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Summary: The ar﬒ cle discuses some 

transforma﬒ ons in the economic culture of 

the Bulgarian business agents resul﬒ ng from 

the integra﬒ on of the Bulgarian business with 

the EU business space. In 2006 and 2007 we 

carried out a survey and its main results are 

summarized in the ar﬒ cle. Our thesis is that 

the survival of Bulgarian business in a new 

global culture depends on the capabili﬑  of 

Bulgarian companies “to preserve the role of a 

consumer of the world knowledge” (Bauman) 

in order to secure for themselves a place in the 

global commodi﬑  market. Yet, the suffi  cient 

condi﬒ on to be met is connected with the 

abili﬑  of the Bulgarian business people to run 

business eff ec﬒ vely by modern business and 

management prac﬒ ces, which to a high degree 

are absent from the Bulgarian market space. 

We conclude that the transforma﬒ ons of the 

Bulgarian business are spreading unequally 

and with diff erent pace. The research reveals 

various and some﬒ mes even contras﬒ ng ﬑ pes 

of cultural behavior among Bulgarian managers 

and entrepreneurs.
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1. Introduction*

T
he integra﬒ on of Bulgarian socie﬑  in 

the European business space and the 

embeddedness of our na﬒ onal economic 

streams in the globaliza﬒ on phenomenon have 

been complex and con﬒ nuous processes. It is 

widely known that this is a process not only 

requiring large capital investments, innova﬒ ve 

investments, and solid management knowledge, 

but also a process that necessitates the func﬒ onal 

synchroniza﬒ on of the social and economic 

ins﬒ tu﬒ ons. Only through the achievement of 

such synchroniza﬒ on could the specifi c organic 

economic environment, whose ﬒ ssue and internal 

coherence is built of a complex network of 

economic fl ows, be created. (Gern 2002). Thus, 

a﬎ er all, in addi﬒ on to enhancing compe﬒ ﬒ on, 

globaliza﬒ on fosters yet another tendency – 

the increased signifi cance of coopera﬒ on as an 

external source of innova﬒ ve solu﬒ ons. By this 

* This ar﬒ cle appeared as a product of a large research project – universi﬑  project N “SRA” 21.03 – 10/2005. – en﬒ tled 
“Transforma﬒ on and adapta﬒ on of Bulgarian business in the process of Bulgarian socie﬑ ’s Euro-integra﬒ on”, funded by 
the “SRA” fund to the Universi﬑  of Na﬒ onal and World Economy (UNWE) – Sofi a, Bulgaria. The project was developed by 
a scien﬒ fi c team with the following members: Assoc. Prof. T. Rakadjiiska, Ph.D., (scien﬒ fi c advisor), Prof. B. Kolev, Ph.D., 
Assoc. Prof. M. Stoyanova, Ph.D., Assoc. Prof. S. Todorova, Ph.D. The empirical sociological terrain survey was carried out 
under this research project in 2006, and also in 2007. The ar﬒ cle presents part of the results of the survey in ques﬒ on.
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means a number of goals is actually achieved – 

the cost of economic development is reduced, 

the period for the introduc﬒ on of diff erent 

market niches could be shortened, social and 

economic risks are also minimized, as well as the 

﬒ me for the implementa﬒ on of innova﬒ ons is 

also cut down to a considerable degree.

In today’s world, which Sco﬐  Lash and John Urry 

called a world of “disorganized capitalism”, the 

new global economy put an end to the possibili﬑  

for modern socie﬑  to be analyzed through the 

exis﬒ ng “centre-periphery” models, or through 

the simple “push-pull” models, or through the 

tradi﬒ onal balance of trade models, or fi nally 

through the “consump﬒ on-produc﬒ on” models. 

A global culture with a complex structure of 

par﬒ al coincidences and contradic﬒ ons, whose 

core characteris﬒ c is the “the eff ort of uniformi﬑  

and dis﬒ nc﬒ on to be preoccupied each other” 

(Appadurai 2006:71) has been establishing itself 

more fi rmly.

The social space of business is by no means an 

excep﬒ on from the rest of the social spaces, 

rather, this is precisely the space that rules over 

the changes occurring in the age of ever expanding 

fl ow of the local historic trajectories into complex 

transna﬒ onal structures. In the year pronounced 

by the European Commission as a European year 

of intercultural dialogue, we believe that it is 

especially important that the genealogy (in the 

sense which Appadurai a﬐ ached to this concept) 

of the cultural structures of Bulgarian business, 

within whose frames new European forms of 

business prac﬒ ces have been integrated, should 

be constructed.

Our goal is not to research the history of the 

exis﬒ ng cultural business habitus. The main 

ques﬒ on which we seek to answer is: does 

Bulgarian business cultural sphere fi t to the 

pre-set parameters of global moderni﬑ , or 

is its genealogy completely plunged into the 

historici﬑  of the local habitus?

By refraining from building a skeleton of a 

general theory of the global cultural processes, 

in our quest for an answer to that ques﬒ on, 

we use the polyphonic sense of the concept of 

“culture” found in two major discourses. Culture 

as substan﬒ ali﬑  – a confi gura﬒ on of a﬐ itudes, 

values and symbols, on the one hand; and on the 

other hand – culture as one of the dimensions 

of phenomena, a dimension related to the 

situated and embodies varia﬒ on (Appadurai 

2006). In other words, we’ve tried to delineate 

the local borders of the cultural diff erences 

for the representa﬒ ves of Bulgarian business. 

For the purpose of the present ar﬒ cle the 

concepts of “economic culture”, “entrepreneur 

culture”, and “business culture” will be used in 

the various contexts describing the borders of 

the cultural varie﬒ es in the business space of 

Bulgarian socie﬑  during the Euro-integra﬒ on 

process. We use the concept “business space” 

to show that we do not fi x our a﬐ en﬒ on on 

any par﬒ cular social rela﬒ ons, in the same way 

and from the same angle, but rather we project 

or visualize “mul﬒ layer constructs, condi﬒ oned 

by the historical, linguis﬒ c and poli﬒ cal situa﬒ on 

of diff erent ﬑ pes of cultural actors” (Appadurai 

2006:56).

Our thesis claims that the need for the Bulgarian 

business to preserve the “role of consumer 

of the world’s knowledge” (Z. Bauman), and 

by doing so to manage to integrate itself in 

the global commodi﬑  market, is a necessary 

condi﬒ on for the Bulgarian business to survive 

in the powerful interna﬒ onal market, and of 

course under the condi﬒ ons of a new global 

culture. The suffi  cient condi﬒ on, however, is 

related to the abili﬑  of the representa﬒ ves 

of Bulgarian business to apply eff ec﬒ ve 

management strategies, which on its turn 

requires a high degree of business culture and 

contemporary management skills related to 

the new informa﬒ on technologies the shortage 

of which in the Bulgarian business space is, in 

our opinion, remarkable.
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2. Basic Theoretical and Cultural 
Models

Global science has known the applica﬒ on of 

several theore﬒ cal models in the research 

of the diff eren﬒ a﬒ on of economic culture from 

na﬒ onal culture; each of those models has 

several cultural dimensions. Some of the most 

popular models are those developed by G. 

