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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In the second half of the 20th century, Sofia was purposefully designed as an administrative,
political, military and industrial centre – a capital city fit for the purposes of state socialism.
This did not, however, make it a modern city in the accepted sense. None of the development
plans placed at their centre the life of the individual, let alone – of the creative individual.
When the regime, together with its industry and institutions of power disintegrated in the late
1980s, Sofia was left to fend for itself, headed (rather than led) by a series of helpless and
increasingly impecunious Municipal Councils and Mayors. Helped, however, by the timely
return of nationalised property and the start of market reforms, the city succeeded in reinvented itself again through the 1990s. One of the most obvious reasons for this success was
the re-emergence, after two generations, of the autonomous and resourceful individual.
Insofar as we observe the beginnings of “creative city”, these are entirely due to private
initiative. Given that no plans seriously address the problematic of “creative city”, in the midterm future we expect Sofia’s evolution into “creative city” to continue un-planned –
“creation out of chaos”.
This background makes Sofia unique among all ACRE cities. No other town has managed, in
the teeth of economic disintegration, to re-invent itself from 74% heavy industry-based to
76% services-based in just over a decade. No other city has seen its car population grow fivefold, or developed a University, out of an abandoned field filled with rusting concrete
structures, to rival the nation’s finest – or, indeed, spawned a creative class, out of nothing, in
a decade.
This all makes Sofia very difficult to study, or even – to conceptualise. Much of the
methodologies (and conclusions) developed for non-revolutionary cities simply do not (yet)
apply.
The results of the survey of creative and knowledge workers can be generalised thus: creative
and knowledge workers are satisfied with those conditions that a/ arise out of private
enterprise (i.e. the efforts of people such as themselves) and b/ conditions that can be tackled
at the micro-level (neighbourhood) by private enterprise and civic energies.
Most of these satisfactory conditions are also part of the “soft” factor constellation. As
regards neighbourhood, it is worth reflecting on its closeness, in terms of figures, to the
satisfaction levels with “soft” (privately produced) factors, which raises a fundamental
theoretical point put forward by the Sofia team: there may be a third layer, a kind of linking
tissue between “hard” (traditional urban) and “soft” (lifestyle-related) factors, the layer of
everyday life and its practices.
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In the “hard” section the picture is much clearer and more political: everything linked to the
issues, which are in the hands of the city authorities (“hard” factors) produces acute
dissatisfaction in the sample.
As regards the tolerance levels, we find a richly divergent picture. People range themselves
along an axis of “traditional” and “new” values of tolerance, the “traditional” being attitudes
to ethnic minorities and foreigners, and the “new” being the attitude to gays and lesbians.
Along this axis, the sample is most satisfied with tolerance to foreigners, and less so – to
ethnic minorities. Least tolerance is, however, seen as regards gays – a “new” value still to be
internalised.

2

1
1.1

INTRODUCTION

Introduction/Outline of report

Bulgaria is the only European ex-Warsaw Pact country that failed to make the transition in
one leap. It went through two economic collapses, caused by governments of ex-Communists,
and consequently carried out two political revolutions – first in 1989-1990 and then in 19967. Only then did Bulgaria turn seriously to the business of reform, in a situation of virtually
zero resources and complete economic exhaustion.
For most of the 1990s, Bulgarians avoided reforms toward a market economy because they
were not convinced of its merits. This mind-set pre-dates the socialist period – latest research
(R. Avramov, 2007) has demonstrated that the evasion of market economy began in the early
1920s and has proven a durable characteristic. Nevertheless, after the second economic
collapse of 1997, which was yet again the result of an attempted centrally-run economy,
Bulgarians entered the path of reform. Coming behind almost everyone else, they joined the
EU later than most, on 1 January 2007.
In the second half of the 20th century, Sofia was purposefully designed as an administrative,
political, military and industrial centre – a capital city fit for the purposes of state socialism.
This did not, however, make it a modern city in the accepted sense. Here we in fact have a
classic example of Huntington’s (2006) differentiation between “modernisation” and
“Westernisation”. These two processes can, indeed, lead to very different outcomes,
depending on the political conditions under which modernisation takes place.
The problem of communist-led industrialisation, as came to be realised after 1989, was that it
was imitative in nature. While it produced the outer trappings of modernity – urban life,
industrial factories, Fordist mode of production – communist modernisation did not produce
the basis of modernity: the autonomous, resourceful individual. The quality of life of Sofia’s
citizens was of little-to-no importance, as evidenced by the prefabricated concrete apartment
blocks of a limited period of exploitation and offering an unsatisfactory quality of life. None
of the development plans placed at their centre the life of the individual, let alone – of the
creative individual.
Whereas up to 1989 local government was virtually invisible, and certainly demonstrated no
initiative worth noting, central government funded Sofia and its doings to an extent that made
it into something of a pampered city. When the regime, together with its industry and
institutions of power disintegrated in the late 1980s, Sofia was left to fend for itself, headed
(rather than led) by a series of helpless and increasingly impecunious Municipal Councils and
Mayors. Helped, however, by the timely return of nationalised property and the start of
market reforms, the city succeeded in re-invented itself again through the 1990s. One of the
most obvious reasons for this success was the re-emergence, after two generations, of the
3
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autonomous and resourceful individual. Not only was there a critical mass of these in Sofia
itself, but not long after 1989 the city had started to attract resourceful individuals from all
corners of the country – people who found it stifling to continue vegetating in the nonreforming hinterland and wanted the opportunities for personal entrepreneurship and
development that Bulgaria’s only European-sized city afforded them.
The capital city is no longer a heavy industry area. Over 76% of Sofia’s GDP comes from the
service sector. The bulk of Bulgaria’s creative and knowledge-intensive industries is today
concentrated in Sofia, and these industries form up to one-fifth of the number of companies
active in the city. Using the inherited framework of a highly educated workforce, as well as
existing education and research institutions, the creative and knowledge intensive industries
have concentrated in the capital, in some cases forming a full 100% of the national pool of a
particular industry. International migrants also flowed into the city, forming a multi-cultural
mix, the proportions of which are similar to more established multi-cultural capitals, such as
London and Paris.
The bulk of amenities required by creative individuals – such as ethnic mix, public interaction
areas, highly profiled and segmented cultural life, and wide choice of lifestyles – is also
concentrated in Sofia.
The unregulated nature of this development, while creating a number of problems (oversaturation of housing in prestige areas, a six-fold increase in automobiles over a decade and a
half, an overloaded and antiquated drainage system which ensures that heavy rain always
causes flooding), has resulted in the unmistakable “buzz” of a city on the move. As the fabled
Baron Munchausen, Sofia pulled itself out of socialism by its hair and has re-fashioned itself
into a creative hub without plan, design or outside help. In this, Sofia’s “creation out of
chaos” trajectory neatly illustrates Törnqvist, Andersson’s major prerequisite for a creative
milieu – “structural instability” (i.e. uncertainty about the future).
Sofia’s development plans, as finally available since 2006, remain vaguely concentrated on
“hard” factors of development. They should be reconsidered in “creative” (“soft”) terms.
There are several very fundamental problems remaining with all Sofia development plans:

4

-

The “historic development path” shows that since the 1940s the city has not developed
according to any of the existing plans. The Urban Development Plans occasionally
implemented have always been based on unrealistic assumptions, which have almost
immediately made all such planning irrelevant.

-

Development plans (to 2006-7) at all levels (city, municipality, region, planning
region) are based on faulty and unrealistic statistical data and projections, and their
implementation may simply continue the imperfect planning heritage.

-

Sofia has dramatically re-structured itself (away from heavy industry and to services)
and doubled in size, over the 1990s, without any plan. Insofar as we observe the
beginnings of “creative city”, these are also entirely due to private initiative. Given
that no plans seriously address the problematic of “creative city”, in the mid-term
future we expect Sofia’s evolution into “creative city” to continue un-planned –
“creation out of chaos”.

INTRODUCTION

Official statistics are misleading or non-existent, independent sources as a rule do not go back
more than a year or two. Sofia is very much “work in progress”, and this makes research both
challenging and exciting.

ISS002E9907 2001107/18 08 :07 :45
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1.2

Short introduction of the metropolitan region and creative knowledge
policy

1.2.1 Short introduction of the metropolitan region
Sofia is situated close to the mountain of Vitosha, in the surrounded by mountains Sofia plain
(Stara planina, the Sredna gora, Lyulin, Lozen mountain). Sofia municipality is today
characterised with varied terrain. In general it can be described as valley, slope, and mountain
type. A major urban centre for the millennium between late Rome and the 16th century, Sofia
thereafter declined, to regain its significance as the national capital since 1879.
The municipality of Sofia is a unique crossroads of four international transport arteries: the
Intercontinental Diagonal Highway “Northwest – Southeast” (London – Budapest – Sofia –
Istanbul – Calcutta); the Meridian Euro-African Highway (Helsinki – Moscow – Sofia –
Thessaloniki – Cairo); the Diagonal Euro-African Highway (Tunis – Duress – Sofia –
Bucharest – Odessa - Omsk); and the currently constructed transportation corridor along the
40th parallel from the Caspian Sea to the Adriatic Sea (Poty – Varna – Sofia – Skopje Duress).
The number of people living in of Sofia is considerably bigger than official figures suggest.
Cross-checking suggests that what the official statistics do to arrive at 1.3 million is to,
basically, build on voter lists (the list of voters, when the under-18s are added to it, comes to
slightly under 1.3 million). National representative surveys, plus electricity and water supply
companies, stubbornly produce entirely different figures: around 1.9 million people living and
working permanently in Sofia, plus half-a-million long-term temporary residents from the
country and abroad. On peak days (Monday through Thursday), the number of people in Sofia
almost touches 3 million, retreating to 1.8-1.9 million during the week-end. In reality,
therefore, in an average work-day some 28% of the population of Bulgaria is to be found in
Sofia.
When in 1999 the government set about re-drafting the administrative division of the country,
it faced several alternatives regarding Sofia and the region. In the end it was decided to split
the inherited “Sofia region” unit into two separate parts, with equal administrative weight
(“administrative region”1). Whether consciously or not, this was a choice away from
envisaging Sofia as a “metropolitan area”; and was in keeping with the post-war tradition of
conceptualising Sofia as a compact, manageable city with clear borders confronting the
agricultural area surrounding it.
“Sofia region” covers the area surrounding “region Sofia” (except to the south-west, which is
Pernik Region) and has 22 small and medium-sized towns and slightly in excess of 700,000

1

Bulgaria is divided administratively into 28 Regions and 264 Municipalites. Municipalities are headed by
elected Mayors and Municipal Councils. Regions are headed by Governors, appointed directly by the Prime
Minister. Their main job is to oversee the legality of decisions taken by Municipal Councils and encourage them
to implement locally national-level policies. Several Regions come together to compose a single Planning
Region, of which there are currently six.
6
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population. “Region Sofia” exactly coincides with Sofia Municipality, but has been also given
the rank “region” because of its status as capital and leading economic hub. Sofia
Municipality, in turn, coincides with the urban area of Sofia, but also contains the entire
mountain of Vitosha.
Until 1989, the economy in Sofia was based on heavy industry. Some 74% of the production
of ferrous metals was concentrated there, as was 24% of the electro-technical and electrical
industry, 14% of machinery construction, 17% of the construction material production, 11%
of the textile and knitwear industry. In Sofia were also concentrated the following
productions: 34% of paper-production, printing and publishing industry, 25% of electrotechnical equipment, and calibration equipment, 18% of rubber and plastic produce, and 15%
of clothing.
The percentage of industrial production for Sofia region is currently around 16.3% of its
GDP. Some 44% of industrial production comes from the private sector; the largest shares
have the food, beverage and tobacco produce (22%), moulding, hardware and equipment
(16%), paper, printing and publishing produce (14%), electro-technical and calibrated
equipment (11%) etc.
Starting out from an economy based on heavy industry, currently Sofia is driven by services,
which form over 71 per cent of its economy. The capital also attracts the bulk of Bulgaria’s
direct foreign investment – 56 per cent of all foreign investment into Bulgaria over the period
1992-2002, rising to 64 per cent from 2002 onward.
Sofia has acquired the reputation of being able to absorb into its labour market all newcomers,
with proverbially negligible unemployment figures. Sofia has 4,000 businesses established by
foreign migrants. On 1.7 per cent of national territory, Sofia has collected more than one-fifth
of the entire working population of the country.
Sofia plays an important role in the task of turning the region into the best socially,
economically and infrastructurally developed administrative and territorial unit in Bulgaria:
-

In 2002 the highest GDP in Bulgaria was realised on the territory of Sofia region - 4
823 million EUR or 29.1% of the total national GDP. GDP per capita in the region
was almost double the national average, standing at 4,060 EUR, while the average for
the whole country was 2,102 EUR. According to this indicator the region of Sofia
occupies first place among the other 27 regions in the country;

-

The managerial and other servicing functions of the city of Sofia are an important
factor for the development of a significant tertiary sector. What is specific about it is
the high number of representative bodies of the legislative, executive and judicial
power as well as of the credit, financial and business sectors and others;

-

The average annual salary in the region is quite high – 1,988 EUR, when the average
annual salary for the whole country is 1,581 EUR. Sofia region is the leading one
among the rest of regions also with respect to this indicator;

-

Almost half of graduate schools in the country are located in Sofia Municipality (19 of
a total of 42 universities with 42% of all students in Bulgaria). Sofia is the biggest
7
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university centre in the country with a university in almost all spheres of education
and science;
-

Sofia is also the biggest scientific centre in the country with numerous scientific
institutions, research units and laboratories in the spheres of the academic fundamental
science, applied scientific research and others. Towards 2001 there were about 7,300
people working in the sphere of scientific research in the institutes of the Bulgarian
Academy of Sciences, the agricultural institutes and the various other institutes for
applied research; 2,430 of those were research fellows;

-

On the territory of Sofia city there is also a large network of cultural institutions,
among which: 23 drama theatres; 490 libraries; 29 museums; 31 movie theatres, 5
cinema centres of the Multi-screen type; 116 chitalishta (cultural centres); more than
60 arts galleries and art exhibition venues. Many of these cultural institutions are of
national significance, which makes Sofia the biggest cultural centre in the whole
country. All national newspapers and magazines, as well as radio stations, TV stations,
book publishers are situated in Sofia.

Nationally, the significance of the city of Sofia is determined by its participation in the
forming of 34.3% of material production, the employment of 13.9% of the workforce in
material production and the possession of 31% of the productive capacity of the country.

