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Will Forest Owners Cooperate? Some Preliminary Obser vations about
Bulgaria's Forest Restitution*

Barbara A. Cellarius

This paper presents preliminary observetions from an ongoing sudy of Bulgarid s forest
restitution, based on field reseerch conducted during 2000. As such, it discusses the prelude to
the redtitution since claims had been filed a the time of the fieldwork, but the daimants for
the most part had not received their ownership documents. My research so far has focused on
the once and future forest ownersin terms of the structure of private forest ownership and the
extent of planning for future forest management, and thus this paper addresses these issues. In
focusing on the perspective of forest owners, | do not mean to deny the legacies of socidist-
eraforedtry, with its management practices which some describe as producing high qudity
forests, much better than prior to nationdization, while others describe the exploitation usng
aBulgarian term that trandates as savage, crud, monstrous, outrageous. Nor do | mean to
dight the experience and expertise of people working for socidig-era state forestry
enterprises or the effects that the ongoing restructuring of forest explaitation, which has
accompanied the regtitution, has had or will have on their employment satus. But, in talking
to forest owners, particularly those taking an active interest in the redtitution, their main point
of reference was what one person referred to as* cooperative times,” in other words, the time
before socialism and before the forest netiondization asis explained in later sections.

The paper describesin particular the Stuation in the central Rhodope Mountains, which
are amoderate €evation mountain range located aong Bulgaria s southern border with
Greece and with pesks reaching just over 2,000 metersin eevation. This region has highest
concentration of famerly private forestsin Bulgaria, it is one of mogt forest-rich parts of the
country, and forests are particularly important to the local economy due to margina nature of
agricultura production and lack of subgtantia industry. More than 70 percent of the
Chepdare municipdity (obshtina) isforested, for example, with forests of pine, spruce, and
fir being of particular economic importance, and about 70 percent of the forestsin the
municipdity were privately owned prior to their nationdization, with even higher percentages
in some communities. These factors are not unrelated and the history is worth repesating here,
asit isthe reason that the centrd Rhodope are unique in thisregard. In 1911 Bulgaria's

! Ealier versions of this paper were presented at the International Associ ation for Southeast European
Anthropology’ s conference on the Anthropology of Southeast Europe - Ten Y ears After: Socio-Cultural Aspects of
Transformation in Sofia, Bulgaria, 16 September 2000, and at a conference entitled Representing Anthropology

and Anthropologica Representationsin Eastern Europein Cluj, Romania, 26 September 2000. Barbara A.
Cdlariusisapostdoctoral fellow at the Max Planck Ingtitute for Social Anthropology,

contact:cdlar@eth.mpg.de).



parliament passed specid legidation authorizing the sde of forests a symbolic pricesto loca
residents of specified communitiesin the centrd Rhodope (especidly south of present-day
Assenovgrad to Bulgaria s then-southern border with the Ottoman Empire) in order to provide
them with a source of livelihood. Exploitation of the forests was gaining importance a the
time, with the dedlining feasihbility of seasondly transhumeant pastoralism andas
trangportation infrastructure in the region improved, and many locd residents bought forests.
The law was extended in 1927 to include communities further south (around present-day
Smolyan) that were previoudy controlled by the Ottoman Empire and had become part of
Bulgariaonly after 1912-13 (Arnaudov 1998; 42-45; Karavanov 1990; Stefanov 1983).2

Subsstence agriculturd production plays an important role in household surviva
drategies in the region; however, the possibilities are constrained by environmental
conditions, and production for sdeislargey limited to potatoes, tobacco in lower devation
areas, and milk and mesat from livestock. In this context, forests are of vaue to local residents
for avariety of goods thet they provide — firewood for relaivey inexpensve cooking and
heating; wild mushrooms, fruit, and herbs for persond use and cash sde; wild game for loca
hunters, and last but not least high quaity canmercid timber. During the socidist era,
commercid exploitation of Bulgarian forests was in the hands of the state, dthough some
local residents benefited through their employment in the state forest enterprises.® With the
restitution, as was the case before natiordization, comes the possibility thet the owners will
agan be able to generate income from sdlling timber and other resources from their private
forests*

Under current economic conditionsin postsocidist Bulgaria, the forest restitution and
specificaly the posshbility of generating money from the foredts theresfter is of consderable

2 Actually, this history is somewhat more complicated. Bulgaria's 1904 forest law had claimed as state property
“high mountain summer pastures’ (yailats), which were predominantly located in the central Rhodope, at least
some of which were considered by mountain residents as their private property, and which included most if not
dl of theforestsin thisregion —what might be called the first forest nationdization of modern Bulgaria. Without
their forests and with the declining feasibility of seasonally transhumant pastoralism in which the flocks of sheep
and goats dong with their shepherds spent the wintersin the Aegean lowlands and the summersin the Rhodope
Mountains, large numbers of people began leaving the region in search of economic opportunities esewhere.