Hofstede (Hofstede 2001) and F. Trompenaars 

& Charles Hampden-Turner (Trompenaars & 

Charles Hampden-Turner 1995, 2004)1. The 

authors use diff erent binaries to defi ne the 

basic parameters of na﬒ onal economic cultures. 

The only binary code that both models share is 

“individualism – communitarians” (individuali﬑  

versus collec﬒ vi﬑ ). In F. Trompenaars & Charles 

Hampden-Turner’s model, however, in addi﬒ on 

to “individualism – communitarians” there also 

other binaries included, like “universalism – 

par﬒ cularism” (rules versus informal contacts); 

“neutrali﬑  – aff ec﬒ vi﬑ ”; “specifi c – diff use”; 

“external – internal locus of control”; 

“achievement – instruc﬒ on”; “a﬐ itudes towards 

﬒ me”; “a﬐ itudes towards environment”. Our 

opinion matches what has already been shared 

by T. Chavdarova, that F. Trompenaars & Charles 

Hampden-Turner’s model is more appropriate 

for prac﬒ cal locally in the examina﬒ on of the 

cultural characteris﬒ cs of Bulgarian business 

prac﬒ ces (Chavdarova 2004). Consequently, we 

have based a part of our central standpoint 

precisely on this approach.

Culture, as F. Trompenaars & Charles Hampden-

Turner write, provides a meaningful context, 

which allows people to eff ec﬒ vely solve the 

problems and challenges by which they are 

faced. The set of artefacts, norms, values, and 

assump﬒ ons across cultures can vary within a 

wide range, but the concentra﬒ on of varie﬑  

around the average, or the “norm” diff eren﬒ ates 

one culture from another. The authors, in unison 

with the ideas of Claude Levi Strauss, warn that 

the stereo﬑ ping or the conscious or unconscious 

equaliza﬒ on between the diff erent and the 

wrong could by no means be an indica﬒ on 

for a situa﬒ onally adequate culture. The main 

conclusion made by F. Trompenaars & Charles 

Hampden-Turner is that diff erent cultures refl ect 

situa﬒ ons in diff erent ways, so it is not correct 

to consider any of the iden﬒ fi ed ideal ﬑ pes of 

culture more successful than any of the rest. It 

appears that for diff erent situa﬒ ons diff erent 

﬑ pes of culture prove successful. For instance, in 

the context of individualis﬒ c cultures, if we have 

a situa﬒ on when a mistake has been made, the 

business prac﬒ ce concentra﬒ ng on the person 

whose fault it is and making him/her responsible 

is considered successful. In collec﬒ vis﬒ c cultures, 

the focus on the person whose fault it is not 

en﬒ rely ruled out, yet the responsibili﬑  is 

always shouldered by the group, because it is 

considered that the mistake is a result of poor 

group collabora﬒ on.

F. Trompenaars & Charles Hampden-Turner 

organize the ﬑ pisa﬒ on of corporate culture 

along two dimensions: equali﬑ –hierarchy and 

orienta﬒ on toward the individual – orienta﬒ on 

toward the task. Thus, four idealized ﬑ pe of 

corporate cultures are formed, described by 

Trompenaars & Hampden-Turner through the 

following metaphors: “Family”; “Eiff el Tower”; 

“Rocket-launcher”; “The Incubator”.

The metaphor of the “family” is normally 

used about cultures depending on close yet 

at the same ﬒ me hierarchical rela﬒ ons. What 

is important in this case is that this ﬑ pe of 

power is rather in﬒ mate instead of threatening. 

“Family” cultures o﬎ en allow for a phenomenon 

1 Business culture research using Hofstede’s model has been conducted in Bulgaria by a number of scien﬒ fi c teams: P. 
Ivanov and all.; Tzvetan Davidkov and all.; S. Karabeljova, J. and all.; Trompenaars & Charles Hampden-Turner Jr.’s model 
has been applied in one research with which we are familiar – under the project “East”-“West” Cultural Encounters 2004.
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described by M. Weber as a “role confl ict”. Family 

culture, however, by rule is more a﬐ racted by 

the intui﬒ ve than by ra﬒ onal knowledge. The 

stress is put on who does what rather than on 

what is actually done. “Firms modelled by the 

family culture ﬑ pe can react quickly to the fast 

changing environment aff ec﬒ ng their power”. 

Strategic off ers are some﬒ mes just a facade 

behind which the family is ac﬒ ng in unison with 

their own tradi﬒ ons. “The family model does not 

give special priori﬑  to effi  ciency (doing things the 

right way), yet eff ec﬒ vi﬑  (doing the right things) 

is highly treasured” (Trompenaars, Hampden-

Turner, 2004: 223 -227). Judging by data from 

the research conducted by the two authors in 

the late 1980s, Bulgarian companies could be 

defi ned as a borderline culture, somewhere 

between the “family” and the “Eiff el Tower” 

﬑ pes, with a stronger orienta﬒ on toward the 

former. This could be explained by the fact 

that, then as well as now, small and mid-size 

enterprises prevailed in Bulgaria, and by rule 

those are companies more inclined to develop 

cultures of the ﬑ pe “family” and “incubator”. 

(Trompenaars, Hampden-Turner, 2004, p.245)

The metaphor of the “Eiff el Tower” is aimed at 

describing a culture that gives priori﬑  to the 

rules of a strict hierarchy and to the roles with 

their assigned func﬒ ons. This is a culture built 

en﬒ rely of the rules of the ideal bureaucracy, 

following M. Weber’ theory. Authori﬑  comes 

from role assump﬒ on, rela﬒ onships are specifi c, 

the status is prescribed and remains within the 

offi  ce. Cultures of this ﬑ pe follow objec﬒ ve 

standards and established procedures in the fi rst 

place. “The planning of workforce, evalua﬒ on 

centres, evalua﬒ on systems, training blueprints, 

and personnel turnaround on various posi﬒ ons, 

has the general disposi﬒ on of contribu﬒ ng 

to the classifi ca﬒ on and building of resources 

corresponding to par﬒ cular roles. A change 

in a company of the “Eiff el Tower” ﬑ pe will 

by all means bring about a change in rules. 

(Trompenaars, Hampden-Turner 2004:232) A 

culture of this ﬑ pe depends on an﬒ cipa﬒ on, 

me﬒ culousness, and precision of behaviour. Du﬑  

has been internalized as a value by employers. 

Confl icts are considered irra﬒ onal.

