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ABSTRACT

This policy paper is analysing the Bulgarian strategy to join NATO and it pays a
special attention to its efforts for developing of good-neighbourly relations. The
aim is to demonstrate the importance of the active regional diplomacy for the
membership in NATO and the dependence of the way Bulgaria, as an applicant
for membership, conducts its regional diplomacy from the general foreign policy
priorities. The activities of the Bulgarian regional diplomacy will be presented in
comparison with the diplomatic behaviour of its neighbour Romania in the
context of the NATO’s enlargement toward the Balkans. The paper consists of
two main parts, the first one is analysing the ratio behind the process of the
NATO’s enlargement toward the Balkans and the challenges and trends that
are connected with this process. This part is ending with an elaboration on the
NATO’s admission requirements. The second part is taking a closer look on the
developing of bilateral relations between Bulgaria and its immediate neighbours.
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RESUMEN

Este articulo analiza la estrategia bulgara de adhesion a la OTAN, con especial
atencion a los esfuerzos realizados para conseguir unas buenas relaciones con
sus paises vecinos. El objetivo que aqui se persigue es demostrar la
importancia de una diplomacia regional activa para el proceso de adhesiéon y la
dependencia que Bulgaria tiene su diplomacia regional de las prioridades de
politica exterior generales. Las actividades de la diplomacia regional bulgara se
presentan en comparacion con el comportamiento diplomatico de su vecina
Rumania en el contexto de la ampliacion de la OTAN en los Balcanes y los
retos y vias que estan vinculados a este proceso. Esta primera parte termina
con una elaboracidn de los requisitos solicitados por la organizacion atlantica.
La segunda parte se centra en el desarrollo de las relaciones bilaterales entre
Bulgaria y sus estados vecinos.
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1. INTRODUCTION

This policy paper is analysing the Bulgarian strategy to join NATO and it pays a
special attention to the efforts for developing of good-neighbourly relations. The
aim is to demonstrate the importance of the active regional diplomacy for the
membership in NATO and the dependence of the way Bulgaria, as an applicant
for membership, conducts its regional diplomacy from the general foreign policy
priorities. The main hypothesis is that once the foreign policy priority
(integration in NATO) is recognised, the foreign direct and indirect pressure
(NATO’s conditionality) and motivations (promises) become the main driving
motives staying behind the Bulgarian regional diplomacy.

The main indicator for the hypothesis lies on the analysis of the behaviour of
Bulgaria towards specific problematic issues of the bilateral relations before and
after the official and factual recognition of the membership in NATO as a main
foreign policy priority. Another indictor is the specific type of bilateral relations
between Bulgaria, as an applicant, and non-applicants / rivals of the Alliance
and the shift after the last ones improve their relations with NATO (the case of
FR of Yugoslavia). If NATO conditionality has an impact on the foreign and
domestic policy of the aspirants, then they are expected to change their position
in response to NATO demands. An indicator of such an impact can be the
analogy between the type of behaviour supported by NATO and the one
supported by the Bulgarian government. Important contributions in this respect
are the cases, in which Bulgaria is behaving in a way, which satisfies NATOs’
requests despite the opposition of the domestic public opinion.

The activities of the Bulgarian regional diplomacy will be presented in
comparison with the diplomatic behaviour of its neighbour Romania in the
context of the NATO’s enlargement toward the Balkans. In the present analysis
of the motives of NATO’s enlargement mainly the American point of view will be
presented here, because is crucial for any important decision in the
enlargement process.

The paper consists of two main parts, the first one is analysing the ratio behind
the process of the NATO’s enlargement toward the Balkans and the challenges
and the trends that are connected with this process. This part is ending with an
elaboration on the NATO’s admission requirements. The second part is taking
a closer look on the behaviour of the Bulgarian regional diplomacy.

2. NATO’S ENLARGEMENT TOWARD THE BALKANS

. Ratio

The perceived importance of the Balkans has radically changed the US attitude
towards the Balkan conflicts during the last decade. For much of the early 1990
US policy makers believed that the region was of peripheral relevance to them.
This view was best depicted in the memorable comment by James Baker, the
then US Secretary of State “...[Washington] does not have a dog in this fight”i.
But at one point at the middle of the decade, partially because of the preys of
EU to give a hand in order to stop the proliferation of conflicts and immigrants
from Bosnia, the US was already fully involved in the Bosnian conflict. As it is
widely known, the involvement creates commitment, and once already in the
conflicts, the US was not able to get out, without seriously damaging its
authority. In order to justify the military involvement in front of the American
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voters and the international community, the US politicians were using a lot of
moral arguments. When Milosevic started the ethnic cleansing in Kosovo he
faced US and NATO with the same problem that brought them in during the war
in Bosnia. In order to preserve their authority, especially when the widely
accused of usefulness after the end of the Cold war Alliance, was approaching
its 50th anniversary, they step in again. On this way at the end of the decade,
the American perception of the importance of the region was changed to the
extent to allow the first military intervention by NATO-the bombing campaign
against FR Yugoslavia. ii This new approach reflected NATO’s 1999 Strategic
Concept. The Concept identifies the security of member states in a broad
fashion: (...)[The] risks include uncertainty and instability in and around the
Euro-Atlantic area and the possibility of regional crises at the periphery of the
Alliance, which can evolve rapidly”. iii

