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ABSTRACT 

The role of the technology parks for the development of regional entrepreneurial ecosystems is constantly 

increasing. As centres for updating and technology transfer, these parks directly affect regional systems of 

business incubators, accelerators, shared jobs, startups and other important elements of entrepreneurial 

ecosystems. Based on a specific model of a technology park in Plovdiv, the impact and the opportunities 

for development of the entrepreneurial ecosystem in the South Central Region are explored. 
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INTRODUCTION 

According to a number of authors, the 

“ecosystem” metaphor is becoming 

increasingly popular in academia, industry, 

politics and governance as a means of 

describing, explaining, promoting and 

transmitting thoughts, frameworks and views 

on the interaction of economic agents with the 

environment (2). There have been studies (6, 

10), which show that after 2000 the use of 

concepts “entrepreneurial ecosystem”, 

“business ecosystem” and “innovation 

ecosystem” have exponential growth. In a spite 

of that in many cases the term “ecosystem” is 

applied inconsistently and with a vague 

definition.  
 

The metaphor “ecosystem” was first used by 

the ancient Greek philosopher Hesoid (about 

700 BC), which describes how resources 

should be distributed efficiently within 

households called “oikos” (oikos) where the 

prefix “eco” originates in “ecology” and 

“economy” (10). On this basis some authors 

(6) distinguish three groups of impacts on 

ecosystems: economic, technological and 

social. Economic impacts are expressed in 
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increasing local capital wealth and prosperity, 

as entrepreneurial ecosystems create value. 

Regional agglomeration of local factors and 

entrepreneurial resources and their exploitation 

contribute for sustainability and viability of 

region. Entrepreneurial ecosystems create 

competitive advantages and value for 

individual companies and sectors, increasing 

regional innovation outcomes (11). 
 

Technological influences are reflected in 

accelerating regional innovation mechanisms, 

leading to transformation of ideas and 

inventions into innovative products and 

services. In this respect, the existence of a 

technology park in the regional entrepreneurial 

ecosystem is crucial for the transfer of 

technology and boost innovation. The presence 

of universities and research institutions, as 

generators of ideas and talents is very 

important, but the practice shows that where 

the regional entrepreneurial ecosystem is 

dominated by a university, the transfer of 

technology to companies is not at the required 

level. 
 

Social impacts is related with network effects 

of cooperation, which are formed between 

entrepreneurial ecosystem participants such as 

existing and new enterprises, universities and 

research organizations, municipal and district 

administrations, etc. As stated by a number of 
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authors (8, 25), while economic and 

technological dimensions are trying to provide 

answers to the creation of value in the 

entrepreneurial ecosystem so the social 

dimensions are directed to the distribution of 

this value among members of the ecosystem, 

not only monetary but also non-monetary 

results. In this connection social benefits may 

appear in new products and services for the 

region, creation of regional added value and a 

local public good.  
 

Some research shows that regional 

entrepreneurship development policies 

currently pass a transition from increasing the 

amount of entrepreneurship to improve its 

quality (23). According to Audretsch (6), the 

concept of entrepreneurial ecosystems has 

appeared in recent years, as a framework for 

understanding the nature of the places where 

entrepreneurship thrives. Spiegel (22) defines 

the entrepreneurial ecosystem as a combination 

of social, political, economic and cultural 

elements in the region that support the 

development and growth of innovative start-

ups and encourage emerging entrepreneurs and 

other actors take risks of starting and financing 

business. By revealing the growing focus of 

politicians on promoting entrepreneurial 

ecosystems, Roundy and Fayard define the 

ecosystem as an interconnected system of 

forces that generates and sustains regional 

entrepreneurship (19).  
 

MODELS  

In our view, the regional entrepreneurial 

ecosystem is a distinct network of regional 

agents, factors and resources that function as a 

unified system of connected parts and provide 

entrepreneurs with strategic and competitive 

advantages based on shared resources, 

networking effects, dissemination of 

knowledge and technology, local donations, 

public support, and all other elements that 

affect the value chain of the company, both 

directly and indirectly. 
 

Determinative in this definition is that the 

regional entrepreneurial ecosystem is a 

network, which spatial and virtual boundaries 

are formed in an information platform 

(software product) which at the initial stage 

has to be developed and put into operation by a 

technology park. As in any entrepreneurial 

network, as well as in the regional 

entrepreneurial ecosystem there is co-

competition, which is characterized both by 

cooperation and by competition, but the effect 

of cooperation greatly exceeds rivalry 

competition between entrepreneurs and their 

companies. In an economic sense, the 

ecosystem consists of exogenous components, 

environments and agents acting endogenously 

and together as a system, generating benefits of 

interconnection (1-3).  
 

Technological parks have an important role in 

transferring technology and stimulating 

economic growth in a regional aspect (15). 

Their role is constantly growing in connection 

with the development of the knowledge-based 

economy. The International Association of 

Science Parks and Areas of Innovation (IASP) 

identifies the technology park as an 

organization run by specialists whose primary 

goal is to increase the wealth of their 

community by promoting the culture of the in 

competitiveness of affiliated enterprises (4, 7, 

9).  
 

