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THE RELEVANCE OF TEACHING ECONOMICS: THE EXPERIENCE 

OF POST-COMMUNIST BULGARIA
1
 

 

Zoya MLADENOVA
2
 

 

JEL A22  Abstract 

Keywords: 

teaching of econom-
ics, relevance, criti-
cism, reform. 

 The paper deals with the relevance of teaching economics in post-
communist Bulgaria. The period of development of Bulgaria since 
1990 is divided by the author into two sub periods. The author argues 
that during the first one – the transition from plan to market, the 
teaching of economics in Bulgaria lacked relevance, because the 
transition economy is different from the market economy. During the 
second period – the post transition, the problem about the relevance of 
university economics courses appears again, as a result of some short-
comings of modern economics. The criticism of economics and of 
teaching economics in the light of the last global crisis is revealed. A 
conclusion is made, that at present a process of reform of the econom-
ics curriculum has started worldwide and Bulgarian teachers need to 
be an active part of it. 

 

 

The relevance of economics in the process of education should be one of its 

main characteristics and is reasonably considered very important. The essence of the 

idea refers to the understanding that the courses in economics, which the economists 

teach at universities, should give the students clear and reliable knowledge about the 

world, in which they live. The focus of this paper is on the issue of the relevance of 

economics courses at the university level of education from the point of view of a 

transition/post transition country, more particularly from the point of view of the 

experience in Bulgaria. 

1. Teaching economics and the transition from plan to market 

The transition to market economy started in Bulgaria at the beginning of the 

1990s and it brought about a fundamental transformation not only in the economy and 

society, but also in the field of higher economic education. Part of the reform in high-

                                           
1
 The article is based on a paper, presented by the author at the international conference “Teaching 

Economics in the 21st Century”, Berlin School of Economics and Law, November 26-28 2015, Berlin, 

Germany. 
2  Department of General economic theory, University of Economics – Varna, Bulgaria. e-mail: 

zoya_mladenova@ue-varna.bg 



Известия 

2016  •  том 60  •  №4 

412 

er economic education and its orientation towards the requirements of the market 

economy was the introduction of the standard courses in economics (the theory of 

market economy) – Microeconomics and Macroeconomics. We, the teachers in eco-

nomic theory in Bulgaria, began this reform from the year 1990, but within few years 

we started to realize that the standard courses in economics do not give an idea to our 

students about the world, in which they live, because the transition economy is differ-

ent from the market economy. The solution to the problem was to introduce a parallel 

course in Economics of Transition.  

Both tasks – developing and introducing courses in economics and a course in 

Economics of Transition, turned out to be not so easy. First, if we talk about the new 

courses in economics (new to the education system existing in Bulgaria), although 

worldwide there exist plenty of textbooks in economics (Microeconomics, Macroeco-

nomics), to introduce the new lecture courses was pretty difficult because of some 

circumstances, which must not be disregarded. The transition to market economy in 

Bulgaria started very unexpectedly, which is popularly admitted by the researcher of 

the process (Nenovsky, 2011, p. 2), and the teachers in economic theory were com-

pletely unprepared for what followed. They lacked corresponding education – no one 

had university education in economics. The new courses in economics were based on 

a different methodology and way of thinking, compared to the Marxist Political econ-

omy, which was taught previously. Finally, only very few of the university lecturers 

knew English and had access to the available textbooks in economics. As a result, the 

introduction of the new economics courses (a process, which in Bulgaria became 

known as “the change of the paradigm in higher economic education”) took quite a 

lot of time and more or less occupied the whole first decade after the beginning of the 

transition.  

The efforts of the majority of university teachers in Bulgaria to introduce the 

standard courses in economics until the end of the XX Century influenced considera-

bly the introduction of a parallel course in the Economics of Transition. The problem 

was not discussed; most of the teachers did not even realize the necessity to teach 

Economics of Transition. Or did not have the capacity to do so, engaged with self-

education in economics and with the teaching of economics. It must be admitted, 

however, that the preparation of a university course in Economics of Transition dur-

ing the 1990s was an extremely challenging and difficult task. On the one hand, the 

theory of the transition from plan to market was under way of developing, because the 

transition is a unique process, which has no precedent in history. So, while the analy-

sis of the process was still under way, it was necessary to teach the issue to the stu-

dents. There were no textbooks available, at least during the first years of the trans-
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formation process. It turned out also, that the course in Economics of Transition 

should be organized in a different way, compared to the courses in economics. The 

reason is, that while the theory of market economy (economics) is focused over the 

central idea about the market, the transition is a process, not a state of affairs, and as 

such the key transformation is the reform of property rights (the transformation of 

public property into private, or privatization), which should be the focus of a course 

in Economics of Transition. This in turn puts forward the problem about the method-

ology, on which a university course in Economics of Transition should be based.
1
 All 

these circumstances together are responsible for the result that from more than 30 

institutions of higher economic education in Bulgaria only in 4 of them courses in 

Economics of Transition have been introduced. These are Varna University of Eco-

nomics, The University of National and World Economy in Sofia, The Business 

Faculty of the University of Sofia “St. Kliment Ohridsky” and the American Univer-

sity in Bulgaria in Blagoevgrad. In each of the Departments of Economics of the 

above mentioned universities only one teacher was engaged with the teaching of 

Economics of Transition.
2
 

It can be concluded, that during the transition the students at universities in Bul-

garia universally received theoretical knowledge, which at best gave them knowledge 

about their future (the market economy) but not about their present. The teaching of 

Economics of Transition was greatly underestimated, knowledge about the transfor-

mation from plan to market was rarely transferred to the students, which can be con-

sidered quite misfortunate, since the Transition is our near past, which continues to 

influence many processes which we witness today.  

In 2007 Bulgaria became a full member of the European Union. This historical 

event was accepted in many circles in the country – political, business etc. and in the 

social sciences as well as the end of the Transition. The lecture courses in Economics 

of Transition were abandoned. What students listen to at universities in Bulgaria 

nowadays are only the standard courses in economics. The idea that the Transition is 

over with the full membership in the EU is however questioned by some economists, 

not only in Bulgaria, but also in other ex-communist countries.
3
 It is questioned also 

by some highly respected international institutions, for example the EBRD. The Bank 

continues to publish every year Transition Report; the Transition Report 2013 was 

obviously with a reason entitled “Stuck in Transition?” (EBRD, Transition Report 

2013). The European Commission continues to exercise monitoring over some key 

areas and their development in Bulgaria the same way as it was before 2007, which is 

by far not accidental. The present Bulgarian economy continues to be specific (from 
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the point of view of the characteristics of market economy) which again puts forward 

the problem about the relevance of what we teach. 

Of course, it is out of question that the national economy is acquiring more and 

more the features of a market economy. Even if we don’t go into the discussion prob-

lem about whether the Transition is over or not, it is no doubt that during the years 

after 1990 a considerable progress has been achieved in the transformation from plan 

to market. Gradually the Bulgarian economy is becoming a true market economy, 

which today shifts the focus of interest in Bulgaria towards the theory of market 

economy or economics and its relevance to contemporary reality. 

The teaching of economics, however, came recently under a very serious attack 

and a pressure for reform. 

2. Current criticism towards the teaching of economics 

The last global financial and economic crisis 2008-2009 had a very serious im-

pact on economics and on the teaching of economics. Economics was subjected to a 

severe criticism on the ground that it failed to predict the crisis. Not only that the 

crisis turned out to be a devastating one, but it came as a surprise to society and to the 

community of the economists. In a meeting with the staff of the London School of 

Economics (LSE) on November 5 2008, the Queen of England expressed the discon-

tent of society towards economic science by asking the question: “Why no one saw it 

coming?” This question was repeated by journalists, politicians, practitioners and 

spurred a wave of criticism towards modern economics.  

The economists also turned to this question and tried to find a satisfactory expla-

nation why economics failed to warn society about the upcoming economic disaster.  

One of the first to answer the question of the Queen of England was Nobel lau-

reate P. Krugman (Krugman, 2009). In an article, published in The New York Times, 

he wrote: “Few economists saw our current crisis coming, but this predictive failure 

was the least of the field’s problems. More important was the profession’s blindness 

to the very possibility of catastrophic failures in a market economy.” According to 

Krugman, the main reason for the failure of economics to predict the crisis is the state 

of modern economics, characterized by the excessive use of mathematics, dominance 

of formal models, as a result of which economics has lost its connection with reality. 

Krugman puts it in the following way: “....the economics profession went astray 

because economists, as a group, mistook beauty, clad in impressive-looking mathe-

matics, for truth. …economists fell back in love with the old, idealized vision of an 

economy in which rational individuals interact in perfect markets, this time gussied 

up with fancy equations.” 



Zoya Mladenova.  

The Relevance Of Teaching Economics: The Experience Of Post-Communist Bulgaria 

415 

The same point of view was shared by other influential economists. In his fa-

mous book “Capital in the 21
st
 Century” T. Piketty (2014, p. 32) writes down: “To put 

it bluntly, the discipline of economics has yet to get over its child-like passion for 

mathematics and for purely theoretical and highly ideological speculation, at the 

expense of historical research and collaboration with the other social sciences.”. 

