housishwith at least one member less
than 18 years. Under the same scenario, the pildipdbienlarge the rented agricultural
land increase by 29,8 %, at the condition to have person les than 18 years in the
household. This fact shows that independently efidind property form, households with
young people have more optimistic intentions, regey the CAP opportunities for
agricultural holdings modernization and financilslization. It could be supposed that
the present agricultural producers, in which fassilthere are adolescents, believe in the



heredity of their farms by the children. For thelding of this successiveness between
generations and the transformation of potentiah&as in real ones contributes also the
good management of more agricultural land, owneoted. The thought that someone
from the family would take the “relay race” in tHarm management make these
producers more active in CAP financial instrumargs for their activity support and for
the searching of possible decisions for the agucal farm enlargement.

At the same time opposite trends could be seeherand resources’ management, from
the part of agricultural producers, in which faedlithere are also young people, but at
eventually interruption of all CAP payments theylwemain without support, i.e. under
scenario B. In this case there is a negative exgi@ieelation between the probability to
increase the own agricultural land and the presefcd least one person less than 18
years old in the household. In practice the prditgho enlarge the own land diminishes
by 3,3 % if there is a person less than 18 yeadistla probability to increase the rented
land raises only by 8 %. Hence, even if there phgsical inheritor of the farm, at the
conditions outlined under scenario B, producerd tbd forced to manage their farm
without incite children to undertake future agrtowdl activity in the family farm. If these
conditions do not change in direction to have mseeurity of insure the necessary
production resources, more stable in the directlycbon process and more sustainable
in the effective production realization, their farmvould go to a slow, but sure collapse.
Thus, at a possible CAP financial support stoppyaung households’ members will
search for a realization out of the agriculture, witling to succeed agricultural farms of
their parents.

Obtained probability results regarding the furthgricultural owners’ behaviour for the
land resource management could serve for the digtation of the households share,
which will increase the range of the exploited bgrh land, under the two CAP scenarios
(Table 2).

Table 2 Share of households, which will increase size of absle land, depends of their age structure
(%)

Land use Without age structure changes With increasing of hasehold
members average with one person
under 18 age

Scenario A Scenario B Scenario A Scenario B
Own arable land
45,4 20,1 57,1 19,4
Rented land 52,7 20,5 68,5 22,3

As it is seen, under the impact of the respectige structure, the highest share is
expected to reach the group of households thatngitease the rented land size (68,5 %)
under scenario A, i.e. by 15,8 % more in comparisonthe variant of constant
households’ age structure. On second place aresholas, which will increase their own
land, also under scenario A. Their share of 45,4t%he variant without age structure
change will increase to 57,1 % if the members nunibean average household raises
with 1 person less than 18 years old. It is obvitha the adolescent age together with
the financial subsidies under CAP are stimulatimgmisination for active farm
management and more concretely, the agriculturad lmanagement. This result is in



correspondence with the already made conclusiothiofake of sufficient motivation to
the arable land increase and to the farm actidtytiouation, under scenario B. Even at a
farms rejuvenation, the range of these that witéase the rented land has insignificant
raise (with 1,8 %) and the share of these, wiltmgncrease their own land diminishes by
0,7 %.

CAP impact on the human capital

Important economic characteristic from the poinviefv of a household’s human capital
is the presence of long-term unemployed personsoRe from this category were found
in 29 households. Most often one person gets imdategory; only in one household
there are 3 or more unemployed. The total numbéh@flong-term unemployed is 35
persons or 5,47 % of persons in active age. Thdtresrresponds to the fact that the
agricultural branch is able to insure employment persons without agricultural
education (Nikolov D. at all 2010), which has imgaorce for the economic activity in
rural areas, characterized by a high unemploynem.| This gives reason to define the
employment of household’s members in agriculturadpction as a basic pillar of their
economic activity - element of livelihood strategin this aspect, the employed
households’ members’ number has been analyzed. tdta¢ number of full-time
employed is 342 persons, of part-time — 155 pers®hs first employment type has
significantly higher value, which is an indicatifor the high commitment degree in the
productive process. If we ad also the number otf-frae employed, over 50 % of
households members have labour contribution ingarm

The used labour resources analysis must includetla¢shired persons in the farm, which
are not household’s members. Their total numb&7& persons, a little more than the
employed household’s members. The ascertainedygmeitveen the two types of labour
resources is indicative for the examined farms’rabr. Most of them are small-sized
and rely on the own labour force. Regarding thedipersons, the permanently hired
predominate, approximately of the total number. In reference to the sex stine¢ 20 %
of the hired are women, as the share of permanéirdyl women is analogous to the
total number of hired persons. On the base ofdhia could be defined that the men’s
participation in the productive process is prepoadeand the women’s realization in the
sector is embarrassed.