After the September 11 2001 terrorist attacks on the USA, the foreign policy
priorities of the American administration, if not radically changed, has been
seriously reconsidered. The terrorist attacks and the war in Iraq have
nevertheless fuelled the Bush’s administration intention to withdraw most of the
American troops from the Balkans. The new situation underlines again the
necessity of reconsidering of a US-EU “division of labour”. As Condoleezza
Rice, Bush’s National Security Adviser, put it: “(...) the United States is the only
power that can handle a showdown in the Gulf, mount the kind of forces that is
needed to protect Saudi Arabia, and deter a crisis in the Taiwan Strait. And
extended peacekeeping distracts from our readiness for these kinds of global
missions”.iv

In fact, there is no military mission for which the US really needs NATO for
reasons different than legitimisation of its endeavours.v Nevertheless, to a very
large extent NATO can be described as an instrument of American presence in
Europe.vi The real issue for US foreign policy is how to maintain a strong
presence and leadership in a unifying Europe, while at the same time
substantially reducing its military contribution to NATO’s operations. NATO
eastern enlargement can be considered as a way to address this issue. By its
support for the enlargement the US facilitate stability in the Balkans by
encouraging the countries to restrain from conflicts and by sharing with the
NATOs’ future members, the political, military and financial burden for this
pursuit for stability. At the same time with the inclusion of some Balkan
countries in NATO US strives to gain virtually unlimited access to strategically
important territories around the Black Sea.

In the enlargement process NATO is trying to create a new security framework
in the area that would guarantee predictability in the region known as a “volatile
powder keg”. NATO essentially sees the enlargement towards the Balkans as a
powerful instrument to impose desired changes in this region. In the text bellow
| will try to analyse the effect of this instrument on the aspirants’ and particularly
to the Bulgarians’ regional diplomacy.

NATO is using the wider shared aspirations by the former communist states for
long-term security to encourage them to make the transition from authoritarism
to democracyvii. And, of course, using this shaping strategy NATO is trying to
achieve its own interests. As then-Secretary of State Madeline Albright put it:
"The very promise of a larger NATO made Europe more stable by giving
aspiring allies an incentive to solve their own problems. This is the kind of
progress that can ensure outside powers are never again dragged into conflict
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in Central and Eastern Europe".viii As we have recently seen in Iraq, the US
politicians are very reluctant to pay the political price for any American
casualties in a mission abroad. That is way they prefer stability in the Balkans, a
condition, that will not prevent them to risk the lives of their soldiers in a region,
which is not ranking high in the priorities of the American voters.

Thus, NATO poses numerous requirements to the applicants for membership,
which are supposed to shape the political environment in the Balkans to an
extend that satisfies the interests of US ant its NATO allies. On the one hand,
NATO’s environment shaping strategy is to some extend based on the
proverbial “carrot and stick”. The inducement of membership (the carrot) as an
instrument to encourage a peaceful transformation of the social and political
systems of the aspirant member countries. On the other hand, NATO’s
transformation into a conflict-management and management organisation
provides the coercive component (the stick) that can be used to enforce peace
and deter aggression in and around Europe.ix

However, before proceeding with the analysis of NATO's requirements posed to
the applicants and their influence on their political behaviour | shall point out the
most problematic characteristics of this process of re-shaping of the political
and security framework in the Balkans. The consideration of these challenges
(both from the point of view of NATO and from the point of view of the
aspirants), as well as the terrorist attacks on the US, have made possible a
fundamental change of the process of NATO enlargement toward the Balkans.

. Challenges

Bulgaria, as well as the rest of the Balkan applicants, is paying a high price in
order to satisfy the NATO accession requirements. These include — higher
unemployment because of the downsizing of the armed forces (from 120 000
during the Cold War to less then 45 000 in the near future), higher percent of
the GDP spend for defence purposes (for 1999 it reached 6.69% of the state
budget). These reforms, undoubtedly, are necessary, but the numerous
difficulties discourage the Balkan countries from implementing them effectively.
In addition, during the Kosovo crisis the governments of Southeastern Europe,
having responded positively to NATO's call for cooperation-in most cases
against their own public opinion-have incurred substantial economic losses as a
result. For example, the costs of the war are estimated between $700 million
and $1 billion for Bulgaria, and over $900 million for Romania.x

Supporting NATO was at times hardly a popular policy. According to a survey of
one of the Bulgarian opinion polls institute MBMD, at the end of 1997 the
supporters of Bulgarian membership in NATO were 52%, against only 24% who
were opposing it. But during the Kosovo crises the overall picture was significantly
changed, 44% of the population leaving in the cities were for and 44% against the
integration in NATO. The results were confusing in a way, because although 44%
were for joining NATO, only 28% would have agreed to give permission to NATO
to use our air-space with military purposes.xi The results of another opinion pool
institute BBSS “Galup” showed that 63% of the people living in the cities were
against allowing NATOs’ military airplanes to pass the Bulgarian air-space.xii
According to the quoted survey of MBMD % of the population thought, that if the
Parliament approves the agreement with NATO for using the Bulgarian air-space,
there is a significant risk the country to be involved in the war. This definitely made
the Bulgarian public opinion very sensitive on the support for the NATO operation
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in Kosovo. Less then a week before the National Assembly voted on the
agreement, a NATO racket accidentally hit a house in the suburbs of Sofia.
Fortunately the racket did not explode and there were no human casualties. The
decision of Constitutional court that the agreement does not contradict the
Constitution provoked 14 meetings in the capital, some of them were pro- and
other anti-NATO. Similar situation happened on the next day — 4th May 1999,
while the MPs were voting the agreement there were pro- and anti-NATO
meetings if front of the Parliament for eight hours. The division in the Bulgarian
society on this issue could be depicted with the postures shown by the crowd, for
example, on one of them was written “Peruchtchica municipality for NATO” and on
another one the text was “Peruchtchica says No to NATO”.

