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Abstract 

 
The present study focuses on the current state and the future trends in the housing provision of the Bulgarian popula-

tion according to territory and its impact on the general quality of life. The authors are attempting to establish whether the 
quantity of housing meets the demands of the population in any given territory as well as analyse the trends in housing 
provision over the past few years. 
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Introduction 
In the Bulgarian national culture and mentality 

housing provision is one of the leading criteria for 
good social welfare and prosperity. Therefore, the 
majority of Bulgarian families are owners of at least 
one property. However, what is the best way to 
ascertain that housing provision meets the de-
mands of most Bulgarians? The sufficiency, state of 
upkeep and localisation of housing can be estab-
lished with sufficient accuracy through counting the 
number of properties and census of the population 
in a given territory. In order to evaluate the ade-
quacy of the housing in line with the demands of 
the potential residents, we need information about 
their expectations in regard to necessary and suffi-
cient convenience and comfort. Obtaining such 
information has not proven an easy task. Users 
tend to compare the property they reside in at pre-
sent with the best possible future options for their 
social group considering criteria like: location, size, 
floorage, type of construction, insulation, type of 
heating, conveniences such as lift and parking 
space, extra advantages such as exposure and 
view. In regard to these we could conclude that 
satisfying all the requirements that constitute any-
body’s idea of a perfect home is more of an excep-
tion rather than a rule. Compromises are always 
made giving an advantage of one feature over an-
other. 

For different areas in Bulgaria fulfilling equal re-
quirements can mean considerably different ex-
penses. The level of satisfaction with a particular 
property is determined by the particular lifestyle a 
user is accustomed to. Some people prefer family 
type houses that relatives from different genera-
tions cohabitate in close proximity and where they 
can share everything and help each other. Other 
people prefer to be independent and self-sufficient 
and would even avoid living in the same neighbour-
hood with friends or relatives. That requires from 

them to dispose of the full range of amenities, like 
garage and storage space which sometimes they 
might have to share with another household. 

Keeping in mind the subjectivity of the idea of 
satisfaction with housing conditions, depending on 
the users’ social status, preferences and location, 
the present study focuses on determining average 
quantity characteristics by territory. 

The quality of life is a broad characteristic that 
encompasses material conditions, better known as 
living standards, as well as the level of satisfaction 
people have with a wide range of social, health and 
education services, a sense of safety and the rule 
of law, opportunities to fulfil their potential, to 
achieve their personal and professional goals. 

Improving the quality of life is a main priority ac-
cording to the strategies for regional development 
of the regions of Lovech, Montana, Gabrovo, Silis-
tra, Varna, Yambol, Blagoevgrad, Pernik, Kardjali, 
Plovdiv, Smolyan and Haskovo for the period 
2014–2020. Indicators pertaining to the living condi-
tions are included in the regional strategies for Bla-
goevgrad (number of households with improved 
living conditions), Kyustendil (renovated housing 
units in percentage), Pazardjik (housing per 1 000 
residents, new developments). 

A working hypothesis which will be tested with 
the present study: The characteristic multi-usage of 
the housing estate, namely the possibility to utilise 
a property not only for living, but also for storage or 
renting out, allows us to assume that the increase 
in provision with useful living area contributes to 
achieving a better quality of life. 

The test will be carried out through comparison 
between the provision of useful living area in a par-
ticular territory and the quality of life there. 

The aim of the present study is to illustrate the 
current state and the trends in housing provision in 
the different regions of Bulgaria and the connection 
between this indicator and the quality of life. 
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To that aim we have utilised data from the Na-
tional Statistics Institute which we have processed 
for the purposes of this study using statistical meth-
ods: average values, relative indicators of dynamics 
and coordination and measurers of correlation. 
 
Considerations related to the study 

There are plenty of facts to support the claim 
that housing provision is not a decisive factor in the 
choice of residence, but it does have its impact on 
the level of satisfaction in people. It provides them 
with conditions to develop their human potential 
and it is worth studying its significance. 