The metaphor of the “Rocket-launcher” describes 

an egalitarian ﬑ pe of corporate culture closer to 

the “Eiff el Tower”, as this ﬑ pe is impersonal and 

task-oriented. The fundamentals in this ﬑ pe of 

culture are in the fi rst place values. The idea 

is to put the strategic inten﬒ on into prac﬒ ce 

and thus achieve the par﬒ cular goal. Actually, 

this is a culture of the expert interdisciplinary 

knowledge. A culture of this ﬑ pe is mostly 

characteris﬒ c of matrix organiza﬒ ons; this is a 

cyberne﬒ c ﬑ pe of culture, target-oriented and 

demanding strong feedback, i.e. a circular rather 

than a linear culture. In this ﬑ pe of culture, 

normally the aim is to fi nd new means rather 

than new targets. Mo﬒ va﬒ on is internal. Problem 

solu﬒ on is a leading incen﬒ ve, rather than the 

discipline related to rule compliance. Evalua﬒ on 

is performed by the peers, not by the superiors. 

This culture is individualis﬒ c by nature.

The “Incubator” metaphor is used to describe 

a culture related to the “existen﬒ al idea that 

organiza﬒ ons are secondary to the fulfi lment of 

individuals”. The crea﬒ ve fulfi lment of individuals 

and the minimiza﬒ on of the ﬒ me spent in 

self-sustenance are a priori﬑ . This is a culture 

reasoning innova﬒ ve theories by reac﬒ ng in an 

intelligent way to the untradi﬒ onal. Habitually, it 

is an a﬐ ribute to a social prac﬒ ce predominantly 

applied in small entrepreneur companies by 

individualists possessing personal charisma﬒ c 

authori﬑  working mostly alone yet willing to 

“share certain resources while comparing their 

experience”. The leading incen﬒ ve here is the 

“journey” itself – the road to the realiza﬒ on of 

the idea. This culture depends on “face-to-face” 

rela﬒ onships and work in﬒ macy. Change could 

be fast and spontaneous, if all members are “on 

the same wavelength”. Contrary to “family” 

culture, in this case leadership is achieved rather 
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than inherited. Confl icts are resolved either 

through spli﬐ ing, or through trying various 

alterna﬒ ves. This is above all a culture of ad hoc 

organiza﬒ ons.

By studying the historical transforma﬒ on of 

the economic culture of Bulgarian business, B. 

Kolev developed a model of the culture’s genesis 

by means of several basic cultural axes. (Kolev 

2002) Those are cultural a﬐ ributes of social 

prac﬒ ces, structured by the transforma﬒ ons of 

social changes, a﬐ itudes and self-reproducing 

lifes﬑ les and structures, over the period from 

the Libera﬒ on of Bulgaria ﬒ ll present day. 

The fi rst of the axes is “the cultural model 

of barter” – “self-sa﬒ sfac﬒ on”, or more 

specifi cally, “if you do this for me – I will do 

that for you” and vice versa. The second axis is 

“collec﬒ vism”. This is a cultural axis stemming 

from the pre-libera﬒ on patriarchal communi﬑ , 

passing through the consumer and mutual 

assistance coopera﬒ ons at the ﬒ me of the fi rst 

moderniza﬒ on of Bulgarian socie﬑ , almost fully 

forced by the socialist regime and s﬒ ll exis﬒ ng in 

our contemporary post-totalitarian socie﬑ . The 

third axis is the “leadership role”, or “the crucial 

state interven﬒ on on the economy”.

If we go back in history and consider the three 

major poli﬒ cal transforma﬒ ons in Bulgaria (a﬎ er 

the Libera﬒ on, a﬎ er the year of 1944, and a﬎ er 

the year of 1989), we will no﬒ ce that na﬒ onal 

transforma﬒ ons were eff ected without the 

leading role of the objec﬒ vely needed social-

economic subjects adequate to the par﬒ cular 

transi﬒ on. Thus, for instance, a﬎ er the Libera﬒ on, 

Bulgaria started on the road to the bourgeois 

development, but without the existence of a 

well-structured burgers’ class; a﬎ er 1944, the 

building of socialism with the avant-garde role 

of the working class was widely adver﬒ sed, 

while Bulgaria itself is amorphous and sparse; 

the years a﬎ er 1989 marked the development 

of a market socie﬑ , however, without the 

existence in the country of a clearly outlined 

and stra﬒ fi ed entrepreneur class2. This was what 

caused the integra﬒ on of na﬒ onal economy 

resources during the three transi﬒ onal periods 

to be carried out by the state administra﬒ on, 

rather than by objec﬒ vely originated and mature 

relevant economic en﬒ ﬒ es. In other words, an 

opportuni﬑  was created for state offi  cials to 

seize unusual poli﬒ cal and dominant roles and 

thus quickly turn their poli﬒ cal power directly 

into economic power and status (these processes 

were also described by W. Zombart3).

S. Bochev also noted that process and 

emphasized that the “na﬒ onaliza﬒ on” of 

Bulgarian economy as the interference of the 

state had been a dis﬒ nc﬒ ve and immanent 

characteris﬒ c even before the building of the 

“fundamentals of capitalism in our country” 

a﬎ er the Libera﬒ on. The interference of the 

state is so signifi cant that it marked many a 

decade of our whole post-Libera﬒ on history. The 

aspira﬒ ons toward a “maximum fi scal impact” 

choking private capital resulted in a distorted 

economic mentali﬑ , penetra﬒ on of false values, 

and tough resistance against the adop﬒ on of 

authen﬒ c market values. (Bochev 1998) This 

situa﬒ on reached the peak of its deformed 

“gene﬒ c existence”, especially a﬎ er 1944. 

Unfortunately, it is so well familiar now owing 

to the scheme chosen for the realiza﬒ on of the 

transi﬒ on from a centrally planned to a market 

economy. Again, this is a move that has been 

eff ected to the detriment of the main interest 

of the stratum mo﬒ va﬒ ng social progress – the 

stratum of the middle class, which began to 

2 A﬎ er the Libera﬒ on, more than 83 % of the general popula﬒ on lived in rural areas, while there were around 260-270 
wealthy families, of which only three were millionaires; according to the census of 1946, the rural popula﬒ on in Bulgaria 
amounted about 73 % and a working class of between 8 to 11 % (Kolev 2002).    
3 Further details on the processes of this transforma﬒ on in Bulgaria you will fi nd in Kolev 2002, and also in T. Rakadjiiska 1998.
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shape itself back in history, under the condi﬒ ons 

of the centrally planned economy.