According to D. Colander and a group of economists from France, Germany and 

Denmark, economics overlooked the crisis because it disregarded key economic 

factors, which might lead to a credit crunch and a severe recession. The reason is that 

the dominant theoretical models are too abstract and simplified, they “fail to account 

for the actual evolution of the real-world economy” (Colander at al, 2009, p. 2).  

A group of ten leading British economists in a letter to the Queen of England, in 

which they try to provide an answer to the question of the Queen, argue that modern 

economics has become largely transformed into a branch of applied mathematics, 

with little contact with the real world. According to the authors, the preference for 

mathematical technique over real-world substance has diverted many economists 

from the analysis of the real-world market economy. They, however, identify a deeper 

reason for the failure of economics: this is the education in economics. The ten econ-

omists uphold that the narrow training of economists – which concentrates on math-

ematical techniques and the building of empirically uncontrolled formal models – has 

been the major reason for the failure of the economics profession to give adequate 

warning about the economic crisis. The signatories
4
 point out: “Models and tech-

niques are important. But given the complexity of global economy, what is needed is 

a broader range of models and techniques governed by a far greater respect for sub-

stance, and much more attention to historical, institutional, psychological and other 

highly relevant factors.”
5
. The ten professors call for a broader training of economists, 

involving allied disciplines such as psychology and economic history, as well as 

mathematics. 

Thus the criticism of economics, caused by its failure to predict the global crisis, 

was partly directed towards the teaching of economics.  

The vision, that university education in economics needs to be reconsidered in 

the light of the last economic crisis, is supported by many economists (Shiller 2010; 

Passaris 2011; Reardon 2012). Immediately after the crisis the issue started to be 

discussed on the pages of The New York Times, Financial Time and Guardian, con-

ferences have been organized by leading universities (LSE, conference “What Kind 

of Economics Should We Teach”, Jan. 20 2010) and by scientific organizations 

(World Economics Association, conference “The Economics Curriculum: Towards a 
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Radical Reformation”, March 2013) etc. So far as to the directions, in which universi-

ty education in economics must be reformed, this problem is highly debated. 

One of the aspects of the reform, upon which however there is a broad consen-

sus, is that the teaching of economics must be brought closer to reality. The criticism 

towards economics as a scientific discipline (turned into a branch of applied mathe-

matics) has its reflections in the discussion about the teaching of economics. Many 

university professors share the opinion that modern economics does not give the 

students a satisfactory knowledge about how the market economy really works. This 

means that the teaching of economics is recognized to be, at least partly, irrelevant to 

contemporary economic realities and needs to be improved.  

Many suggestions have been launched how to bring the world back into the 

classroom. One of the ideas is to pay greater attention to economic history in the 

teaching of economics. P. Ormerod (2013, p. 3) is right, pointing out that “One of the 

problems with macro, indeed with almost all mainstream theory, is that it is essential-

ly timeless. I use the word “timeless” here to mean that the theory is taught without 

reference to historical events. In this sense, it operates out of time. It is this which 

needs to be changed.” The idea is not to transform economic theory into economic 

history, but to use key events in economic history to illustrate theory. This approach 

has the advantage of emphasizing to students that theory needs to be able to explain 

empirical reality, it is not an abstract intellectual exercise.  

The process of improving the economics curriculum requires acknowledging the 

academic value of inter-disciplinarity. The real-world economy is embedded in socie-

ty. As a result, the economic system is closely connected with the political system, the 

legal system and with all social interactions. Teaching of economics, adequate to 

realities, requires these social connections and interactions to be considered in the 

subject of economics. “The contemporary requirement for inter-disciplinarity is a 

response to societal pressures in defining the new parameters for academic mutation 

and intellectual discourse. Inter-disciplinarity provides contemporary relevance and a 

pragmatic approach. There is no denying that civil society has become more complex 

and multifaceted and it is not possible to understand it from within the boundaries of 

one discipline.” (Passaris, 2013, p. 7). 

The real-world market economy is evolving. It changes all the time, new phe-

nomena constantly appear. The theoretical models however do not change, at least the 

fundamental ones. The teaching of economics, at least on undergraduate level, is 

static. In this way the evolution of market economy is left outside the teaching of 

economics. As a result of this approach some very important new economic processes 

and phenomena can be disregarded and the students may remain ignorant about them. 
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For example, the economy and economic policy have changed profoundly during and 

after the crisis of 2008-2009, but very little of these changes are reflected in the eco-

nomics textbooks (Madsen, 2013).  

Reconsideration is also needed in respect to the tools of analysis, applied in the 

pedagogy of economics. Some economists underline that mathematical techniques 

gain meaning from solving actual empirical problems, not as an end-aim by itself, and 

should be taught in that context. In order to increase the relevance of teaching eco-

nomics students need to be taught inductive and empirical methods as well. This does 

not mean more of the statistical analysis of large data sets taught at university econo-

metrics courses, but rather thinking about what evidence is needed to answer a specif-

ic question, and working out how to assemble it and collect data. 

In April 2012 a conference was organized in the UK, sponsored by the Bank of 

England, with the objective to discuss the teaching of economics since the last finan-

cial and economic crisis. The conference reached some shared conclusions about the 

way young economists should be trained (Coyle, 2013). There was broad agreement 

that students need: 

� Greater awareness of economic history and current real-world context; 

� Better practical data-handling skills; 

� Greater ability to communicate economics to non-specialists; 

� More understanding of the limitations of modeling; 

� A combination of deductive and inductive reasoning (Coyle, p. 20). 

On the basis of the above analysis a conclusion can be made, that in the devel-

oped and developing countries with long traditions in the teaching of economics, at 

present a process of reconsideration of the university education is taking place. There 

is a wide recognition that in the teaching of economics a better balance is needed. In 

particular, the emphasis is on the mutual dependence of theoretical categories and 

empirical evidence. The relevance of the economics courses needs to be increased, 

especially in respect to the realities of the economy of the XXI century. 

3. Teaching economics in the XXI century: 

the sustainable development issue 

The relevance of economics should not be understood narrowly as only how it 

corresponds to the processes and phenomena of contemporary economic reality, but 

also how it reflects the problems which society is facing today.  

From such point of view, the aim of this part of the article is to provide an illus-

tration which justifies the criticism towards the teaching of economics, exposed 
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above. A small research is made for the purpose, using the example of the sustainable 

development issue. 

The idea about sustainable development was launched first in 1987, in the fa-

mous report of the Commission Brundtland, but it received a serious support later, by 

the Global forum on sustainable development in Rio de Janeiro (Brazil) in 1992. 

Since then enormous efforts have been put forward by the United Nations to change 

the trajectory of development and to lead society on the path of sustainable develop-

ment. Today the concept of sustainable development is an official and universally 

recognized concept for the present and future of modern civilization. At the same 

time the progress in changing the model (paradigm) of development and achieving 

sustainable development is pretty modest and until now quite disappointing. Accord-

ing to the prevailing estimates, the social and ecological parameters of development 

continue to deteriorate. Contemporary development continues to be unsustainable 

(Worldwatch Institute, State of the World 2014), which calls for urgent and decisive 

measures in order to change the model of development and provide a future for the 

next generations. Because of this it is reasonable to ask the question how economics, 

as part of social sciences, is reacting to this situation and the urgent necessities of 

social development. Is the issue of sustainable development part of the economics 

curriculum? Do the university courses in economics give the students knowledge 

about this vital problem of contemporary development?  

If we turn our attention to the teaching of economics, the first place where we 

would expect to come across the idea about sustainable development is in the text-

books in Macroeconomics, more particularly in the definition of the goals of macroe-

conomic policy.
6
 It is well known that the concept about sustainable development is a 

new paradigm of development, which will not come into being as a result of the 

automatic play of the objective forces (mechanisms) in the economy and society. 

Sustainable development is something entirely different – it is a result and realization 

of a particular vision of mankind as to the world in which we all wish to live.
7
 The 

concept of sustainable development thus needs conscious and purposeful efforts. It 

will come true as a result of policies – policies and the activity of the institutions. 

From such point of view, if we expect to find the issue of sustainable development in 

modern economics courses, the first place to look at is the definition of the goals of 

macroeconomic policy. 

In order to find out how the goals of macroeconomic policy are defined today, I 

did a research within the following most popular and widely used textbooks in Mac-

roeconomics (Economics): 
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1. McConnell, S. Brue and S. Flynn, Macroeconomics. Principles, Problems and 

Policies, 19
th
 ed., 2012; 

2. Mankiw, G., Principles of Macroeconomics, 6
th
 ed., 2012; 

3. Baumol, W. and A. Blinder, Macroeconomics. Principles and Policy, 11
th
 ed., 

2011 

4. Case, K., R. Fair and Sh. Oster, Principles of Macroeconomics (Global Edi-

tion), 11
th
 ed., 2014 

5. Samuelson, P. and W. Nordhaus, Macroeconomics, 18
th
 ed., 2009 

6. Parkin, M., Economics, PEARSON, 10
th
 ed., 2012. 

The result of the search is the following: sustainable development is not present 

among the goals of macroeconomic policy. The goals of macroeconomic policy con-

tinue to be defined in the textbooks in a traditional way: focused on economic growth, 

high employment (low unemployment respectively), price stability and balances in 

international relations.  