% of total
foreign
investment

Sofia
% of total
foreign
investment

Rest of country

GDP per capita in
EURO

Sofia
Rest of country
GDP per capita in
EURO
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1.2.2 Short introduction of the existing creative knowledge policy
One feature of Sofia’s post-war development stands out very clearly, making it a unique case
among all cities studied under the ACRE umbrella. None of the various Sofia Development
Plans, produced from the 1940s and to the end of the 1980s, were implemented or even
seriously considered as the basis for practical activities.
Sofia’s development in the period 1945-1989 staggered under the continued inability of
authorities to face the real processes taking place in the city. Planning was entirely controlled
by the leadership of the State / Party, which preferred to believe unrealistic forecasts,
promising a relatively small and manageable city, rather than the realistic projections, which
envisaged explosive growth and the rapid formation of a metropolitan area significantly in
excess of one million inhabitants. Until the passing of the 2006 Sofia Urban Development
Plan, for example, the city was still bound by the 1961 Plan, under which Sofia was to peak,
in terms of population, at 800,000 – a figure breached by the late 1970s.
The repeated result of unrealistic planning was that the officially approved development plans
had little to do with reality. Not surprisingly, they were continually overtaken by events,
which ultimately led to chaotic and panic-stricken reactions from the late 1970s, when
massive concrete housing districts were built without proper strategy preceding the actual
construction stage.
At no stage did planning address the problematic of “creative” individuals. The Sofia that
Communists imagined was a town of Party and state functionaries, the uniformed services
(military, police, and security “organs”) and of industrial workers. But because relentless
planning pressure to attain this image never materialised to the necessary extent, the city
retained the cultural and artistic sides to its character.
The regime performed somewhat better in the sciences. Decisions taken at the national level
situated in Sofia an Academy of Sciences on the Soviet model – a massive establishment, at
its peak employing up to 25,000 people devoted entirely to scientific research. It would,
however, be incorrect to argue that this formed some kind of “creative cadre” for the city2,
given the rigidly centralised system (which was, furthermore, bereft of any motivation for
innovation) that the scientists, as all others, had to work in.
Whereas, under socialism, Sofia received considerable government funds because of its role
of capital, during the 1990s this was abruptly stopped. Indeed, under the heavily centralised
national budget, which took all income from municipalities and then re-distributed it back,
Sofia financed the government, rather than being financed by it.
Sofia’s emergence from the economic downturn of the end of socialism / beginning of
transition has nothing to do with planning and can be traced exclusively to private initiative
and domestic consumption. The city’s decision-making continued to follow the hectic,
problem-by-problem approach, with a series of modifications continually introduced to the
existing Urban Development Plan.
2

Not least, this would lead to the conclusion that the massive loss of jobs (up to 4/5) in the Academy following
1990 has destroyed the creative potential of the city, which is patently not true.
9
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At the same time, Sofia has preformed better than expected. There are three basic reasons for
this. One, while there was no policy to speak of, decision-makers did manage to produce adhoc, targeted policies to meet requests for big developments coming from entrepreneurs. The
policy vacuum at the top did not lead to a complete break-down of all policy. Two, the
“invisible hand” of the market did its expected work, with most entrepreneurial-minded
people (and most of the investment) concentrating on Sofia.
Third, but not in importance, is the simple fact that active people produce results in all fields
of endeavour. Sofianites were for more than a decade supremely active on the political arena,
whipping forward the “transition”. This energy also fuelled Sofia’s rapid re-structuring as a
modern metropolis through people’s energies in the market place.
The policy vacuum at the top is explained not only by tradition, but also by circumstances
prevailing after communism. Until the end of the 1990s, the municipal administration was
engulfed by the problematic of privatisation and had no capacity to spare for policy
development. The position inherited from communism was that all property fell under the illdefined category of “all-people’s property”. Until the end of the 1990s, there was no legal
ground on which to delineate some of that property as “municipal”. The only available
document was a decree, dealing with this matter, dating from the old regime (1989). The
decree made possible the establishment of municipal property, but only if there was good will
on all sides. Should the government, for example, object, then a piece of property would
remain outside the remit of the municipality. Once this legal muddle was set straight in 19978, and Sofia acquired municipal property, then the municipal officials spent the next few years
privatising the municipal property thus acquired – a task difficult at the best of times. Only in
the opening years of the 21st century had these processes run their course and the municipality
could spare capacity to tackle the issue of policy and planning development.
The 2006 Plan, finally produced but still debated in parliament, repeats the major
characteristics of the previous “development path”. It is based on wildly inadequate statistics
and projections, and is not generally expected to define Sofia’s development. During the
renewed debates on policy at the close of 2007, municipal officials flatly refused to consider
the idea that official statistics under-estimate the population by half, the cars – by two-thirds,
and that basing plans on such dubious statistics would not be the best way forward. Although
massive projects have been announced to un-block the city’s traffic and tackle some “soft”
issues (e.g. bicycle paths), wince these will be planned for a population half the real number,
the results could not be a definitive solution to the problems addressed.

10

INTRODUCTION

1.3

Understanding the current state of affairs of the higher educated graduates
in the selected creative and knowledge-intensive sectors for the city region

1.3.1 Graduates from creative disciplines and knowledge-intensive disciplines (see WP4)
The educational structure of the Sofia workforce indicates that high employment levels go
together with high education levels. The biggest percentage in the capital city are the
employed with higher education degree. In 1998, these were 38.31% of the total number of
employed, in 1999 they were 37.12%, and in 2002 – 44.6%. This percentage is two times
higher than the national average and demonstrates that Sofia’s development lies increasingly
in higher value-added fields. Almost 60% of owners of businesses, managers or “free
professions” hold University or polytechnic diplomas, compared to about 1/3 for the national
average.
In comparison to 1998, there is a decrease in the number and the percentage of workers with
secondary and lower education status: from 8.1% (1998) to 4.7% (2002) compared to 16.8%
the national average.
Out of the overall (working and non-working) population of the city, the percentage of the
population with higher education has increased to 28.9%, compared to less than 20% the
national average. Such are the official statistics; but reputable polling and market research
agencies register (2007) an astonishing 42% of the over-18 population in Sofia as bearers of
University or polytechnic degree.
The education-related discrepancies between official (incomplete) and polling (close to the
truth) statistics tell us that the new migrants, and also the week-day workers of Sofia – i.e. the
people that the official statistics do not see – are composed to a very great extent of highly
educated people. Sofia’s growth is produced by highly qualified people
As a proportion of people over 18, there are three times more managers in Sofia than the
national average (3.7% to 1.2%). Assuming the temporarily employed are not characterised
by a significant presence of managers, we arrive at a plausible figure of around 30,000
managers situated in Sofia, which is, roughly, up to half the entire managerial force of the
country.
Free-lancing and self-employed people in Sofia are, in percentage terms, almost twice the
national average (4.3 to 2.5%). Further calculation indicates that this means up to 35,000
individuals, again composing slightly less than half (around 45%) of the entire number of
such people in the country.
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educated in workforce
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1.3.2 Creative and knowledge workers
The conditions that creative types find attractive are, the Sofia team decided after some
brainstorming sessions with LOPs, mostly in line with those listed by Richard Florida:
Amenities; Accessibility (i.e. ease of mobility); Connectivity; Diversity (including cultural
and ethnic). Minor variations on the Florida model include an inclusion, into the list, of: The
great outdoors, in place of Florida’s “water” indicator (the Sofia team found that creatives
were attracted to “nature / the great outdoors” in a more general sense; and Safety. Given the
diffuse, but general sense of lack of daily security from crime, we found that LOPs placed a
very high value on safety outdoors and in the home.
In terms of the industries themselves, as is to be expected (given the sorry state of statistics in
this country), it is impossible to reconstruct the “map” of creative industries in Sofia out of
government-related data. Reputable independent data suggests the following picture, which
indicates the emergence of a “creative city”:
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52% of all Bulgarian engineering companies are in Sofia
49% of all Bulgarian design companies are in Sofia
almost 50% of all Bulgarian advertising companies are in Sofia
40% of all Bulgarian printing companies are in Sofia
42% of all Bulgarian fashion design companies are in Sofia
50% of all Bulgarian architectural bureaux are in Sofia
55% of all Bulgarian antique dealers are in Sofia

INTRODUCTION

-

86% of all Bulgarian music companies (including shops) are in Sofia
80% of all Bulgarian publishing companies are in Sofia
57% of all Bulgarian software companies are in Sofia
65% of all Bulgarian hardware companies are in Sofia
49% of all Bulgarian radio companies are in Sofia
57% of all Bulgarian TV companies are in Sofia
54% of all Bulgarian computer service companies are in Sofia
70% of all Bulgarian insurance (and 78% of life insurance) companies are in Sofia
100% of all Bulgarian market research companies are in Sofia
69% of all Bulgarian human resources / training companies are in Sofia
100% of all Bulgarian information agency companies are in Sofia
98% of all Bulgarian magazines are published in Sofia.

The bulk – by far – of creative and knowledge-intensive industry is concentrated in Sofia.
Creative workers
Typically, creative companies have an average size of four-five employees per company.
Radio, television and movie-production companies tend to be much larger, with some
employing into the hundreds. When these companies are included, average employment
works out at slightly under 10 employees per company; but given the wide discrepancies in
the size of companies, this would be a misleading and uninformative statistic.
There is little mystery as to why the creatives have been concentrating in Sofia. Over the past
decade and a half there has been, quite simply, nowhere else for them to go. Sofia is the
centre of cultural, political, economic, administrative and educational life and meaningful
employment in these areas can be found primarily in the capital city.
Sofia is also the place most likely to provide a better living standard, its GDP per head being
double the national average, with incomes differing accordingly. Cross-tabulation of polling
data reveals a virtual absence of Sofianites in the lower income brackets (i.e. under 100 Euro /
month / head), where 44% of the nation are to be found; and a percentage three times the
national average concentrating in the highest-income category polled for (over 300 Euro /
month / head). One-third of Sofianites receive such income, compared to only 1/10th the
national average.
In terms of business premises and private residence, Sofia’s situation (surrounded by a ring of
green hills and mountains) provides the aspiring creatives with the right mixture of “nature”
and “urbanity” to ensure that the creatives can, once reaching a certain level of affluence,
move their businesses and homes into the business-parks at the edge of the city3, and their
homes – to the new community-type housing enclaves in the foothills of Mount Vitosha.
International links are also easiest from Sofia, it being Bulgaria’s only fully licensed
international airport.

3

It must be emphasised that this process has only been under way since 2005-6. Most companies are still likely
to be situated in the city proper.
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Last but not least, Sofia is Bulgaria’s only city that reaches a European critical minimum in
terms of urban density (Stolarick and Florida (2006), and therefore – in terms of providing the
variety that creative people feel most comfortable in.
Creative Industry

722 Computer Games, Software, Electronic
Publishing, Software Consultancy and Supply
921 & 922 Motion Pictures, Video Activities, TV and
Radio Activities
921 & 922 Motion Pictures and Video Activities
921 & 922 TV Activities
921& 922 Radio Activities
744 Advertising

Employed
Sofia

Companies
country

Companies
Sofia

Share

8 000*

1 600*

1 000*

63%

1 210*
7 000*
2 800*

413*
204*
91**

265*
43*
29**

64%
21%
32%

5 000

2 223***

1 100

49%

* Expert Estimation GfK Bulgaria
** Data Source: www.predavatel.com
*** Data Source: www.catalog.bg
2 437 Companies in the Creative Industry - Sofia City

Knowledge workers
It has proven more difficult to compile data on knowledge workers and industries, but the
picture that does emerge suggests a lower intensity of concentration in Sofia – a more even
spread, although the capital still emerges as paramount.
The workforce employed in Sofia’s knowledge industries is considerably, yet not strikingly
larger than the creative workforce4. Creative workers are 45% of those in the knowledge
intensive industry.
The average employment per company, in the knowledge intensive sphere, works out at
almost 11 people, which hides some discrepancies. The average is distorted by proportions in
higher education, where the average numbers of people employed per establishment is almost
400.
Same as the creatives, the companies and employment in the knowledge intensive industries
continue to be concentrated in the heart of the city, as well as in emptying administrative
buildings in the near periphery of the centre. A move toward the green outlying areas has
been in evidence over the past 18-20 months; but it is still much too early to come to any
sound conclusions along the lines of Musterd and Deurloo (2006) that the creative core stays
in the inner city, while professional creatives prefer the green-belt suburbia.

4

This is, of course, applicable as far as the industries we cover are conserned. Should all be counted, a different
picture would emerge.
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Knowledge intensive industries
Employed
Industry
Financial intermediation
65 Financial intermediation
66 Insurance and pension funding
67 Activities auxiliary to financial
intermediation
TOTAL
Law and other business services
741 Legal, accounting, book-keeping and
auditing activities, tax consultancy
market research and public opinion
polling, business and management
consultancy
743 Technical testing and analysis
745 Labour recruitment and provision of
personnel
746 Investigation and security activities

TOTAL

Employed
country

Employed
Sofia

Companies
country

Companies
Sofia

share

39456
-

17300
-

340
58
52

269
55
44

79%
95%
85%

39456*

17300*

450

368

82%

24600

7000

5335

1329

25%

-

-

9
191

7
150

78%
79%

-

-

157

112

71%

24600**

7000**

5692

1598

28%

18025***
-

16000**
-

144
91

129
80

90%
88%

-

-

10

10

100%

29500****
47525

13000**
29000

70

33

47%

315

252

80%

TOTAL
R&D and higher education
73 Research and development
731 Research and experimental development
on natural sciences and engineering
732 Research and experimental development
on social sciences and humanities
803 Higher education

Companies

Estimations: Employed
* Official data for the sector, registered in Yearly Statistical Annual, NSI 2004
** Base: Expert estimations, GfK Bulgaria for approximate number of employees in the whole sector
*** Base: Official data, Yearly Statistical Annual, NSI 2005
**** Fragmentary data from Yearly Statistical Annual, NSI 2005, not official from the whole sector
Estimations: Companies by sectors
Financial intermediation
Data Source: Yearly Statistical Annual, NSI 2005
Data Source: Financial Supervision Commission
Data Source: www.investor.bg
Law and other business services
Data Source: www.CATALOG.BG
Data Source: www.lex.bg
Data Source: ESOMAR, 2005
R&D and higher education
Data Source: Ministry of education and science
Data Source: Yearly Statistical Annual, NSI 2005
Data Source: www.CATALOG.BG
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2
2.1

METHODOLOGY

Creation of questionnaire

Questionnaire design
The questionnaire was developed and led by members in the Dublin team. The creation of the
questionnaire entailed a number of different steps which involved collaboration both within
the team as well as with members from the entire ACRE project. Below is an outline of the
different steps followed in the formulation of the questionnaire, from its conception to the
final version.
1)