From the historical perspec﬒ ve, we could speculate 

on one further cultural axis, which should rather 

be considered as a deriva﬒ ve from the previous 

one, and this extra axis is defi ned as “paternalism 

and egalitarianism”. Just as the rest of the 

“axes”, this last one originated from the pre-

Libera﬒ on “levelling” of the oppressed Bulgarian 

popula﬒ on. The insuffi  cient moderniza﬒ on of 

the fi rst capitalist genera﬒ ons, the specula﬒ ve 

prac﬒ ces of accumula﬒ on of capital through the 

state ins﬒ tu﬒ ons, preserve people’s ap﬒ tude for 

egalitarianism and develop further their a﬐ itude 

of non-acceptance and lack of recogni﬒ on for 

those who have accrued capital. This explains 

the generally accepted banal statement, so well 

expressed by Aleko Konstan﬒ nov through the 

words of his unique ethno-cultural character: “All of 

them are [the same] scoundrels”. Paternalism and 

egalitarianism as a prevailing emo﬒ onal a﬐ itude 

was duly ins﬒ tu﬒ onalized during the socialist regime 

and it s﬒ ll exists, even among the representa﬒ ves 

of the private business (Kolev 2002).

Now, we can clearly see that Bulgarian 

history has known three significant changes, 

happening within a century or so, which have 

radically reorganized the economic sphere, 

yet not so crucially its economic culture. Each 

of those radical changes has its own logical 

identification and offers specific cultural 

matrices for economic behaviour. Economic 

culture changes, however, take effect slowly; 

according to the data, they carry the “scars” 

of the past scenario of the patriarchal “clan 

culture” (Minkov 2007:21 et al.) of Bulgarian 

nation, although a tendency has already 

been noted in the direction of the so-called 

“clanless” cultures.

3. Some New Cultural Parameters 
of Bulgarian Business in the Euro-
integration Process

It has already been noted that in 2006 and 

2007 the authors’ panel conducted a survey 

of the business in Bulgaria, by making use 

of certain parameters of the F. Trompenaars 

Table 1. Ways of Giving Negative Feedback in the Company

 
Frequency 

2007

Percentage 

2007

Frequency 

2006

Percentage 

2006

Valid cases 1. Feedback is directed 

towards the performance 

rather than the person’s 

quali﬒ es

626 66.6 550 55.1

2. It is provided only when 

requested
30 3.2 69 6.9

3. The person who has not 

managed is usually blamed
165 17.6 252 25.2

4. Cri﬒ cizing is avoided to 

prevent from hur﬒ ng others’ 

feelings

63 6.7 80 8.0

5. Unable to decide 52 5.5 48 4.8

Total 936 99.6 999 100.0

Not responded 4 0.4 - -

Total 940 100.0 - -
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& Charles Hampden-Turner’s model. It was 

observed that the main task was to outline 

some of the new cultural parameters of the 

economic behaviour of Bulgarian business 

en﬒ ﬒ es under the condi﬒ ons of our full EU 

membership. Here the inten﬒ on is twofold: on 

the one hand, there is the aim of establishing 

to what extent the cultural axes of the 

parameters of na﬒ onal culture specifi ed above 

con﬒ nue to determine the corporate culture 

of business agents; and on the other hand, 

if the dawn of a new moderni﬑  signifi cantly 

infl uenced by the cultural models of the global 

business prac﬒ ces is not approaching on the 

horizon. According to the indica﬒ on “applied 

method of cri﬒ cizing within the company” 

Bulgarian businessmen can be distributed as 

shown in Table 1.

Chart 1. Ways of Giving Negative Feedback

2007
2006

0

20

40

60

80

Feedback is directed towards
the performance  rather than
the person’s quali﬒es

It is provided only when requested

The person who has not managed 
is usually blamed

Cri﬒cizing is avoided to prevent 
from hur﬒ng others’ feelings

Unable to decide

Table 2. Ways of Conflict Solving in the Company

 
Frequency 

2007

Percentage 

2007

Frequency 

2006

Percentage 

2006

Valid Cases 1. Control by higher authori﬑  and 

is o﬎ en encouraged in order to 

maintain power

70 7.4 154 15.4

2. Confl icts are suppressed by 

quo﬒ ng rules and procedures
279 29.7 284 28.4

3. Confl icts are solved by discussing 

the work quali﬒ es of the people 

involved

404 43.0 321 32.1

4. Confl icts are solved in an open and 

detailed discussion of people’s needs
137 14.6 172 17.2

5. Unable to decide 46 4.9 68 6.8

Total 936 99.6 999 100.0

Not responded 4 0.4 - -

Total 940 100.0 - -
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According to the methodological instruc﬒ ons 

for interpreta﬒ on of the applied dimensions, 

provided by F. Trompenaars and Charles 

Hampden-Turner, the largest parameter value of 

the data from Table 1 indicates that with regard 

to the method of cri﬒ cizing two-thirds of the 

business AGENTS (66.6 %) have an ap﬒ tude for 

the “Rocket-launcher” cultural model, about 

one third – for the “Incubator” model, while 

an insignifi cant percentage follow the pa﬐ erns 

of the “Eiff el Tower” and the “Family” cultural 

model. It can defi nitely be claimed that such an 

a﬐ itude is modifi ed by the present, rather than 

the past, with the clear indica﬒ on that most of 

the business AGENTS are trying to adopt the 

principles of democracy in their prac﬒ ces.

Chart 2. Ways of Conflict Solving

2007
2006
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20

30
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50

Control by higher authori﬑ 
and is o﬎en encouraged in order 
to maintain power

Conflicts are suppressed by quo﬒ng 
rules and procedures

Conflicts are solved by discussing 
the work quali﬒es of the people 
involved

Conflicts are solved in an open 
and detailed discussion 
of people’s needs

Unable to decide

Table 3. Opinion on the Role of Hierarchy in the Company

 
Frequency 

2007

Percentage 

2007

Frequency 

2006

Percentage 

2006

Valid cases 1. Hierarchy is unnecessary – 

everyone works towards their 

own development

56 6.0 137 13.7

2. Hierarchy is necessary – 

people need to know who has 

power over whom

411 43.7 357 35.7

3. Hierarchy is defi ned by the 

power and the authori﬑  of 

those included

157 16.7 134 13.4

4. Hierarchy is useful only if 

it helps the performance of 

tasks

285 30.3 327 32.7

5. Unable to decide 26 2.8 44 4.4

Total 935 99.5 999 100.0

Not responded 5 0.5 - -

Total 940 100.0 - -
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With regard to the indica﬒ on “Ways of Confl ict 

Solving in the Company”, the largest number of 

business en﬒ ﬒ es (43.0 %) are again supporters 

of the “Rocket-launcher” cultural model, about 

one third, however, hold up the “Eiff el Tower” 

cultural model, about one ninth are oriented 

toward the “Incubator” cultural model, and less 

than a tenth – toward the “Family” (Table 2).

With regard to the third dimension under 

examina﬒ on – the opinion about company 

hierarchy, however, there is a crucial diff erence 

as per the distribu﬒ on of respondents across the 

separate cultural models. The largest number 

of the surveyed respondents expresses opinions 

which mark them as representa﬒ ves of the 

“Family” culture, followed by the supporters of 

the “Rocket-launcher” – about one third. One 

ninth of the business en﬒ ﬒ es hold up the “Eiff el 

Tower” cultural model, while fi nally there are 

those who are, in regard to their a﬐ itude toward 

company hierarchy, followers of the “Incubator” 

cultural model (Table 3).