In certain regions with higher concentration of 
touristic developments, a large number of housing 
units have the characteristics of holiday properties 
which are used during particular seasons by people 
whose permanent residence isn’t local or even of 
the same nationality. Because of this, for these 
particular regions the level of housing provision 
would seem unusually high. With this in mind how-
ever, these properties do contribute to the quality of 
life of the locals as their construction, furnishing, 
upkeep and maintenance create jobs and generate 
income for the local residents. Similarly, the tourists 
who utilise them, albeit seasonally, come to spend 
money in the local commercial, retail, sports and 
service industries and thus boost the local econ-
omy. 

Undoubtedly the informative capabilities of the 
similar statistical characteristics depend on the 
scale and the level of homogeneity of the utilised 
statistical totalities by one or several chosen indica-
tors. In the present study a group indicator is the 
territorial location. Even within the same area we 
could not assume that the location of all housing is 
similar. Keeping in mind though a variety of factors 
like the level of development of the transport infra-
structure and means of transport, the concept of 
sustainable regional development, the differences 
in the geographical, natural and economic condi-
tions and the way of planning and regulation of the 
regional development, the administrative regions 
present a good enough base for analysis of the 
general trends and occurrences regarding housing 
provision. Through carrying out appropriate and 
beneficial policies for the relevant region there 
could be a positive impact on the level of attractive-
ness of a particular territory and thus on the impact 
and direction of migration trends and the quality of 
life of the local population. We must bear in mind 
that the quality of life in а given populated place 
can be influenced by the level of development in 
the neighbouring towns within the same administra-
tive region. For example when it comes to housing 
provision, properties in villages get to be used for 
recreational purposes by the residents from the 
nearby cities or towns. 

 
Results 

Table 1 presents the dynamics of housing provi-
sion by regions in Bulgaria during the period 2010–
2015, estimated on the basis of the indicator „num-
ber of homes per 1 000 people”. 
 
Table 1. Indexes for housing provision of the popula-

tion during the period 2010–2015 (2010=100) 
Period 

Regions 
2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 

Vidin 1.000 1.016 1.035 1.057 1.081 1.108 
Vratsa 1.000 0.997 1.013 1.032 1.051 1.070 
Lovech 1.000 1.034 1.050 1.066 1.084 1.102 
Montana 1.000 0.990 1.006 1.022 1.038 1.055 
Pleven 1.000 1.052 1.067 1.085 1.101 1.117 
Veliko Turnovo 1.000 1.052 1.066 1.079 1.093 1.107 
Gabrovo 1.000 1.026 1.039 1.052 1.068 1.087 
Razgrad 1.000 1.009 1.022 1.035 1.048 1.063 
Rousse 1.000 1.045 1.055 1.065 1.076 1.087 
Silistra 1.000 1.024 1.035 1.046 1.058 1.071 
Varna 1.000 1.029 1.038 1.048 1.059 1.066 
Dobrich 1.000 1.060 1.073 1.086 1.100 1.116 
Targovishte 1.000 1.035 1.046 1.056 1.069 1.082 
Shoumen 1.000 1.039 1.045 1.051 1.057 1.065 
Bourgas 1.000 1.244 1.260 1.273 1.286 1.296 
Sliven 1.000 1.021 1.030 1.038 1.047 1.056 
Stara Zagora 1.000 1.065 1.073 1.078 1.088 1.097 
Yambol 1.000 0.988 1.000 1.014 1.026 1.040 
Blagoevgrad 1.000 1.066 1.072 1.079 1.088 1.099 
Kyustendil 1.000 1.017 1.033 1.052 1.072 1.092 
Pernik 1.000 0.982 0.996 1.009 1.024 1.038 
Sofia 1.000 1.002 1.013 1.024 1.036 1.046 
City of Sofia 1.000 1.099 1.096 1.091 1.085 1.081 
Kardjali 1.000 0.983 0.992 0.999 1.000 1.001 
Pazardjik 1.000 1.019 1.028 1.038 1.049 1.062 
Plovdiv 1.000 1.061 1.067 1.071 1.077 1.084 
Smolyan 1.000 1.033 1.049 1.069 1.091 1.115 
Haskovo 1.000 1.023 1.035 1.047 1.056 1.063 
 