Developing the questionnaire

The objective of this particular section of the project and, more specifically, of the
questionnaire, was to understand the drivers behind the decisions of higher educated
graduates and workers in creative and knowledge-intensive industries to find a job at a
specific location in the region. A second and interrelated objective was to explore the role that
both hard and soft factors play in workers and graduates decision to live in a particular
location in the region, as indicated on guidelines and descriptions provided in the ACRE
proposal. With these general objectives in mind the questionnaire was divided into 4
categories:
Satisfaction with the city: One of the key arguments in the debate on knowledge and creative
cities, is that what are termed ‘soft factors’ are increasingly important in both the location
decisions of firms/organisations as well as individual workers. In particular, it is argued that
workers in the creative sector place a high value on what are termed ‘soft factors’, by which is
meant for example the atmosphere of a city, the variety of attractions and interests that are to
be found there. The idea behind the creation of this section of the questionnaire was to find
out how satisfaction of workers and graduates were with different aspects of the city. In
developing this section, it was intended to achieve an overall evaluation of the city.
Satisfaction with job and work environment: In the knowledge economy, and in particular in
the creative economy, there is a suggestion that the work-life of the knowledge worker is
more flexible, creative and interesting than other types of jobs. This sought to address issues
of satisfaction with respect to the respondents’ jobs and general work environment.
Satisfaction with neighbourhood/area and dwelling: Although a persona can be generally
satisfied with the city in which they live, this satisfaction does not necessarily translate into
other spheres of their life. Given that neighbourhood in which people live is a central element
to people’s satisfaction, the Dublin team thought it would be pertinent to address issues of
neighbourhood and, more concretely, dwelling satisfaction.
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Section D Background data: Background information is essential in any questionnaire, as it is
what provides a basis for the analysis.
The formulation of many of the questions required drawing from current research on, for
example, life satisfaction and quality of life issues. Upon completion of this task, the Dublin
team met to share/discuss the questions produced and think about possible omissions.
Through a deliberative process the Dublin team began by identifying and discarding
overlapping questions. Once the overlaps were addressed, the challenge was to identify gaps
in each section.
The Dublin team piloted the questionnaire (sample of 12) locally and made adjustments from
the feedback. Once the pilot questionnaire was implemented, a number of problems were
identified with the exiting draft. The postdoctoral researcher, who conducted the pilot test,
shared the experience and addressed some of the existing problems of the questionnaire to the
entire Dublin team. The team agreed that substantive revisions of some sections of the
questionnaire had to be made and some questions had to be rephrased. As soon as the post
pilot editing was completed, the Dublin team met once again and went though the entire
questionnaire to make sure it was substantively, grammatically and linguistically precise.
2)

Distributing the draft questionnaire

Upon completion of the first draft, the entire questionnaire was sent to the management team
(Amsterdam). The questionnaire was then returned to the Dublin team with some minor
comments and suggestions. Changes and edits were made accordingly. At this point, the
questionnaire was ready for distribution with all the teams. During the project meeting in
March 2007 (Sofia), the Dublin team gave a general introduction to the rationale behind the
structure and logistics of the questionnaire. In addition to the presentation, each of the 12
teams was given a copy of the first draft of the questionnaire. After the presentation, each
team was given a space to discuss, suggest and provide constructive comments on the existing
draft of the questionnaire. After this general ‘questions-answers’ session in the conference
room, a consensus was reached over how to proceed with the existing structure of the
questionnaire: each team was to provide comments and suggestions on how to change the
questionnaire to fit the broad objectives of the research as well as to account for the
particularities of their individual case study. The teams had just over one month to provide
comments.
3)

Feedback and revision

One the agreed deadline was reached, the Dublin team met to discuss the received
suggestions. Some of the suggestions were relatively straightforward and required minor
editing’s. Others suggestions, however, required extensive thought and, in some cases, major
substantive revisions. In the majority of cases, the suggestions and recommendations from the
various teams were incorporated to the questionnaire. This, however, extended the size of the
questionnaire significantly (more than double the original size), and we were thus faced with
a problem of size/length of time per interview. After the recommendations were added to the
questionnaire, a first draft was sent to the coordinating team – Amsterdam. The questionnaire
was then fully revised and significantly reduced in size by then approved by the coordinator
18
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and the coordination team. The Dublin team was asked to ensure that the teams restrain from
changing elements of the questionnaire, as it would make future comparisons difficult.
4)

Posting online – extranet

Once the coordination team fully revised the questionnaire, the Dublin team edited the
questionnaire in accordance to the recommendations made and posted it on the extranet. This
was done in May 2007. However, two months after the questionnaire had been posted one of
the teams noticed a potential minor problem with one of the questions (question A2). The
team raised the issue with the coordination team, who then asked the Dublin team to change
question in accordance to the suggestion made. Once this suggestion was incorporated, the
new version of the questionnaire was posted online (extranet) on July, 2007.

2.2

General sampling framework

The framework used for sampling creative knowledge workers was based on the general
model developed by the Helsinki and Riga teams. Three strata were identified for the project
in general:
1. Workers from creative industries
2. Workers from knowledge-intensive industries
3. Higher educated graduates
The total number of survey responses required was 200; 75 responses each were required
from workers in creative and knowledge industries with 50 being required from higher
educated graduates. Responses were to be generated randomly within each stratum.
In the case of Sofia, for various reasons outlined below the inclusion of a separate, stratified
group of “graduates” proved of little scientific worth and was not implemented by the Sofia
research team. At the same time, in order to ensure that no stone would be left unturned in the
search for added scientific value, the Sofia analysis structured a sub-group of graduates, who
had studied in the creative / knowledge intensive field they would then be occupied in.
In the analysis of cross-tabulations, we specifically refer to differences between creatives and
knowledge workers only in the cases where there are appreciable and instructive differences
between the two groups.

2.3

Selection of interviewees

Against the background of the above, as well as in line with the ACRE aims and intentions,
the following Sofia companies from creative and knowledge intensive industries were to be
interviewed. Selection methodology followed the system of “self-descriptive elites”: the
obvious, nationally-known leaders in a particular field were contacted and asked to point to
others in their field which they considered their peers.

19

THE ATTRACTIVENESS OF THE METROPOLITAN REGION

The purpose of such methodologies is to avoid dubious, unsustainable or fly-by-night
operations, while concentrating on bona fide representatives of the sample sought. In this way
were the Sofia samples formed.
One side-result of this approach was an under-representation of the very small firms in the
sample. The “elites” approach has captured the market leaders, who typically employ more
than 10 persons.
Creative industries

Companies details
Address

Phone

www

e-mail

722 COMPUTER GAMES, SOFTWARE, ELECTRONIC PUBLISHING, SOFTWARE CONSULTANCY
AND SUPPLY
PULSAR substituted with Magic
Solution
Web and software development
8 interviews
SCIANT BULGARIA substituted
with RBS
7 interviews
PROXIAD BULGARIA SA
Software development
5 interviews
APIS HRISTOVICH OOD
Publishing and development of
juridical software products
4 interviews
AUTO 3P BULGARIA
Software development
6 interviews

1000 Sofia,
4, Trapezica Str. ent. A,
fl. 1, apt. 1

+359 2 988
07 30

www.magicbg.c
om

magic@magic
bg.com

9 Chamkoria Street
Sofia 1504

+359 2 943
33 31

www.sciant.com

36 Alabin Str.
Sofia

+359 2 980
91 39

www.prxiad.co
m

andrey.bachva
rov@sciant.co
m
contact.bulgar
ie@proxi.com

1000 Sofia, 7A Graf
Ignatiev St.

+359 2 923
9800

www.apis.bg

office@apis.b
g

Sofia 1330, 83
Giueshevo St. office
409

+ 359 2
9208790

www.auto3pbg.com

info@auto3pbg.com

Total interviews – 30
MOTION PICTURES, VIDEO ACTIVITIES, RADIO AND TV ACTIVITIES
921 & 922 MOTION PICTURES & VIDEO ACTIVITIES
BOYANA FILMS AD substituted
with Bulgarian Unified Film
Organization /B.U.F.O./
5 interviews
SUNNY FILMS
ENTERTAINMENT
5 interviews
NATIONAL MOVIE CENTRE
substituted with Sofilms Ltd.
10 interviews
Total interviews – 20
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www.ufobg.com

Sofia 1421, 45 Krustyo
Sarafov St.

+ 359 2 958
1196

www.sunnyfilm
s.com

sunny@sunny
films.com

Sofia 1000, 8 Geneva
Str.

+359 2 69 01
58

www.sofilm.net

p.sandrin@wa
nadoo.fr

METHODOLOGY

921 & 922 TV ACTIVITIES
BULGARIAN NATIONAL
TELEVISION- CHANNEL 1
5 interviews
BTV substituted with BBT – TV
5 interviews
MM Television –
The television has been bought by
Diema TV
5 interviews
Nova TV substituted with ТV
EUROPE
5 interviews

Sofia 1504 29 San
Stefano St. 29

+359 2 944
4999

www.bnt.bg

bnt@bnt.bg

Sofia 1414
1 Bulgaria
Enter A3, office 3,NDK
25 Nezabravka Str.
Hotel Moskva
Sofia 1113

+ 359 2 851
93 03

www.bbt.tv

bbt@bbt.tv

+3592971992
1

www.diema.bg

office@diema
.bg

Sofia 1113
101, Tsarigradsko
Shose Bul., Floor 3

+ 359 2 97 15
016

www.tvevropa.c
om

reklama@tvev
ropa.com

Sofia 1040, 4 Dragan
Tsankov Blvd.

+ 359 2 933
6571

www.bnr.bg/hor
izont

horizont@bnr.
bg

Sofia 1504, 82 Kniaz
Dondukov Blvd.
3 “Sofiiski geroi”, Str.,
ent. А; app. 8
Sofia 1612
Sofia 1404, 21 Sreburna
St.

+ 359 2 984
9845
+359 2 952
38 45

www.darikradio.
bg
www.bgradio.ne
t

office@darik.
net
office@bgradi
o.net

+ 359 9 1000

www.radioveseli
na.bg

office@sbsbro
adcasting.bg

Sofia 1612, 3-A Sofiiski
geroi St.

+ 359 2 951
5808

www.radio1.bg

reklama@radi
o1.bg

Sofia 1124, 5 Kaliakra
St.

+ 359 2 963
1272

www.newmome
nt.net

Info@newmo
ment-bg.com

Sofia 1113
23 A Frederic JolitCurie Str.,
16 James Baucher Blvd.
1164 Sofia

+ 359 2 963
16 28

www.graffitibbdo.bg

surname@gra
ffiti-bbdo.bg

+ 359 2 400
9401

www.eurorscg.b
g

mail@eurorsc
g.bg

Sofia 1463, 60-62
Dospat St.

+ 359 2 952
3068

www.ogilvy.bg

ekaterina.pop
ova@ogilvy.b
g

Total interviews - 20
921 & 922 RADIO ACTIVITIES
BULGARIAN NATIONAL
RADIO- HORIZONT
5 interviews
DARIK RADIO
5 interviews
Fresh Radio substituted with BG
Radio
5 Interviews
RADIO VESELINA (SBS
Broadcasting Group)
5 Interviews
RADIO 1 (Communicorp Group)
5 Interviews
Total 25 interviews
744 ADVERTISING
NEW MOMENT NEW IDEAS
COMPANY
4 interview
McCann Ericson Sofia substituted
with Graffiti - BBDO
5 interviews
AMEXY the firm is substituted
with Euro RSCG, Sofia
5 interviews
OGILVY & MATHER SOFIA
5 interviews

Total interviews – 19
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Knowledge intensive industries

Companies details

Company
First Financial Brokerage house Ltd.
Substituted with United Bulgarian Bank
5 interviews
HVB Biochim Bank AD
5 interviews

Address
5 Sveta Sofia St
1040 Sofia

Tel.
+359 2 9880822

www.
www.ubb.bg

Sofia, 58 Alabin Str.

+ 359 2 926 91
24

www.biochim.com

Sofia, Dondukov
Blvd. 4-6
Sofia, Positano Str. 5

www.dzi.bg

1124 Sofia
3B, Yantra Str.,

+ 359 2 930 71
36
+ 359 2 985 66
55
+359 2 944 33
20

Sofia
5 Galichitza, Str.

+359 2 962 08
24

Sofia, Dondukov Str.
59

+359 2 9302101

www.allianz.bg

Sofia, Cerni Vryh
Blvd. 32А, fl. 2, office
3
Sofia, Bulgaria Blvd.
49
Sofia,
1, Bulgaria square

+359 2 962 54
05

www.benchmark.bg

+359 2 810 00
00
+359 0800 155
33

www.elana.net

N1 8 Dekemvri Blvd.
1700 Sofia
57 Hristo Botev, Bul
Sofia 1330

+359 897 88 34
01
+359 2 980 04
86

www.primeproperty.bg

Total 10 interviews
TOP 5 Insurance and pension funding
DZI - insurance company
4 interviews
Bulstrad - insurance company
3 interviews
Lev Ins – substituted with I & G
INSURANCE BROKERS Ltd
4 interviews
UNIQA (former Vitosha), substituted with
General brokers Ltd
3 interviews
Allianz Bulgaria - insurance company
4 interviews

www.bulstrad.bg
www.iandgbrokers.com

Total 18 interviews
TOP 5 Auxiliary activities to financial intermediation
Bench Mark Fund Imoti – financial
consulting
4 interviews
Elana Fund for agricultural land
4 interviews
Fund for real estates Bulgaria – substituted
with ADDRESS- property broker
4 interviews
Prime Property BG - broker
4 interviews
Advance Terafund –investment broker
3 interviews

http://www.address.bg/

http://www.advanceterra
fund.bg/

Total 19 interviews
Law and other business services
TOP 5 Market reaserch agencies and business consultancy companies
MAP Marketing reaserch Ltd.
4 interviews
TNS/ BBSS GALLUP International
Market reaserch agence
5 interviews
GfK Bulgaria
Market reaserch agence
5 interviews
HIRON Management Consulting Ltd.
3 interviews
Total 17 interviews
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Sofia, Kapitan
Andreev Str. 1
Sofia, James Boucher
Blvd. 23

+359 2 969 60
86
+359 2 96 94
200

www.map-mr.com

Sofia, Ekzarh Josif 86

+359 2 9308
600

www.gfk.bg

Sofia, Strelbishte,
Tulca 46, office center

+359 2 818 80
39

http://www.hironmc.com

www.gallup-bbss.com
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R&D and higher education
TOP 5 Universities in Sofia
University of Sofia
4 interviews
New Bulgarian University
5 interviews
University of national and world economy
5 interviews
Medical University Sofia
3 interviews
Technical University Sofia
5 interviews

Sofia, Tzar
Osvoboditel Blvd. 15
Sofia, Montevideo 21
A Blvd
Sofia, Studentski grad
Hristo Botev
Sofia, Akademik Ivan
Geshov Blvd. 15
Sofia, Kliment
Ohridski Blvd. 8

+ 359 2 846 42
10
+ 359 2 81 10
180
+ 359 2 962 18
41
+ 359 2 851 08
89
+ 359 2 965 21
11

www.uni-sofia.bg
www.nbu.bg
www.unwe.acad.bg
www.mu-sofia.bg
www.tu-sofia.bg

Total 22 interviews

Where lack of responsiveness was met, following the standard procedure respondents were
replaced with others with identical profile.
In terms of education, virtually the entire total sample in Sofia turned out to fall into the
category of “graduates”. There are several reasons behind this. First is the ongoing reform of
education. This reform has bunched together the previously existing “semi-higher education”
and “higher education” at Bachelor level. Over the recent years, it has been the trend for
“Bachelor” not to be seen as fully “higher education”, because the Master degree has been
introduced for the first time. The end result is that in the section “education” of the
questionnaire everyone who has what used to be “semi-higher”, Bachelor and Master levels,
as well as those studying for Master, filed “graduate”.
Second is the simple fact that people with some kind of higher education degree, received
under the old or the new system, form upward of 45% of the entire workforce – and virtually
the totality of the workforce engaged in creative and knowledge-intensive industries.
For these reasons, separate sub-totals relating to education would, in the Sofia case, not make
as much sense as they may do in the other ACRE target cities. We are including such a group
nevertheless for sake of completeness.