The household members’ labour employment is relatedhe agricultural farm’s
property. The surveyed respond that in 268 housdshainly one of the members is
owner and in five households only their numberiggér. This state has been predefined
by the juridical status of analyzed farms. The sl@rsole firms (agricultural producer,
sole trader and sole limited liability company) masses 95 %, which prove the
preference for the sole management and decisiomgakn the scarce cases of
associative property forms (Limited Liability Conmpes, cooperation, non-governmental
organization), the co-proprietors are more oftersg@es, non-relatives, so these forms are
attractive mostly by the opportunities for more ghdfinancing and risk diminution. The
two scenarios for agricultural policy developmentpact have been analyzed from
several points: regarding the farm juridical statehange, the form of orientation and the
co-proprietors, included in the non-individual famFarms that will continue their
activity at the “Basic” (A) scenario do not plan ¢bange their juridical status, as a
whole. Over 80 % of them declare firmly that thél wot change, approximately 5 % can
not give categorical answer and the rest about MilPehange their juridical status. At



the “Second” (B) scenario — “without support”, thieuation is completely different. The
willing to change has been declared by over % ohé$a as the percentage of responded
that they would not change their status is smalléb %. Also at this scenario, the share
of these that can not give categorical answern®si 6 times bigger, which shows that
the transition to a variant without CAP supportligirce many agricultural producers to
think about change of their farms’ juridical statds reference to the new juridical
household’s form, which they would choose, almdstrespondents are unanimous,
preferring the Limited Liability Company. The stgip expressed willing to the last-
mentioned companies is characteristic for the teemarios. Regarding the co-proprietors
for a non-individual form, the biggest part of owseplanning this change, has answer
that they will rely on non-relatives. The so-expexs intention is for both CAP
development scenarios.

Agricultural land management has its projectionaislequate changes in the labour
employment changes. We mean the expected changése imousehold’s members
participation in the farm activity, their employnmeut of the agriculture and the changes
in the hired labour force use for the need of agiical household functioning. Positive
relation is observed between the own labour investnm the farm and the respective
increase of the arable land, under scenario A vl se relation under scenario B.

In both cases, the obtained results from the chasgjtest give reason for abnegate the
zero hypothesis, i.e. to admit the existence, @j#b warranty probability, of statistically
significant relation between the chosen variablangities. The realization of intentions
for the households’ enlargement through the arkie size increase will lead to bigger
labour participation of household’s members, undeenario A. In this case the
calculated association coefficient is 0,502, whatfows the presence of considerable
dependence between the land management and thdabour resource management.
The expected arable land increase surpasses théabaur increase. This result testifies
that under scenario A, the surveyed persons jarfutther farm functioning with certain
productivity and investments effectiveness enhamcemn the household. Under
scenario B the situation is reverse.

The share of persons, which attended to increaseldhour employment in the
household, is almost two times bigger, comparethéoshare of households willing to

increase the arable land size (Fig.1).
Fig. 1 Change in share of households use own laboaccording of willingness to increase arable land
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This shows that with the CAP financial support @hation, farmers join the future farm
enlargement with complementary investment of owpolas. The lack of sufficient
opportunities for the farms modernization undemsc® B, supposes maintenance and
even diminution of the present labour productivéyel in agriculture, which imposes
labour employment increase at a respective explatgicultural land increase. So far,



the expected changes in the own labour investnmetitei farm under the influence of the
expressed willingness to arable land increase tmeen analyzed. Definite interest
presents also the assessment for the changes ihaiceur in the hired labour use
(Fig.2).
Fig. 2 Changes in Household’s structures depending of hittlabour according their willingness to
increase arable land
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Comparing data from Fig.1 with data from Fig.2¢could be seen that under scenario A,
the households orientation to increase of the insexd labour is almost equalized with
the interest to increase the own labour use, atst#me exploited agricultural land
increase. Whereas, under scenario B, the prefesearecobviously related to the bigger
own labour investment and not to the alternativintmease the hired labour force. The
results from the Chi-Square method give reasonssera that non-accidental negative
relation between the willingness to increase tlablarland size and the changes in the
hired labour use. This relation’s strength couldekpressed through the expressed values
of y-coefficient, which are respectively 0,535 and 6Q,9under the two scenarios.
Opportunities, which propose the different CAP mnuees, related to the labour
employment encouragement out of the agriculturatase do not carry the necessary
motivation charge yet. Under both scenarios, weatzserve almost equalized values of
the households’ share (respectively 13,2 % undemas®m A and 15,4 % under scenario
B), which expect an increase of the labour employnoait of the farm. This statement
has been proved by the comparative results betwleerempiric and the theoretical
values of theChi-Square teg .., = 345,9>*...= 3,84 atx = 0,05) (Table 3).