An objection can be raised here that we cannot make judgments in respect to the 

relevance of economics to the fundamental problem of contemporary development – 

that of sustainable development, only on the basis of the textbooks, because the text-

books normally lag behind scientific development. A well known fact is that the new 

ideas normally develop first as new scientific ideas, and only afterwards and with a 

delay they are transferred from the field of science to the field of education. As such, 

the next question to ask is: does economics (the neoclassical theory) deal with sus-

tainable development in scientific research?  

In order to provide an answer to this question, I did a second research. I looked 

into the published papers (the contents) of five of the leading journals in economics 

for the last ten years: from 2006 till 2015. The list of these journals is presented be-

low. 

1. Quarterly Journal of Economics 

2. Journal of Political Economy 

3. Econometrica 

4. American Economic Review 

5. Review of Economic Studies. 

The investigation allows the following conclusion to be made: the scientific 

problem “sustainable development” is missing from the list of articles published in 

the above mentioned journals during the period under consideration. However, there 

are available publications which refer to some aspects of sustainable development, 

such as climate change, pollution, ecological policy, but it should be pointed out 

immediately that these publications are very little in number or they are a rare phe-
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nomenon on the pages of the enumerated journals.
8
 A conclusion can therefore be 

made: the sustainable development does not rank among the priority research prob-

lems within the neoclassical paradigm, it is far from that. On the contrary – if it exists 

as a scientific problem in this theoretical stream, it is left somewhere at the periphery 

of research interest, or if I allow myself to be more direct, the issue is not perceived 

by the neoclassical economists. 

The way the situation was described above does not allow us to make an infer-

ence that the issue of sustainable development is missing from the teaching of eco-

nomics, because the process of education is normally delayed compared to scientific 

research. The opposite is true – sustainable development is missing from the science 

“economics” and as a result of this it is missing from the teaching of economics. 

Modern economics (as a scientific subject and as a university subject) is completely 

disregarding the most important and crucial problem of contemporary development – 

that of sustainable development. And as the situation is, we cannot expect that the 

issue will appear in the textbooks, at least not in the near future.  

The question why sustainable development is missing from the research agenda 

of economics is a very serious and at the same time a very important one, which 

refers to fundamental theoretical and methodological problems. A brief answer to this 

question can be restricted, according to the author, to the following two explanations: 

First, as it was pointed out above, the concept about sustainable development 

was launched first in 1987. Almost 30 years have passed since that moment, but there 

continue to be some ambiguities around the concept, which itself continues to devel-

op. A very important step in this direction was the decisions of the Global Forum of 

the UN for sustainable development in Rio de Janeiro in 2012. It was then decided to 

unite the Millennium development goals for the period 2015-2030 with the Goals of 

sustainable development (UN Conference on Sustainable development, 2012), an 

objective which is already fulfilled.
9
 Even though the concept about sustainable de-

velopment continues to develop, it is obvious that the analysis of this concept requires 

the united efforts of all social sciences, or that it requires an interdisciplinary ap-

proach.
10

 For now, however, there are no signs that economics has started or will start 

to develop in this direction. 

Second, the neoclassical theory has always developed as a positive science, 

whose purpose is to study the objective trends and mechanisms in economic life. 

Within its boundaries economics does not have a theory of development, which allows 

an active role for people – so very much active as to allow a change in the trajectory 

of development (which sustainable development presumes).  
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The consequences of the fact that sustainable development is missing from the 

teaching of Economics should be taken seriously. As was pointed above, sustainable 

development requires a change in the individual and public consciousness, requires a 

new way of thinking and a new valuation system, for the establishment of which the 

education system is very important. Realizing this, in 2005 the United Nations initiat-

ed a Decade of education for sustainable development 2005-2014 (UN, UN Decade of 

Education for Sustainable Development, 2005). Education was identified as “the 

engine of change”. During the World Forum on sustainable development in Rio de 

Janeiro in 2012, a new initiative of the UN started, named “Sustainability in higher 

education”, which calls for actions on behalf of universities in order to assist and 

foster the transition to sustainable development. Economics courses are taught in 

thousands of universities all over the world, which means that economics influences 

the mind and way of thinking of many people. The fact that economics completely 

disregards the problem “sustainable development” means that for now the discipline 

stays aside the most urgent and compelling problems of contemporary development. 

Economics cannot be qualified as a discipline or a branch of science, which contrib-

utes for the change, which today is needed so much in order to carry out the transition 

to a sustainable model of development. The social function and role of modern eco-

nomics is as a result seriously undermined.  

Conclusion 

The analysis above reveals that the teaching of economics in Bulgaria during the 

transition from plan to market lacked relevance, because the realities of the transition 

economy are different from the realities of market economy. In the post transition 

period the problem about the relevance of the university courses in economics ap-

pears again, because modern economics does not correspond very well to the process-

es and problems of the XXI century. University professors from all over the world are 

engaged at present with the reform of the economics curriculum. The teachers in 

economics in Bulgaria must be well informed about this process and be included 

actively in the improvement of the academic courses.  

End Notes 

1 It was not until the end of the first decade after the beginning of the transition, 

when the first results of the change of the economic system from plan to market 

were reported, that there came the understanding that the main shortcomings of 

the transition so far come from the underestimation of the role of institutions and 

institutional transformation. (See for example UN, ECE, Economic Survey of Eu-
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rope, 2003, № 1; WB, Transition. The First Ten Years. Analysis and Lessons for 

Eastern Europe and the Former Soviet Union, 2002). This put forward the prob-

lem about the applicability (limitations) of the neoclassical methodology to the 

analysis of the Transition (economic reforms in the majority of transition econ-

omies were based on this theory and methodology), about the role of institutional 

analysis etc. 

2 At the Varna University of Economics it was the author of this paper. I first pre-

sented the course Economics of Transition to American students – in 1995/1996 

I taught this course at the University of Texas in Austin, USA, where I was a vis-

iting professor under the Fulbright program for academic exchange. When I re-

turned to Bulgaria, I offered the course to the Bulgarian students as well. 

3 G. Kolodko in Poland (Kolodko, 2010), L. Csaba in Hungary (Csaba, 2009), Z. 

Mladenova in Bulgaria (Mladenova, 2012) and others. 

4 Among them are G. Hodgson, S. Dow, P. Earl, J. Foster, G. Harcourt etc. 

5 http://www.journaldumanss.net/?Her-Magesty-the-Queen 

6 A problem which is traditionally present in many Macroeconomics textbooks. In 

some textbooks the goals are defined as “priorities” of macroeconomic policy. 

7 The title of the outcome document of the last Global forum on sustainable devel-

opment in Rio de Janeiro in 2012 is indicative in this respect: it is “The Future 

We Want”.  

8 A more detailed information in respect to articles, which deal with some specific 

aspect of sustainable development (climate change, pollution, ecological policy) 

reveals the following picture: for the last ten years there is not a single article 

with such title in Quarterly Journal of Economics and Review of Economic Stud-

ies. There is only one article of such character in Econometrica and two articles 

in Journal of Political Economy. In The American Economic Review after 2010 

one can find few papers on the subject. 

9 The 70
th
 Session of the General Assembly of the United Nations which took 

place at the end of September 2015, approved the new development agenda for 

the period 2015-2030. It is available in the document “Transforming Our World: 

the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development”, in which 17 integrated objec-

tives of sustainable development have been defined. 

10 I join that group of scientists, who are persuaded that the concept of sustainable 

development requires in the first place seriously reconsidering the relationship 

between mankind and nature. It requires rethinking of the role of human civiliza-

tion in the surrounding world. Sustainable development presumes new concept 

about development and new criteria for the valuation of progress. To integrate 
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successfully the economic, social and ecological goals of development requires 

also a new way of thinking and fundamental transformation of individual and 

public consciousness. In order to face all these problems, interdisciplinary ap-

proach is necessary.  
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 The need for a new industrial policy is felt both at European and 
Bulgarian level. Recent theory recommends that such policy should 
follow “soft” and horizontal measures that enhance collaboration 
between government, industry and cluster-level private organizations 
and focus on creating a competitive environment. This understanding 
is contrary to old-fashioned industrial policy involving subsidies to 
specific sectors, bail-out of uncompetitive firms and sectors, tariff and 
non-tariff barriers aiming at import substitution. This article analyzes 
the degree at which Bulgaria is prepared to implement the new indus-
trial policy and in particular, how the country might fit into a common 
European policy. The analysis and data provided point to the fact that 
there is a misunderstanding of the “soft” and horizontal measures, 
distorting the concept of a new industrial policy. The arguments in the 
paper also suggest that in sectors defined as priorities in Europe, our 
country considerably lags behind, therefore, Bulgaria is at a lower 
stage of preparedness for implementation of a “new” industrial policy 
as a whole. 