2.4

Application of questionnaire

All Sofia interviews were done on a face-to-face basis in an attempt to avoid the usual
problems, which attend postal or telephone surveys, such as: lack of veracity; respondent
substitution; misunderstanding of the questions; lack of trust; late compliance.
While avoiding these pitfalls, Sofia team discovered other dangers, which may or may not be
relevant to the study and may or may not be present in the other locations. The basic danger
was that leading companies in the chosen field tended to demonstrate the kind of selfconfidence that verges on arrogance. Some refused to take part, citing their market stature as
an argument (“Too important to be bothered”). Others continually promised, but in actual fact
did not readily deliver co-operation. Others still were constantly “out of the office”. These
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factors delayed the research considerably, proved a drain on the good will and even
temperament of the Sofia team and its fieldworkers; and, in some limited cases, necessitated
last-minute substitutions of respondents.
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3
3.1

RESULTS

Descriptive statistics
Proportion Creative/ Knowledge industries to Total number of companies in Sofia
Companies Sofia

Total companies Sofia

Creative industries

2437

47 842*

Knowledge industries

2218

47 842*

* Data Source: Capital Market, on base 247 000 companies in the whole country

Proportion Creative industries to Knowledge industries
Companies Sofia
Creative industries

2437

Knowledge industries

2218

3.1.1 Demographic structure of the sample
After some respondent replacements and other adjustments following out of failure to
cooperate, the final sample of the study for Sofia evened out at 200: 114 persons from
creative industry and 86 persons from knowledge industry.
B1. What is your current occupation?
Col percents
Base
Authors, journalists and other writers
Office clerks
Directors and chief executives
Computer programmers
Teaching professionals
Sociologists, anthropologists and related professionals
Insurance representatives
Estate agents
Department managers
Architects, engineers and related professionals
Accountants
Statisticians
Lawyers
Other personal services workers

Count

%

200
50
37
36
26
15
9
9
5
5
3
2
1
1
1

200
25.0%
18.5%
18.0%
13.0%
7.5%
4.5%
4.5%
2.5%
2.5%
1.5%
1.0%
0.5%
0.5%
0.5%
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B4. Please describe in a few sentences what your current job entails
Col percents
Base
Software specialist
Staff management
Journalist
Teaching professional
Motion Pictures/Video activities
Advertising
Technical support
Consultancy
Data analysis, summaries preparation
Bank management and retail banking
Editor
Insurance
Arts and cultural activities
Scientist
Management
Higher education specialist
Management of television
Marketing specialist
Higher education
Statistician
Opinion poll researcher
Investments
Educational services
Corporate finance
Translation
Reforms in Agriculture
Training of trade representatives
Management of companies for sports equipment
Architecture
Credit and risk management
Qualitative researcher
Psychological profiles and analysis
Member of Board of managers

Count

%

200
34
16
15
14
13
11
10
10
9
9
9
7
7
5
5
4
4
4
2
2
2
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

200
17.0%
8.0%
7.5%
7.0%
6.5%
5.5%
5.0%
5.0%
4.5%
4.5%
4.5%
3.5%
3.5%
2.5%
2.5%
2.0%
2.0%
2.0%
1.0%
1.0%
1.0%
1.0%
0.5%
0.5%
0.5%
0.5%
0.5%
0.5%
0.5%
0.5%
0.5%
0.5%
0.5%

3.1.2 Gender
The gender breakdown of the sample is striking, with more than 57% female. This is
considerably bigger than the percentage of females for Sofia and for the nation at large. This
gender configuration possibly tells us that Sofia’s women are better than the men in
prospering during times of future uncertainty and re-invention of the self.
This is particularly true for the creative sector. Some 60% of our sample here is female,
compared to 53.5% in the knowledge sector (which is near to the statistical average for Sofia).
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Col percents

Total

Creative

Knowledge

Base
Male
Female
No answer

200
41.5%
57.5%
1.0%

114
38.6%
60.5%
0.9%

86
45.3%
53.5%
1.2%

RESULTS

Such female preponderance is due to the work of several factors. First is the strong tradition
of over-representation of women in leading service sectors (some of which figure in the
“creative” bracket). In services generally, 2/3 of all employed are women, with the female
percentage hitting near 80% in education, 78% in health and similar proportions for trade.
Second is the factor that men, simply, have not chosen to take the new opportunities in the
creative sector following the collapse of the state-run economy. A decade and a half after its
demise, men have taken a different path, with the largest male employment groups being
construction and driving. Thirdly, during the refinement of the ACRE research methodology,
a big and strongly male-dominated industry, architecture, was dropped from the research.

3.1.3 Age
The age structure of the total sample is striking, with the largest group (43%) being
concentrated in the category 25-34. The next biggest group (20.7%) is in the category 35-44,
with 45-54 following close behind at 18.4%. This compares very favourably to the national
average age of people at work, which is 42. Given that more than half our sample are arrivals
into Sofia, it can be concluded that the creative and knowledge-intensive industries attract the
younger and more dynamic age-groups.
This is truer of the creative industry, where the 25-34 age groups compose almost half the
sample (49.1%). The creatives also have a much smaller group in the upper working ages –
the groups aged 35-54. Half the workers in knowledge are in this age bracket, while only
around 27% of creatives are to be found here.
Evidently, the creative group is younger than the knowledge group. Part of the explanation
may be the ageing population of Sofia’s Universities and research centres, which are in the
sample.

Col percents

Total

Creative

Knowledge

Base
15-24
25-34
35-44
45-54
55-64
65-78
Refuse
No answer

200
13.5%
44.0%
20.0%
17.0%
3.5%
0.5%
1.0%
0.5%

114
19.3%
49.1%
15.8%
11.4%
1.8%
1.8%
0.9%

86
5.8%
37.2%
25.6%
24.4%
5.8%
1.2%
-
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3.1.4 Household structure
Out of the sample, the largest group (36%) people live in a husband and wife / cohabiting
situation with children.
The next biggest group (19.6%) is formed by people living in a non-family household, which
mostly covers the youngest age groups. Marriage – cohabitation without children - is the next
biggest group at 16.8%, and people living alone form 11.7%.
Being, on average, older, the knowledge workers concentrate in the category - husband and
wife / cohabiting situation with children (40.7%, compared to 28.9% for the younger
creatives). The largest single category of creatives (31.6%) live with other non-related people
(compared to just one-tenth of knowledge workers).

3.1.5 Income
It has already been noted that the level of incomes in Sofia is considerably higher than is the
national average. Moreover, Sofia virtually lacks representatives of that 1/10 of the Bulgarian
population which gets less than 100 EURO per month, while the city is highly overrepresented in the highest-income bracket (over 300 EURO).
This is how this general trend plays out in the Sofia sample. Following a generations-long
culture of secretiveness about “money” (this pre-dates socialism), almost one-third flatly
refused to discuss the matter (32.4%). General knowledge of the prevailing culture tells us
that the highest earners are likely to be included in this group.
Nevertheless, the sample is wealthy even by Sofia’s high (i.e. compared to the rest of the
country) standards. Only 6% fall in the lowest sample category (126-250 EURO / month after
taxes). Close to 30% fall inside the categories, covering the range 251 to 500 EURO. The next
biggest group is to be found in the highest income bracket – more than 875 EURO.
Creatives tend to concentrate in incomes higher than knowledge workers, with their biggest
concentration in the category of over 500 EURO / month. Creatives also have the largest
group (almost 40%) that refuses to answer the question, leading to suppositions that they
refuse to share levels of income that may be found scandalous by the public.

Col percents

Total

Creative

Knowledge

Base
Less than 500
500- 999
1,000-1,999
Don’t know/refused

200
7.5%
29.5%
28.5%
34.5%

114
9.6%
29.8%
21.9%
38.6%

86
4.7%
29.1%
37.2%
29.1%

Unlike the rest of the sample, our “graduates” cluster chosen demonstrates the largest
proportion (37.3%) concentrated in the 500-999 category.

28

RESULTS

3.1.6 Education level
The concentration of educated people in the Sofia workforce (and in the Sofia population
more generally) is by far and away greater than is the national average, as has been noted in
the introductory sections above. Nevertheless, it is to be noted that the 200-strong sample
managed to catch not even 5% were with education levels below Bachelor (but see
explanation on p. 34). Everyone else claimed a Bachelor level or above, with slightly less than
1/10 (8.9%) holding a PhD.
Not surprisingly, the PhD’s are all to be found in the knowledge industry sub-sample.

3.2

Col percents

Total

Creative

Knowledge

Base
Secondary
Semi-higher
Higher
Doctor's degree
No answer

200
4.0%
0.5%
87.0%
8.0%
0.5%

114
4.4%
0.9%
93.9%
0.9%

86
3.5%
77.9%
18.6%
-

Provenance

An unusual proportion of out-of-towners seems to be concentrated in the creative and
knowledge industries, with less than half of the sample (49.7%) being born in Sofia. The rest
is more or less evenly spread, originating from Bulgaria’s various-size towns, with a slight
preponderance of Varna (second-biggest city), Plovdiv (third-biggest) and, for some reason,
Pleven (medium-sized regional centre).
From statistical and economic data we know that itinerant workers (commuting to Sofia daily
or weekly) tend to come from completely different areas – the towns to the south-west of
Sofia. Their low representation in the sample leads us to believe that such working patterns
are unlikely to result in a longer-term settlement into one of Sofia’s creative or knowledgeintensive jobs. These jobs attract people from around the entire country, rather than the southwest that is dependent on Sofia’s economy.
Internal Sofia mobility seems to be high, with only 14.5% of the sample reporting to have
always lived in their current neighbourhood.
The key to remaining in Sofia’s creative / knowledge sector seems to be higher education.
While less than half of the sample is born in Sofia, more than 80% have been educated at
Sofia University: they have come as students, and thereafter chosen to stay. Rather
unexpectedly, the next university city supplying our sample is the small Danube town of
Svishtov (4.5%), famous for its education in economics and, more recently, management.
In terms of nationality, almost the entire sample is Bulgarian (but we know nothing of the
ethnic or religious background, since these were not given in the questionnaire; and these
days a good one-fifth of Sofia is comprised of ethnic minorities or recent immigrants). A lone
Polish person was captured by the sample – in the knowledge industry category.
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The group of creatives is more top-heavy in terms of people born in Sofia than is the group of
knowledge workers (55.3% and 44.2%). The origins of the rest of the creatives are scattered
throughout the country, whereas the knowledge workers tend to be born in the big provincial
cities (Varna, Plovdiv, Stara Zagora), as well as towns near Sofia, such as Pernik.
Inexplicably, the biggest non-Sofia group comes from the already mentioned city of Pleven,
which is neither very big, nor very near Sofia.

3.3

Basic employment features

3.3.1 Status and occupation
Although the relative proportion of self-employed and free-lancers is, in Sofia more than
twice times that of the national average, it nevertheless continues to be quite low, not reaching
5% of all Sofia workers. Generally speaking, this picture is reflected in the survey results as
well.
It is worth noting that the sample of the self-employed / freelance in the creative / knowledge
industries is higher (reaching almost 6%) than the Sofia average, which is almost three times
higher, as a proportion, than the national average. Hired, nevertheless, is the vast majority –
92.2%.
Unexpectedly, given the profile differences between the sub-samples of creatives and
knowledge workers, there are almost three times more (8.1% to 3.5%) self-employed /
freelance among the knowledge workers than in the creatives. The least self-employed (1.7%)
group is the “graduate” sub-cluster.

Col percents

Total

Creative

Knowledge

Base
Employed
Self employed/freelance
No answer

200
92.5%
5.5%
2.0%

114
95.6%
3.5%
0.9%

86
88.4%
8.1%
3.5%

3.3.2 Employment contract
Job security seems to be prevalent in the sampled industries, with 79.3% employed on an
unlimited, permanent contract. The next biggest group, however, comes as a surprise – 8.4%
work under contracts for a specific project. This ranging of the two groups tells us that the job
market in our target industries is at least trying to be flexible. This is borne out by the fact that
people working on fixed contracts of less / more than 12 months taken together form slightly
more than 7%. Temporarily employed (the “underclass”, if there is one here) are 2.8%.
Employed knowledge workers tend to work to more rigid patterns of employment than do
creatives. Unlimited permanent contract enjoy 82.6% of knowledge workers and 78.1% of
creatives. Almost four times more creatives than knowledge workers (11.4% to 3.5%) have
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contracts for a specific project only, while temporarily employed are five times more among
the creatives (5.3% to 1.2%).

Col percents

Total

Creative

Knowledge

Base
On an unlimited permanent contract
On a contract for a specific project
On a fixed term contract of less than 12 months
On a fixed term contract of 12 months or more
On a temporary employment agency contract
Management contract
No answer

200
80.0%
8.0%
2.0%
4.5%
3.5%
0.5%
1.5%

114
78.1%
11.4%
2.6%
0.9%
5.3%
1.8%

86
82.6%
3.5%
1.2%
9.3%
1.2%
1.2%
1.2%

Knowledge workers are also three times more likely to have been in the same job for longer
time.

3.3.3 Size of employer
The bulk of our sample (43.6%) is employed at what in Bulgaria is considered medium-sized
business, i.e. 10 to 49 employees. The next biggest group (20.7%) works at what passes as
small and medium in the EU – 100 to 249 employees.
This spread suggests that the creative / knowledge industry needs a certain minimum critical
mass (in terms of size of workforce) to be able to function, and that is no less than 10 people.
The bulk of knowledge workers are concentrated in big, old-style establishments, and from
this arise great differences in the size of company in which the two sub-groups work. More
than half of creatives (55.3%) work in companies of 10 to 49 people, while only one-third of
knowledge workers do so. Conversely, twice more knowledge workers than creatives work in
establishments of 50-99 people, further up the scale about 1 ½ times more knowledge workers
work in bigger places than creatives.