The 1911 Specid Law for the Sde of Severd State Forests in the Stanimashka Okoliya, in what might be called
the first forest privatization by the modern Bulgarian state, wasin large part an effort to stop the out flow of
population from this strategically important border region (i.e., with the Ottoman Empire) by providing them
with asource of livelihood (Arnmaudov 1998; 42-45; Karaivanov 1990).

3 See Cellarius (1999) for adetailed discussion of economic strategies and natural resource use in one central
Rhodopevillage.

*1tis beyond the scope of this paper to discussin any detail the way in which the restitution and accompanying
forest law affectsthe loca residents’ access to and use of non-timber forest products such as mushrooms,
medicind plants, and forest fruits aswell as pastures, in part because the laws have not yet been implemented to
the extent that their effects are observable. | will note, however, that some forest owners are discussing and have
included in draft bylaws for their future forestry cooperatives clauses about the explaitation of such products,
some of which are quite lucrative with markets in Western Europe. Elsewhere | discuss the possible areas of
conflict between this new legidation and the “traditiona” uses of these resources (Cellarius 2001).



interest to locd resdents and other daimantsto forestsin thisregion — asit wasin the early
decades of the twentieth century. In the last decade, Bulgaria s economy has been plagued by
increesing unemployment, rgpid inflation, and dedlining agriculturdl and industrid

production. Pensions and the wages of those who have jobs have not kept up with the
inflation, while prices seem to kegp going up. Living andards for many have declined, and
for some isasiruggle even to buy bread and pay utility bills. Rurd areas such as the Rhodope
have been particularly hard hit by the liquidation of socidigt-era cooperative farms and

closure of many smal socidigt-era assembly workshops that formerly provided year-round
employment to rura residents. As conditions in Bulgaria continue to be difficult, fewer
Bulgarian tourists dso mean less tourist business in the centra Rhodope town of Chepelare,
even when compared to the early to mid-1990s. Many people— induding mysdf — keep
thinking that economic conditions cannot get any worse, but they seem to continue to decline.
The 1999 potato crop was agood one, for example, but prices for the potatoes produced were
low due to the ample domestic supply that year, decreased consumption because of the
economic criss, and reportedly chegp imports from Turkey. During my spring 2000
fiddwork, many villagers were cooking potatoes to feed to ther livestock, rather than sdlling
them “for pennies.” Then drought and hot weether in summer 2000 reduced the potato crop to
one-third to one-hdf its norma sze, hay harvests were smdler than normal, and there were
virtualy no mushrooms and medicind plants for villagersto collect and then sdll. All this
indicates that the winter of 2000-01 islikely to be another difficult onefor theserurd

resdents.

It iswithin this larger economic context that the forest redtitution and interest in forests as
apotential economic resource should be viewed. This paper is organized into five further
sectionsin presenting preliminary observations about Bulgarid s forest redtitution. The first
section provides some generd background on Bulgaria s forests and the forest regtitution. The
second section condders the economic feesihility of forest management by individud owners
given the emergent ownership structure and government regulations about the way in which
the forests are to be managed. The third section describes the two different formsin which the
forests are being restored aong with the pre-socidist history of forestry cooperatives. The
fourth reports on the nature and extent of planning for future management of the forests. And
the fifth and final section poses some questions for further investigation as my research
project continues.