We believe that those remarkable diff erences 

are by no means coincidental. Taking into 

considera﬒ on the rela﬒ ve weight of the three 

dimensions (according to the conducted 

factor analysis, the rela﬒ ve weight of the fi rst 

component is 0.520, 0.523 of the second, 

and 0.329 of the third), we can express our 

hypothesis that Bulgarian business subjects s﬒ ll 

face signifi cant diffi  cul﬒ es in their adapta﬒ on to 

the new condi﬒ ons of func﬒ oning in the European 

Union. Also, the data indicate that irrespec﬒ ve 

of the more modern a﬐ itudes gradually taking 

shape, the old business stereo﬑ pes have s﬒ ll 

not been completely overcome. Unfortunately, 

their infl uence on the applied business prac﬒ ces 

is s﬒ ll strong. Bulgarian business culture has 

been transforming itself at diff erent paces in 

the interiorizing of diff erent norms, yet it s﬒ ll 

has no clearly expressed single ﬑ pe form. There 

is, however, one defi ning fact – the fact of 

the leading role of people’s aspira﬒ on toward 

the new, considering that the be﬐ er part of 

the surveyed individuals believe that modern 

a﬐ itudes in the economic culture have greater 

value compared to the old views and tradi﬒ ons 

shared so far.

Another way of analyzing the infl uence of 

cultural components on business are the 

priori﬒ es given by business en﬒ ﬒ es to the various 

skills, characteris﬒ cs, and quali﬒ es possessed by 

the human factor and contribu﬒ ng to business 

development (Table 4).

The respondents’ opinion regarding the signifi cant 

weight of the high level of educa﬒ on is also 

confi rmed by the correla﬒ onal analysis which on 

its turn confi rms the crucial rela﬒ on between 

Chart 3. Opinion on the Role of Hierarchy
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respondents’ educa﬒ on and their fulfi lment 

as business en﬒ ﬒ es. In addi﬒ on, educa﬒ on also 

aff ects their abili﬑  to keep updated on the 

ongoing changes and on the undertaken business 

ini﬒ a﬒ ves, as well as on the applica﬒ on of the IT 

in the business processes. It has been assumed 

that the high educa﬒ on level also allows a high 

level of access to informa﬒ on, also assessed as 

crucial for business development. Bulgarian 

business en﬒ ﬒ es claim that they consider as 

important the opportuni﬑  to have access to 

the necessary informa﬒ on and would prefer to 

process the data themselves – 89.5 % for 2007, 

compared to 84.4 % for 2006. There is also a 

considerable diff erence expressed in the tendency 

of an increase toward an acknowledgement of 

the importance of the access to informa﬒ on for 

business development. Indisputably, Bulgarian 

business en﬒ ﬒ es turn their backs to the 

paternalis﬒ c expecta﬒ on for the passive receipt 

of informa﬒ on related to their future ac﬒ vi﬑ .

The high posi﬒ on in the hierarchy of various 

ins﬒ tu﬒ ons is also considered a priori﬑  for 

successful business development, 35.4 % of the 

surveyed individuals in 2007 and 37.6 for 2006. 

It is very interes﬒ ng the fact that 80.5 % of the 

surveyed individuals in 2007 and 87.3 % for 2006 

evaluate the signifi cance of ini﬒ al capital as “very 

important” and “important”. We would rather 

explain the diff erence in the rela﬒ ve por﬒ ons for 

the two years by the increased opportuni﬒ es for 

bank credi﬒ ng and sponsorships under diff erent 

European funds programmes in 2007. Poli﬒ cal 

power also has no greater signifi cance for 

business development, according to the opinions 

of the respondents – 27.5 % in 2007 and 

31.5 % in 2006 defi ne it as “very important” 

and “important”. We believe that the tendency 

toward a decrease in the rela﬒ ve por﬒ on shows 

that business prac﬒ ce is clearly developing toward 

the trivializa﬒ on of charisma and ra﬒ onaliza﬒ on 

of business rela﬒ ons, i.e. their subordina﬒ on to 

the regulatory base. This indicates that the third 

cultural axis of the “crucial state interven﬒ on in 

the economy” has lost its key signifi cance in the 

cultural dimensions of the economic behaviour 

of Bulgarian business en﬒ ﬒ es.

However, the fact that 77.3 % of the 

respondents in 2007 and 65.7 % for 2006 

evaluate as “very important” and “important” 

for business development the access to those 

who make the decisions, clearly shows that 

paternalism has s﬒ ll not been outlived, and that 

the cultural parameters of business behaviour 

are in a process of signifi cant transforma﬒ on.

If we assume that economic power should be 

viewed as domina﬒ on over economic partnerships 

Table 4. Relative Importance of Higher Educational Level to Business Success

Frequency 

2007

Percentage

2007

Frequency

2006

Percentage

2006 

Very Important 356 37.9 396 39.6

Important 396 42.1 343 34.3

Not very important 154 16.4 209 20.9

Absolutely not important 12 1.3 46 4.6

It depends 14 1.5 3 0.3

Don’t know 2 0.2 2 0.2

Total 934 99.4 999 100.0

Not Responded 6 0.6 - -

Total 940 100.0 - -
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and seizure of market niches, then we will reach 

the conclusion that the former is truly important 

for business development. Therefore, it is not by 

coincidence that a large part of the respondents 

have declared that they intend to try expanding 

their formal business contacts. 60.4 % (51.7 % 

for 2006) has evaluated it as business signifi cant. 

The increase in the rela﬒ ve por﬒ on of those 

who evaluate poli﬒ cal power as “important” 

and “very important” is also an indictor for the 

“sliding” of business toward a ra﬒ onaliza﬒ on of 

business prac﬒ ce.

Against the background of 61.7 % business 

subjects who have no foreign partnerships, 

the large rela﬒ ve por﬒ on – 85.8 % in 2007 

and 86.8 % for 2006 – of respondents who 

evaluate useful contacts as “important” and 

“very important” for business development, 

look like a good perspec﬒ ve for the development 

of mutually benefi cial business rela﬒ ons. 

There are, however, barriers to be overcome. 

Such as the lack of suffi  cient knowledge of 

foreign languages of the representa﬒ ves 

of Bulgarian business, on the one hand, as 

well as the poor self-esteem related to the 

feeling of non-equivalence, and, last but no 

least, cultural gaps, which have s﬒ ll not been 

truly acknowledged by a signifi cant number of 

representa﬒ ves of Bulgarian business4.