Col percents

Total

Creative

Knowledge

Base
Under 10
10 to 49
50-99
100-249
250-499
500-999
1000 – 1999
2000 or more
Don’t know
No answer

200
4.0%
46.0%
10.5%
19.0%
7.5%
1.0%
3.0%
4.5%
3.5%
1.0%

114
4.4%
55.3%
7.0%
15.8%
6.1%
1.8%
4.4%
4.4%
0.9%

86
3.5%
33.7%
15.1%
23.3%
9.3%
2.3%
4.7%
4.7%
2.3%
1.2%

There are very dramatic differences in the size of workforce that individuals in executive
positions command. While the average for a creative executive is 6.52 people to supervise, in
the knowledge field this number is 36.6 people. These vast differences make all but
meaningless the mean number for the two groups taken together, and further study is needed
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to understand the reality behind this. A convincing initial hypothesis would be that knowledge
workers are concentrated in big, old-style, hierarchical establishments, most of which pre-date
1989; whereas the creatives inhabit a world of work that was largely non-existent under the
old regime.

3.3.4 Work intensity
Creative and knowledge workers are not the hardest- (longest-) working of Bulgaria’s
workers. Taken together, the categories covering 31 to 55 hours per week cover 70%, with the
largest single category (39.1%) working less than 42 hours per week. At the opposite end, a
very high percentage, compared to international habits (12.3%) work more than 55 hours.
Great work-time flexibility, compared to both the national and the international average is
revealed in the fact that even more people – 13.4% - work numbers of hours that vary every
single week.
Creatives, compared to the knowledge workers, refuse to be too hard working. Much more
than half of them (57%) work less than 42 hours per week. The proportion of knowledge
workers who do the same is half that (26.7%); they tend to work between 43 and over 55
hours (55.8%), which only 30.5% of creatives do.
In the intensity of their work, “graduates” tend to be closer in profile to the creatives, rather
than to the knowledge workers.

3.4

Col percents

Total

Creative

Knowledge

Base
Between 21 and 30 hours
Between 31 and 42 hours
Between 43 and 55 hours
More than 55 hours
Varies ever week
No answer

200
3.0%
41.0%
30.0%
11.5%
12.5%
2.0%

114
3.5%
53.5%
22.8%
7.9%
10.5%
1.8%

86
2.3%
24.4%
39.5%
16.3%
15.1%
2.3%

Satisfaction

3.4.1 Job satisfaction
Sofia’s creative and knowledge workers seem intensely happy with their work. Taken
together, very satisfied and satisfied are a striking 84% of our sample, with very satisfied
being almost 28%. The “hard-core” of satisfied people – i.e. the biggest group in the “very
satisfied” category are the 38% who like the sense of achievement they get from their work.
The next in significance ground for complete satisfaction is the opportunity to use own
initiative (34.1%), as well as intellectual stimulation (32.4%). Holidays and job security form
the biggest categories in the “satisfied” group (59.2% and 52.5%). Such considerations do not
excite the very satisfied.
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Neither of the “satisfied” groups seems to care much about the level of pay, with only 20.7%
of the very satisfied pointing this as the grounds for their satisfaction compared to 42.5% of
the satisfied.
The greatest contrast is between the levels of importance attached to career prospects. The
very satisfied do not care (18.4%), but the simply satisfied tend to value it (40.2%).
The only appreciable difference between creatives and knowledge workers relates to career
prospects as basis for satisfaction. While 66.3% of knowledge workers find this important,
less than half (49.1%) of creatives do so.

3.4.2 Expected period in current employment
Job satisfaction seems to come together with a clear refusal to look into the future. Clearly
more than half (52.5%) of the sample say they do not know how long they will stay in their
current employment. This tallies with what we know about Sofia’s anarchic spirit: that out of
lack of planning and lack of clarity about the future arose the energy which re-invented the
city during the 1990s.
The next largest group is formed by the moderately restless ones, with more than 16%
expecting to change jobs within the next 1-3 years.
Generally speaking, these figures tell us that Sofia’s ferment has not yet run its course.
Reality is not yet settled and the majority of people in our sample refuse to contemplate a
“stable” future, tied to their current employment. This, in turn, tells us that the energies that
made Sofia rise from the ashes of socialism are still running strong and the future of the city
is, therefore, optimistic.
This holds truer for the creatives, who are much more likely (21.1% to 14%) to change jobs in
the next 3 years than are knowledge workers. The reasons for a possible job change differ
considerably between the two groups. Creatives are much more likely to be looking for an
interesting job (34.2% to 16.3% for knowledge workers) and higher pay (61.4% to 31.4%).
Interestingly, almost 35% of knowledge workers (compared to just 16.7% of creatives) refuse
to answer this question.

Col percents

Total

Creative

Knowledge

Base
To seek a more interesting job
To seek better pay
To seek a less stressful job
To seek better conditions
My work contract will be over
I am moving out of Sofia
I am leaving the country
Other reasons
No answer

200
26.5%
48.5%
8.5%
5.0%
1.5%
5.0%
10.0%
14.0%
24.5%

114
34.2%
61.4%
7.9%
5.3%
2.6%
8.8%
13.2%
16.7%

86
16.3%
31.4%
9.3%
4.7%
3.5%
8.1%
11.6%
15.1%
34.9%
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3.4.2.1

Satisfaction with accommodation
3.4.2.1.1 Location

More than half (51.4%) of our sample follow established Sofia patterns and reside in the city
core, but just outside the very centre. A quarter of respondents (24.6%) reside in the very city
centre.
This requires some Sofia-specific comment. Sofianites consider as “the centre” the very small
area, laid out in yellow bricks in 1908 – only slightly more than one square kilometre. This
area houses all the administration (national- and local-level), the legislature and the judiciary,
as well as most theatres, museums and three of the largest Universities. The residential part of
this centre is comprised of housing stock mostly put up in the 1930s-1940s and is currently
either turned into offices, or inhabited by elderly pensioners.
The city “core”, next to the “centre”, comprises districts put up as prestigious in the 1960s,
and further built up since the late 1990s as prestigious. These districts attract the newly
affluent. The old working class districts, a “periphery” until the 1940s, but absorbed into the
core thereafter, are recently being re-built and attract the slightly more bohemian crowd.
Given this, the propensity of our sample to concentrate in what can be considered as the
centre is very pronounced, with more than ¾ living there. The rest of the city is home for less
than 20%, while only 2.8% have managed to embed themselves in the surrounding
countryside.
There are slight variations between the sub-groups of creatives and knowledge workers, but
these variations tell us, at this stage, very little. The point is this: Sofia’s residential structure
has not yet settled – most people do not yet live where they would naturally live under
different conditions. It should not be forgotten that until 1990, you lived where the state told
you to live. The chaos and two economic collapses that followed, in the 1990s, slowed down
the pace of movement inside Sofia. Until the early 2000s, banks did not provide mortgages.
People have begun profiling along residential areas from about 2000-2001 (i.e. the start of the
construction boom and of banks providing mortgages). Meaningful data on differences in
neighbourhood tastes between creatives and knowledge workers would have to wait for
another 15-20 years.
3.4.2.1.2 Length of time in the location
The inner-Sofia mobility of the sample has already been noted. The bulk of people have
changed neighbourhood during the times after communism, when the city re-invented itself
almost entirely – a full 63% have moved between the past 1 and 10 years. The most dynamic
is the group (37.4%) that has moved over the past five years.
Yet near to one-third (28.5%) have managed to stay put for more than 10 years, and only 10
per cent have moved within the past year. This may mean that the time of great mobility is
drawing to a close, and most people intend to stay relatively put for the duration.
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In line with most of the other indicators, knowledge workers are more conservative, while the
creatives are more dynamic and restless. Four times more creatives (16.7% to 4.7%) have
lived in their current location for less than a year, and 43% (compared to 31.4%) – between 1
and 5 years. Knowledge worker conservatism is seen in the fact that a total of 63% of them
have lived in their current place for more than 5 years, compared to some 49% of creatives.

Col percents

Total

Creative

Knowledge

Base
Less than 1 year
Between 1 and 5 years
Between 5 and 10 years
More than 10 years
No answer

200
11.5%
38.0%
21.5%
28.5%
0.5%

114
16.7%
43.0%
16.7%
23.7%
-

86
4.7%
31.4%
27.9%
34.9%
1.2%

3.4.2.1.3 Ownership status
It is difficult to understand how a full 47.5% have managed to buy accommodation without
recourse to mortgage or loans. Hypothetically, this has been possible in the early 1990s and
thereafter – in the very late 1990s, when for various reasons (inflation) ready cash would
easily buy you accommodation. This percentage almost certainly covers the people who have
lived in one place for more than 10 years – i.e. have become embedded before the times of
mortgages and loans. Nevertheless, it is peculiar that only 11.2% have a mortgage.
Mortgage-holders and rent-payers appear a very happy lot, given than only 3.4% of the
sample finds such payments difficult, while the largest group (15.1%) find these payments
affordable. A peculiar 8.4% each are convinced that such payments are “very easy” or “easy”
to afford.
Some of the explanation may lie in the proportion of people living rent-free (more than 10%),
presumably with parents or relatives, and the very unusually high proportion (21.8%) of
individuals paying rent. Rent-paying is very, very untypical for Bulgarians, more than 90% of
whom (a European record) nationally in fact own their accommodation. What the figures tell
us about Sofia is that the rent-payers are the young recent arrivals to the city. This is
obviously the talent pool for the future of Sofia’s economy.
When all is said and done, however, there is obviously much that we do not understand about
the ownership / tenure status of Sofia’s creatives and knowledge workers. A considerable-size
informal economy lurks somewhere close to the surface, but we have no instruments with
which to evaluate it.
Four times more knowledge workers (17.4%) are saddled with a mortgage compared to
creatives (4.4%), many more of whom (30.7% compared to 14% for knowledge workers) pay
rent.
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3.4.2.2

Satisfaction with neighbourhood and living environment
3.4.2.2.1 Crucial factors for choice of neighbourhood

Cost and size of the accommodation seem the crucial considerations when deciding to move
accommodation, followed by proximity to public transport, general quality of the
neighbourhood closeness to the city centre and of public open spaces, such as parks.
Most of these considerations fall in the “hard factor” category, with the exception of
proximity of open / green areas. Certainly nearness to nigh-life plays virtually no role
whatsoever. This can be explained by the tendency of Sofianites to see all entertainment as by
definition concentrated in “the centre”, where they have, traditionally, been. We can also
speculate that night-life does not play a very large role in the lives of Sofia’s creative and
knowledge workers.

3.4.2.2.2 Satisfaction with neighbourhood
Once having moved to a neighbourhood, the sample’s priorities change. Personal safety,
access to shops and to public transport become the most important factors, which condition
the levels of satisfaction, followed by proximity of health care and of open / green spaces.
Overall quality of life establishes a clear lead with a weight of 61.5%.
Again, most of these are traditional, “hard” factors. The biggest cause of dissatisfaction is,
however, in the “soft” category – levels of pollution (44.1%) and “appearance of
neighbourhood” (35.2). These indicators provide a clear signal that the environmental
sensitivity of the sample is much higher than has been typical of Bulgarians over recent years.
More than likely, in coming years this sensitivity will be becoming more focused, producing
clearer “soft” indicators.
Ultimately, levels of satisfaction with neighbourhood is very high overall, with 81.6% saying
that it has lived up to their expectations. Less satisfied (more critical) are the creatives, of
whom one-quarter is not satisfied, compared to 14% for knowledge workers.
Slight variations reveal some characteristics of the two sub-groups of the sample. Creatives
treasure more than knowledge workers proximity to public transport (which they use
considerably more): 54.4% to 39.5%. The creatives are less fascinated with closeness to the
city centre and with public spaces, but much more conscious of cost of dwelling.
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C5. How important were the following factors in your decision to move to your current residence?
Col percents

Total

Creative

Knowledge

Base
Distance from home to work
Cost of dwelling
Size of dwelling
Availability of private open space (e.g. balcony, gardens)
Proximity to family/friends
Closeness to services/facilities
Proximity to public transport
Proximity to major roads/highways
Nearness to pubs/nightclubs
Closeness to city centre
Proximity to good quality schools
Availability of crèches
Availability of Leisure facilities
The quality of the surrounding neighbourhood
Closeness to public open space (e.g. parks, playgrounds
The neighbourhood atmosphere

200
36.0%
52.5%
56.5%
42.0%
28.5%
35.0%
48.0%
33.5%
4.5%
43.0%
20.0%
17.0%
22.0%
51.0%
41.0%
53.5%

114
33.3%
60.5%
58.8%
40.4%
29.8%
34.2%
54.4%
29.8%
5.3%
38.6%
14.0%
14.0%
20.2%
45.6%
35.1%
48.2%

86
39.5%
41.9%
53.5%
44.2%
26.7%
36.0%
39.5%
38.4%
3.5%
48.8%
27.9%
20.9%
24.4%
58.1%
48.8%
60.5%

3.4.2.2.3 Satisfaction with Sofia
Three-quarters (74.3%) of the sample have lived in Sofia for more than 10 years, with the
next largest group (16.8%) living for 5 to 10 years – these arrived during the times when the
city was re-defining and re-structuring itself.
The knowledge workers are considerably more staid and conservative: 81.4% of them have
been in Sofia for more than 10 years, compared to 65.8% for the creatives. People coming in
over the past year or tow are exclusively to be found among the creatives.
Once in Sofia, the two groups show comparable levels of mobility around the city’s
neighbourhoods.
Factors relating to personal connections and people play by far the biggest role in the
sample’s decision to remain in Sofia, with 31.3% having been born here, 19.6% finding it
important that they have family here, another 15.6% having studied here, and a further 6.7%
staying for reasons of having friends. Taken together, however – and not surprisingly, given
Sofia’s unique position in Bulgaria (no unemployment, high incomes) – the most powerful
factors in the various categories are to do with employment opportunities. Classic “soft”
factors, to do with atmosphere, tolerance, diversity and so forth, almost fail to score at all.
This puts our creative and knowledge workers in a very conservative category indeed, when
compared to e.g. Richard Florida’s studies of the US and Europe.
Although none of the sub-groups (creative / knowledge) are very keen to leave Sofia, there
are differences. The largest knowledge group (45.3%) does not even contemplate leaving,
while the largest creative group (40.4%) does not find leaving Sofia completely unthinkable.
Some 24% of creatives in total find it likely that they would leave Sofia within the next three
years, compared to some 16% of knowledge workers.
The graduate sub-cluster is the most conservative, with more than 83% in Sofia for more than
a decade.
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3.4.2.2.4 Satisfaction with Sofia’s leisure and cultural facilities
As with neighbourhoods, reasons for moving to / staying in a place seem to differ greatly
from the qualities people appreciate once in that place. In the case of the city, while staying
for “hard” reasons, people seem to value greatly the softer phenomena of leisure and culture.
Various degrees of satisfaction are heavily (between 37 and 64%) concentrated on phenomena
such as: quality of public / green spaces; cultural activities; galleries and museums;
restaurants; cinema and shopping.
Indeed, it can be boldly said that satisfaction with Sofia is almost exclusively concentrated in
the leisure and cultural potential, because the situation with public services and environment
is much more dire, with levels of dissatisfaction dominating.
The appreciation of these aspects of the city is rooted in extensive personal experience. Every
day or at least once a week, our sample is engaged in the following activities in the context of
leisure and cultural facilities: almost 60% go to a pub or bar; eat out more than 84% (with an
astonishing 36.3% eating out every single day); walking around the centre (a very “Richard
Florida-type” activity, in which a huge 80% indulge) or its parks (over 54%); visiting
surrounding mountains and green areas (44%). Festivals, cinema, art galleries and sports
events are also regularly indulged in, with considerably more than half of the sample taking
part in such events less than once a week.
Patterns of leisure-related behaviour differ sharply between the creatives and the knowledge
workers, with the creatives again demonstrating a more dynamic, modern and outgoing
profile. Creatives are almost three times more likely to be eating out regularly than knowledge
workers. And twice more likely to be found, walking around the city centre. Visiting friends
is twice more important for the creatives than for the knowledge workers.
Our creatives and knowledge workers are still to develop the fascination with water that
comes out of Richard Florida’s work. Few if any aspire to water, which is plentiful around
Sofia, but no city manager has thought of developing as a leisure resource. From what we
know generally, the water aspect of life is satisfied, virtually in all cases, with trips to the
Black Sea beaches during the summer.
The civic commitments of our sample are extremely weak, possibly reflecting the bitter
national disenchantment with politics and anything that can be seen as politics, including
associative life. Never take part in resident associations 59.2%, in community work – 67%, in
political activities – 70.4%. Religious faith is also verging on the non-existent, with 61.5%
never taking part in any religious activities. Such inter-personal links are replaced by an overreliance on communing with friends, with more than 70% doing this at least once a week.