The BSP won grudging respect among segments of the Bulgarian public by
demanding that a public debate in the parliament occur on this issue before the
government gives its approval. The governing Union of Democratic Forces
authorities nevertheless gave this permission to NATO and then obtained a vote
of parliament approving their decision afterwards. The BSP claimed that this
action violated the Bulgarian constitution's requirement that use of Bulgarian
territory by foreign military forces requires approval by the Bulgarian parliament
first. The BSP authorities claimed the Bulgaria did not gain any concrete
benefits from acquiescing to supporting NATO. The situation gave a major
opening to the opposition groups trying to undermine domestic political support
for the government. However, these attempts were not entirely successful. There
could be pointed out different reasons why the main opposition party at that time
Bulgarian Socialist Party (BSP), the former Bulgarian Communist Party, were not
able to capitalise the strong anti-war attitudes of the population. One of them could
be, that the crises in Kosovo happened less than two and a half years after the
BSP government fall down after a very serious economic crises and a high number
of anti-government protests all around the country, and especially in the capital,
where the protesters tried to storm the building of the Bulgarian Parliament. The
leaders of the opposition did not posses the authority to lead the popular anti-
NATO protests.

Another reason could be, that as it appears from the quoted surveys, the results
were not as much based on anti-NATO sentiments, but rather on the fear that the
use of the Bulgarian air-space could provoke an attack from Serbia. In fact few
months earlier, on 28.02.1999, the Serbian vice-premier, the ultra-nationalist
Voislav Seselj even threatened Bulgaria with war for its support for the NATO
led operation. The NATO supporters were emphasising, along other things, that it
was a high time for Bulgaria after all of the time joining the loosing coalitions in
military conflicts (First and Second world wars, the Cold war) to stay once with the
winners. The hope that the Bulgarian stand and loses will be generously
compensated by the NATO allies was another reason the anti-war attitudes to be
calmed down and the main opposition party not to be able to get the best use of
the situation.

With the end of the war, the pro-NATO public support rose again. A survey of
another opinion pool institute, Alfa Research, which shows a support for the
Bulgarian accession to NATO during the war as 46%, estimates it at the end of
the year as 54 %. xiii According Lydia Yordanova, Director of the National
Center for Studies of Public Opinion, affiliated with the Parliament of Bulgaria,
the public opinion towards NATO has passed through three stages in the period
after the end of 1989: Between 1989 and 1992 many people had a disposition
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towards NATO as “the prospective partner’. The period of 1993-1999 could be
defined as a pragmatic stage of cognisance. The sympathisers of the NATO
membership idea increased and fluctuated from one-third to half of the
respondents. Public attitudes were still quite volatile and were affected by the
unfavourable situation globally, in Europe and in the region. She describes the
third period, as a completion of the process of irreversible increase of public
support for NATO membership.xiv

Since the beginning of 2002, it has become clear that none of the Balkan countries
are going to join the European Union in 2004.xv The possibility that Bulgaria and
Romania would have not be invited to join NATO at the Summit in Prague would
have reflected negatively on their prospects. This concern was expressed by
Gunter Verheugen, the European Union's Commissioner for Enlargement, in
front of NATO's Parliamentary Assembly. He said that NATO should accept
Bulgaria and Romania, which are unlikely to qualify early for European Union
membership, in order to avoid the difficult situation that would result from a
"double rejection." NATO Secretary George Robertson also underlined this
problem: "Without enlargement, we would permanently frustrate the ambitions
of countries of Central and Eastern Europe for inclusion in the transatlantic
security and defence community."xvi However, although the full NATO
membership is already quite a visible perspective for Bulgaria and Romania, the
situation is different with most of the other countries in the Balkans. A failure to
enlarge soon could undermine the credibility of the "open door" policy and
theoretically could have a negative impact on the prospects for reforms in these
countries. In fact, they are quite familiar with their real prospects and cannot be
affected significantly by the long waiting period. Of course, this does not mean that
they will not use this argument in their lobbying campaigns.

If the ambitions of the Balkan applicants for joining NATO are “frustrated” it is
theoretically possible for nationalistic and populist anti-NATO accession parties
to come to power and change the course of these countries' foreign policy. As
the presidential elections in Romania at year 2000 showed, a nationalistic
rhetoric could reappear in politics.xvii If such a development occurs, it will make
Balkan countries unpredictable. If they do not want to become integrated in
NATO (the "giving up scenario"), NATO will have lost its main instrument for
channelling the transition in the Balkans. This would be the worst-case scenario
for NATO's strategy and of course for the Balkans.

In fact, with the case of Bulgaria and Romania the possible "double rejection"
probably would not have been a step towards the "giving up scenario." The
process of integration in NATO in the end of 2002 (the Prague Summit of NATO,
where Bulgaria and Romania were invited to join the Alliance) had already
penetrated fundamental aspects of the political environment in the candidate
states, and had become a compulsory part of the political programs of the
major political players. The best way to depict this evolution is the almost
radical ideological shift of BSP. From a political party with half a century long anti-
NATO tradition it became a firm supporter of Bulgaria's membership in the
Alliance. The leadership of the BSP realised that in order to gain the moral and
financial support of Western democracies as a potential governing party, it should
support this process. As the deputy-chairmen of the parliamentary fraction of
BSP Rumen Ovcharov put it: “Our manifested denial of NATO could hardly
gain us supporters in the West...The question is can we govern in case, that
we declare a negative stand toward USA, Germany, France, Greece, Turkey.
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Who are we going to govern with?”xviii There was a serious debate within BSP
on this issue. One of the main argument against the ideological shift was that
the party leadership is risking to alienate a significant part of its the hard
electorate. The pragmatically oriented leader of the BSP, Georgi Parvanov,
succeeded to impose the pro-NATO posture. The BSP stated in March 2000
that it also approved of Bulgaria’s accession to NATO. Soon after this
transformation Parvanov, surprisingly, for a lot of political analysts, became
the first elected socialist president of Bulgaria. His explicit support for NATO
membership was not the decisive factor in his election, but the ideological shift
noted above, perceived as a sign of modernisation, made the candidacy of the
leader of the ex-communist party more acceptable for the electorate.