Bulgarian business en﬒ ﬒ es func﬒ on within the 

limita﬒ on of tradi﬒ onal business prac﬒ ces. They 

evaluate more highly tradi﬒ onal skills (prac﬒ cal 

reason, fl exibili﬑ , concentra﬒ on, pa﬒ ence) for 

doing business, than the quali﬒ es needed for 

doing innova﬒ ve business (desire to help others, 

imagina﬒ on and crea﬒ ve insight). This also 

explains why when it comes to the evalua﬒ on of 

company hierarchy, such an insignifi cant number 

of respondents fall into the corporate cultural 

model of the “Incubator”, which is associated 

precisely with the innova﬒ ve business prac﬒ ces 

(Table 5).

Bulgarian business en﬒ ﬒ es do not consider 

the desire to help people a prerequisite for 

entrepreneurship and innova﬒ veness of their 

ac﬒ vi﬑ .

The evalua﬒ on of the characteris﬒ cs “desire to 

take personal advantage by helping people” and 

“desire to help people and thus take personal 

advantage” are indica﬒ ve for the individualis﬒ c 

and collec﬒ vis﬒ c parameters of the cultural models 

that our business en﬒ ﬒ es follow. Interes﬒ ngly, 

Table 5. Measure of various personal qualities and skills as important and highly important

Share of those who defi ned it as important 

or very important
Percentage Rank Percentage Rank

Personal quali﬑ 2007 2007 2006 2006

Pa﬒ ence 90.7 4 81.4 5

Focus 93.5 3 87.6 3

Flexibili﬑ 93.6 2 91.5 2

Prac﬒ cal sense 95.1 1 94.9 1

Willingness to help others 78.4 7 58.9 7

Imagina﬒ on 80.3 6 80.4 6

Crea﬒ ve insight 85.5 5 85.8 4

4 For more details about the cultural diff erences between the Western and Bulgarian model of business conduct, please see 
Chavdarova 2004.
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Bulgarian socialist literature devoted to those 

problems there is no unanimi﬑  as regards the 

ques﬒ on, toward which ﬑ pe of cultural models 

Bulgarian na﬒ onal culture belongs – collec﬒ vis﬒ c 

or individualis﬒ c. This divergence of opinion 

expressed by diff erent researches has its objec﬒ ve 

reasons. Our survey also shows a divergence 

and polariza﬒ on of the respondents’ opinions. 

Considering the fact that those indicators have 

evaluated rela﬒ vely low, we will have to note 

the equal “grades” received for both indicators, 

as well as the equal “grades” received during 

the two stages of the survey. Consequently, we 

can hardly avoid the conclusion that the cultural 

dimensions of the business conduct models of 

Bulgarian business en﬒ ﬒ es have been aff ected 

both by the cultural axis of collec﬒ vism, and by 

the process of overcoming of collec﬒ vism and 

development of a tendency of a clear orienta﬒ on 

toward individualism (Table 6).

4. Main Results from the Conducted 
Factor Analysis of the Empirical Data

The conducted factor analysis of the 

following cultural variables aff ec﬒ ng business 

development:

High educa﬒ on level (HE);1. 

High posi﬒ on (HP);2. 

Ini﬒ al capital (IC);3. 

Poli﬒ cal authori﬑  (PA);4. 

Economic authori﬑  (EA);5. 

Access to informa﬒ on (AI);6. 

Access to those who make decisions (AMD);7. 

Access to useful contacts (AC);8. 

Informal infl uence (II);9. 

Desire to help (DH);10. 

Crea﬒ ve insight (CI);11. 

Prac﬒ cal reason (PF);12. 

Imagina﬒ on (I);13. 

Flexibili﬑  (F);14. 

Concentra﬒ on (C);15. 

Pa﬒ ence (P);16. 

Desire to take personal advantage (DPA);17. 

Desire to help people and thus take personal 18. 

advantage (DHP).

Isolated fi ve factors accoun﬒ ng for 68.591 % 

of cases, with diagonal values of the covariance 

matrix equal to 1.000. The fi rst factor includes the 

variables associated with characteris﬒ cs related 

to personal skills, the second factor includes the 

variables associated with diff erent communica﬒ on 

op﬒ ons, the third factor – variables associated 

with characteris﬒ cs of the objec﬒ ve prerequisites 

for business ac﬒ vi﬑ , and the fourth factor 

includes the cultural a﬐ itudes for individuali﬑  

or collec﬒ vi﬑ , while the fi ﬎ h factor includes the 

importance of the social status.

F1 = 0.071f1 + 0.58f6 + 0.160f11 + 0.210f12 +
     + 0.236f13 + 0.262f14 + 0.204f15 + 0.206f16

F2 = 0.269f7 + 0.404f8 + 0.425f9 + 0.321f10

F3 = 0.371f3 + 0.415f4 + 0.478f5

F4 = 0.538f17 + 0.537f18

F5 = 0.537f2

The fi rst factor, of the “personal skills” bears 

the most of the weight – 24.215 %. The 

Table 6. Measures of indicators for “individualism – communitarians

Percentage 2007 Percentage 2006

Desire to take advantage for self by 

helping others
38.5 47.4

Desire to help others and thus take 

advantage for self
43.7 45.7
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second – 13.623 %; the third – 12.504 %, 

and the fourth – 10.562 % have almost equal 

signifi cance for business development. The 

fi ﬎ h factor, associated with the importance of 

social status, bears signifi cance for 7.688 % of 

the cases of varia﬒ on. This shows the crucial 

infl uence of the cultural characteris﬒ cs of 

business en﬒ ﬒ es on their ac﬒ vi﬒ es.

The correla﬒ onal analysis of the data also 

indicates that cultural dimensions, in their 

quali﬑  of variables, have signifi cant rela﬒ on 

to such variables as business size, business 

posi﬒ on of the respondent in the company, 

company localiza﬒ on, but are not aff ected by 

such factors as the business experience of the 

interviewees (Table 7).

Table 7. Importance and strength of variables’ correlation: measures of various parameters of business 

culture with objective business characteristics (2007)

X² Asimp.Sig. Cramer’s V

How important is the willingness to help others to business growth

Size of the business 42.231 0.003 0.108

Company loca﬒ on 35.298 0.002 0.113

How important are crea﬒ ve insight

Size of the business 34.871 0.021 0.098

Company loca﬒ on 29.941 0.012 0.104

How important is pa﬒ ence

Company loca﬒ on 31.676 0.007 0.107

How important it is to take a personal advantage...