3.4.2.2.5 Satisfaction with Sofia’s public services and environment
Levels of dissatisfaction with services and environment are massive, with the highest numbers
concentrating in the “very dissatisfied” category. Whereas Sofia is obviously capable of
providing a satisfactory structure of “soft” factors, the hard factors and the environment are
seen as a near-disaster.
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Greatest levels of dissatisfaction cluster around transport and congestion (56.4%), public
transport (47.5%), safety (45.3%), health services (37.4%). A clear “soft” sensitivity is seen in
the 55.9% of respondents who find the situation with bicycle lanes very unsatisfactory.
In terms of environment, the situation is even worse (dissatisfaction intensity is higher). In
this field, the biggest scores are in the very dissatisfied group, and concentrate on issues such
as: traffic congestion, an absolute record-holder with 84.4%; lack of parking spaces (77.1%);
conditions of streets and sidewalks (57.5%) and their cleanliness (54.2%); air pollution
(46.9%).
Being younger and more demanding, creatives are considerably less satisfied than knowledge
workers (18.4% to 26.7%) with the connectivity of the city to outlying areas. Given that most
of the creatives were born in Sofia, the out-of-Sofia mobility implied in this is not due to their
returning to the “home village” for the week-end – but rather is due to the fact that creatives
tend to try and live in two places at the same time.
This situation is a very stark condemnation of city planners and managers: it is precisely in
the fields where the municipality and the government have to deliver that our sample is
convinced that nothing is being done. No matter how inventive, energetic or creative
Sofianites can be, their efforts can not compensate for city-wide managerial inefficiency.

3.4.2.2.6 Quality of life
In sharp contrast with the rest of the country, our Sofia sample is optimistic. More than 54%
are convinced that quality of life has improved over the past five years, and only 19%
believing that it has become worse. The bulk of this satisfaction derives from increased living
standards generally (37.8%), increased wages (12.2%), better shopping and eating out (more
than 20%). Interestingly, more than 1/10 places a high value on the appearance of outlets of
international hypermarket chains.
Knowledge workers are much more satisfied with life in Sofia than are the more restless
creatives. More than 62% of knowledge workers believe quality of life has improved,
compared to 46.5% of creatives, of whom 21.9% believe that quality of life has deteriorated
(compared to 15.1% of knowledge workers). Knowledge workers tend to treasure standard
indicators of quality (income, shopping) than creatives. For example, double the percentage of
creatives, compared to knowledge workers, treasure cultural life (9.4% to 5.6%) and
amusements (9.4% to 5.6%).
These divergences may reflect the more demanding, modern and dynamic nature of the
creative sub-sample.
Congestion, pollution, indiscriminate construction, overcrowding and price increases (in that
order) are the indicators that have become worse.
Those, however, who have spent a year out of town and come back, tend to find it less
appealing, with almost 30% finding that Sofia is to varying degrees worse than the place they
are returning from.
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Most, however, like Sofia enough to stay put. Under 20% form the category of people likely,
to some degree, to abandon Sofia over the coming 3 years, whereas 76% intend to stay.

3.4.2.2.7 Getting there
Although access to public transport looms fairly high in people’s decision to move to a
particular area, our sample is highly critical of Sofia’s public transport, with 93% being to
varying degrees dissatisfied with it. Not surprisingly, most of our sample try and avoid it, with
a total of 34% using some form of public transport (and a further 2.5% use the dreadfully
over-crowded vans that act as route taxis). Less than 4% make use of that leading modern
transport, the subway / metro; which is not surprising, given that at the time of writing the
metro system still has only one line with 7 stops along it.
Lacking a metro, creative and knowledge workers rely heavily on their private cars, with
more than 45% using them to get to work. With 46.4% owning a car (and 26.4% owning two
or more cars), such figures in fact show some restraint on the part of the car owners. The
inevitable outcome, however, of mostly using the car to get to work, is the congestion that the
sample finds the worst aspect of life in Sofia. Less than 8% are blessed with the option of
walking to work, and cycling is virtually non-existent (1.1%).
Relieving the congestion and getting the public transport right are, therefore, Sofia’s most
urgent priorities in the eyes of our respondents. During the writing of this report, in late
November 2007 Sofia’s Mayor finally unveiled a multi-billion programme for tackling just
these issues.
Such priorities for Sofia look timely also from the perspective of distances. More than 61% of
the sample have to travel 5 to 14 km to get to work, and virtually the same proportion (57%)
lose from 30 to 90 minutes each day to get to work.
There are significant variations in the behaviour of creatives and knowledge workers. Of the
latter, more than half (52.3%) use their cars every day, while only one-third (35.1%) of the
creatives do so. Many more creatives use public transport (almost 45%) than does the other
category (slightly over 30%). All cyclists of the Sofia sample are in the creative category,
while twice more of them than knowledge workers walk to work (9.6% to 4.7%). Again,
creatives demonstrate a more modern behaviour pattern than knowledge workers. Because
they use public transport more, the creatives are much more critical of its conditions than the
knowledge workers.
Most knowledge workers find it faster to get to work than creatives (41.9% of them make it in
15-29 minutes, compared to 27.2% of creatives). At the same time, the two groups do not
show marked differences in the distances they cover. The conclusion is that knowledge
workers manage to get faster to their jobs because of their much wider use of their cars – a
strategy bound to fail increasingly in the future, as congestion takes hold of Sofia.
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3.4.2.2.8 Getting away
In keeping with both the literature and the theoretical model of the Sofia study, our sample is
highly mobile outside work. Only 11.7% stay at home during week-ends. Of the rest, 34.6%
remain in Sofia, but not at home. The largest single group – 36.9% leave Sofia altogether,
while staying in Bulgaria. Presumably here we are dealing with representatives of those 40%
of Bulgarians (and over half of Sofianites) who have a second home somewhere in the
countryside. A further 3.9% leave Bulgaria for the weekend.
Such mobility brings up the issue of the ease of getting in and out of Sofia. With the number
of private cars increasing, for Sofianites, almost ten-fold since 1989, and with their high
levels of mobility, during 2007 Bulgaria witnessed the extraordinary spectacle of complete
log-jams, with no car moving for many dozens of kilometres, on their way out of Sofia on
Fridays, and on their way back in on Sundays. Furthermore, at the height of the summer
Sofianites managed to block on several occasions, with car tailbacks stretching for up to 50
kilometres, the main highways to the Black Sea resorts.
Many more knowledge workers than creatives (45.3% to 29.8%) leave Sofia for the weekend. At the same time, the knowledge workers are more satisfied with Sofia’s connectivity.
Pending further research, this must remain a mystery.
Not surprisingly, our sample is not satisfied with the connectivity between the city and
periphery (which coincides with connectivity with the rest of the country and particularly –
the resorts). More than half (57.5%) are to varying degrees not satisfied with the situation in
this aspect.
The group of “graduates” stays in Sofia to the same degree as the rest of the sample, but tends
to move around the city much less during week-ends. They leave Sofia to the same extent as
the rest of the sample.

3.5

Tolerance

Background information is crucial for the understanding of the tolerance indicators.
For reasons too complicated to go into here, Bulgarians form a “political (or civic) nation” –
i.e. they do not think of their “Bulgarianness” as something to do with ethnicity or “blood”,
but with citizenship. This characteristic has been evident since the mid-19th century, when
Bulgarians, then occupied by the Ottoman Empire, formed a national liberation movement.
The program of National Liberation differed significantly from most of the surrounding
nations (at the time also engaged in struggles of liberation). Rather than basing itself on an
anti-Turk feeling, on territorial irredentism or historical grandeur, the Bulgarian programme
of independence consciously copied the most modern European nationalist platforms, notably
those of Italian liberation figures Mazzini and Garibaldi. The enemy was not an ethnic group,
but a political establishment – not “the Turk”, but “the current despotic-tyrannical system”.
The future ideal was not a Greater Bulgaria, or an ethnically pure state – but a modern
Republic, based on a concept of political citizenship. Citizenship would include “all
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nationalities” living on Bulgarian territory. The principles of political life of the Republic
would be “agreement, brotherhood and perfect equality”.
During World War II, although a German ally, Bulgaria managed to preserve the values of
multi-cultural society. Years later, in her famous “Eichmann in Jerusalem: a report on the
banality of evil”, Hanna Arendt was to quote frustrated German reports of the time, which
complained that Bulgarians had "no understanding of the Jewish problem whatever”. While
the wearing of yellow stars was made obligatory for Bulgarian Jews, the outpouring of public
sympathy towards everyone wearing such badges was so intense that the measure was quietly
dropped by the government, causing great irritation in Berlin. The reason Bulgarians had no
understanding of the “Jewish problem” was that they saw national identity in non-ethnic
terms.
This is the reason why efforts, of the communist regime, to turn Bulgarians into xenophobes,
failed. During the 1980s the regime was losing support and, trying to win it back, began a
campaign to re-name the ethnic Turks with Bulgarian names. The use of the Turkish
language, Mosque attendance, traditional Turkish clothing, and Muslim rituals were all
banned. The dead were also renamed, as Turks were instructed to chisel out the Muslim
names of their forefathers from gravestones and put in the new names. This, however, had the
opposite effect and the regime lost the vestiges of support it had preserved. On the contrary,
as Bulgarian society took the side of the Turks, the first anti-regime organisations were put
together and began to get the favourable attention of the public.
During the 1990s, Bulgarians again failed to understand why in Yugoslavia, whose border
passes 100 km from Sofia, their neighbours were killing each other on the grounds of
ethnicity and religion.
Currently, more than 17% of Bulgaria’s population is Muslim (ethnic Turks and also ethnic
Bulgarians) and, taken together, various minorities form a good one-fifth of the population.
More importantly, polls and research continue to reveal that Bulgarians see nationality as a
matter of citizenship, rather than ethnicity or blood. When asked by pollsters about their
ethnic group, only 7% of Bulgarians identify themselves by ethnicity – and more than 86%
answer the ethnicity question with: “citizen of Bulgaria”. Prejudices against Turks and
Muslims have shrunk, since 2000, to the extent that they are not caught by research.
Prejudices against the Roma remain, grounded in a social, rather than ethnic context – with
most Bulgarians blaming the Roma for “being too lazy”.
Possibly more important still is the way Sofia handles the largest in history influx of
completely foreign, never seen before migrants, such as Arabs, Chinese, English, Irish,
Africans and so forth. Sofianites take these communities – by now in their 10 000s – in their
stride, demonstrating hostility neither in polls, nor in their daily behaviour.
All of this sets the scene for a very tolerant society, which is revealed in the Sofia sample.
More than half (52%) agree or strongly agree that Sofia is a welcoming place to people from
other countries, and less than 18% disagree or strongly disagree. That Sofia is a welcoming
place to “visible minorities” agree less (probably having in mind the Roma population, it
being the most visible minority in Sofia) – a total of 34.4%, while 28 disagree. Significantly, a
similar number – 26.3% - are unable to make up their minds on this issue.
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Homosexuality is a relatively new topic for Bulgarians, given that until recently (and in spite
of socialist modernisation) it was a traditional, parochial country with peasant mentalities.
Homosexuality was not an issue that figured in people’s lives, which explains why the
questions relating to the tolerance to lesbians and gays produce big groups that have no idea:
28.5% in the case of lesbians and almost 20% in the case of gays. The rest of our sample is
evidently not certain what exactly to think. Some 33.5% think that Sofia is welcoming to
lesbians and 30.7% - to gays. However, the proportion that sees Sofia as un-welcoming is
much lower: 15.1% in relation to lesbians and 23% - gays.
Our sample has a clearer idea on more traditional (and familiar) social issues. More than half,
52% see tensions between rich and poor, almost one-fifth see no evidence of it, while 23.4%
are convinced that there are no such tensions in their town.
There are no appreciable differences in the attitudes of creative and knowledge workers. The
sub-cluster of “graduates” tends to demonstrate greater openness than the average for the
whole sample – i.e. more strongly believing that Sofia is a tolerant city. “Graduates” are also
more indifferent to the social cleavage (rich / poor) question.

3.6

Classic and soft conditions – significance and correlations in Sofia

The ACRE analysis has not gotten to the point where, in order to make sense of figures, a
fine-tuning of theory and methodology is necessary. This is the point when, as a rule, a
common model, assumed to have existed at the beginning of the research, begins to sprout
sub-models. There is no one “city” as such and therefore, no one theoretical approach fits all
sizes. For example, it is clear that capitals behave in ways that non-capitals do not; that postcommunist cities behave in ways that “Western” cities do not; and that post-communist cities
with a strong recent revolutionary background behave in still different terms.
Sofia is a clear case of this. What we have discovered so far, in relation to the impact of
“hard” and “soft” factors is the following:
-

policy-makers demonstrate no understanding of the impact of “soft” factors, nor can
they expected to do so, given that they still find it all but impossible to tackle the
traditional, run of the mill “hard” factors of urban development

-

in Sofia, contrary to all other experience, “soft” factors develop faster than “hard”
factors; it is not the case that the former appear only when the latter have been settled.
On the contrary, Sofia still groans under the weight of unresolved problems relating to
“hard” factors (infrastructure, roads, sewage, rubbish collection, broken pavements),
but is way ahead in the “soft” factors, relating to the choice of lifestyles.

