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GENERIC SUBSTITUTION AND ANALYSIS OF THE COMMERCIAL 
AND TAX INCENTIVES IN WHOLESALE AND RETAIL WITH DRUGS 
IN EU MEMBER STATES 
T. Vekov 
Faculty of Public Health, Medical University – Pleven 

Summary. Studies show that generic substitutes contribute to a 
slowdown of the healthcare cost and prevent for the further growth of 
expenditures. Improved is also the accessibility to drug therapy, because the 
amounts of utilized generic drugs are enlarged. Thus the principle of 
substitution raises potential savings. Another of the main factors that 
influences directly the expenditures for remedies is the search for right 
commercial and tax incentives for the wholesale and retail. Major impact on 
public spending on medicines has the tax policy of each state. 

Key words: cost reduction; substitution of generic drugs; accessibility to drug 
therapy; value added tax 

         
-        

       
(   )?  . 1   -

        – 
     9 ,  



 23

( ) –  13,   –  5   . -
         

       . 
 

 1.          
 

    
      

  

    

  -
     

  

     -
  

   -
  

  

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

: V gl r (2012 .) 
 

 2012 .  43%     
,     ,  ,    

 18%     .  
       ( -

 )      
 –  79%     -
     ,     

27%  . ,     ,   
    12%    40%   



 24 

 .        -  
      – 39%. 
 2015 .,    IMS Health,  60%  -

     2012 .     -
 .       

       ,  
           

 .        
      -    -

.    ,      
  ,     (Aeserud, 

2011). 
  ,    -

    -  ,      
   .      
  ,     

  .    
        

  . 
,   G. Carone  . (2012 .),  

       
    ( , , , , -

, , )     (2012-
2017 .).       

    19 . .     
        

  ,   € 30 ., 
        

  11 . .    
   20%      

   . 
      Simoens (2011 .), 

        -
 ,        

  ,      
48%    . 

,      -
     ,  .  

1.       -
    ,     



 25

 .       
   (   )  -

 (   )  .  
       , 

           
       , 

    .  . 2  -
         

        
 2012 .      , 

  ,     -
  ,       

. 
 

 2.  ,   ,     
     Enalapril maleat    

 2012 . 
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( ). 

  
 

( .) 

Renitec  
10 mg x 14 

0,1936 2,71 0,28 136 087 368 795 

Berlipril 
10 mg x 30 

0,1573 4,72 0,60 764 809 3 609 898 

Enahexal  
10 mg x 30 

0,1237 3,71 0,60 47 989 178 039 

Enalapril  
10 mg x 30 

0,1040 3,12 0,60 1 003 691 3 131 516 

Vasopren  
10 mg x 28 

0,1010 2,83 0,56 299 301 847 022 

Renapril  
10 mg x 28 

0,1007 2,82 0,56 967 273 2 727 710 

Enap  
10 mg x 30 

0,0997 2,99 0,60 86 636 259 041 

Enpril  
10 mg x 20 

0,0965 1,93 0,40 41 377 79 857 

Laprilen  
10 mg x 30 

0,0917 2,75 0,60 278 639 766 257 

:   , MS Health, Statistical data, 2012  
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