The indexes demonstrate an increase of the 
housing provision in all regions, although there are 
a few exceptions for some years of the covered 
period. Indexes of smaller value than 1 can be ob-
served in regions like Vratsa, Montana, Yambol, 
Pernik and Kardjali, although they cover the first 
years of the period when there was stagnation in 
construction, largely influenced by the global eco-
nomic crisis. The level of housing provision is influ-
enced not only by the construction rate, but also by 
the demographic trends – population growth and 
migration. The highest degrees of this index are 
achieved in the region of Bourgas due to the in-
creased rate of construction and sale of holiday 
properties. Whereas in certain regions of the North-
West and central North parts of the country, the 
considerable increase of housing provision is due 
mostly to the negative trends in population growth 
rather than active construction. 
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Positive trends in population growth during the 
covered period is only registered for the regions city 
of Sofia for all years, Varna for 2011 and 2014 
compared to the year before and Kurdjali district for 
2014 and 2015. A decrease in the number of hous-
ing units is registered in 20 regions in 2011 com-
pared to the year before and in the region of 
Razgrad – a minimal drop during the last 3 years of 
the period. For the region of Gabrovo the ratio be-
tween the housing units and the population remains 
the same which means that there is a parity be-
tween the newly built and demolished old proper-
ties. In all the remaining regions for all the years of 
the period there is an increase in housing, which is 
particularly tangible in the region of Bourgas. This 
increase however, is estimated in relative terms 
and not in absolute numbers of housing units, 
therefore the city of Sofia and other bigger cities do 
not take top spots in the ranking. 

In Table 2 the presented data reveals the level 
of housing provision for the population in each re-
gion by living area. 
 

Table 2. Living area per capita in sq. m. by regions 
within the period 2010–2015 

Years 
Regions 

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 
Vidin 20.8 25.2 25.7 26.3 26.9 27.6 
Vratsa 18.7 21.5 21.9 22.3 22.8 23.2 
Lovech 20.7 24.4 24.8 25.2 25.7 26.1 
Montana 20.4 24.3 24.7 25.1 25.5 26.0 
Pleven 19.8 24.1 24.4 24.9 25.3 25.6 
Veliko Turnovo 20.0 25.0 25.4 25.7 26.0 26.4 
Gabrovo 26.0 31.3 31.8 32.3 32.8 33.4 
Razgrad 14.5 17.1 17.4 17.6 17.9 18.1 
Rousse 21.9 25.5 25.8 26.1 26.3 26.6 
Silistra 13.3 16.3 16.5 16.7 16.9 17.1 
Varna 25.9 30.4 30.8 31.1 31.5 31.8 
Dobrich 20.3 24.8 25.2 25.5 25.9 26.2 
Targovishte 16.8 20.5 20.8 21.0 21.3 21.6 
Shoumen 17.6 21.6 21.8 21.9 22.0 22.2 
Bourgas 24.6 34.5 35.0 35.5 35.9 36.7 
Sliven 18.3 21.8 22.1 22.3 22.5 22.7 
Stara Zagora 19.9 24.7 24.9 25.0 25.3 25.5 
Yambol 19.9 22.9 23.2 23.6 23.9 24.2 
Blagoevgrad 15.6 20.8 20.9 21.0 21.2 21.4 
Kyustendil 20.2 25.6 26.0 26.5 27.1 27.6 
Pernik 23.5 26.9 27.3 27.6 28.0 28.4 
Sofia 17.5 21.1 21.3 21.6 21.9 22.1 
City of Sofia 26.2 32.5 32.4 32.3 32.1 32.0 
Kardjali 12.6 15.1 15.3 15.5 15.6 15.7 
Pazardjik 17.5 21.5 21.8 22.0 22.3 22.6 
Plovdiv 19.9 25.0 25.1 25.2 25.4 25.6 
Smolyan 16.5 21.2 21.6 22.0 22.5 22.9 
Haskovo 20.7 25.4 25.7 26.0 26.3 26.5 

 
In the authors’ opinion the living area indicator 

draws a more realistic picture about the degree of 
housing provision than the number of units. The 
living area per capita sees a gradual increase in all 

regions, except in the city of Sofia where a minimal 
drop is observed. This means that the newly built 
units minus the demolished ones see a slower in-
crease, given the rise in the number of population. 
The highest values of the living area indicator per 
capita can be observed in the regions of Bourgas, 
Gabrovo, city of Sofia and Varna. 