Some background about Bulgarian forests and the forest restitution

About one-third of Bulgaria s territory is covered with forests — afigure that has remained
relatively stable over the last severd decades because aggressive reforestation has ba anced
substantial exploitationduring state socidist times.® Prior to forest nationdization in the late
1940s, about 16-17 percent of these forests were cantrolled by private individuds, 2 percent
by legd persons such as schools and churches, 26-27 percent by the state, and 55 percent by
municipdities (Stoyanov 1968:230; Tatyana Andreeva, Nationa Forestry Board, persond
communication, 11 January 2000).° Although there were afew large forest holdingsin the
pre-socidist period, most were rdatively modest in size. According to dita from 1941-42, for
example, 153 private forest owners had forest holdings larger than 500 decares, and more than
470,000 owners had holdings of less than 500 decares (Stoyanov 1968:230).

The Nationd Assembly authorized Bulgaria s forest restitution in late 1997. The forest
restitution law (Zakon za vuzdanovyavane na sobstvenogtta vurhu gorite i zemite ot gorskiya
fond, Dur zhaven vestnik, no. 110, 25 November 1997) — like the agricultura land restitution
law before it — basically returns forests and ather lands within the “forest fund” (heresfter
smply forests) to the pre-nationdization owners, their hers, or ther rightful successors, be
they private individuds, legd persons, or in some cases municipdities. Thelaw isbeing
implemented by the same municipd land commissonsthat carried out the agriculturd land
redtitution, with the addition to the staff of a professond forester. To provide a sense of the
meagnitude of the restitution process, private individuas have filed more than 250,000
documented claims for about 3 million decares of forests (Nationd Statistical | nstitute 2000) 2

5 There has been, however, achangein forest structure that hasimplications for non-timber uses of the forests,
such as for pasturing livestock (see Scott 1998: Chapter 1 on scientific farestry).

® Two fi gures are shown when the sources cited do not agree. Data presented here on municipd forestsinclude
forests dlocated to municipaities “for use” aswell asforests owned outright by them. According to the forest
restitution law, forests may be restored to those claimants with full-fledged ownership documents. Some
municipalities had purchased or otherwise gained cleer title to the forests and thus have such documents. Other
municipaities had been granted farests by the Bulgarian state “for use” and consequently lack them. They thus
have ether not filed claims for such forests or have had their claims refused. (Some municipdities had both
kinds)) Bulgaria's parliament is reportedly considering legidation that would again grant municipditiesforests
foruse.

Claims by legal personsarerdatively limited in number, although they include afew large claims such asone
by the RilaMonastery for severa thousand decares of forestsin RilaNationad Park, and the monastery is now
the largest single non-state forest owner in the country. In the case of some smaller claimants, such asaschool in
the central Rhodope town of Chepelare, these legd persons smply owned sharesin forestry cooperatives before
nationalization, for which they received dividends. The school’ s current director has been active in claiming the
school’ sforestsfor the school in anticipation that thiswill be the case in the future.

" Land areaiin Bulgariaistypically messured in decares. One decareis equal to onetenth of ahectare or 1,000
square meters.

8 Claims could also befiled for forests for which documentation was not available or incomplete. Once the
documented claims have been processed, remai ning forests that were known to be private before nationaization
will be used in congdering these undocumented claims. Such daims are being reviewed by regiond committees,
rather than by the municipa land commissionsthat are processing the other claims.



Thisworks out to an average of dightly more than 10 decares per claim. Aswith the
proportion of forestsin agiven region thet are private, thereisregiond variationin dam sze,
and damsin the centrd Rhodope are on average larger than the nationd average.

Nevertheless, this does not mean that the “average’ forest owner in Bulgariawill own 10
decares of forests after the restitution. In most cases, the former owner has died in the 50
years snce nationdization and thus the restored forests will need to be divided among a
number of heirs. For example, one man explained that his paternd grandfather had owned 14
decares of forests. This grandfather had ten direct heirs (families typicaly had more children
in the padt), such that 1.4 decares fel to his father, and then hisfather had five direct heirs,
such that his share would be less than 300 square meters. In this case, the heirs had decided
that claiming these forests was more trouble than they would be worth and had not filed a
clam. Nonetheless, this caseis not unique in terms of the extent to which the forest claims
must be divided among a number of heirs. One day a village acquaintance and | figured out
that he might eventudly receive one twenty-fourth or about 4 percent of the forests that had
earlier belonged to his grandfather and the grandfather’ s brother. In other cases, of course, the
owner is il dive or there are fewer heirs than in the more extreme examples presented here.
Y e, this does not negate the fact that such divisons among one or more generations of heirs
will be of potential importance for future management of the forests in terms of decreasing the
Sze of the holdings owned by agiven individua and increasing the number of owners —
topics thet will be returned to in later sections of this paper.