Table 3Chi-Square Tests Results

Asympion Significant Test
Value df (2-sided)

-

Pearson Chi-Square 3459 1 ,000
Cramer's V 0,709 1000
Contingency

Coefficient 0817 ,000
Gamma 0,856 1000

As it can be seen, the values of all the measuremsimuments for the relation between
the scenarios A and B, regarding the labour empémtof household’s members out of
the farm, show the presence of high correlations Theans that if the present CAP
financial support scheme remains the same, its étnpdegree on the labour
diversification in the near future would be almasro and the rural population’s
participation in sectors out of the agriculturensignificant.
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CAP impact on the social capital

At the household’s social capital analysis, theegmmber’s participation was examined at
the variable organizations by interests (sociaitagpResults show low degree of social
activity, which is surprising in view of the fadtdat 75% of households’ members are in
active age. Only the participation in farmers’ uriccan be indicated as used form for
such activity. Evidently, the household’s memba®s @ot convinced in the advantages
from the participation in such organizations asrsplubs and green organizations and/or
they do not recognize them as expressing theirasts.

The households’ place of residence has been almiegd as a social status element.
More than the half of surveyed households (54%gsliin the area of their household,
which defines the strong commitment degree withagecultural farm. On the base of
this fact, we can admit that these householdshale lower sensibility to eventual CAP
changes. Despite this, a change of agriculturatypaould have a motivating effect for a
household residence change. This change is pos$ibleboth households’ type.
Households living in the farms declare very lowdieass to change their place of
residence, as only 20 of them, or less than 15 Yidwandertake this change. Interesting
is the fact that the scenario for the CAP develagnimes not have impact for such
decision making, because there is not an esseattfatence in respondents’ answers,
under both scenarios — “basic” and “without suppdfor households living out of their
farm, the situation is analogical. Very little paft them would change their residence,
independently of the realization of one or othemnstio.

Other analyzed CAP impact aspect on the livelihstdtegies of rural agricultural
households is related to the marketing of agricaltproducts. In comparison to the basic
2008, the orientation to the sales of processedcudyral production will increase
(respectively by 15,8 % and 11,7 % under the twemados). Considerably lower is the
increase of the orientation to cooperatbates and to direct sales for the final consumers,
under scenario A (respectively by 4 % and by 0,7 Boy all the rest market realization
channels there is a reflux, independently of thesen CAP scenario. The evaluated
association coefficients values between the twoates impact on the expected changes
of the agricultural production market realizatid®rgmer’s coefficient = 0,807, Gamma
(y) coefficient = 0,99; Spirman coefficient =0,807pype the existent correlation of high
and very high degree. This is a testimony for #ee|of essential difference between
scenarios A and B, regarding the intentions of [sam&oice for the future production’s
market realization.

Results from the research show that the followimg factors have significant influence
on a certain behaviour formation at the market petidn realization management and
the choice of its respective form choice: availifpibf written contracts for the main
products realization and Internet — use for thedpetion sale. These two factors have
favourable impact on the ascertainment of the &spetype of orientation for change of
the current agricultural production buyers. By th&ruments of the statistic probability,
it was proved that with the increase of househsltse by 1 % in average, which have
used the contract system at the moment of surheyshare of households which would
not search new market realization canals, will dishi considerably (by 56 %). In
practice, this means that, if the expressed iraastwill be realized, the share of persons
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willing to change their current buyers, will reducem 27,8 % to 12,1 %. Analogically,
if the share of households using Internet — sesvicereases by 1 % in average, the share
of households not willing to change their preseaywf main products’ realization, will
diminish by 38 %. In this case, their share wiltikase by 17,2 %.

At the CAP application conditions, the contracttegs creates bigger safety for the
production sale, compared to the scenario of th& GApport interruption. In the first
case, the persons share, which will increase th&axied quantities, is 50,2 % and it is
more than 2 times higher than this of the househatdscenario B (20,9 %). This shows
that for the attainment of effective market redima of their production, agricultural
producers consider as a necessary condition theentgtion of the contracting system
use for the main products sale.

Conclusions

Financial support under CAP is sufficiently stintudg factor for the enlargement of the
main land resource use, of own and rented land. dadee households’ structure has
considerable importance for the land use managemedér CAP conditions. CAP
financial suport drop out will have demotivatingpgatt on young household members for
succession and enlargement of the land use inathdyf farm. Positive relation exists of
the labour employment management in the farm fioenused land area; this dependence
has been manifested more strongly in the case of GApport interruption.
Opportunities, which propose different CAP measurelated to the labour employment
encouragement, out of agricultural sector; do hatagdy have the necessary motivation
stimulus. Their impact degree on the employmeng¢mdification in rural areas is almost
zero. The contracting system for agricultural pichn realization, under both
agricultural policy scenarios, insure for produdagger safety at the production sale.

Note: Researches presented in the present article, baee funded by the European
Commission within the project “Assessing the mudtigmpacts of the Common
Agricultural Policies (CAP) on Rural Economies” (BARE), under the FP7, contraét
216672 www.cap-ire.el
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