Size of the business 38.019 0.009 0.102

Company loca﬒ on 34.868 0.003 0.112

How important it is to help others and thus take personal advantage

Size of the business 62.487 0.001 0.131

Company loca﬒ on 57.533 0.000 0.145

How important is the higher educa﬒ onal level

Size of the business 55.026 0.000 0.122

Company loca﬒ on 49.359 0.000 0.133

How important is the higher posi﬒ on

Company loca﬒ on 63.89 0.000 0.152

How important is ini﬒ al capital

Size of the business 49.750 0.000 0.117

Business experience 105.779 0.000 0.151

How important is poli﬒ cal power

Business experience 79.387 0.000 0.131

Company loca﬒ on 59.802 0.000 0.147

How important is economic power 

Business experience 86.008 0.000 0.136

How important is access to decision-makers
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Taking into considera﬒ on that we analyse 

qualita﬒ ve characteris﬒ cs, it must be noted 

that the rela﬒ ons between the diff erent 

variables are basically not ensured against 

coincidental infl uences. Although they have 

their signifi cance, they show lower values of 

the Cramer’s coeffi  cient, precisely because 

they are not direct.

Size of the business 96.231 0.000 0.162

Company loca﬒ on 35.108 0.009 0.112

How important is access to useful contacts

Size of the business 59.645 0.000 0.128

How important is informal infl uence

Size of the business 69.498 0.000 0.138

Company loca﬒ on 72.611 0.000 0.162

How important is willingness to help people 

Size of the business 42.231 0.003 0.108

Company loca﬒ on 35.298 0.002 0.113

How important is imagina﬒ on

Company loca﬒ on 29.599 0.013 0.103

How important is focus

Company loca﬒ on 26.711 0.031 0.098

Table 8. Importance and strength variables’ correlation: ability to secure needed capital with some cultural 

characteristics (2007)

X² Asimp.Sig. Cramer’s V

Belief in the importance of higher 

educa﬒ on 67.794 0.000 0.120

... of higher posi﬒ on 65.066 0.002 0.108

...prac﬒ cal skills 57.697 0.012 0.101

...imagina﬒ on 53.370 0.005 0.107

...focus 67.073 0.000 0.120

...fl exibili﬑ 61.233 0.005 0.105

...pa﬒ ence 60.728 0.001 0.114

...willingness to help others 78.885 0.000 0.130

...crea﬒ ve insight 53.836 0.005 0.107

...access to informa﬒ on 49.526 0.014 0.103

...access to decision-makers 60.796 0.006 0.104

...individualis﬒ c focus 63.385 0.000 0.117

...informal infl uence 68.846 0.006 0.111

...poli﬒ cal power 69.024 0.000 0.122

...economic power 121.734 0.000 0.162

...ini﬒ al capital 124.855 0.000 0.164
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Table 9. Importance and strength of variables’ correlation: ability to ensure competitiveness of products 

(services) with some cultural characteristics (2007)

X² Asimp.Sig. Cramer’s V

Belief in the importance of higher 
educa﬒ on 48.205 0.000 0.131

... of higher posi﬒ on 38.402 0.003 0.118

...imagina﬒ on 54.652 0.000 0.140

...focus 53.062 0.000 0.138

...fl exibili﬑ 39.327 0.003 0.119

...willingness to help others 47.195 0.000 0.130

...crea﬒ ve insight 31.284 0.008 0.106

...access to decision-makers 47.039 0.000 0.130

...informal infl uence 37.765 0.014 0.116

...poli﬒ cal power 41.235 0.000 0.121

...economic power 25.365 0.045 0.095

...ini﬒ al capital 58.914 0.000 0.145

...collec﬒ vist focus 54.488 0.000 0.140

...individualis﬒ c focus 67.437 0.000 0.156

Table 10. Importance and strength of variables’ correlation: the status of the business for the past 5 years 

with some cultural characteristics (2007)

X² Asimp.Sig. Cramer’s V

Belief in the importance of higher educa﬒ on 172.965 0.000 0.192

...prac﬒ cal skills 115.898 0.000 0.144

...imagina﬒ on 86.914 0.000 0.137

...focus 113.247 0.000 0.156

...fl exibili﬑ 113.308 0.000 0.142

...pa﬒ ence 87.085 0.000 0.137

...willingness to help others 98.703 0.000 0.146

...crea﬒ ve insight 96.635 0.000 0.144

...access to informa﬒ on 108.919 0.000 0.153

...access to useful contacts 87.834 0.000 0.125

...access to decision-makers 95.260 0.000 0.130

...individualis﬒ c focus 74.656 0.000 0.127

...collec﬒ vist focus 76.547 0.005 0.118

...informal infl uence 74.892 0.001 0.116

...poli﬒ cal power 74.191 0.000 0.126

...economic power 66.199 0.000 0.119
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The examina﬒ on of the correla﬒ on rela﬒ onships 

of such factors for business development, 

like the supply of the requisite capital, the 

provision of compe﬒ ﬒ veness of the off ered 

goods and services, assessment of the state 

of the business during the past fi ve years 

and a blueprint for the development of the 

business during the next fi ve years showed the 

following results (Tables 8, 9, 10).

The great op﬒ mism of Bulgarian business en﬒ ﬒ es 

in rela﬒ on to the future development of their 

business prac﬒ ces surprised the researchers – 

38.1 % (35.8 % for 2006) expect their business 

to signifi cantly improve; 42.7 % (44.6 %) – 

expect their business to improve to an extent; 

6.7 %( 6.3 %) – expect their business to 

remain in the same state; 3.8 % (5.5 %) – 

expect their business to get worse to a small 

degree, while only 1.2 % (3.9 %) expect their 

business prac﬒ ce to grow considerably worse, 

with 7.6 %, (3.7 %) who claim that they 

cannot decide5. We are inclined to a﬐ ribute this 

tendency to the poor economic and management 

culture, rather than to an actual perspec﬒ ve. 

Nevertheless, we consider that it is precisely 

this op﬒ mism that could belie the explana﬒ on 

about the signifi cance of certain rela﬒ ons with 

cultural characteris﬒ cs (Table 11).

The comparison of the correla﬒ on rela﬒ onship 

between the convic﬒ on in the signifi cance 

of poli﬒ cal authori﬑  as per the state of the 

business during the past fi ve years and the 

expecta﬒ ons for the nest fi ve years shows 

that this signifi cance is decreasing, which give 

us reason to present our hypothesis that in 

the years to follow the role of poli﬒ cal power 

Table 11. Importance and strength of variables’ correlation: forecast on the status of the business in the 

following 5 years and some cultural characteristics (2007)