Meanwhile, the restitution process continues. Although the government missed the 30
June 2000 deedline for gpproving the documented forest restitution claims, many restitution
plans had been gpproved and the ownership documents had been distributed to many forest
owners by the end of 2000 (Cholakova 2000; Ministerstvo na zemeddieto i gorite 2000).

Once the owners receive their documents and the borders of the forests are marked on the
ground to the extent possible, the forests must be managed according to Bulgaria s new law
on forests (Zakon za gorite, Dur zhaven vestnik, no. 125, 29 December 1997), which was
passed in 1997 dongdde the redtitution law. Under its provisons, owners are eech required to
have a management plan for their forests, which must be gpproved by the government forestry
adminigraion, and alicensed forester must be involved in implementing the plan. The plan
will specify how much timber can be harvested in aten-year period, and it is not necessarily
legd to clear-cut al the forests immediately in order to turn aquick profit.



Isindividual private forest management feasible?

Given the ownership structure thet is likely to emerge following the redtitution, in terms of
holding size, it is ussful to consder briefly the compatibility of the rules for forest
management with the size of the restored forest holdings and specificaly whether itis
economicdly feasible for an individua owner of asmal area of forest to manage such
property for commercia timber production according to the requirements laid out in
Bulgaria s new law on forests — for aten-year management plan, reforestation after cutting,
employment of alicensed forester, protection of the forests, and so on. According to many
forest sector observers | spoke with, commercid exploitation by individud owners of less
than 500 to 1000 decares of forests in accordance with the law is not economically feesible.
And the mgority of the holdings will be smdler, a leagt at the outset. As someone pointed
out to me, with 10 decares of agricutura land one can potentialy survive as a subsstence
farmer by raisng potatoes, grain, vegetables, livestack, hay and so on, while the potentid
annud income from 10 decares of forest — the average size of forest daims — israther
limited.™ According to my rough estimates, for example, at the average rate of forest growth
in the Rhodope, a management plan might alow cutting about 2 or 3 cubic meters of wood a
year from these 10 decares — afew trees at most — which are worth perhgps 120 to 300 DM
for the raw lumber & current prices. From thiswould need to be subtracted the costs for
preparing a management plan, hiring aforester, protecting the forests from fire and theft,
cutting the trees, trangporting the timber, and so on. For this reason, most forest professonds
| talked to, dong with some owners, suggest that cooperatives or other joint management
forms be established to manage the faests— as was the case for many forests in the central
Rhodope in the decades prior to nationdization.

Restitution of joint property — alegacy of pre-nationalization forestry cooperatives
In Bulgaria sforest restitution, forests are being restored in two different forms. The first

formisas parcels with red borders that can be mapped and marked on the ground —

preferably at the same location as the pre-nationdization holdings. Thisisthe kind of property

with which we are mogt familiar, it isthe ided according to the redtitution law, and it isaso

theway in which agricultura land was returned in this region. The owners could, for

® While not the only use or value of the forests, commercial timber exploitation isthe one upon which the forest
law and most forest claimants place the most emphasis.

10 This relates to the characteristics or nature of forests as atype of property that is treated as an economic
resource. Perhaps most important, the time horizon for forestry is considerably different from that for
agriculture. A farmer can harvest acrop or even two each year from agiven parcd of agriculturd land, while
trees might typicaly be harvested after 50 or even 100 years. Meanwhile ongoing investment isrequired for
protection and care of these forests over this period.



example, go have a picnic there and know that this particular piece of forest wastheirsand
theirs done, perhgpsidentified by a unique rock or spring or other landmark thet they
remember from visits there before nationdization. The second form in which forests are being
restored is as shared or joint ownership — susobstvenost in Bulgarian— of a particular forest
meassif or revir. Thisis not common property in which each person holds an equd share or
one determined through some sort of community rules. Rether the future owners will hold
different proportions of a forested area.or massif ranging in Size from afew hundred to afew
thousand decares with their particular proportion of ownership depending on the Sze of their
pre-nationdizetion forest holding. Here the private picnic mentioned above would not work
because the borders between and locations of individud parcels are not known.