The lowest provision with living area is regis-
tered in the regions of Kardjali, Razgrad and Silis-
tra. The degree of fluctuation of this indicator by 
regions is very high. In the regions where this indi-
cator marks the highest levels, the values are twice 
as high as in the regions with lowest values. In both 
types of regions with opposite trends in housing, 
the number of the population is decreasing, the only 
exceptions being the city of Sofia and Kardjali. The 
relatively low labour income of the population in the 
regions with a negative trend is the main reason for 
the low living space provision. 

In Table 3 the authors have provided data on 
the average size of a housing unit by region within 
the period 2010–2015. We consider more important 
the actual size of a housing unit, rather than the 
number of rooms, since a large enough studio 
could provide sufficient comfort with certain restruc-
turing and the allocation of separate corners. 
 
Table 3. Average useful living area of a housing unit 

in sq. m. by regions within the period 2010–2015 
Years 

Regions 
2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 

Vidin 31.44 37.54 37.55 37.60 37.62 37.66 
Vratsa 31.48 36.29 36.32 36.35 36.40 36.42 
Lovech 31.99 36.36 36.36 36.51 36.52 36.52 
Montana 32.69 39.40 39.42 39.43 39.44 39.45 
Pleven 38.42 44.33 44.34 44.40 44.44 44.45 
Veliko Turnovo 37.61 44.62 44.67 44.72 44.73 44.74 
Gabrovo 41.18 48.20 48.39 48.54 48.58 48.63 
Razgrad 30.47 35.81 35.83 35.85 35.88 35.91 
Rousse 42.95 47.94 48.00 48.03 48.07 48.11 
Silistra 28.21 33.90 33.91 33.96 34.00 34.02 
Varna 51.47 58.71 58.80 58.93 59.08 59.19 
Dobrich 40.49 46.80 46.88 46.91 46.93 46.93 
Targovishte 32.19 37.94 37.99 38.01 38.09 38.15 
Shoumen 37.18 43.98 44.00 44.02 44.04 44.06 
Bourgas 46.59 52.51 52.67 52.76 52.83 53.56 
Sliven 40.01 46.84 46.90 46.93 46.99 47.04 
Stara Zagora 40.36 47.06 47.08 47.08 47.09 47.11 
Yambol 36.01 41.96 42.01 42.06 42.08 42.09 
Blagoevgrad 38.35 47.87 47.87 47.87 47.87 47.90 
Kyustendil 32.36 40.26 40.29 40.33 40.35 40.39 
Pernik 32.17 40.26 40.29 40.33 40.35 40.39 
Sofia 24.43 37.50 37.49 37.47 37.45 37.44 
City of Sofia 61.24 29.41 29.43 29.45 29.47 29.50 
Kardjali 25.41 69.19 69.20 69.21 69.23 69.24 
Pazardjik 38.89 30.82 30.97 31.11 31.30 31.46 
Plovdiv 45.03 46.83 46.93 46.97 47.03 47.11 
Smolyan 31.57 53.32 53.37 53.38 53.42 53.47 
Haskovo 42.63 39.21 39.26 39.25 39.26 39.28 
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What we can observe from the above data is a 
steady, albeit minimal, increase of the average 
useful space of a housing unit. This is valid for al-
most all regions except for Pernik and Smolyan 
where stagnation and even a slight drop is ob-
served for certain years of the period. The fluctua-
tions of the average useful space are considerable 
for the different regions. In the regions city of Sofia, 
Bourgas, Varna and Plovdiv we see the highest 
values for this indicator. The lowest values respec-
tively are for the region of Sofia, Kardjali, Smolyan 
and Silistra. The average useful area of the housing 
units in the city of Sofia exceeds more than twice 
the one in the region of Sofia. These discrepancies 
demonstrate the considerable differences in the 
living conditions and naturally create prerequisites 
for migration. 