 

 

Introduction 

The European economy has failed to recover fast enough from the recession 

after the financial and debt crises and it is losing competitive positions against USA, 

Japan, and in some cases, the BRICS countries. This provoked a heated debate among 

academics and practitioners over strengthening economic growth, competitiveness 

and sustainability in the European Union. The European Commission has proposed 

the implementation of an adequate program and industrial policy instruments. In this 

context, several questions have been posed being of immense significance for 

Bulgaria. Does the country need a reindustrialization policy and is it ready for it? Are 
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the necessary conditions for effective implementation of such a policy in place? If 

such policy is going to be implemented, on what principles it should be built so that 

sustainable results be achieved? Which are the main problems to be resolved? The 

current paper takes into consideration the above questions.  

The first section presents a recent theory about the implications of an active 

industrial policy and its dimensions. The second section summarizes the ongoing 

debate on the industrial policy in Europe, whereas the third and fourth sections 

present arguments for and against it, accordingly. The fifth section provides insight 

into the requirements for a successful industrial policy in the context of Bulgaria, 

while the sixth section presents the possible objectives for Bulgaria and their 

compatibility. The seventh section outlines priority sectors, industries and businesses 

selection criteria. The final section offers conclusions. 

1. Industrial Policy: Rationales and Measures 

The industrial policy in Europe follows several phases: postwar intervention and 

nationalisation, sectoral policy (from sectoral planning and state aid inter alia via 

Marshall Plan assistance) and currently, dominance of horizontal or competitiveness-

oriented policy enhanced by EU policies. The current policy includes tariff reduction 

and state aid, internal market and deregulation policy, and research framework 

programmes, whereas future industrial policy is expected to consist in a Systemic 

Industrial and Innovation Policy (SIIP) (Aiginger, 2011). 

Von Mises (1998) argues that the economic policy of interventionism is unable 

to lead to a sustainable system of economic organization: interventionist measures 

create market distortions such as unemployment, depression, monopoly, distress and 

are in general not Pareto optimal as they serve the interests of a minority at the ex-

pense of the majority. Among others, von Mises analyzes interference by restriction 

and price control, conduct of inflation policy and credit expansion, confiscation and 

subsidies, and the presence of corporativism and syndicalism. One reason why gov-

ernments conduct such a policy is to “compensate by further interventions for the 

shortcomings of earlier interventions” and in that way they hamper the economy even 

further.  

Additionally to correction of already implemented policy that led to market dis-

tortions such as rent-seeking, Rodrik (1993) provides more rationales for trade and 

industrial policy reform in developing countries. His arguments include improve-

ments in static resource allocation; dynamic benefits in the form of learning, techno-

logical change, and growth; improved flexibility in the face of external shocks; and 

improved capacity utilization in the face of bottlenecks and macroeconomic policy 
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failures (Rodrik, 1993). Rodrik also claims that industrial policy might actually have 

beneficial influence on the economy.  

Furthermore, Aghion et al (2012) present evidence that a competition-friendly 

sectoral policy, including subsidies, tax holidays and tariffs can boost total factor 

productivity and growth. Their empirical analysis suggests net positive impact of 

subsidies that are allocated to competitive sectors and in a way that preserves or in-

creases competition, e.g. vertical innovation rather than differentiation between firms.  

Rodrik (2007), Harrison and Rodríguez-Clare (2010), Reis and Farole (2010) and 

Aiginger (2011) suggest different models opposed to old conceptions of industrial 

policy. Rodrik (2007) claims that the right model for industrial policy is the “strategic 

collaboration between the private sector and the government with the aim of uncovering 

the most significant obstacles to restructuring and discovering what interventions are 

most likely to remove them”. Therefore, the focus should not be on the outcome of the 

policy, which by far is unknown ex ante, but the process itself, the design of the setting. 

Finally, specific measures or targeted industries come as a by-product of this process.  

Similarly, Harrison and Rodríguez-Clare (2010) argue that “soft” interventions 

that would target the coordination failures within the sectors or clusters with compara-

tive advantage, rather than “hard” interventions such as tariffs, export subsidies and tax 

breaks for foreign corporations would be more beneficial for a developing economy. 

“Soft” industrial policies target the creation of a process in that government, industry 

and cluster-level private organisations cooperate in interventions that directly enhance 

productivity. Such policies might be directed at supply of skilled workers, technology 

adoption and regulation and infrastructure. The benefits of “soft” over “hard” policies is 

that the former reduce the risks of rent-seeking and corruption, and are also more com-

patible with multilateral and bilateral trade and investment agreements.  

They also argue that infant-industry protection is justified either way: providing 

there is a latent comparative advantage in this industry or in case the international 

price for this industry exceeds the warranted by the true opportunity cost of this good 

abroad. However, more efficient policies exist: contrary to protection, production 

subsidy would not cause temporary consumption losses and would work even in the 

presence of sector-specific coordination problems. Furthermore, R&D subsidies can 

target externalities as a consequence of innovation spillovers, while promotion of 

entry into new industries can target information spillovers associated with the discov-

ery of new profitable activities.  

Furthermore, Reis and Farole (2010) recognize the risk that old-style industrial 

policy, expressed in picking winners, managing unrealistic exchange rates, import 

substitution, and protection can lead to market distortion and reduction of competi-



Известия 

2016  •  том 60  •  №4 

428 

tiveness and undermine recent gains in trade liberalization. However, they admit the 

critical role of government in overcoming market failures and in creating opportuni-

ties for the private sector to respond to market opportunities and enhance growth. 

This competitiveness approach might translate into unlocking the constraints that 

discourage innovation, investments and export diversification; and in facilitating the 

capacity for economywide adjustment due to investments in human capital, sound 

macroeconomic foundations and basic institutions such as property rights, the rule of 

law and effective regulation. Furthermore, Reis and Farole (2010) propose three 

pillars that would describe the competitiveness policy framework:  

• aligning macro incentives (tariff and nontariff barriers, real exchange rate 

misalignment and a distortive tax regime; overall fiscal health of the economy, effi-

cient labor market, product and factor market, property rights, regulation and ease of 

firm entry and exit); 

• reducing trade-related costs (backbone services and inputs such as energy, 

telecommunications, finance; capacity and coordination of government agencies, 

international transit arrangements, regional and multilateral agreements; policy re-

forms for more competitive markets for international transport, logistics, and other); 

• establishing proactive policies that aim to overcome government and market 

failures (technology creation and adaptation, product standards and certifications, 

trade finance, industry clusters, special economic zones and other spatial develop-

ments and coordination of economic actors as well as links and spillovers to the local 

economy). 

It is worth mentioning that contrary to common understanding, Japanese indus-

trial policy has been for a long time a “soft” one. According to Okuno-Fujiwara 

(1991), postwar Japanese industrial policy was transformed toward the end of the 

1960s. Since then, the main focus of policy seems to be correcting market failures, 

including promoting private research and development (R&D) efforts and assisting in 

the structural adjustment of the economy. 

Finally, Aiginger (2011) points to the importance of the so called “matrix 

approach” by Aiginger and Sieber which comprises both vertical and horizontal 

policy measures. An example is given with the primarily horizontal approach of the 

European Commission that also acknowledges that general measures influence differ-

ently the various industries and should be complemented by sector-specific strategies. 

2. The Debate on the Industrial Policy at European Level 

There is a heated debate among academics and practitioners over strengthening 

economic growth, competitiveness and sustainability in the European Union and in 
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turn, the European Commission proposes the creation of a relevant program and 

policy instruments. The initial impetus from Brussels can be traced in a number of 

documents, the first of them dating back to 2010 and 2012 (European Commission, 

2010, 2012). The topic was discussed in great detail in 2013 and 2014 (European 

Commission, 2014, Committee on Industry, Research and Energy, 2013). In the 

meantime, some member states, including France, Germany, Britain and Spain have 

already managed to identify appropriate strategies and industrial policies at national 

and regional level. 

The active industrial policy is justified in the documents of the European 

institutions by the necessity to boost the growth and competitiveness of the European 

economy which has been failing to recover fast enough from the recession and is 

losing its competitive position against USA, Japan and in some cases, against the 

BRICS countries. The strong industrial base is of great economic importance, both 

direct and indirect through its related activities. In stimulating the industry, the 

European institutions recognize a catch-up opportunity. The European Commission 

aims to reverse the decline by increasing the industry share and taking promotional 

measures whereas the target share of industry in the gross domestic product (GDP) of 

member states is expected to increase from 15.6% in 2012 to 20% in 2020. 

This is a challenging target but its achievement is not certain at all. Many 

analysts believe that such a target tends to be over-ambitious and rather unrealistic. 