Technological parks are very important for the 

development of the innovativeness of 

technology companies located in the 

ecosystem (13, 18, 26). Basically technological 

park improves overall performance of all 

partners in the entrepreneurial ecosystem (20).  
 

World trends show that the role of technology 

parks is growing in the process of generating 

new ideas and turning them into new products 

and services. As a rule generation and 

deployment of innovations face serious 

barriers of stereotype enterprise activity. This 

manifests the field of activity of parks as 

disruptors of these barriers (17). Constraint on 

innovation of organizations is defined as 

factors that inhibit the process of generating 

new ideas and their realization (16, 21). 

Thanks to shared efficiency, parks must 

successfully neutralize these barriers. On the 

one hand, the park should prepare enough good 

suggestions for companies (12). On the other 

hand, companies must successfully use the 

support which park offers. The study of the 

authors shows that a lot of attempts have been 

made in Bulgaria to set up parks. 10 years ago 

in Bulgaria are planned 21 technology parks. 

At present, their number is reduced to 15, 

except in industrial areas such as Plovdiv, 

Varna, Burgas and others, there are projects for 

industrial and technological parks in Northwest 

Bulgaria: Vratsa, Pleven, and Gabrovo. After 

all, there are only two parks: 

‒ in Sofia – Sofia Tech Park; 

‒ in Plovdiv – Tech Park Optela. 
 

Analysing the specific reasons for 

unsatisfactory results on establish of 
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technology parks has allowed us to distinguish 

three basic models for their creation: 

1. Centralized model. 

2. Decentralized model. 

3. Mixed model: centralized-dispersion 

model. 
 

In the centralized model, the state is generally 

provided with different options the main part 

of funds for the construction of park. 

Sometimes it provides property to 

municipalities for the purpose of the park. Due 

to the chronic shortage of funds, municipalities 

are trying to support implementation of the 

projects with commitments to create 

engineering infrastructure of the technology 

park. In rare cases, they are ready to transfer 

real estate for the purposes of the park. Then 

administrative pressure forces state universities 

and other budget structures to enter into 

associations or foundations with the leadership 

of the technology park to use the resources of 

the park.  
 

In the decentralized model, entrepreneurial 

ecosystems locally appear to be natural 

integrators of start-ups, freelancers and other 

self-employed entrepreneurs. This approach is 

based on the principle of partnership, mutual 

interest and shared efficiency. The core of the 

technology park is formed by one or several 

established technology companies. They 

provide the initial resources (land, buildings, 

funds, etc.) and realize the project for the 

establishment of the technology park. At the 

first stage, the park starts to operate with 

relatively limited resources, but mutual interest 

leads to increasing clustering and increasing 

the capacity of the technology community. A 

typical example in this regard is Tech Park 

Optela.  
 

In centralized model, there is usually a 

deficiency in efficiency, and in the case of 

decentralized – resource deficiency. With the 

mixed model, it is possible to overcome these 

deficits. It is realized with entrepreneurial 

communities building the core of the 

technology park on a decentralized approach. 

Then they attract regional or territorial state 

and municipal structures to build appropriate 

infrastructure around the park, improving 

marketing and co-ordination, creating 

incentives and incentives for park 

entrepreneurs, and so on.  
 

The mixed model significantly improves the 

strategic management of the technology park 

and the entire entrepreneurial ecosystem by: 

development strategy; marketing strategy; a 

phased implementation strategy; a strategic 

regulation on rights and obligations; 

stimulating admission requirements for new 

businesses; social responsibility; publicity and 

transparency of activities, etc.  
 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

In our view, the Technology Park has a 

central role in shaping and developing the 

regional entrepreneurial ecosystem, as its 

technology companies and IT and 

communications specialists will develop the 

regional platform to define the spatial and 

virtual boundaries of the network. In this 

regard, some authors (5) emphasize the great 

importance of information and communication 

technologies for the development of 

entrepreneurial ecosystems. The core 

infrastructure of the information, 

communication and, in certain cases, 

transactions will be the Internet. The regional 

network will bring together the contributions 

of multiple stakeholders: public authorities 

(municipal and district), entrepreneurs, 

universities and other research organizations, 

vocational schools, investors, banks and non-

banking financial institutions, non-

governmental organizations, regional resource 

providers (raw materials, energy, etc.), 

regional resource users (companies, shops, 

starters, etc.) and others. There are rules and 

standards in regional entrepreneurial 

ecosystem that will be programmed in platform 

and will be known and respected by network 

participants. 
 

The Technology Park is the provider of 

context, who manages the relationship between 

the participants in regional network and directs 

value-creating activities. Network participants 

exchange a variety of information and 

resources and benefit from synergies. 
 