Another danger associated with the enlargement policy lies in the fact that the
attractiveness of NATO membership could cause. Membership has the potential
to discourage the necessary regional cooperation, just as the attractiveness of
EU membership sometimes discourages regional political and economic
cooperation. Some of the Balkan countries have expressed a clear preference
for bilateral ties with Western institutions or countries over ties of any kind with
their neighbours. Any commitment to regional cooperation was initially seen by
many as only postponing the aim of joining Euro-Atlantic structures, not as
prerequisite for accession. When in 1994 NATO launched Partnership for
Peace (PfP) initiative, the ironic comments of the applicants were that PfP
stands for Partnership for Postponement. Statements to the effect that regional
cooperation must not be allowed to be a substitute for NATO membership have
been made trough out the Balkans.xix Close to this is another conceptual and
strategic dilemma that the aspirant countries face-collectivism versus
individuality.xx Countries of the region that look towards NATO and the EU
must combine both principles. On the one hand, they should act together, in
order to attract the interest of the Allies and better their chances for obtaining an
early membership. On the other hand, each country is interested in building its
own identity as an applicant. For example-NATO’s Membership Action Plan
(MAP) stipulates that each country should develop an individual plan for
achieving membership in consultation with NATO itself while remaining
committed to mutual initiatives such as Partnership for Peace.

Up to the end of 2001, there was little enthusiasm within NATO for a major
enlargement-the so-called “Big Bang”. Many Alliance members fear that
accepting a large number of countries, especially ones whose qualifications are
questionable, could overburden the Alliance, and weaken NATO’s military
effectiveness. In this context NATO's strategy was-shaping the new security
and political framework in the Balkans, while simultaneously trying to strike a
proper balance between the need to keep the unprepared aspirants out, while
at the same time allowing them enough motivation not to give up. In the initial
period of NATO and EU accession the strategy of the aspirant member
countries could be characterised largely as an individualised, "beauty contest"
and mutual competition for membership.

. Changes

More recently the situation has changed due to the radical changes in the
international environment after the 11 September 2001terrorist attacks, and to a
reconsideration of the accession strategy by the aspirant member countries. In
his historic address in Warsaw last June, U.S. President George W. Bush
broadened NATQO's enlargement agenda to cover the entire space between the
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Baltic and the Black Seas. NATO alone is in a position to guarantee that this
region is not dragged back into its former condition of a "grey zone," fragmented
and up for grabs by external powers. 11September 2001 and its lessons have
added to the urgency of treating this space as an indivisible unit, and bringing it
into the Western Alliance system as soon as possible. Romania and Bulgaria
have unexpectedly been catapulted into serious consideration for membership
in NATO in its next round of expansion, because of the post-11 September
2001 strategic importance of the Black Sea. “The big bang is real," a diplomat
from a NATO country commented, adding: "and | couldn't have imagined it
possible because | couldn't imagine September 11." As Thomas Szayna wrote
in the report sponsored by the US military: “The pace of enlargement would
change, of course, if the security environment deteriorated rapidly and a military
threat arose. Under such circumstances, military, rather than political,
imperatives would become the important drivers of the process, possibly
leading to quick accession of new members”. xxi In fact, the 11 September
2001 terrorist attacks were the shock event, which changed the logic of NATO
enlargement. Prior to theses events it seemed that countries associated with
minimal potential transaction costs for the enlargement, due to their good
economic standing, stood the best chance of receiving an early invitation to join
in almost total disregard to any strategic concerns. The process was essentially
political. It doesn’t steam from an elaborated threat assessment but, has rather
based on an environment—shaping agenda of democratisation and integration.
This outlook has meanwhile changed. Strategic concerns now tend to override
political ones once again.xxii Formally, NATO is still evaluating each country's
membership candidacy individually. Each must fulfil a rigorous set of military,
political and economic criteria, enshrined in the three-year Membership Action
Plans (MAPs) developed with each candidate country separately. From a
substantive point of view, however, while MAP performance remains the basis
for evaluating the Baltic-states' candidacies, strategic location takes on greater
importance with respect to Romania and Bulgaria the Black Sea western rim
countries