This second form of property ownership is partic arly prominent in the Rhodope where
many of the forests were incarporated into forestry cooperatives sarting in the 1920s. Turning
for afew momentsto the pagt, legidation passed in 1923 mandated that forest holdings below
acertain Sze be managed cooperatively — essentiadly to improve the economic efficiency of
their exploitation — but such faestry cooperatives were most well developed around
Chepdare (Karaivanov 1990; Stefanov 1983). With their establishment, ownership of forests
changed from decares of forest to shares in a pre-socidist forestry cooperative for which
ownersreceived dividends, and the location of the borders between the holdings were largely
forgotten with the passage of time. Such cooperatives and the associated dividends played an
important role in the regional economy in the 1920s to 1940s &t both the community and
individua levels. Resources from these forestry cooperaives supported infrastructure
development in the region before nationdization, helping to pay for and in some cases even
directly providing dectricity, roads, water sysems, schools, and so on. Similar examples are
found at the individud level. One woman explained that her grandmother was widowed at the
age of twenty-eight years but was able to raise and educate three children on the dividends
from forest shares she inherited from her husband ‘without working aday in her life’
Consequently, forestry cooperatives have a postive image for many centra Rhodope
resdents. This, dong with the problems with managing forests individudly, isreflected in the
comments heard this summer about forestry cooperatives such as ‘there is no other option [for
managing the forests],” ‘coops are the most sensible form of management,” and *without the
coops, there would be no forests’

In the years prior to nationdization, one could buy or sdll sharesin aforestry cooperative
asaform of investment without necessarily needng to take an active role in ther
management. As aresult of such saes, it was not uncommon for people to have sharesin

severd different cooperdives, sometimes even in different settlements. In one case, for



example, one woman's father-in-law had owned more than 1,000 decares in twelve named
locations, including ten in the town and two in surrounding (and in this case Mudim) villages,
while her mother-in-law owned about 270 cecares in three places — two in the centra
Rhodope town of Chepelare and onein adifferent nearby village. Her own grandfather,
meanwhile, ended up with relaively fewer forests at the time of nationalization because he
hed sold some of them to finance the education of his sons abroad, dso illudtrating the use of
forests as aform of investment. My conversations with forest claimants and other data | have
gathered on the history of forest ownership suggest that there was an active market for faests
in the Rhodope in the firat haf of the century. Oneimplication of these sdlesis that some
owners did not necessarily livein or have ties to the communities in which they owned forests
and thus will not necessarily do so in the future — afactor that may influence the relations
between owners of forests in a given community (particularly between the ‘locas and the
‘outsders) in the post-redtitution period.

But returning to the issue of joint property and the ongoing forest restitution: Since the
boundaries have been forgotten in the intervening years, it is not possible to restore these
forests as separate parcas with red borders and thus such formerly cooperative forests will be
returned asjoint property instead. ** Ownership is not being restored in the cooperatives, but
rather in a particular forest masgf, in a particular named chunk of forest. In other words,
people are not receiving shares in an economic organization, eg., acoop, but rather sharesin
apiece of red estate. Following the retitution, dl the co-owners of such forest massifswill
have to meet together and decide how to manage ther shared property. In principle, it might
be possible for them to decide to divide up the massf among themsdves, into individud
parcdswith red borders, but thiswould require arranging and paying for a vauetion of the
forest massif and then agreeing upon a method for dividing it into individud pieces. And after
this, would arise the previoudy discussed question of the economic feesibility of individua
management. No one | talked to saw this as a reasonable option. Even o, deciding how to
manage the forests jointly is dso likely to be eeser said than done in terms of, first, gathering
in one place dl the coowners or their representatives of a particular forest massif, and,

! Newer documents are preferred over older documentsin documenting forest claims, since holdings could have
been sold or divided in the intervening years. These newer documents most commonly took the form of tax
registers or various cooperative documents, which indicate holding size (or number of shares) and generd
location, but not the specific borders of parcels. And at least some of the deeds from earlier periods described the
location of forest parcdlsin terms of socid relations—that is, the owners of neighboring parcels—rather than in
terms of identifiable geographic features.



second, getting them to agree on aforest management organization and agroup of people to
run the organization. ™