Table 4 provides indicators for renewal of the 
housing units, estimated as a relative share in per-
centage of the newly-occupied useful living area 
from the total useful area at the end of the year. 
 

Table 4. Relative share in Percentage of the newly-
occupied useful living area by regions within the 

period 2010–2015 
Years 

Regions 
2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 

Vidin 0.402 0.199 0.103 0.207 0.159 0.158 
Vratsa 0.267 0.226 0.236 0.162 0.282 0.282 
Lovech 0.206 0.315 0.369 0.281 0.221 0.221 
Montana 0.192 0.040 0.074 0.078 0.082 0.082 
Pleven 0.388 0.289 0.217 0.380 0.242 0.242 
Veliko Turnovo 1.134 0.829 0.545 0.431 0.180 0.180 
Gabrovo 0.692 0.558 0.514 0.382 0.188 0.187 
Razgrad 0.208 0.236 0.091 0.120 0.122 0.122 
Rousse 0.720 0.557 0.281 0.256 0.343 0.343 
Silistra 0.395 0.255 0.124 0.246 0.155 0.155 
Varna 2.342 1.583 1.119 1.265 1.379 1.369 
Dobrich 1.158 0.902 0.543 0.702 0.774 0.772 
Targovishte 0.660 0.280 0.290 0.150 0.588 0.586 
Shoumen 0.164 0.378 0.160 0.149 0.079 0.079 
Bourgas 2.610 1.840 1.535 1.336 1.328 1.301 
Sliven 0.498 0.590 0.406 0.235 0.321 0.320 
Stara Zagora 0.338 0.671 0.330 0.109 0.543 0.542 
Yambol 0.312 0.334 0.341 0.398 0.173 0.173 
Blagoevgrad 0.183 0.123 0.011 0.011 0.119 0.119 
Kyustendil 0.270 0.135 0.129 0.205 0.108 0.108 
Pernik 0.146 0.514 0.182 0.263 0.465 0.464 
Sofia 0.624 0.533 0.627 0.604 0.517 0.516 
City of Sofia 0.406 0.206 0.124 0.071 0.065 0.065 
Kardjali 0.596 1.492 0.939 0.866 1.177 1.167 
Pazardjik 0.990 0.655 0.428 0.265 0.327 0.326 
Plovdiv 0.369 0.358 0.393 0.370 0.520 0.518 
Smolyan 0.850 0.324 0.420 0.175 0.121 0.121 
Haskovo 0.331 0.268 0.296 0.390 0.267 0.267 
 

The data on the degree of renewal of the useful 
living area shows that at the beginning of the period 
this trend was more intensive. As a consequence of 
the economic and financial crisis the amount of 

investment in new housing units considerably de-
creases by the middle of the period. During the last 
two years there is stagnation at lower levels than 
from the beginning of the period. In other words, the 
rate of renewal slows down. The trend is different in 
the regions of Varna and Kardjali where the rate of 
renewal increases, whilst in Bourgas, Pazardjik, 
Plovdiv, Stara Zagora and Dobrich there isn’t a 
noticeable variation at the end of the period, but the 
attained levels are relatively good. We have to bear 
in mind that in smaller towns it is easier to achieve 
a higher percentage of renewal as the total size of 
the useful living space is generally smaller. 

In order to analyse the connection between the 
housing provision and the quality of life, the authors 
compared the indicators for housing provision and 
useful living area by regions, as well as ranked the 
regions by quality of life using a complex criterion 
for 2014. 

The complex criterion [1] is found through a sta-
tistical methodology based on 53 indicators distrib-
uted into two main rubrics: 

1. Economic development, including indicators 
for the income levels, characteristics of the 
labour market, degree of development of in-
frastructure, taxation and administrative ser-
vices. 

2. Social development, including indicators for 
the demographic trends, education, health 
care, safety and justice, environment and 
culture. 