The terrorist attacks drew more attention to the security and stability based
motivations for enlargement. In view of this, there was not much that the
Alliance could achieve by bringing in the Baltic States, especially since Russia’s
support in the anti-terror campaign had become so crucial. The Black Sea area
now shares the spotlight of international politics, with the Caspian basin and
Central Asia. The new international constellation, moreover, underscores the
security linkages between the Black Sea's western rim countries and the region
to their East. This unstable, resource-rich Eurasian heartland now looms large
in the U.S. and allied planning. When Romania and Bulgaria join NATO, the
Alliance will be better positioned to enhance its partnerships with the Ukraine
and Georgia, promote strategic stability and development in the South
Caucasus-Caspian area, and connect more effectively with Central Asia. xxiii
The Black Sea currently serves as the main transit route for Caspian oil-a
function illustrated by the recent commissioning of the pipeline from Kazakhstan
to Russia's Black Sea port of Novorossiisk, where from the super-tankers take
the oil further to the European markets. The Black Sea country of Georgia forms
the linchpin in the planned overland routes for Caspian oil and gas. The Black
Sea basin and Georgia, moreover, form a major segment of "Traceca", the
Europe-Central Asia transit corridor planned by the European Union and
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supported by the United States.xxiv Another Black Sea country, the Ukraine,
provides an indispensable air corridor for the US-led "antiterrorist coalition"
operating in Central Asia and Afghanistan. From October 2001 to date, more
than 1,400 American and allied military flights have used the route from NATO
bases in Europe via the Ukraine, the Black Sea, Georgia and Azerbaijan, to
reach their theatre of operations. The US and its allies, envisaging a military
presence in Central Asia for as long as necessary, will need to continue using
this reliable air route.

Until now, NATO's presence in the Black Sea has been confined to Turkey,
which is situated on southern rim. Turkey was among the first country in NATO
to argue even before the 2001 terrorist attacks that the Alliance needed to
secure the Black Sea's western rim permanently by admitting Bulgaria and
Romania as members. With Hungary in NATO since 1999, the inclusion of
Bulgaria and Romania would not only geographically connect NATO's
European members with Turkey and Greece at long last, it would also provide
the Western alliance with the most convenient access to the Black Sea and the
South Caucasus.

. Admission requirements
The criteria that the prospective NATO members are to meet prior to full
accession are outlined in the Study on NATO Enlargement:

1. Resolution of disputes with neighbouring countries and a commitment to
solve international disputes peacefully;

2. Democratic civil-military relations;

3. Treatment of minority populations in accordance with the OSCE
guidelines;

4. The achievement of a functioning democratic political system, and a
market economy;

5. Ability and willingness to provide a military contribution to the Alliance

and a willingness to take steps to achieve interoperability with other alliance
members. xxv

In their strategy for achieving NATO membership Bulgaria and Romania have
consistently emphasised the progress they have achieved mainly focussing on
four areas:

(i) Development of a military interoperability with NATO through a
comprehensive defence reform;

(ii) Qualifying as a reliable partner of NATO;

(iii) The two countries strategic importance

(iv) Good-neighborly relations.

(i) Bulgaria and Romania are engaged in implementing a comprehensive
defence reform which is envisage to be “a result of one of the top foreign policy
priorities”, the Euro-Atlantic integration.xxvi The aim of these reforms is to
create a credible defence instrument, an Armed Forces that are “capable of
accomplishing their essential functions in the defence and safeguard of the
independence, sovereignty and territorial integrity of the country”.xxvii Bulgaria's
2004 force plan envisions a reduction in the size of the armed forces from
82,000 to 40,000 military and 5,000 civilians.xxviii Romania's governmental plan
"Army Reform 2004" envisions a reduction of the size of the armed forces from
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150,000 to 112,000 active military personal and 28,000 civilian personal by
2004 .xxix

In addition to downsizing of the forces the Bulgaria and Romania working to
achieve a streamlined military structure, similar to those of many Western
armies. This means to continue to operate consistent reductions in the number
of officers in order to complete a pyramidal structure of the army based on the
Western model. Both of these processes are facing strong opposition from the
senior military officers. Such a direction of reform presupposes a pyramidal
command structure. With few members on the top and progressively more
lower-level officers acting as unit commanders towards the base of the pyramid.
Most Balkan armies have inherited army structures with excessive numbers of
generals, while at the same time legging back in the number of qualified, well
trained and fully available Lieutenants, Captains and Majors. The aim of the
"pyramid" reform is to adapt the armies to the post-Cold War realities.

The performing of a comprehensive defence reform is closely connected with
the defence budget. Prior to 1989 the Bulgarian defence budget was a State
secret. For the period 1990-1996 the defence budget averaged slightly over 3 %
of the GDP. During the sharp economic crisis in 1997-1998, the defence budget
share also strove reduction to just over 2 %. In 1999, it was much better off,
getting 6.69 % of the state budget. Looking at its components, one sees that the
personnel and sustainment costs predominate, taking almost 90% of the
total.xxx Along with the downsizing, the transparent military budgeting
demonstrates a will for good-neighbourly relations and reduces the risk of
provoking of the security dilemma between neighbouring countries.
Transparency of a military budget is perceived as a message about the
country's defence goals and the ways to achieve them.xxxi Transparency is
especially important when neighbouring countries increase the percentages of
their GDPs earmarked for military purposes, in order to modernise their armed
forces and make them interoperable with NATO. Unless such defence budget
increases are made transparently, they may be perceived as a threat to the
neighbouring countries, which could trigger a security dilemma. Bulgaria and
Romania have additionally addressed the issue formally staying a foreign policy
principle that their national security is not to be built against the security of third
countries or at their expense.xxxii

As other proof of the peaceful intentions of Bulgaria and Romania one of the
basic principles of their foreign policy is that the national security is not built up
against third countries or at their expense. A second advantage of downsizing is
that it releases additional funds from staff salaries and related expenses that
can be used for the purpose of new equipment and the pursuit of a
technological compatibility and interoperability with the NATO armies.