The issue of the number of heirsis reevant here, asis the rurakurban migration that
occurred during the socidist period. With the passage of time and generations, this can mean
organizing amesting of many more people than beonged to the origind cooperative. For
example, a cooperdive that once had 300 owners, mogt of them located in or near the
settlement, might now have ten times that number of forest owners, some of them scattered in
other parts of Bulgaria or even further afied as aresult of the substantid rurakurban
migration that took place in Bulgaria during the socidist period. In ancther, less dramétic
case, there are an estimated 250 heirs for the forests once comprising a cooperdive that once
had 75 members — in other words, more than three times the number of origind owners. One
forest owner commented that perhaps more than one cooperative would have to be created in
a paticular community for the smplefact of finding aroom large enough to accommodeate a
mesting of al the people who owned forests there.

Planning for future forest management

This brings me to the extent of activity in planning for future forest managemernt,
induding congderation of the form this management might take. A number of people| talked
with did not seem to have thought much about the restitution and what they would do with
their forests theregfter. Potentid factors contributing to this are experience with the lengthy
time required for the agricultura land retitution, alack of experience with forestry, and
perhaps preoccupation with surviving the more immediate economic Stuation in Bulgaria
Typicd of this attitude isaman | spoke with in September 2000. Thisretired professional
musician livesin alarge Bulgarian town, but is from Chepdare and spent part of the summer
in hisvillathere. He is one of five heirsto 100 decares of forests, dl of which took the form
of sharesin severd foresiry cooperdtives in Chepelare. Indeed thefirst time | asked about the
forest redtitution, he said that he did not own any forests, only shares. He had submitted a
clam for these forest shares on behdf of the heirs and was waiting to receivethe ownership
documents. Many others smilarly reported thet they were dill waiting for their documents
and thus were not yet forest owners. Some have no ideawhat they will do with smal forest
holdings. For example, one young womean in the capitd city reported that she and her brother

12 Unlike some other regions of Bulgaria, postsocialist agricultural coops are relatively rare in the municipality
where my fieldwork has thus far concentrated, with only one such coop. One obvious explanation for thisisthe
fragmented nature of the agriculturd land holdings and also the steepness of the mountain terrain. But there may
be other factorsinvolved aswdll. In the village where | have spent the most time, desire on the part of somefor
such acoop is baanced by oppostion from others, and one has not been formed.



would get about a decare of forests near the Bakan Mountains via their father. They would
have to pay taxes on it, she said, and then the gypsies would sted the trees, and in the end

they would be fined because they had not maneged the forests according to the required plan
(never mind that the gypsies had been doing the cutting outside of the plan, not them). Under
the circumstances it seemed that she was asking hersalf what the point of owning such forests
was. Findly, some people have become disiliusoned with the passage of time and failure to
meet deadlines in the restitution process. They are not sure that the restitution will hgppen, a
least not any time soon.

But in dl the three Rhodope communities | visted during summer 2000, | aso found
some people — mogtly larger forest owners, community leeders, or both — who hed sarted to
organize themsdves to tak about how the forests would be managed after the redtitution.
These individuas were working on the idea that there would be some sort of joint
management of the foredts. In the town of Chepelare, which had eighteen forestry
cooperatives prior to nationdization, severd de facto forestry cooperatives were formed in
early 1999 with the goal of trying to speed up the retitution.*® The term de facto signdls thet
these cooperatives are not legdly registered because the forests are not yet returned and thus
there is no property with which to officidly conditute them. Aswell, not everyone anticipated
to have forests in the particular massifs has joined the defacto cooperatives. The presidents of
some of these de facto cooperatives saw this as a one-time effort thet failed to generate the
desired forward movement on the part of the govemment, while others continue to sgn up
new members, indicating that their presidents see the coops as continuing organizations.

In two villages in the municipdlity, | dso talked to people involved in such discussons
about how the future forest management might be organized. In the first community in the
country where some pegole received forest ownership documents, an initiative committee has
been formed by the mayor, who is aso one of the largest forest dlaimantsin the village, to
dart organizing for the future forest management, and it has commissioned alawyer to
prepare draft bylaws for three patentid management structures specified under Bulgarian laws
— acooperdive (kooperatsiya), alimited lidbility assodation (druzhestvo s ogranichena
otgovornost), and ajoint stock company (aktsionerno druzhestvo). In the other village, the
organization efforts are at an earlier stage, dthough they werein touch with and observing
developments in the firgt village mentioned. (Thisvillageisin the somewhat peculiar

3 Rather than bei ng arbitrary units, these new cooperatives essentialy recreste spatialy the pre-nationdization
forestry cooperativesin terms of which revirs or named forest massifs are included in which cooperatives, and
they carry the names of the earlier coops — athough there are sometimes discussions of consol idating them to
cregte larger units.