The reasons can be the higher potential of other economic sectors, the over-capacity 

of some sectors of the European industry, the rapid development of the service sector, 

the overall loss of competitiveness in many countries, the promotion of green policies 

that would lead to more expensive electricity and others (Heymann and Vetter, 2013). 

Such analyses lead to the conclusion that the share of industry cannot increase 

significantly in terms of European economy. 

However, this does not eliminate the discussion on industrial policy. The 

discussion about industrial policy should be approached not so much as a matter of 

figures but as an important issue since the industrial sector is of significant im-

portance to the economy and will remain so in the foreseeable future. Taking into 

account current trends which are not so favorable, measures for preservation and 

development of the European industry are to be taken.  

In this context, the priorities of the European Commission in the area of indus-

trial policy are as follows (European Commission, 2014): 

• continue the process of deepening the mainstreaming of industrial competi-

tiveness in other policy areas to sustain EU economy and its competitive value, given 

the importance of the contribution of industrial competitiveness to the overall compet-
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itiveness performance of the EU. For instance, special attention must be paid to in-

creasing productivity in business services to increase industrial competitiveness and 

competitiveness of EU economy in general. 

• maximize internal market potential by developing the necessary infrastruc-

tures, offering a stable, simplified and predictable regulatory framework which fa-

vours entrepreneurship and innovation, integrating capital markets, improving oppor-

tunities for training and mobility for citizens and completing the internal market for 

services as a major contributing factor to industrial competitiveness. 

• implement the instruments of regional development via national and EU in-

struments in support of innovation, skills and entrepreneurship to deliver industrial 

change and boost the competitiveness of the EU economy. 

• encourage investment as businesses require access to critical inputs, and in 

particular, energy and raw materials, at affordable prices that reflect international cost 

conditions. The design and implementation of policy instruments for different objec-

tives both at EU and national levels must not result in price distortions that imply 

disproportionately higher relative prices for these inputs. Action should also be taken 

in the internal market and at international level to ensure adequate provision of these 

inputs as well as to increase energy and resource efficiency and reduce waste. 

• do the utmost to facilitate the integration of EU firms in global value chains 

to boost their competitiveness and ensure access to global markets in terms of more 

favorable competitive conditions. 

• Finally, the objective of revitalization of the EU economy calls for endorse-

ment of the reindustrialization efforts in line with the Commission´s aspiration of 

raising the contribution of industry to GDP to as much as 20% by 2020. 

In line with the understanding of the necessity of an industrial policy aimed at 

achieving the above mentioned priorities, the European Commission proposes the 

creation of a relevant program and policy instruments. However, such program could 

only consist of general guidelines. It is practically impossible to make specific policy 

recommendations at European level due to the heterogeneity of the European industry 

in terms of stage of development and level of specialization of the member states. A 

decline in the share of industry in the gross value added and in the number of industry 

employees has been observed practically in all countries in the last 10-15 years. How-

ever, quantity and quality are quite different among the member states. The Czech 

Republic holds the highest share of industry in gross value added with 24.7%, fol-

lowed by Ireland (23.3%), Hungary (22.7%) and Germany (22.4). Except the ex-

pected Luxembourg (6%), Cyprus (6.3%) and Greece (9.7%), other countries such as 
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United Kingdom (10%) and France (10%) also show a low share of industry (Euro-

stat). 

The conception of the European Commission suggests that member states should 

have the primary role in the implementation of the reindustrialization policy accord-

ing to their own views, though in compliance with the EU framework. The latter 

shifts the debate on a national level and therefore, it becomes imperative for 

Bulgaria to conduct a thorough debate in order to make the right strategic deci-

sions. 

So far, such discussion has not yet taken place. In most cases, the issue is dis-

cussed with a certain degree of misunderstanding of the conception of the European 

Commission, there is also a distortion in the direction of the political status quo and 

particular daily topics and quite diverse interpretations. The debate also focuses on 

whether such a policy is necessary at all. So one of the first tasks is to weigh up costs 

and benefits of an active industrial policy in the country. 

3. Active industrial policy – supporting arguments 

Policies for business support, for employment or productivity growth are 

widespread and frequently implemented around the world, including the European 

Union (Criscuolo
 
et al, 2012). Most of the developed countries have implemented or 

are currently implementing industrial policies in one form or another (Chang, 2002). 

The theory suggests that such policy can be appropriate because of market failures 

(i.e. inability of the market to find an optimal solution), the necessity to protect 

industries in their initial phase of development, latent comparative advantage, positive 

effects from the diffusion of know-how from foreign investors to local producers, 

increase in export opportunities and last but not least, strategic considerations.  

Moreover, the recent economic literature examines three further lines of argu-

mentation. 

• The first one is due to the necessity to avoid adverse climate changes. It is 

widely agreed that global warming will have disastrous consequences without 

government intervention towards clean production and clean innovation. As a result, 

many governments engage in policies to stimulate alternative production and 

consumption technologies.  

• Another line of argument follows the experience of the last financial crisis 

when the problems of the financial institutions were transmitted to the real sector of 

the economy.  

• Finally, a number of researchers pay attention to the fact that completely 

liberal economic policies (laissez-faire) lead the developed countries into 
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specialization of countries in research and development (R&D) activities and ser-

vices. Accordingly, the latter outsource their manufacturing processes in developing 

countries with lower labor costs which in turn leads to employment issues in the 

developed countries. 

The practical tools for the implementation of industrial policies are numerous – 

direct subsidies, indirect subsidies, tax breaks, preferential loans, duties, non-tariff 

barriers, favorable treatment of certain categories of investors, building infrastructure, 

subsidies on row materials and on labor costs, guaranteed production prices, and 

many others. 

The European Commission however, is not oriented to measures such as those 

mentioned above but rather to “soft” tools that do not distort the competitive 

environment. The main idea of reindustrialisation is to find a new platform for 

common policies in Europe after recovery from the global financial and economic 

crisis. The focus is on higher competitiveness, further growth and jobs. In this 

context, the European Commission proposes the following pillars of industrial policy 

(European Commission, 2014): 

A. An integrated, single European market: creating an attractive place for 

enterprises and production:  

A1. Completing the integration of networks: information networks, energy and 

transport; 

A2. An open and integrated internal market in goods and services; 

A3. Business environment, regulatory framework and public administration in 

the European Union (EU). 

B. Industrial modernization: investing in innovation, new technologies, 

production inputs and skills: 

B1. Stimulating investment in innovation and new technologies; priorities:  

� advanced manufacturing 

� key enabling technologies (KETs) 

� bio-based products 

� clean vehicles and vessels 

� sustainable construction and raw materials 

� smart grids and digital infrastructures 

B2. Increasing productivity and resource efficiency and facilitating access to 

affordable production inputs: 

� access to finance 

� energy 

� raw materials and resource efficiency 
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B3. Upgrading skills and facilitating industrial change. 

C. Small and medium sized enterprises and entrepreneurship:  

C1. Regulatory and administrative costs; clusters. 

D. Internationalization of EU firms: 

D1. Market access 

D2. Standardization, regulatory cooperation and intellectual property rights. 

How such measures would affect the Bulgarian economy? Some of them might 

be very effective in the Bulgarian context. For instance, the setting up of a single 

energy market could lead to a fall in prices of imported energy sources. 

Modernization through investments in innovations, resource efficiency, new 

technologies and skills, and facilitating access to finance are considered lasting 

weaknesses of the industrial enterprises in Bulgaria. Furthermore, regulations certain-

ly need to be simplified and the public administration needs to be more effective. The 

promotion of small and medium sized enterprises would be very helpful as well, 

including their internationalization. 

4. Active industrial policy – arguments against 

Neither theory nor practice considers the implementation of industrial policies 

unambiguously. Theory denies it most frequently because the government interven-

tion in the economic system hinders competition and distorts markets. Furthermore, 

government intervention creates corruption incentives because the administration has 

the opportunity to select winners ("national champions") and losers in the competitive 

struggle, often led by purely corporate interests. Moreover, the public administration 

cannot always understand and predict the dynamics of the markets and favoring indi-

vidual firms and sectors in practice is often a product of certain lobbies. It is hard to 

say that all these arguments are irrelevant to the contemporary Bulgarian economic 

system. From this perspective, the role of the state of the economy should be limited 

to horizontal policies that would stimulate the supply side in a balanced manner. 

Another objection is that a high share of industry to GDP or gross value added 

(GVA) does not necessarily determine a prosperous economy. In recent years, the 

share of industry in gross value added has declined substantially in many countries 

without affecting their growth in the period before the crisis or hindering them to 

manage the crisis successfully. For instance, the share of industry in gross value 

added declined in virtually all countries but especially in Finland it dropped by 10 

percentage points and in Sweden and Belgium by 6 percentage points between 2000 

and 2012 (Eurostat). However, other sectors such as services (finance, telecommuni-

cation) or transport can also create well-paid high-tech and stable jobs. 
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The third objection is that the current structure of the European economy is not a 

result of the coordination function of the market price system but rather a result of a 

lot of political interference. Perhaps the undisturbed market would allocate more 

resources to the industry and less to other sectors of the economy. One should make a 

difference between an industry growing due to some authentic comparative ad-

vantages that Europe has against the world and an industry growing because of the 

EU subsidies. The artificial stimulation of the industry will cause additional disbal-

ances and may, through the distribution of subsidies and the introduction of various 

constraints and preferences, even undermine the very foundations of the EU – the free 

movement of goods, services, capital and individuals. 