(i) Reliability is a fundamental prerequisite for membership. Thus, the lobbying
campaigns of Bulgaria and Romania are focused on proving their political
commitment to undertake the obligations incurred by NATO membership.xxxiii
Practically, both countries have already proved their commitment. Bulgaria and
Romania have supported politically and with their military infrastructure and
troops the operations in Bosnia, Kosovo, Afghanistan and lIraq. A very
important strategic and symbolic act was the closing of Bulgarian and Romanian
airspace to Russian air transports at a crucial moment, which probably saved
NATO from an acute confrontation with Russia in the final stages of the operation
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in Kosovo. In addition, all of the influential political parties, and the majority of
the population are supporting the objective of joining the North Atlantic Alliance.
The credibility requirement presupposes that the process of integration is
irreversible.xxxiv However, this hypothesis does not permit the applicants to use
openly in their accession campaign one of the most convincing aces-the threat of
the "giving up scenario” in case their wish is not satisfied.xxxv Bulgaria has already
used a similar instrument of pressure. The chairman of the parliamentary
Commission for Foreign and Integration Policy, trying to attract attention to his
country's request to be excluded from the "black" Schengen visa list, intimated
that Bulgaria would leave the Stability Pact for South East Europe. The effect of this
statement is still not very clear, but finally the Bulgarian request was satisfied.
Lately, the aspirants have been looking for more refined measures of pressure.
Prime Minister Nastase told members of the Romania-NATO Action Committee
that if Romania was not accepted into the Atlantic Alliance soon, the
responsibility would have to be placed on the Prime Minister. This would mean the
resignation of the pro-NATO government and a probable governmental crisis, a
development not desired by NATO. The combination of pressure and intimidation
can bring some benefits, but it can not significantly change an applicant's status,
and if it is too direct, it can seriously damage its political credibility and prospects for
accession.

(iii) The aspirants' diplomacies are closely following the U.S. and NATO policy
priorities and other international developments, trying to benefit from them. This
approach can be best described by the statement of the Bulgarian Foreign
Minister, commenting on the post-11 September 2001 environment: "Romania and
Bulgaria are making the best use of this tragic opportunity."xxxvi

Bulgaria and Romania are trying to portray themselves in a way that could attract
the attention of US and NATO. They have reshaped their image from "front-line
states" during the wars in Yugoslavia to states that are the "necessary linkage to
consolidate NATO's southern flank and project stability to Central Asia in light of the
anti-terrorism campaign."xxxvii In order to emphasise their strategic potential and
solidarity, they increased their contributions to SFOR and KFOR, thus backing up
NATO positions and helping free Allied assets for other missions. They also made a
modest contribution to the international forces in Afghanistan. Making the best use
of the moment, Bulgaria and Romania announced the modernisation of their
military airports in order to be able to support the NATO air forces for anti-terrorism
operations. Should bases or access to airspace over Turkey or Greece be
unavailable, the value of Bulgaria and Romania for NATO operations will
increase.xxxviii

The two states do have a strategic importance for the Alliance, but in some cases
this significance is slightly exaggerated. | am referring here to the NATO war against
the Milosevic regime. In fact, except for refusing to allow Russian air-transporters to
pass through their air space, Romania and Bulgaria did not contribute significantly
in a military-strategic sense. Their contribution was more valuable in political terms.
Their political support was important because it portrayed the military operation not
as a unilateral act of NATO and the U.S., but as an unavoidable development
supported by all the neighbours of the Milosevic regime.

(iv) Bulgaria and Romania use every opportunity to express their will to
contribute to regional stability. On every possible occasion they proclaim their
intentions to “become a security generator in the neighbouring area”, to be a
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“security provider”, etc.xxxix Both countries have declared “no territorial, border,
ethnic or religious disputes with any of their neighbours”.xl They have also
declared that they are committed to overcoming any bilateral differences in line
with European standards. All these statements are enshrined in the basic
national security documents of Bulgaria and Romania. xli The next part of the
paper is committed to the case by case study of the bilateral relations of
Bulgaria with all of its immediate neighbours.

3. BULGARIAN REGIONAL DIPLOMACY

As it was stated above the accent in this paper is on the first criteria — good-
neighbourly relations. An aspirant country has to contribute to the stability and
security in its own region, in other words, to become a factor of regional
stability. The states to be invited in the next round of enlargement will be those
that can show that they contribute to building stability in the East and South of
Europe-“stability that will lessen the likelihood of needing US military
intervention”.xlii Being perceived as having become such a regional factor of
stability is the best that the aspirant country can do in order to become member.
NATO (as well as the EU) stresses that good-neighbourliness, in the interests of
regional stability, an essential criterion for membership.xliii Good—neighbourly
relations include a number of conditions. Namely, parties to refrain from the
threat or use of force, be it directed against the territorial integrity or political
independence of the other states, or in any other manner inconsistent with the
purposes of the UN and with the principles of the Helsinki Final Act. Countries
develop good—neighbourly relations through various types of cooperation—
political, economic, cultural, security cooperation (including both hard and soft
security). According to their Euro-Atlantic aspirations, one of the most relevant
types of cooperation is the hard dimension of security cooperation, in particular
regional military-political cooperationxliv.

Both Bulgaria and Romania participate in the same group in the regional
stratification. Accordingly, they have very similar problems. There is also a
similarity in the interdependence between the foreign and defence policy in
Bulgaria and Romania. The vital necessity of ensuring national security and an
insufficient potential for this determines the strong desire of Bulgaria and
Romania to receive security external guarantees. In the present historical and
geopolitical realities NATO is the only political and military power that is which is
capable of supplying such guarantees. Consequently, Bulgaria and Romania
have made membership in NATO one of their two major foreign policy priorities,
alongside by this way security policy describes foreign policy in these countries.
They two consider membership in NATO as a major step towards an EU
membership, because they feel that a NATO membership will guarantee them a
stable environment for economic development, and a partnership with the
richest countries globally. In this way, foreign policy describes defence and
security policy of Bulgaria and Romania.