-

the explosive emergence of “soft” factors in Sofia is due solely to the impact of
private enterprise, which resolves the issues (that it can resolve, i.e. it can’t build
roads) much faster than the authorities.

-

private enterprise is unable, by its nature, to tackle “hard” factors, and given the
authorities’ policy inefficiency, these factors remain ill-addressed, against the
background of a very good track record in the “soft” area.
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There are additional considerations, to do with the length of historic processes, that ensure
that Sofia data can not be analysed meaningfully by the simple expedient of applying to it
theoretical models worked out elsewhere. For example, it is impossible to expect, in Sofia, a
clear residential division of creative / knowledge workers along the “Western” model, where
creatives stay in the city, while knowledge workers go for the suburbs. Such processes are, in
Sofia, still in their infancy. People still mostly live where they can (or where they have always
lived), rather than – where they chose. Residential differentiation by choice is something that
we could be analysing in no less than 20 years’ time, when the various socio-cultural
processes that result in such a differentiation have run their course.
Not least, satisfaction with the city does not necessarily have anything to do with one’s choice
to live and work in Sofia. As the only rapidly developing cosmopolitan metropolis of the
country, Sofia attracts people who are here because this is the only place, where they can
work the job they want, while they can still dislike the city as such.
All of these considerations reflect on the way we read – indeed, the way we process – the
figures from the cross-tabulations below:
-

as expected, there is no significant correlation between residence and creative /
knowledge occupations; that will come in the future;

-

there are no significant correlations between different degrees of satisfaction with
different aspects of being in Sofia;

-

there are very significant differences in satisfaction with “soft” and “hard” factors:
while satisfaction with the former is fairly high, nobody is satisfied with the latter.
Since the “soft” factors are the outcome of private initiative, and the failure of the
“hard” factors is the failure of development policy, there are significant political and
social overtones in this picture.

We have therefore decided to sub-divide the levels of satisfaction (with the city, living
environment and jobs) into two kinds of satisfactions: with the “soft” and the “hard” factors; a
generalised figure for each question asked would be meaningless, because it would simply
subsume into itself, and disguise the strong discrepancies that exist in the reality of the
situation.
Below we look only at the significant correlations; the rest is relegated to an Appendix.
Hard and soft conditions of life in Sofia
Out of the relevant questions in the survey, we formed two groups of answers – answers
regarding the “soft” factors that private enterprise has provided; and answers regarding the
“hard” factors that public policy has not resolved. The only group of questions, where it
proved possible to work with one generalised value of satisfaction were the ones to do with
working life.
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Col percents

Mean

Base
Satisfaction with city/region - soft
Satisfaction with city/region - hard
Satisfaction with city/region
Satisfaction with the job and work environment
Satisfaction with the neighbourhood and living environment - soft
Satisfaction with the neighbourhood and living environment - hard
Satisfaction with the neighbourhood and living environment

200
2.59
4.05
3.3
2.09
2.27
2.3
2.29

As seen in the clearer graphic representation below, the general figures for satisfaction hide
two different worlds: the level of dissatisfaction with “hard” conditions is up to double (in the
case of “city”) that of dissatisfaction with “soft”. Private initiative has obviously produced
pleasing results; urban planning has not. This cleavage runs through all the options of the
questions, indicating a durable split in levels of satisfaction, as well as an urgent message to
the city’s managers to start resolving the long-neglected “hard” factors in the city’s living
environment.

Satisfaction with city/region
Satisfaction with the job and work environment
Satisfaction with the neighbourhood and living environment
Tolerance

Soft

Hard

General

2.59
2.27

4.05
2.3

3.3
2.09
2.29

There are slight variations which may signal some further weak correlations, such as that
managers are more dissatisfied with the living environment than other categories of workers.
The biggest single over-arching correlation is that overall levels of satisfaction with job and
work environment are almost twice that of overall satisfaction with the city; and satisfaction
with the neighbourhood is again much more intensive than satisfaction with the city.
The general conclusion, as relating to Sofia, could be formulated thus: creative and
knowledge workers are satisfied with those conditions that a/ arise out of private enterprise
(i.e. the efforts of people such as themselves) and b/ conditions that can be tackled at the
micro-level (neighbourhood) by private enterprise and civic energies.
Most of these satisfactory conditions are also part of the “soft” factor constellation. As
regards neighbourhood, it is worth reflecting on its closeness, in terms of figures, to the
satisfaction levels with “soft” (privately produced) factors, which raises a fundamental
theoretical point put forward by Dr Vasil Garnizov of the Sofia team: there may be a third
layer, a kind of linking tissue between “hard” (traditional urban) and “soft” (lifestyle-related)
factors, the layer of everyday life and its practices.
In the “hard” section the picture is much clearer and more political: everything linked to the
issues, which are in the hands of the city authorities (“hard” factors) produces acute
dissatisfaction in the sample.
As regards the tolerance levels, we find a richly divergent picture. In the tolerance questions
of the survey, we find that people range themselves along an axis of “traditional” and “new”
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values of tolerance, the “traditional” being attitudes to ethnic minorities and foreigners, and
the “new” being the attitude to gays and lesbians. Along this axis, the sample is most satisfied
with tolerance to foreigners, and less so – to ethnic minorities. The survey was, however,
conducted during a period when politics-inspired tensions between Roma and ethnic
Bulgarians were visible, and this has obviously coloured results. Least tolerance is, however,
seen as regards gays – a “new” value still to be internalised.
A16. Sofia is a welcoming place to people from other countries

Satisfaction with
city/region - soft

Satisfaction with
city/region - hard

Satisfaction with
city/region

Satisfaction with the job
and work environment

Satisfaction with the
neighbourhood and living
environment - soft

Satisfaction with the
neighbourhood and living
environment - hard

Satisfaction with the
neighbourhood and living
environment

Base
Strongly Agree
Agree
Neither
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Don’t know
Mean

Base

Col percents

200
12,0%
39,5%
26,0%
13,5%
4,0%
5,0%
2,56

2,59
2,4
2,5
2,69
2,71
2,99
2,48
2,56

4,05
3,86
3,88
4,1
4,28
4,62
4,41

3,3
3,11
3,18
3,39
3,47
3,82
3,46

2,09
2,14
1,96
2,29
2,12
1,9
1,98

2,27
2,2
2,21
2,31
2,28
2,55
2,48

2,3
2,17
2,19
2,46
2,35
2,58
2,38

2,29
2,18
2,2
2,41
2,32
2,56
2,45

A17. Sofia is a welcoming place to visible minorities

46

Satisfaction with
city/region - soft

Satisfaction with
city/region - hard

Satisfaction with
city/region

Satisfaction with the job
and work environment

Satisfaction with the
neighbourhood and living
environment - soft

Satisfaction with the
neighbourhood and living
environment - hard

Satisfaction with the
neighbourhood and living
environment

Base
Strongly Agree
Agree
Neither
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Don’t know
No answer
Mean

Base

Col percents

200
8,0%
24,0%
27,5%
24,0%
3,0%
13,0%
0,5%
2,88

2,59
2,43
2,5
2,51
2,83
2,62
2,59
1,7
2,88

4,05
3,91
3,79
3,91
4,26
4,27
4,45
3,78

3,3
3,12
3,12
3,19
3,54
3,43
3,55
2,68

2,09
2,07
2
2,22
2,12
2,23
1,88
0

2,27
2,29
2,07
2,29
2,32
2,17
2,48
3

2,3
2,29
2,16
2,29
2,42
2,26
2,42
1,5

2,29
2,29
2,13
2,3
2,39
2,22
2,45
2,1

RESULTS
A18. Sofia is a place which is lesbian-friendly

Satisfaction with
city/region - soft

Satisfaction with
city/region - hard

Satisfaction with
city/region

Satisfaction with the job
and work environment

Satisfaction with the
neighbourhood and living
environment - soft

Satisfaction with the
neighbourhood and living
environment - hard

Satisfaction with the
neighbourhood and living
environment

Base
Strongly Agree
Agree
Neither
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Don’t know
No answer
Mean

Base

Col percents

200
5,5%
25,5%
22,5%
12,5%
3,5%
30,0%
0,5%
2,76

2,59
2,39
2,5
2,56
2,59
2,5
2,74
1,7
2,76

4,05
3,95
3,84
3,88
3,97
4,1
4,39
3,78

3,3
3,12
3,16
3,2
3,25
3,23
3,57
2,68

2,09
1,99
2,08
2,15
2,07
3,01
1,97
0

2,27
2,26
2,24
2,27
2,18
2,48
2,3
3

2,3
2,08
2,23
2,31
2,27
2,57
2,4
1,5

2,29
2,17
2,24
2,3
2,23
2,52
2,36
2,1

A19. Sofia is a place which is gay-friendly

Satisfaction with
city/region - soft

Satisfaction with
city/region - hard

Satisfaction with
city/region

Satisfaction with the job
and work environment

Satisfaction with the
neighbourhood and living
environment - soft

Satisfaction with the
neighbourhood and living
environment - hard

Satisfaction with the
neighbourhood and living
environment

Base
Strongly Agree
Agree
Neither
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Don’t know
No answer
Mean

Base

Col percents

200
4,5%
25,5%
24,0%
21,0%
4,0%
20,5%
0,5%
2,93

2,59
2,16
2,53
2,59
2,64
2,56
2,72
1,7
2,93

4,05
3,63
3,83
3,92
4,19
4,15
4,38
3,78

3,3
2,85
3,17
3,24
3,4
3,3
3,56
2,68

2,09
2,04
2,06
2,1
2,08
3,04
1,94
0

2,27
2,14
2,2
2,28
2,29
2,56
2,28
3

2,3
1,84
2,24
2,29
2,36
2,65
2,4
1,5

2,29
1,98
2,24
2,29
2,32
2,6
2,35
2,1
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CONCLUSION

When engulfed by the winds of change, there is one of three things you can do. You can
follow King Canute’s example and try to bravely stop them – and you will be blown away.
You can try to dig in and survive – but the price of survival may turn out to be at a level that
is below basic dignity. Or: you can ride the winds and, ultimately, make a soft landing.
Unique among Bulgaria’s cities, Sofia rode successfully the winds of history. Within the past
17 years, the city has survived two economic collapses and has gone, with considerable
enthusiasm, through two epochal revolutions. That history is still with us – even our youngest
students remember the 1997 revolution. At the end of it all, Sofia has emerged as Bulgaria’s
only 21st century city – not through design, planning or funding, but through the sheer
energies, daring and creativity of its inhabitants.
While, through the 1990s, the rest of the country tried to resist the winds of change, Sofia
whipped them up. Then the provinces grimly dug in for survival. Towns reverted to a
subsistence economy, digging up the green areas between the blocks of flats to plant
tomatoes, and stocking up with wood for heating during the winter. While they lay low,
expecting a salvage party to arrive from who knows where, Sofianites were starting up
businesses and political parties, newspapers and radio stations, software companies and night
clubs. Rather than waiting around for salvation in terms of funding or planning, Sofianites
with great glee used the structural instability (“uncertainty about the future”) described by
Törnqvist and Andersson, to launch the synergetic development that these two authors
advocated back in 1985.
This background makes Sofia unique among all ACRE cities. No other town has managed, in
the teeth of economic disintegration, to re-invent itself from 74% heavy industry-based to
76% services-based in just over a decade. No other city has seen its car population grow fivefold, or developed a University, out of an abandoned field filled with rusting concrete
structures, to rival the nation’s finest – or, indeed, spawned a creative class, out of nothing, in
a decade.
This all makes Sofia very difficult to study, or even – to conceptualise. Much of the
methodologies (and conclusions) developed for non-revolutionary cities simply do not (yet)
apply. There are, for instance, no reliable statistics, with official data under-estimating the
population by 50 per cent. The structure of Sofia’s society is still in its infancy, and it will
take another 15-20 years for different sub-groups to profile themselves clearly into different
residential areas. After generations of scarcity under socialism, and years of hardship during
the reform, “hard” factors still dominate the minds of even the most bohemian of the creative
hard-core.
Difficult as Sofia is to study, it is even more difficult to govern. Since the late 1940s, the
city’s development has laboured under completely unrealistic Urban Plans – indeed, until
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2006 the city was still supposedly governed by the 1961 Plan, according to which Sofia was
to peak at a population of 800,000. By 2006, there were more than 2 million people in town,
and even their cars were breaching the 1 million mark.
During the regimentation of socialism, lack of realistic planning led to panic-driven, lastminute decisions, such as to build new districts of concrete blocks of flats without heed to
supporting infrastructure, which decisions produce the infrastructure crises of today. After
socialism, lack of planning turned out to be a blessing, because this meant the absence of
impediments before the creative energies of Sofianites.
We see a strong link between intensity of political engagement and development along 21st
century lines. Starting with 1989 and to the end of the 1990s, Sofianites were very actively
engaged with re-constructing the political infrastructure of their city and, it being a capital –
the country. They behaved as all-round citizens of the polis, and poured their awoken energies
equally into setting up the institutions of democracy, the free media and re-constructing the
economy on the basis of private initiative and novel industries. It is a worthwhile hypothesis
that, left without policy or funding, Sofia did much better than expected because of the
intensity and the type of energy levels demonstrated by Sofianites old and new. Conversely,
had Sofianites chosen to conserve their innovative energies (i.e. avoided revolutionary
activities), their city would have vegetated.
This could also be part of the explanation behind the striking fact that, unlike booming
capitals in authoritarian states (Moscow), which develop by sucking in resources from the rest
of the country, Sofia gives, rather than taking. Up to one-third of the national GDP is being
produced in the city, to be later re-distributed to the others; 64% of all foreign investment is
also here.
Sofia obviously runs on the creative energy of its inhabitants, and this – and this alone – has
led to its re-invention from a dreary communist town into a diverse and colourful city of the
21st century. At the same time, levels of dissatisfaction in our sample clearly show that in
terms of living environment, individual and group initiative has reached its limits. Now is the
time for the municipal authorities to step in and back up the energy of the people with the
things that only the authorities can do: deal with congestion, build a decent metro system,
clean up the streets and pavements, enforce law and order, restore the great parks and the
small neighbourhood gardens, bring an end to unregulated construction, unblock the city’s
connectivity with the rest of the country and the world.
The modern creative and knowledge workers of Sofia are stupendously mobile and require
the infrastructure to help them be so. Increasingly, this is a national, rather than a regional
issue. Creative Sofianites travel great distances and, in order to maintain this mobility, it is
also the national government that must step in and build modern highways. No creative
person can tolerate the current situation, for example, when Sofia and the next biggest city,
Varna, are separated by 700 km, out of which only 120 km are motorway.
The capital of a notably tolerant nation, Sofia is a notably tolerant city. At least 17% of its
inhabitants are either from historic minorities, or new migrants from far-away places.
Sofianites take them in their stride, showing intolerance neither by word, glance or deed. It is
no accident that, as you emerge from Sofia’s (only) metro station in the centre, you can take
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in, at a glance, its oldest Orthodox church, its highest mosque, the biggest synagogue on the
Balkan peninsula and the largest Protestant church east of Trieste. At the back of the
Orthodox church is the office of the President; the back windows of the Prime Minister’s
office look onto the mosque; across from the synagogue you can buy the latest in Fender
guitars, while behind the Protestant church a new China town is fast taking shape.
Our creative / knowledge sample demonstrates the openness and tolerance that is to be
expected of Sofianites. Respondents are still more bewildered by homosexuality than by the
influx of Arab migrants, but there is a solid basis of tolerance, building on which gay and
lesbian presence will be becoming another source of satisfaction with the diversity of the
town.
The time has not yet come for city planners and managers to take an interest in planning for a
creative city. “Soft factors” they neither understand, nor should they be expected to, at this
stage of the game. Even the newly-constructed “business parks” in the green city outskirts
have appeared not because, but in spite of any sort of municipal development plans; not
because of official encouragement, but in spite of official indifference.
The best that the authorities can do is to concentrate on providing the “hard” development
factors, and on improving the general environment – tasks that individuals and groups, no
matter how creative, can not undertake by themselves. For the foreseeable future, should the
“hard” factors be thus taken care of, the continued development of Sofia in a creative
direction is best left to the Sofianites themselves.
The people of Sofia rode the winds of change when governments dithered and city managers
hid in shame; they can be trusted to bring Sofia to a soft landing now that the hurricanes of
history have run their course.
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APPENDIX

Appendix 1
B5. Including yourself, about how many people are employed at the place where you usually
work/worked?