Weighing up the various arguments and experiences accumulated over many 

years leads to the conclusion that certain industrial policies could be successful in 

increasing competitiveness and stimulating economic growth. However, such policies 

need to be carefully designed in accordance with the national specifics and at the 

same time, avoid possible negative effects coming from government interventions. 

So, the debate "for" or "against" industrial policy should not be based on whether it 

should be implemented at all. The productive debate should focus on how to organize 

and conduct such policies that promote competition and increase productivity and 

lead to the acceleration of economic growth. 

5. Requirements for a successful industrial policy in Bulgaria 

Attitudes towards implementation of a reindustrialization policy, planning and 

resource allocation do not guarantee the best possible outcome. To be of a real benefit 

to society, the reindustrialization policy should be conducted under certain conditions. 

The first condition is successful fit of Bulgaria in the context of a common 

European policy. Bulgaria cannot (or at least it would be very difficult) conduct an 

independent industrial policy because of certain resource constraints and because of 

possible conflicts with the European legislation on state aid. Therefore, it is of im-

portance that the interests of the Bulgarian economy be included as much as possible 

in the formation of the European policy. A possible national policy must fit within the 

European framework which would most likely reflect the priorities of the countries 

with the greatest ability to influence the decisions of the European institutions. 

Indicative in this respect is the understanding of the European documents calling 

to conduct an active industrial policy and recommended measures and policies in this 

direction. In Eastern Europe, particularly in Bulgaria, many specifics in the recognized 

problems and proposed actions, along with a number of common situations, require 

different understanding and, above all, different content of the active industrial policy
1
. 
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The same applies to the purely quantitative target set by the European Commis-

sion – the share of industry in GDP within the EU to increase from 15.6% to 20% by 

2020. Looking only at the figures, Bulgaria (with a share of industry in GDP of 

around 24%) would have to follow its current policy while countries with “underde-

veloped”industry like Great Britain and France (with shares of industry in GDP of 

around 10%) should significantly develop their industrial sector and are therefore 

likely to receive substantial support from European funds.
2
 

Another important condition for the success of the industrial policy in the 

country is to be incorporated in a sound strategy with clear and consistent objec-

tives, and with the right measures that will lead to the implementation of such 

strategy. The sectors, activities, procedures or products that would be stimulated 

should be selected in a strategically correct manner and the measures should be 

aligned to their objectives. This is not an easy task for the public authorities, especial-

ly when they lack proper expertise and capacity or when they are subject to political 

influence/pressure. In such cases they may misjudge the market dynamics and the 

outlook for industrial production respectively and thus public funds may be allocated 

to support futureless subjects. Section 6 below, presents possible targets of the indus-

trial policy. 

Third, it is important to recognize correctly the possible effects of govern-

ment stimulation of certain activities in terms of the overall economic system. For 

instance, the promotion of electricity production from renewable sources was im-

posed by European policy to diversify energy sources and to ensure environmental 

protection. But its implementation in Bulgaria (and elsewhere) proved to be dispro-

portionate and leading to a number of adverse outcomes. The high cost of the pro-

duced electricity reduced the industrial competitiveness and increased the cost for 

households. This is the result of a poorly implemented strategy for stimulating 

“green” electricity production – a strategy that does not take into account the dynam-

ics of the process, does not monitor the market saturation and does not account for the 

effects on other market participants. 

The promotion of certain sectors will inevitably attract resources to them. So it 

may be the case of artificially supported growth of some sectors compared to others 

because of resource reallocation from the former to the latter. Engineering and tech-

nical personnel, financial or natural resources can be simplistically reallocated and 

lead to higher growth in the supported industries at the expense of others without 

increasing the growth of the economy as a whole. Although the agricultural sector is 

not industrial, the current system of subsidies in Bulgaria can be used as an example 

in this regard. Grain production is stimulated at the expense of vegetables and fruit 
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production, resulting in the fact that many lands and other resources suitable for per-

ennial crops are used for annual crops. As a consequence, the raw material base of the 

food processing industry is largely limited and unstable. 

Fourth, the policy should be elaborated and implemented by public authori-

ties with the corresponding capacity and transparency. The very fact that improv-

ing the public administration is one of the first priorities of the proposed European 

policy for reindustrialization confirms that this condition is not always granted – 

neither in Bulgaria nor in other countries. 

Taking into account the differences and conditions for success mentioned above, 

the fit of Bulgaria into the EU-wide trend for an active industrial policy is not as 

simple and unambiguous as it seems. The reindustrialization in general and as well as 

active industrial policy cannot be the target themselves but rather they should be a 

tool to achieve specific goals – growth of GDP, income and employment among 

others, at a specific place under specific conditions in a specific period. 

6. Objectives and their compatibility 

The focal point of any strategy for industrial policy are the objectives that this 

policy aims to achieve. In the context of the common European objectives and priori-

ties, Bulgaria has so far not defined its own objectives and priorities unambiguously. 

Different views put emphasis on different objectives: strengthening the innovation 

potential and restructuring of the economy towards high value-added and knowledge-

intensive sectors (Advisory Board to the Industrial Stability Pact, 2013), development 

of high-tech industries (Civil Association for Reindustrialization of Bulgaria, 2014), 

preserving the high share of industry in gross value added, creating new jobs and an 

increase in employment in industrial sectors, income growth of employees in indus-

trial sectors, building a competitive industry at global level through R&D activities 

(Ministry of Economy, Energy and Tourism, 2014). 

Each of these objectives is important and worth pursuing, but a proper strategy 

should set clear objectives that are consistent and not conflicting because in many 

cases desirable objectives cannot be achieved simultaneously due to incompatibility. 

Therefore, proper objective setting should be the foundation of a future industrial 

policy. 

7. Priority sectors, industries and businesses selection criteria  

Once the objectives of the industrial policy have been defined, one should select 

the priority sectors (productions, products) that must be promoted as well as the sup-

porting tools. 
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The rational approach suggests the following criteria: the relevant subjects are to 

be: 

• participants in an emerging market or a market that is expected to grow; 

• participants with a strong market position, competitive advantages (prominent 

or latent) on solid technological, academic and commercial basis; 

• users of affordable and manageable technologies and resources. 

Individual industries should be objectively ranked according to the above criteria 

and then classified according to their complex indicators. 

At this stage, a final analysis based on the above criteria is not officially 

presented by the administration of the country but a draft of an Action Plan for the 

Reindustrialisation has gained publicity (Ministry of Economy and Energy, 2014). 

This project suggests a number of measures in a wide range of problem areas, but it is 

noteworthy that most of them have deadlines by the end of 2014 or even at the end of 

2015, which carries the risk of delay and loss of certain opportunities. An Innovation 

Strategy for smart specializations should have been adopted by the end of 2014 as a 

precondition for the Partnership agreement with the EU. The strategy was supposed to 

outline the priority sectors with competitive advantage in Bulgaria as well as the 

projects and programs in the field of innovation to be funded until 2020. Such a Strat-

egy was finally adopted at the end of 2015 (Council of Ministers, 2015) with monitor-

ing procedures which are supposed to be ready by the middle of 2016. This is an 

obvious delay.  

In the context of the expected reindustrialization policy various institutions in 

Bulgaria have proposed priority sectors. But a common feature of all proposals is that 

the selection criteria are not precise. These proposals have many intersections, but 

they also have many differences. The intersections, in terms of selection, are usually 

the importance of global markets, technology and specialization, growth, placement 

of the industrial production (export) compared to global demand and (national) 

resource availability. Also, the specific outcomes such as employment and income 

growth as a consequence of the development of industries selected on these criteria 

are not considered. It is rather implied that they will be achieved on their own as part 

of the main goal: economic growth. Possible effects on non-supported industries or 

other possible side effects are not considered either. 

In particular, electronics, electrical engineering, transport equipment, machinery, 

chemicals and plastics, food processing, logistics, information technology, 

outsourcing, healthcare and pharmaceuticals, clean technology and biotechnology are 

proposed as priorities for attracting foreign direct investments (Ministry of Economy, 

Energy and Tourism et al, 2011). 
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Software and hardware products, artificial intelligence and related supplying 

industries, cosmetics and the music industry are identified because of the availability 

of human capital. Clothing, shoes, food processing and furnitures, household and 

kitchen articles are existing but need more innovation. Last but not least, 

nanotechnology is recommended as a promising industry (Civil Association for Rein-

dustrialization of Bulgaria, 2014).  