Military-political cooperation in South Eastern Europe has the potential to
contribute, directly and indirectly, to the fulflment of several NATO
requirements. For example, improvements in the force interoperability with
NATO military structures are facilitated by the Balkan countries' participation in
common military exercises with NATO countries. However, the most important
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result of regional military-political cooperation it is the political statement that the
countries send through their participation in such cooperative efforts.

The approach to such cooperation is based on the understanding that it is to
contribute to accelerating the process of the region's integration in to the
Western institution, and most of all in to NATO, as well as provide additional
security within the region.xlv

Regional military-political cooperation, the basis of which was established at the
beginning of the 1990-s, appeared as a completely new complex of relations. It
was a result of the new interpretation of the geopolitical realities and the will of
the Balkan countries for integration in the Euro-Atlantic structures and
achievement of regional stability. The participants univocally proclaimed that the
aim of this cooperation was to ensure the regional security, and through this to
guarantee their national security.xlvi But in spite of these statements, even if
they were to gradually improve their good-neighbourly relations and military
capabilities, they would still not be powerful enough to guarantee the national
sovereignty and territorial integrity. For the Balkan countries, participation in
NATO appeared to be the only viable and sufficient guarantee of their national
security.

After the beginning of the democratic "transitions" in South-East Europe in 1989
an entirely new image of the region was shaped. Bulgaria and Romania have
since established completely new set of relations with their neighbours
especially in the field of security and defence. It was one of the clearest
manifestations of a changing nature of the bilateral relations in South-East
Europe. The activation and dynamisation of the military diplomacy in the region
after the end of the Cold War has followed tendencies arising from the new
foreign policy orientations of these countries. It is impossible to consider
regional military-political cooperation outside the context of the region's
countries’ international relations and, in particular, their foreign policy course. As
a subsystem of the system of international relations, military-political
cooperation is strongly affected by its foreign policy context.

If one takes a closer look at the dependence of military-political cooperation on
the Balkan countries’ foreign policy during the Cold War, one may notices
similar tendencies then. For most of this period, Bulgaria's strictly defined
relations with the Soviet Union and the Warsaw Pact limited its relations with
the military establishments of the other Balkan countries. In the 1970s and
1980s, Bulgaria also established military contacts with a few developing
countries in the Middle East and Africa, because of their relations with the
Soviet Union. Until the Soviet-led Warsaw Pact invasion of Czechoslovakia in
1968, Romania had few military ties to countries outside the Warsaw Pact. After
the crises between Romania and the USSR in 1968, Romania looked towards
the West, China, and the Third World countries for military cooperation in all
areas. xlvii

The policies of bilateral relations that Bulgaria has adopted, aims at:

(i) A further development of relations with NATO and EU member-countries;
(i) Reviving of relations with countries with which Bulgaria and Romania
used to have traditionally good ties in the past;

(i)  Establishment of productive bilateral relations with newly established
states and a dynamic participation in regional integration process in the
Balkans. xlviii
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. Bulgaria— Romania

Romania is the only former Warsaw Pact Bulgaria’s ally in the Balkans. Through
out the communist era, bilateral relations between Bulgaria and Romania were
affected quite considerably by Romania's relationship with the — USSR
relations. During the 1968 "Prague Spring", tensions between Romania and the
USSR escalated, as Romania refused to join the Soviet-led Warsaw Pact
invasion of Czechoslovakia or to allow the Bulgarian forces to cross its territory
to intervene in Czechoslovakia. Later in August 1968, major troop movements
along Romania's borders with the Soviet Union, Hungary and Bulgaria indicated
a similar threat of intervention in Romania. Throughout the 1970s and during
the 1980s, Romania preserved this course, and it consolidated and further
developed its autonomous position vis a vis the Warsaw Pact. Romania's
decisive stance against the use of its territory by allied forces effectively isolated
Bulgaria geographically from the other Warsaw Pact countries leaving it only air
or sea options for communication.

Thus the Cold War and the differing relations between the two countries and
their ideological sponsor, the Soviet Union, were the backdrop for cold and less
then cooperative relations on a bilateral level until the fall of communism in the
region. The ideological change and the Balkan "transition" process have
modified the relations between Bulgaria and Romania, and today their bilateral
exchange is dynamic and marked by strong and important common
denominators.

After the dissolution of the Warsaw Pact, Bulgaria and Romania continued to
connect their bilateral relations with their general foreign policy courses with the
orientation toward NATO. Since the year 2000, a strong tendency of gradual
improvement in the bilateral relations between the two countries has been
noticeable, and it has included the process of launching of a mutual strategy for
achieving NATO membership. These new signs of cooperation in the foreign
policy field are a result of tree main factors:

[ Governmental changes in Romania and Bulgaria at the end of 1996,
beginning of 1997

i i Conclusion that the so-called “beauty contest” did not bring the desired
results; and

iii11 September 2001 terrorist attacks.

(i) The coming to power of Emil Constantinescu and the formation of the new
government provided confirmation of the new direction of Romanian policy. The
Euro-Atlantic commitment, including membership in NATO, has become a
priority. A few months later, at the beginning of 1997 a new pro-NATO
government came to power in Bulgaria. The caretaker government of the Union
of Democratic Forces, with Prime Minister Stefan Sofiansky, officially declared
its desire for full-fledged membership in NATO. xlix This act, as it will be
showed later, proved to be a decisive step towards new type of relations with
NATO and the other aspirants for NATO membership.