Stuation thet the largest owners of forest in the village territory were not actudly from the
village, and this may affect the speed with which the planning is being organized.)

Severd issues are being congidered in these planning discussions. A prominent oneisthe
varying requirements for start-up capita of up to 50,000 DM, depending on the organizetiond
form selected, and whether it would be possible to raise such cash from among the owners.
Another issue of particular concern is the voting structure associated with such organizations,
and specificaly whether voting should be based on the number of members (i.e.,, one member,
one vote, as was the case with the earlier coops) or on the number of shares (i.e., one share,
onevote). A further question isthe number of cooperatives, associations, or companiesto
cregte in agiven village or town — just one for the community, or severd with eech
cooperdive et a. being comprised of one or more forest massifs (perhaps following the
spatid organization of the pre-socidist coops). Some people thought it would be easier and
less problematic to sart with severd smaller organizations in terms of ease of gathering Al
the forest owners for the initid meeting to establish the organization, ease of decison making,
and avoidance of the expenses of paying officids, while others saw asinglelarger
organization as having advantages in terms of economies of scade. Another concernisthat
they not sdll raw timber, but rather processed lumber & a minimum and preferably finished
products such as furniture. Thisis seen as providing higher dividends to the forest owners as
well as providing much needed employment opportunities for resdents of these rurd
communities with high unemployment. Other concerns included keeping the leadership of the
management structuresin clean hards and keeping so-cdled Mafios or other rich outsders
unconcerned about community or environmental sustainability from gaining ownership of the
forests. Thisleve of concern about the details of the forest management structures serves as
reminder that in Bulgarian villages and smdl towns there are people with the education,
experience, or both thet will be of use in organizing the future forest management.

In place of a conclusion

This paper has described some issues associated with Bulgarid s forest redtitution asiit
now stands, focusing on the emerging structure of forest ownership, the economic feasibility
of individud forest management, and the extent of current planning for future forest
management. My research indicates that loca forest owners in the centra Rhodope see
cooperatives or other forms of joint management as having clear advantages, dthough the
way in which these joint management forms will emergeislessclear. In place of a
conclusion, | will briefly mention three issues that will receive my particular etention as my

research continues.



Firg, the most obviousissue, once the forests are restored, will be how the owners will
organize the manegement of these forests. Will there be areturn of forestry cooperativesin
which each member has avote, or will some form of joint sock company in which voting is
based on the number of shares be formed? Will larger or smaller organizations be preferred,
and why? Who will be elected as leaders of these organizations and will previous experience
in management be seen as an assat or aliability? Thet is, will distrust of people involved in
management and then liquidation of the socidigt-era cooperative farms lead to agenerd
desireto not have these individudsin leedership positionsin the new forest management
organizations? Will the opinions and actions of the forests owners differ between people
living in or near the communities where their forests are located, and those living in distant
ctiesor towns or lacking ties to the communities? And findly, what kind of problemsand
successes will these organi zations have further down the line?

The second question concerns regiond variation: As described in the introduction, the
history of forest ownership and management in the centra Rhodgpe is uniquein terms of the
extent to which forests were managed by cooperatives prior to nationdization (and
consequently the extent to which they will be returned as susobstvenost), the high percentage
of private forests, and the degree of reliance on forests for locd livelhoods. Thus, | am
interested in exploring how the redtitution pans out dsewherein Bulgaria, that is, the form
that post-restitution forest management takes, and how the Stuation is Smilar to or different
from that in the central Rhodope.

A third quegtion is the relationship between the commercid timber production orientation
of the redtitution and associated forest management law, on the one hand, and the other uses
that local residents make of the forests as places for collecting firewood, mushrooms, herbs
and wild fruits, for pasturing animals and hunting game, on the other hand. The regtitution
will dmost certainly result in changing access regimes to these resources, athough exactly
how they will change and the way in which local resident adapt or react remains to be seen.
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