According to other views, priority should be given to greenfield investments in 

new high-tech industries, no matter whether foreign or domestic, modernized with 

foreign assistance (microelectronics, manufacturing, wine, food processing, etc.). 

Some politicians having in mind the problem of employment in the country have 

suggested the recovery of parts of old industrial giants which are now out of opera-

tion. At the same time, there are proposals for promotion of non-industrial sectors 

such as spa, wellness, and cultural tourism (Civil Association for Reindustrialization 

of Bulgaria, 2014). 

The recent Innovation strategy for smart specialization (Council of Ministers, 

2015) sees the following industries as upbeat: mechatronics and clean technologies, 

IT and communications technologies, biotechnologies, nanotechnologies, creative 

industries, pharmaceuticals, food industry.  

Actually, various viewpoints seem to overlap over the following industries: in-

formation and communication technology, electronics and engineering, chemistry and 

pharmaceuticals, food processing. At the same time, the factual picture of the Bulgar-

ian export outstandingly differs as it shows that currently the country exports mainly 

low-tech products. The problems with the listed industries which are mainly high tech 

are well illustrated in Graph 1. It compares the high-tech export as s percentage of 

total export in Bulgaria and the EU. On average, the high-tech export amounts to 

around 16% in the EU, while in Bulgaria it is about four times lower (Eurostat). Lead-

ing countries such as Ireland, France, the Netherlands, Hungary and the United King-

dom are significantly above the EU average. 
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Graph 1. High-tech export as a percentage of total export. Lower line – Bulgaria, 

upper line – EU average. Source: Eurostat 

Factual data also shows that raw materials represent a great share of the Bulgari-

an export (Yarliyska and Dimitrova, 2012), which means that the competitiveness of 

the targeted priority industries (mainly high-tech) is problematic and their stimulation 

does not necessarily guarantee future success. 

As can be seen from the brief review, the vision for a potential reindustrializa-

tion policy is not clarified yet either in terms of its goals or in terms of its objectives. 

Indeed, certain efforts need to be made in order to come to a right and logical scheme, 

which is one of the above mentioned conditions for success. 

Conclusion 

There is a heated debate on the rationales and validity of industrial policy in Eu-

rope, seeking to find ways how Europe can regain its competitive advantage against 

other countries. As an EU member-state, Bulgaria is expected to fit in the European 

context and comply with the new industrial policy proposed by the European institu-

tions. Sadly, Bulgaria is not yet ready for the conduct of an efficient policy for rein-

dustrialization aiming at improving competitiveness and fostering economic growth.  

The conditions under which a reindustrialization policy for Bulgaria is likely to 

succeed are analyzed in the paper. In view of these conditions, the presented argu-

ments lead to the following conclusions: 

• Bulgarian interests are not well integrated in the European framework;  
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• the debate in Bulgaria is directing its focus away from the new type of indus-

trial policy based on “soft” and horizontal measures; 

• the strategic goals of a reindustrialization program are not clearly defined; 

• priority industries are not identified according to precise criteria, although 

many have been proposed and publicly promoted. 

As a result the country is still not prepared to conduct a sustainable reindustriali-

zation policy and further efforts by the Government, the employers’ organizations, the 

labor unions and academic organizations are most certainly needed.  

End Notes 

1 Report on Re-industrializing Europe to Promote Competitiveness and Sustainability 

by the Committee on Industry, Research and Energy leads to the conclusion that 

Eastern Europe does not seem to exist. The problems and measures discussed in the 

report are typical of the highly developed EU members, some specific problems in 

Southern Europe are briefly mentioned, and there is virtually nothing about Eastern 

Europe. The draft of the resolution included in this report clearly reflects the posi-

tions and interests of developed member states and on many occasions, its recom-

mendations are unacceptable or counterproductive for countries like Bulgaria. 

2 In countries like Great Britain and France, there are other sectors, besides the 

industry, which are highly developed with the respective contributions to the final 

volume of GDP. For example, the United Kingdom is a global financial center and 

its financial sector is not proportionally large – it serves not only the British econ-

omy, but practically the whole world. As a result the share of industry in GDP is 

relatively small one. 
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РАЗВИТИЕ НА НЕДВИЖИМИТЕ ИМОТИ С ТЪРГОВСКО 

ПРЕДНАЗНАЧЕНИЕ В БЪЛГАРИЯ 

 

Ваня ПАНДЪКОВА
1 

 

JEL R330  Резюме 

Ключови думи: 

недвижими имоти с 
търговско предназ-
начение, търговски 
центрове, пазар на 
търговски площи, 
фактори, опреде-
лящи доходността, 
развитие на тър-
говските центрове. 

 Недвижимите имоти с търговско предназначение (респ. съвре-
менните търговски центрове) са интегрална част от градската 
структура. Върху тяхното развитие, като обекти на недвижимата 
собственост, оказват влияние множество фактори.  
В статията се изследват факторите, определящи доходността от 
функционирането на търговските центрове като недвижими 
имоти с търговско предназначение, прави се сравнителна харак-
теристика с други европейски пазари по основни показатели, и на 
тази основа се обобщават основни изводи и препоръки за въз-
можностите за развитие на търговските центрове в България. За 
построяване на анализа са използвани методите на критичен 
анализ и синтез, индукция и дедукция, метод на сравнението и 
експертната оценка и др.  
В резултат от извършеното изследване са очертани основните 
проблеми пред развитието на търговските центрове в България, 
както и необходимите действия в този аспект. 

 

 

Въведение 

Търговията е една от най-старите съзнателни човешки дейности и винаги е 

заемала важно място, както в съзнанието на обществото, така и в структурата на 

населените места – под формата на търговски площади, базари и други видове 

пазари за осъществяване на търговски обмен. Търговските центрове, като съв-

ременна форма за развитие на търговията на дребно, съчетават по своеобразен 

начин оригинална концепция за пазаруване, развлечение и мултифункционал-

ност. Те навлизат на българския пазар в средата на миналото десетилетие, като 

в концептуално отношение се възприема изцяло американската идея – предим-

но закрит комплекс от търговски обекти, които се планират, проектират, изг-

раждат, притежават и управляват като едно цяло, с обособен паркинг към тях – 

открит или структуриран. Появата на търговските центрове в значителна степен 
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се предопределя от измененията в пазарните условия и подобряване на инвес-

тиционния климат в страната, като процесът е допълнително благоприятстван 

от очакванията на български и чуждестранни инвеститори за по-нататъшното 

развитие на пазара.  

Редица фактори оказват влияние върху развитието на търговските центро-

ве. Някои автори (Чуклева, Р., 2010 ) най-общо ги обособяват в две групи: обек-

тивни и субективни, в зависимост от това дали, се отнасят до физическия обект 

или до възприемането им от хората. Други автори ги разглеждат значително по-

подробно (Давчева, М., 2013; Кътева, М., 2008). В зависимост от сферата и 

силата им на влияние, факторите могат да бъдат разграничени също така и в 

следните три групи: фактори на макросредата, свързани със сектора, и специ-

фични фактори. 

С оглед изследване потенциала за развитие на търговските центрове като 

недвижими имоти с търговско предназначение, респ. инвестиционни имоти
1
, 

приоритетно внимание заслужават тези фактори, които определят възможнос-

тите за генерират на доходи от функционирането на обекта и гарантиращи 

тяхната стабилност. Такива фактори са: размер и изменение на наемните цени, 

финансова стабилност и платежоспособност на наемателите, брой и покупател-

на способност на населението, и др. 

В контекста на изложеното, целта на автора е да се изследват факторите, 

определящи доходността от функционирането на търговските центрове като 

недвижими имоти с търговско предназначение, да се направи сравнителна ха-

рактеристика с други европейски пазари по основни показатели и на тази осно-

ва да се обобщят основни изводи и препоръки за възможностите за развитие на 

търговските центрове в България. За анализ на търговския потенциал на нацио-

налния и местните пазари са изследвани показатели като: брой и покупателна 

способност на населението, размер на платежоспособното търсене, гъстота на 

търговските площи, средни наемни цени и др. 

1. Възникване и развитие на съвременните търговски центрове 

Първите търговски центрове са изградени в САЩ в началото на двадесетте 

години на миналия век, като следствие от екстензивното развитие на градските 

територии и необходимостта от обслужване на новообособилите се предимно 

жилищни райони в покрайнините на големите градове. Доста по-късно концеп-

цията е принесена и в Европа (през 60
те

 години) – факт, предопределящ в значи-

телна степен насочеността на множеството изследвания в тази област, а именно 

– еволюция на американските търговски центрове (ICSC; ECSU и др.).  
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Днес ролята на търговските центрове продължава все повече да нараства и 

да се разширява в световен мащаб. Но наличието на съществени различия в 

разпоредбите за градско планиране и развитие в страните от Европа и САЩ е 

основна причина Международният съвет на търговските центрове (ICSC) да ги 

разглежда диференцирано. Така например, американският търговски център се 

определя като „група обекти за търговия на дребно и други търговски обекти, 

които са проектирани, разработени, притежавани и управлявани като един 

имот, обикновено с осигурен паркинг към тях” (ICSC, 2016). Европейският тър-

говски център, съгласно изследване на ICSC Research, е „търговски имот, кой-

то е проектиран, изграден и управляван като едно цяло, включващ обекти и 

общи части с минимална брутна отдаваема площ от 5000 кв.м” (Lambert, J., 

2006, p. 35). 