X² Asimp.Sig. Cramer’s V

Belief in the importance of higher educa﬒ on 94.028 0.000 0.142

...higher posi﬒ on 74.967 0.000 0.127

...prac﬒ cal skills 159.109 0.001 0.112

...imagina﬒ on 51.546 0.001 0.105

...focus 44.3187 0.010 0.098

...fl exibili﬑ 51.614 0.008 0.105

...pa﬒ ence 62.051 0.000 0.116

...willingness to help others 88.949 0.000 0.138

...crea﬒ ve insight 68.320 0.000 0.121

...access to informa﬒ on 52.868 0.001 0.106

...access to useful contacts 70.892 0.000 0.123

...access to decision-makers 89.446 0.000 0.138

...individualis﬒ c focus 48.194 0.004 0.102

...collec﬒ vist focus 68.591 0.003 0.122

...informal infl uence 57.349 0.010 0.111

...poli﬒ cal power 42.842 0.015 0.096

5 Such an op﬒ mism, exis﬒ ng under the condi﬒ ons of the present global fi nancial and economic crisis, could be interpreted as 
an evidence as per the poor globali﬑  and the strong local focus of Bulgarian business, i.e. again we have the theory about 
the inadequacy of economic, management, and fi nancial, culture of Bulgarian business en﬒ ﬒ es confi rmed.
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when it comes to business func﬒ ons will 

grow gradually weaker. The same tendency 

is observed as regards the evalua﬒ on of the 

access to informa﬒ on. This ﬒ me, however, the 

reason is not because informa﬒ on will be less 

important for the func﬒ oning of business, but 

rather due to the convic﬒ on of respondents that 

this access will not be an issue any more, i.e. 

that informa﬒ on will become even more publicly 

accessible. At the same ﬒ me, the signifi cance 

of the correla﬒ on rela﬒ onship for the access 

to decision makers and useful contacts remains 

unchanged in both cases. There is also a marked 

decline in the signifi cance of the rela﬒ onship 

with the need for informal infl uence.

When describing their own characteris﬒ cs, the 

representa﬒ ves of Bulgarian business iden﬒ fy 

themselves with people possessing a prac﬒ cal 

reason and pa﬒ ence. Quali﬒ es like fl exibili﬑  

and concentra﬒ on follow, while crea﬒ ve insight 

and imagina﬒ on share the last two posi﬒ ons 

in the ranking. An interes﬒ ng fact could be 

noted, that crea﬒ ve insight in company owners 

occupies the last place, while in directors and 

top management it climbs one posi﬒ on up. It 

is only in the surveyed associates at companies 

and private farms quali﬒ es shi﬎  their ranks. 

In associates’ case the fi rst place is occupied 

by fl exibili﬑  and concentra﬒ on, followed by 

pa﬒ ence, while crea﬒ ve insight and prac﬒ cal 

reason share fourth and fi ﬎ h rank, followed by 

imagina﬒ on which comes last. This indicates 

that Bulgarian business en﬒ ﬒ es do not value 

highly self-improvement and fl exibili﬑  and do 

not regard them as key cultural characteris﬒ cs 

of economic development. In turn, private 

farmers indicated that they only possess 

prac﬒ cal reason, concentra﬒ on, and pa﬒ ence. 

It turned out, however, that the possessed 

skills have par﬒ cular signifi cance only when 

it comes to the eff ortless supply of necessary 

capital. Those who indicated that they possess 

crea﬒ ve insight appear to cope with the task 

more easily.

5. Conclusion

The analysis of the cultural dimensions of 

behaviour is not subject to special a﬐ en﬒ on on 

behalf of Bulgarian business en﬒ ﬒ es. A change 

of the company culture has been planned by a 

very small por﬒ on of respondents. It has been 

indicated in 11.4 %  of the choices made. The 

small por﬒ on of business representa﬒ ves open 

to company culture changes can be accounted 

for by the s﬒ ll insuffi  cient “openness” of 

Bulgarian business to the global market – about 

62 % of our respondents claim that they have 

interna﬒ onal partnerships. Nevertheless, the 

fact is that such a change in Bulgarian business 

culture is currently under way, as shown by the 

above published analysis. Yet this is a slow going 

process with mutual penetra﬒ on of the cultural 

pa﬐ erns and stereo﬑ pes of the various business 

cultures, and is carried into eff ect “where there 

is collabora﬒ on, where cultures can “refl ect” 

each other, which results in the enrichment of 

each culture with new experience... From this 

point of view, new, hybrid, forms of economic 

culture can actually appear ...” (Chavdarova 

2004: 134)

Why is economic and management culture 

and the a﬐ itude of Bulgarian business fi gures 

(actors) toward its change so important? 

Globally, there are a lot of socie﬒ es possessing a 

number of valuable economic factors predic﬒ ng 

benefi cial economic development, yet those 

socie﬒ es are ging behind in the accomplishment 

of their prosperi﬑ . There are countries, for 

example, in Africa, with liberal governments 

and market economies, yet with no remarkable 

development. In that context, Michail Minkov 

points out a few important cultural factors 

which are crucial for a country’s economic 

development. The fi rst one is the ap﬒ tude for 

self-improvement, especially in the era of the 

new consumer economy. The second one is 

the ap﬒ tude for fl exibili﬑  – the open-minded 

adop﬒ on of innova﬒ ons by the more developed 
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countries, versus the resistance against the 

possibili﬑  for a change of the stereo﬑ pical 

iden﬒ ﬑ . The third important factor is view of 

life – monis﬒ c versus holis﬒ c. Monis﬒ c view is 

the view suppor﬒ ng the development of science 

and technology. One of the extremely important 

characteris﬒ c of economics, and respec﬒ vely of 

management culture, which is condi﬒ oned by 

the purely na﬒ onal characteris﬒ cs of culture, is 

the openness of a culture to other cultures.

There is no omni purpose recipe s﬒ pula﬒ ng 

which cultural characteris﬒ cs are crucial for 

the benefi cial economic development. The 

same cultural characteris﬒ cs could prove crucial 

for the prosperi﬑  of wealthy countries and 

restric﬒ ve for the economic development of 

the poor countries. The most important factors 

remain the environment and the combina﬒ on 

of cultural characteris﬒ cs6. Bulgarian economic 

culture is defi nitely unlike the Western culture 

of the wealthy countries. Bulgarian culture is 

diff use, “feminine”, emo﬒ onal, par﬒ cularis﬒ c, 

s﬒ ll rather communitarian, a culture of a 

signifi cant authorita﬒ ve gap7. Bulgarian 

business en﬒ ﬒ es are yet to begin their adop﬒ on 

to this new tendency of mutual absorp﬒ on of 

equali﬑  and diff erences in global culture. It 

cannot be expected for this process can be fast 

and can complete within the next four or fi ve 

years. What is important for Bulgarian business 

en﬒ ﬒ es is that they are able to respond to the 

change by abandoning the maxim that has ruled 

in their minds un﬒ l recently: “I don’t need your 

advice, because I know what to do – you’d 

be﬐ er give me money!” (Rakadjiiska 1998) and 

exchange this maxim with a new one “Even if 

they give you a bucket full of money, they will 

disappear into thin air if you do not know how 

to use them wisely”.

Anyone even remotely involved in the global 

interac﬒ ve business prac﬒ ces is yet to begin 

recognizing which of the tradi﬒ onally prevailing 

cultural axes could be used benefi cially and which 

of them should be transformed in unison with 

the global and European standards. As it has 

already been pointed out above, this will be a 

slow and hard process of trial and error, success 

and disappointment.
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