It is worth mentioning that the employed indica-
tors part-take in equal degree, as there are certain 
methodologies that apply degree coefficients, which 
alter the degree of the indicators. 

The complex criterion is presented through 
quantity values, which show in descending order 
the improving of quality of life, i.e. the regions 
where the quality of life is the highest – this indica-
tor has the smallest value. The degree of housing 
provision per 1 000 people of the population and 
the useful living space per capita of the population 
are presented with quantity values which show in 
ascending order favourable living conditions, i.e. for 
the regions where the population has the best con-
ditions these values are the highest. 

Bearing in mind the above said, and the pres-
ence of a strong positive connection between the 
analysed factors (housing provision by 1 000 peo-
ple and useful living space per capita) the coeffi-
cient of correlation should have a negative value, 
closer to 1. The following findings were obtained: 

‒ For the connection between the value of the 
complex criterion for quality of life and the 
degree of housing provision per 1 000 peo-
ple of population, the coefficient of correla-
tion is 0.170725. 
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‒ For the connection between the value of the 
complex criterion for quality of life and the 
provision of useful living space per capita of 
the population, the coefficient of correlation 
is -0.66802. 

‒ For the connection between the value of the 
complex criterion for quality of life and the 
relative share of the renewed useful living 
space, the coefficient of correlation is           
-0.15795. 

‒ For the connection between the value of the 
complex criterion for quality of life and the 
average size of the useful living space of a 
housing unit, the coefficient of correlation is 
-0.83149. 

 
Conclusions 

The findings prove the hypothesis that the hous-
ing provision per capita of the population with useful 
living space and the average useful living space of 
a housing unit bear a strong relevance to the idea 
of a good quality of life. It is an interesting fact that 
the provision with housing units does not show a 
similar substantial connection with the quality of life. 
The association between the quality of life and the 
relative share of renewed living space is realistic, 
but it is not well pronounced due to the total amount 
of floorage being too large in size, which has its 
impact on the coefficient of renewal. 

The benefits of these findings are slightly differ-
ent from the usual ones that are expected when 
using measurers of a correlation. In this case we 

could not claim that concerted efforts to impact the 
factor of provision with living space would automati-
cally lead to an increase in the quality of life. This is 
because the quality of life is determined by a com-
bination of many additional factors. Nevertheless, 
the described correlation could be used as an indi-
cator for the quality of life, which could give a fairly 
clear idea when it is not possible to conduct a re-
search which would include all the necessary crite-
ria. When evaluating the quality of life through 
complex criteria, obtaining part of the information 
requires conducting а representative survey which 
would normally be backed by a substantial financial 
and people resources. 

The provided data on the average provision of 
the population with useful living space as well as 
the average useful space of the housing units, 
could be used in the local strategies for regional 
development as indicators for improving the quality 
of life. 
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Резюме 
 

Осигуряването на самостоятелно жилище и на достатъчно жилищна площ са измежду основните 
предпоставки за достоен живот на домакинствата. Българинът традиционно се стреми да притежава собствено 
жилище, но ускорената урбанизация по икономически и социални причини понякога значително отсрочват във 
времето постигането на тази цел. Да се живее под наем все по-често се възприема като рационален начин да се 
създадат подходящи условия за труд и отдих. Не са редки случаите когато трудови мигранти живеят при оскъдна 
осигуреност с жилищна площ в големите градове. Настоящото изследване е фокусирано върху състоянието и 
развитието на жилищната осигуреност на населението в България в териториален аспект и връзката на 
жилищната осигуреност с качеството на живот. Търси се отговор на въпросите: до каква степен жилищният фонд 
в количествено изражение отговаря на потребностите на населението в териториален аспект и как се променя 
жилищната осигуреност през последните няколко години? От изследването не са изключени ваканционните 
жилищни имоти, които се използват сезонно от хора живеещи в други региони или от чужденци, тъй като тяхната 
поддръжка генерира трудова заетост на местното население и допринася за повишаване на доходите, а от там и 
на качеството на живот. 

 
Ключови думи: жилищна осигуреност, жилище, жилищна площ, качество на живот, наем. 