Концепцията за модерния търговски център, или както е прието да се обоз-

начава в България – „търговския мол”, е принесена в страната в средата на 

миналото десетилетие, като, както беше посочено по-горе, се възприема изцяло 

американската идея – предимно закрит комплекс от търговски обекти, които се 

планират, проектират, изграждат, притежават и управляват като едно цяло, с 

обособен паркинг към тях – открит или структуриран. Това ни дава основание 

да приемем едно по-широко разбиране за българския търговски център, а имен-

но: съвкупност от търговски или други стопански обекти (разположени в една 

или повече от една търговски сгради), планирани, проектирани, изградени, 

притежавани и управлявани като едно цяло (като един търговски имот), със 

специално обособен паркинг (открит или структуриран) към тях. Така дефи-

нирано, понятието може да се приема за еквивалентно на „търговски комплекс” 

(Стоянов, С., В. Антонова, 2012, с. 60).  

За диференциране на търговските имоти могат да бъдат приложени две ба-

зови класификации – на американските и на европейските търговски центрове. 

Така например, в зависимост от своята търговската ориентация и размер, аме-

риканските търговски центрове се разграничават в три основни групи: с общо, 

специализирано и ограничено предназначение. Търговските центрове с общо пред-

назначение, от своя страна, биват: суперрегионални, регионални, общностни, квар-

тални или група, обикновено линейно разположени магазини (ICSC, 2016). За 

търговските центрове в Европа е приета следната класификация: традиционни 

(много големи, големи, средни, малки) и специализирани схеми (търговски парко-

ве, аутлет и тематични центрове) (Lambert, J., 2006, p. 35). 

Водеща организация в областта на развитието на търговските центрове е 

Международният съвет на търговските центрове (International Council of 
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Shopping Center, Inc.) – световна търговска асоциация, основана през 1957 в 

Илинойс. Целта на Съвета е да ускори индустрията на търговските центрове, да 

насърчи ролята им в разпространението на потребителските стоки и услуги, 

посредством професионално обучение и публикации; чрез срещи и други форми 

за обмен на идеи между неговите членове; статистически и научни изследвания; 

професионални програми за сертифициране и др. 

2. Пазарът на търговски площи в България – обща характеристика 

Пазарът на търговски площи в България се характеризира с бърз растеж. За 

период от десет години на територията на страната са открити над 30 търговски 

центъра (вж. фиг. 1) с брутна отдаваема площ (БОП) приблизително 890 000 

кв.м. Най-много са изградените центрове в София (10, БОП: 403 900 кв.м), 

Варна (5, БОП: 137 526 кв.м) и Бургас (3, БОП: 98 300 кв.м). Не липсват приме-

ри и на т.нар. „призрачни” или „мъртви” обекти (ghost/death malls) - търговски 

центрове, неуспели да реализират своите площи (Централ Плаза Варна, Варна 

Тауърс, Мега Мол Русе), както и такива, отказали се изцяло от своята търговска 

концепция (Мол Галерия Варна, продаден през лятото на 2015 г.). Други, макар 

и в напреднал стадий на реализацията са задържани, поради недостатъчно тър-

сене и висока конкуренция в бранша. 

 

Източник: По проучвания на автора. 

Фиг. 1. Открити нови търговски центрове в България 

Съгласно пазарните проучвания на консултантска компания Фортън 

(Forton, 2015/2016), размерът на отдаваемите търговски площи във функциони-
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ращите центрове в страната към края на 2015 г. възлиза на 718 000 кв.м, при 

стойност на показателя 763 000 кв.м година по-рано (вж. Таблица 1). Наблюда-

ваният спад през изтеклата година се дължи на временно затваряне на Галерия 

Пловдив – за реновация, с оглед ново пазарно позициониране на търговския 

център. Тенденцията се запазва без промяна и през 2016 година (Q3 / 2016). 

Таблица 1 

Търговски площи в България 

Показател Q4 / 2012 Q4 / 2013 Q4 / 2014 Q4 / 2015 
Търговски площи, кв.м 632 800 735 000 763 000 718 000 
БОП, кв.м/1000 души 86,4 - 105,0 99,0 
Средна наемна цена, 
евро/кв.м/месец 

27,0 21,5 20,0 27,0 

Източник: Пазарни проучвания на консултантска компания Фортън (достъпни 

на: www.forton.bg, прегледан на 01.12.2016). 

Показателят „брутната отдаваема площ на 1000 души” също реализира 

спад, като в края на 2015 г. достига стойност 99 кв.м (при средна стойност за 

Европа към 01.01.2014 г. – 268,7 кв.м) (A Cushman & Wakefield Research 

Publication, 2014). 

С увеличаване на предлагането на търговски площи в страната се увелича-

ва и натискът върху наемните цени, които в София са традиционно по-високи 

от тези в останалата част на страната. Към края на 2009 г. средните наемни цени 

в действащите столични молове са 26 евро/кв.м, а в проектите в развитие – 18 

евро/кв.м. За търговските центрове от страната тези стойности се движат в 

диапазона 21-22 евро/кв.м и съответно 15-16 евро/кв.м (Имоти днес Варна, 

2010). През следващите години наемите ще се установят и задържат на нива 

съответно 27 евро/кв.м за София (за обекти с размер 100-150 кв.м) и 18-20 ев-

ро/кв.м за страната (за същия тип обекти) (Forton, 2013), като посочената тен-

денцията се запазва и през първото полугодие на 2013 г. През втората половина 

на годината, в резултат на пазарните очаквания (главно в столицата) и свитото 

потребление, се повишава натискът върху наемните цени. В края на 2013 г. и 

през първото шестмесечие на 2014 г. те се установяват на нива съответно 21,5 

евро/кв.м за София и 12-16 евро/кв.м за останалите градове, като по мнение на 

експерти възможностите за по-нататъшно намаляване са ограничени (Forton, 

2014). В потвърждение на това, до края на 2014 г. изменение е отчетено единст-

вено в столицата: наемите спадат до 20,0 евро/кв.м, докато в страната се задър-
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жат на установените нива, главно поради липсата на нови проекти (Forton, 

2015). Наемите остават стабилни и през първата половина на 2015 г. С повиша-

ване на интереса към силно комуникативни локации в столичните молове, през 

втората половина на 2015 г. се наблюдава ръст на наемите в тях, които до края 

на годината достигат 27 евро/кв.м (Forton, 2016). Увеличение в размер на 4 % е 

отчетено и през първото тримесечие на 2016 г. (в столичните молове), докато в 

страната наемите се запазват стабилни (12-16 евро/кв.м). 

След наблюдавания ръст на доходите от недвижими имоти с търговско 

предназначение, през 2010 г. те се установяват на нива около и малко над 9 %, 

отразявайки общите пазарни оценки (вж. фиг. 2). 

 

Източник: По данни от Фортън – консултантска компания (достъпни на: 

www.forton.bg, прегледан на 14.02.2016). 

Фиг. 2. Доходност на инвестициите в търговски центрове 

3. Търговски потенциал на националния и на местните пазари 

За анализ на търговския потенциал
2
 на националния и на местните пазари е 

необходимо да бъдат изследвани показатели като брой и покупателна способ-

ност на населението от обслужвания търговски район. С оглед ограничаване на 

анализа ще обърнем приоритетно внимание на седемте най-големи града и 

България (вж. фиг. 3). 
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Източник: Разработена от автора. 

Фиг. 3. Търговски площи в седемте най-големи града и България 

Важно при изследване гъстотата на търговските площи е определянето на 

границите на обслужвания район, който е в пряка зависимост от типа, търговс-

ката ориентация и размера на търговския център. Подобна характеристика се 

съдържа в Класификацията на американските търговски центрове, разработена 

от Международния съвет на търговските центрове (International Council of 

Shopping Center, Inc.), избрани данни от която са представени в Таблица 2. 

Таблица 2 

Видове търговски центрове 

Тип търговски център Брутна отдаваема площ Търговска зона/район 

Суперрегионален  
Над 800 000 кв.фута 

(~ 75 000 кв.м) 
5 – 25 мили 
(8 – 40 км) 

Регионален  
400 000 – 800 000 кв.фута 
(~ 37 000 – 75 000 кв.м) 

5 – 15 мили 
(8 – 24 км) 

Общностен  
125 000 – 400 000 кв.фута 

(~ 12 000 - 37 000 кв.м) 
3 – 6 мили 
(5 – 10 км) 

Квартален  
30 000 – 125 000 кв.фута 
(~ 3 000 – 12 000 кв.м) 

3 мили 
(5 км) 
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