The main functions of Technology Park for 

the creation and development of regional 

entrepreneurial ecosystem can be synthesized 

in the following way: 

1. Creation of new information resources 

(platforms, conglomerates, portals, etc.) 

for gravitational potential, formation and 

development of the ecosystem with the 

main objective – efficient allocation and 

use of regional resources. 

2. Stimulate technological progress and 

innovation in the ecosystem by speeding 

up technology transfer. 

3. Reduce the entrepreneurial risk of start-

ups and emerging entrepreneurs by 
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preferentially allocating incubator 

resources (startups, shared jobs, etc.) 

under the Program “Soft landing”. 

4. Financial support for scalable technology 

start-ups and other fast-growing 

companies through the Park Accelerator. 

5. Provision of a complex of services 

(mentoring, consultancy, legal services, 

etc.) for the establishment and registration 

of new firms and the development of 

existing companies in the ecosystem. 

6. Establish and develop relationships with 

companies and other agents outside the 

region to support the regional 

entrepreneurial ecosystem. 

7. Development of academic 

entrepreneurship in cooperation with 

universities and other scientific 

organizations from the regional 

ecosystem. 

8. Support the transfer of technology from 

universities and research organizations to 

ecosystem companies. 

9. Organizing training activities in the field 

of technology transfer, business 

entrepreneurship, financing of 

technological enterprises, etc. 

10. Manage the network through the IT 

platform and develop its functionality 

until a management body is established 

(for example, a regional association or 

other legal form). 
 

The Technology Park should create a set of 

programs to stimulate ecosystem development, 

initially offering the following five programs: 

A. “Soft landing” Program – symbolic 

rentals, preferential services, shared jobs 

and more for starters, freelancers and 

other ecosystem agents. 

B. “Successful start” Program – 

consultancy for innovative idea selection, 

company registration, intellectual property 

protection, bid preparation, innovation 

planning, certification, market analysis 

and market potential, etc. 

C. “Technology transfer” Program – 

search for a specific technology on 

demand, contact with the supplier or 

recipient, negotiated technology delivery, 

help with technology implementation, 

technology audit, technology deployment 

monitoring, cooperative mediation 

abroad, market prototype tests and more. 

D. “Development” Program – preferential 

training in regional universities, colleges, 

vocational schools, company training 

centres and ecosystem partners, support 

for distance learning in Bulgarian or 

foreign higher schools outside the region, 

etc. 

E. “Health” Program – Preferential 

services of ecosystem partners in regional 

sports complexes, fitness centres, health 

and longevity centres, preferential supply 

of healthy food supplements from e-shops 

and other suppliers in the region, etc. 

 

For economic, social, technological and 

cultural centres such as Stara Zagora whose 

local leadership has an affinity for regional 

development, we offer the following model for 

the formation and development of the regional 

entrepreneurial ecosystem: 

1. The Municipality of Stara Zagora 

announces a public procurement contract 

for the development of an IT platform for 

the regional entrepreneurial ecosystem 

with the participation of local technology 

companies (approximate value of the 

platform: 40 000 – 80 000 BGN). 

2. A local technology company or 

consortium of companies wins the 

contract and develops such a platform 

actively looking for and including local 

suppliers and users of the platform in the 

original virtual image (demo) of the 

regional ecosystem. 

3. The municipal administration as the 

owner of platform created Tech Park Stara 

Zagora Association, which in the initial 

period invited members of the technology 

companies, platform developers. 

4. If the public administration has unused 

buildings and areas on the way of the 

public-private partnership, it provides 

them with the territory of the Technology 

Park – so the park will be established as a 

regional centralized model – Sofia Tech 

Park. 

5. If the public administration does not have 

such resources, it can stimulate local firms 

with old industrial buildings, through 

rational modernization and reconstruction, 

to rebuild them at a Technology Park – 

model Tech Park Optela. 

6. In the centrally dispersed model, the 

Municipality of Stara Zagora started to 

invite and encourage participation in 

platform of local key regional agents, 

structuring entrepreneurs and their 

companies; local employers’ 

organizations; local universities; local 

technology companies, incubators, 

accelerators and suppliers of legal, 

advisory, mentoring and other business 
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related services; local non-governmental 

organizations with a relationship to 

business, ecology, social status, etc.; local 

suppliers and users of regional economy 

products and services, etc. 

7. Due to the real mutual benefits of shared 

resources, network effects, science and 

technology transfer, local donations, 

public support and all the components, 

influencing directly or indirectly the value 

chain, the number of regional actors in the 

platform will grow exponentially. 

8. The Municipality of Stara Zagora can 

institutionalize its regional entrepreneurial 

ecosystem in two ways: 

Option I – with Technology Park; 

Option II – without a Technology Park (if there 

are no conditions for its creation). 
 

CONCLUSION 

We are convinced that in both options, 

financial resources can be found from 

European and national programs for the 

creation and development of ecosystems. 
 

In terms of worldwide opposing processes, 

united in the term “globalization”, the 

development of regional entrepreneurial 

ecosystems with or without a technology park 

is a proven factor for the economic, social, 

technological and cultural development of the 

regions. 
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