Satisfaction with
city/region - soft

Satisfaction with
city/region - hard

Satisfaction with
city/region

Satisfaction with the job
and work environment

Satisfaction with the
neighbourhood and living
environment - soft

Satisfaction with the
neighbourhood and living
environment - hard

Satisfaction with the
neighbourhood and living
environment

Base
Under 10
10 to 49
50-99
100-249
250-499
500-999
1000 – 1999
2000 or more
Don’t know
No answer

Base

Col percents

200
4.0%
46.0%
10.5%
19.0%
7.5%
1.0%
3.0%
4.5%
3.5%
1.0%

2.59
2.58
2.61
2.54
2.58
2.49
2.88
2.61
2.28
3
2.22

4.05
3.71
4.06
3.9
4.14
4.07
3.63
4.25
3.89
4.17
4.32

3.3
3.14
3.33
3.19
3.36
3.26
3.26
3.42
3.03
3.58
3.2

2.09
2.06
2.07
2.16
1.95
2.17
2.64
2.1
2.36
2.27
1.86

2.27
2.35
2.33
2.25
2.04
2.45
2.42
2.27
2.08
2.48
2.66

2.3
2.19
2.41
2.12
2.11
2.44
2
2.33
2.06
2.71
2.13

2.29
2.25
2.38
2.17
2.09
2.45
2.17
2.31
2.07
2.64
2.34

B2. What is your current employment status?

Satisfaction with
city/region - soft

Satisfaction with
city/region - hard

Satisfaction with
city/region

Satisfaction with the job
and work environment

Satisfaction with the
neighbourhood and living
environment - soft

Satisfaction with the
neighbourhood and living
environment - hard

Satisfaction with the
neighbourhood and living
environment

Base
Employed
Self employed/freelance
No answer

Base

Col percents

200
92.5%
5.5%
2.0%

2.59
2.6
2.56
2.25

4.05
4.06
3.84
3.74

3.3
3.32
3.2
2.95

2.09
2.1
1.8
2.14

2.27
2.27
2.24
2.25

2.3
2.32
2.2
1.96

2.29
2.3
2.22
2.06
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B3. What is your contract status in your current job?

Satisfaction with
city/region - soft

Satisfaction with
city/region - hard

Satisfaction with
city/region

Satisfaction with the job
and work environment

Satisfaction with the
neighbourhood and living
environment - soft

Satisfaction with the
neighbourhood and living
environment - hard

Satisfaction with the
neighbourhood and living
environment

Base
On an unlimited permanent
contract
On a contract for a specific
project
On a fixed term contract of less
than 12 months
On a fixed term contract of 12
months or more
On a temporary employment
agency contract
Management contract
No answer

Base

Col percents

200
80.0%

2.59
2.59

4.05
4.02

3.3
3.29

2.09
2.07

2.27
2.27

2.3
2.3

2.29
2.29

8.0%

2.76

4.56

3.68

2.02

2.23

2.34

2.33

2.0%

2.26

3.59

2.92

1.96

2.1

2.25

2.21

4.5%

2.57

3.86

3.2

1.94

2.39

2.32

2.37

3.5%

2.65

3.95

3.28

3.29

2.55

2.59

2.56

0.5%
1.5%

2.9
2.01

4.67
3.92

3.74
2.95

1.58
1.41

2.4
2

2
1.5

2.18
1.7

B8. How many hours do you usually work per week in your main job?
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Satisfaction with
city/region - soft

Satisfaction with
city/region - hard

Satisfaction with
city/region

Satisfaction with the job
and work environment

Satisfaction with the
neighbourhood and living
environment - soft

Satisfaction with the
neighbourhood and living
environment - hard

Satisfaction with the
neighbourhood and living
environment

Base
Between 21 and 30 hours
Between 31 and 42 hours
Between 43 and 55 hours
More than 55 hours
Varies ever week
No answer

Base

Col percents

200
3.0%
41.0%
30.0%
11.5%
12.5%
2.0%

2.59
2.48
2.62
2.5
2.62
2.74
2.35

4.05
3.82
4.04
3.99
3.97
4.38
3.61

3.3
3.14
3.31
3.24
3.26
3.58
2.94

2.09
2.07
2.15
2.15
1.88
1.93
2.14

2.27
2.29
2.26
2.26
2.22
2.37
2.38

2.3
2.4
2.38
2.18
2.21
2.42
2.21

2.29
2.35
2.33
2.22
2.23
2.41
2.26

APPENDIX
B6. How long have you been in your company or organisation altogether? Years

Satisfaction with
city/region - soft

Satisfaction with
city/region - hard

Satisfaction with
city/region

Satisfaction with the job
and work environment

Satisfaction with the
neighbourhood and living
environment - soft

Satisfaction with the
neighbourhood and living
environment - hard

Satisfaction with the
neighbourhood and living
environment

Base
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
More than 8
No answer

Base

Col percents

200
26.0%
19.0%
10.5%
2.5%
6.0%
5.0%
6.5%
22.0%
2.5%

2.59
2.66
2.62
2.47
3.02
2.54
2.58
2.8
2.49
2.12

4.05
4.12
4.05
3.96
4.66
3.74
3.89
3.96
4.06
4.2

3.3
3.38
3.31
3.18
3.85
3.13
3.22
3.38
3.26
3.18

2.09
2.25
2.13
2.23
1.52
2.02
1.96
1.81
2.03
1.65

2.27
2.31
2.31
2.36
2.03
2.17
2.23
2.2
2.22
2.4

2.3
2.41
2.35
2.34
2.05
2.24
2.31
2.21
2.2
2.17

2.29
2.37
2.34
2.34
2.04
2.27
2.27
2.2
2.21
2.29

C1. Would you consider the area in which you live to be…?

Satisfaction with
city/region - soft

Satisfaction with
city/region - hard

Satisfaction with
city/region

Satisfaction with the job
and work environment

Satisfaction with the
neighbourhood and living
environment - soft

Satisfaction with the
neighbourhood and living
environment - hard

Satisfaction with the
neighbourhood and living
environment

Base
City Centre
Rest of the core city (just beyond
city centre)
Rest of the city, including the
outskirts
Village or small town in
metropolitan area
Medium or large town in
metropolitan area
No answer

Base

Col percents

200
22.5%
54.0%

2.59
2.56
2.59

4.05
3.91
4.12

3.3
3.2
3.35

2.09
2.03
2.06

2.27
1.99
2.33

2.3
2.08
2.4

2.29
2.05
2.37

19.5%

2.63

4.02

3.32

2.26

2.39

2.38

2.38

2.5%

2.44

3.84

3.05

1.87

2.31

1.82

2.07

0.5%

3.38

4.44

3.94

1.92

2.6

2.83

2.73

1.0%

2.18

4.2

3.24

2.62

2.5

1.75

2.05
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Satisfaction with
city/region
Satisfaction with the job
and work environment
Satisfaction with the
neighbourhood and living
environment - soft
Satisfaction with the
neighbourhood and living
environment - hard
Satisfaction with the
neighbourhood and living
environment

Base
Own without mortgage
(i.e. without any loans)
Own with mortgage
Tenant, paying rent to
private landlord
Tenant, paying rent in
social/voluntary/municipal
housing
Accommodation is
provided rent free
Other
No answer
Satisfaction with
city/region - hard

Col percents

Satisfaction with
city/region - soft

Satisfaction with
city/region - hard
Satisfaction with
city/region
Satisfaction with the job
and work environment
Satisfaction with the
neighbourhood and living
environment - soft
Satisfaction with the
neighbourhood and living
environment - hard
Satisfaction with the
neighbourhood and living
environment

Base
Male
Female
No answer

Base

Col percents

Satisfaction with
city/region - soft

Satisfaction with
city/region - soft
Satisfaction with
city/region - hard
Satisfaction with
city/region
Satisfaction with the job
and work environment
Satisfaction with the
neighbourhood and living
environment - soft
Satisfaction with the
neighbourhood and living
environment - hard
Satisfaction with the
neighbourhood and living
environment

Col percents

Base

Total
Creative
Knowledge

Base
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B1. What is your current occupation?

200
57.0%
43.0%
2.59
2.6
2.57
4.05
4.07
4.01
3.3
3.32
3.28
2.09
2.13
2.04
2.27
2.29
2.25
2.3
2.34
2.26
2.29
2.32
2.25

D1. Please indicate your gender

200
41.5%
57.5%
1.0%
2.59
2.64
2.55
2.68
4.05
4.06
4.04
4.26
3.3
3.34
3.27
3.53
2.09
2.02
2.14
2.41
2.27
2.27
2.27
2.34
2.3
2.29
2.31
2.5
2.29
2.28
2.3
2.41

C7. Which of the following best describes your accommodation?

200
45.0%
2.59
2.6
4.05
4.11
3.3
3.34
2.09
2.02
2.27
2.23
2.3
2.24
2.29
2.23

10.0%
23.5%

2.78
2.57

4.16
3.96

3.47
3.25

1.97
2.22

2.32
2.2

2.36
2.34

2.35
2.28

1.0%

3

4.56

3.78

2.26

2.9

2.9

2.9

11.0%

2.49

4.01

3.24

2.17

2.34

2.4

2.39

8.5%
1.0%

2.4
2.45

3.88
3.22

3.12
2.82

2.12
1.71

2.47
2.41

2.37
1.75

2.4
2.01

APPENDIX
D4. What is your highest level of education received?

Satisfaction with
city/region - soft

Satisfaction with
city/region - hard

Satisfaction with
city/region

Satisfaction with the job
and work environment

Satisfaction with the
neighbourhood and living
environment - soft

Satisfaction with the
neighbourhood and living
environment - hard

Satisfaction with the
neighbourhood and living
environment

Base
Secondary
Semi-higher
Higher
Doctor's degree
No answer

Base

Col percents

200
4.0%
0.5%
87.0%
8.0%
0.5%

2.59
2.52
2
2.62
2.27
2.7

4.05
3.81
3
4.09
3.78
3.89

3.3
3.13
2.47
3.34
3.05
3.26

2.09
2.11
3
2.08
2.08
2.21

2.27
2.46
1
2.29
2.02
2.67

2.3
2.63
1
2.3
2.17
3

2.29
2.54
1
2.31
2.1
2.83

D6. Please indicate the range that best describes your monthly income after taxes (Euros).

Satisfaction with
city/region - soft

Satisfaction with
city/region - hard

Satisfaction with
city/region

Satisfaction with the job
and work environment

Satisfaction with the
neighbourhood and living
environment - soft

Satisfaction with the
neighbourhood and living
environment - hard

Satisfaction with the
neighbourhood and living
environment

Base
126-250 EUR
251-375 EUR
376-500 EUR
501-625 EUR
626-750 EUR
751-875 EUR
875 EUR and more
Refuse
No answer

Base

Col percents

200
7.5%
16.5%
13.0%
3.0%
4.0%
7.0%
14.5%
31.5%
3.0%

2.59
2.44
2.42
2.65
2.47
2.66
2.41
2.69
2.68
2.53

4.05
3.77
3.82
4.12
4.59
4.04
3.69
4.01
4.2
4.49

3.3
3.1
3.1
3.36
3.46
3.33
3.04
3.33
3.44
3.55

2.09
2.44
2.3
2.15
1.75
2.15
1.75
1.86
2.07
2.13

2.27
2.33
2.37
2.29
2.14
2.12
2.17
2.24
2.25
2.45

2.3
2.55
2.38
2.44
2.1
2.16
2.05
2.21
2.32
1.95

2.29
2.45
2.38
2.38
2.12
2.13
2.11
2.22
2.3
2.14

D7. Please indicate the range that best describes your age

Satisfaction with
city/region - soft

Satisfaction with
city/region - hard

Satisfaction with
city/region

Satisfaction with the job
and work environment

Satisfaction with the
neighbourhood and living
environment - soft

Satisfaction with the
neighbourhood and living
environment - hard

Satisfaction with the
neighbourhood and living
environment

Base
15-24
25-34
35-44
45-54
55-64
65-78
Refuse
No answer

Base

Col percents

200
13.5%
44.0%
20.0%
17.0%
3.5%
0.5%
1.0%
0.5%

2.59
2.48
2.58
2.68
2.58
2.37
2.2
3.3
2.89

4.05
3.78
4.1
4.03
4.05
4.2
3.22
4.78
5

3.3
3.11
3.33
3.33
3.3
3.3
2.86
4
3.94

2.09
2.24
2.17
1.89
1.98
1.92
2.46
2.57
2

2.27
2.3
2.32
2.23
2.22
1.99
2.67
2.5
2

2.3
2.41
2.34
2.22
2.27
2.05
2.6
2.4
1.83

2.29
2.37
2.34
2.23
2.25
2.02
2.63
2.45
1.92
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Appendix 2
Sofia Questionnaire - http://www2.fmg.uva.nl/acre/results/index.html
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