(ii) Bulgaria and Romania are convinced that if they are not in the same group
with the other Balkan aspirants for NATO membership (Albania and
Macedonia), they have a better chance to achieve it. However the two countries
were engaged in another, parallel process at the same time. They both
endeavoured not only to exclude themselves from the group of the other
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countries from the region, but also to mutually distinguish themselves. This
approach can be described as a beauty contest and it is still very current in
Bulgaria and Romania vis-a-vis their candidature for EU membership. The
underling logic of such a strategy in Romania and Bulgaria's wish not to be
treated in the same way automatically, but rather according to their concrete
achievements in the integration process. However, after Romania, contrary to
expectations failed to be invited to join NATO at the Madrid Summit, in the
same round as Hungary, both countries came to the realisation that they were
in similar situations and unless they radically change something, they would
miss the next round of NATO enlargement in Prague 2002. Following the
example of the Baltic States, they started to lobby together and joined their
efforts with the other aspirant in order to improve their chances for
membership.|

(iii) Both countries realised that in principle, despite their individual comparative
advantages and disadvantages, they can best attract NATO's attention if they
keep together and demonstrate an ability to work together towards a common
goal. Besides, it is only in case both of them are accepted to NATO they can
build a needed bridge between the new members from Central Europe and the
southern members-Turkey and Greece, which is so critical for the pursuit of an
effective American-led "war on terrorism".li

. Bulgaria —Turkey

During the Cold War, Turkey was arguably the greatest threat to the Bulgarian
national security. The assigned mission of the Bulgarian Peoples’ Army under
the Warsaw Pact was to defend the southwestern border of the Alliance.
Located within what the Soviet General Staff called the "Southwest Theatre of
Military Operations”, Bulgaria would have confronted Turkey in case of a
Warsaw Pact conflict with NATO. As indicated by several joint amphibious
landing exercises undertaken jointly with the Soviet Union, Bulgaria's principal
objectives would have been to control the Thrace area, and to help Soviet
forces seize and hold the critical straits at the Bosporus and the Dardanelles, in
case of a conflict with NATO.

Immediately after 1989, improvements in bilateral relations with Turkey were
among the top Bulgarian foreign priorities. In November 1990, the Bulgarian
General Staff sent a delegation to Turkey, signalling a decisive warming of
relations with that traditional "enemy". Bulgaria received encouragement from
the West in this initiative. During his visit to Bulgaria NATO General Secretary
at the time — Manfred Woérner, said: — “Bulgaria should improve its relations with
Turkey. NATO will help.” lii As a result of the democratic changes, and
especially because of the need to improve bilateral relations with Turkey, the
new Bulgarian post-communist regime rejected the previous policies towards
the ethnic Turks living in Bulgaria, as well, thus opening up the room for bilateral
cooperation.liii Today Turkey firmly supports Bulgarian efforts to join NATO. The
Turkish Parliament has been the only one in the world so far to have approved
a law recommending its Council of Ministers an “open door” policy for NATO for
South-East European countries. This law is of a particular concern to Bulgaria
and Romania.liv

Following the improvement of bilateral relations, a firm legal framework in the
field of defence cooperation was developed between Turkey on the one hand,
and Bulgaria, on the other. In particular, in March 1999 both countries signed an
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agreement against the use of land mines, including the undertaking to demine
the mutual boundary. This act had a symbolic meaning for the new level of
relations between Bulgaria and its former "enemy number one". A number of
bilateral agreements in all fields of cooperation have been signed, including
"The Treaty of Friendship, Good Neighbourliness, Cooperation and Security."

. Bulgaria — Greece

In 1991, a Bulgarian-Turkish pact of non-aggression was discussed, but
Bulgaria feared that a bilateral treaty would damage its prospects for close
relations with Greece. While maintaining good relations with Turkey, Bulgaria
also pays special attention to maintaining the right balance with its other influential
neighbor. Bulgaria is concerned with the development of relations with bp.th of its
NATO neighbors, and has constantly declared that its military-political
agreements are not against any third state.lv

Accepting new members that could contribute to solving bilateral disputes within
NATO is considered very valuable, and it improves the prospects of an applicant.lvi
This is the reason Bulgaria tries to transform this very sensitive topic into an
advantage towards NATO integration. Bulgaria (as well as Romania) makes a
positive contribution to the improvement of relations between Turkey and Greece by
participating in trilateral meetings, and separately with each of them.

. Bulgaria— Macedonia

Bulgaria was the first country to officially recognise Macedonia as an
independent state (January 16, 1991).lvii At the same time Bulgaria recognised
its neighbour under its constitutional name — Republic of Macedonia.lviii But
despite this, for many years, the development of Bulgarian-Macedonian
relations was hampered by both historical and political factors. The inherited
situation, of isolation, constant negative myth perpetuation and lack of contact
between the two countries, turned out to be a serious obstacle to bilateral
cooperation. In my opinion, the main reason for this level of relations was the
strong will of newly independent Republic of Macedonia to defend this status.
Realising that they shared a similar (or the same) history and language with its
bigger neighbour, the Macedonian government undertook preventive actions to
safeguard its identity, also claiming it for the Macedonian minority in Bulgaria and
Greece. On the other hand, following the same preventive approach, Bulgaria did
not recognise Macedonians as a nation and created a debate over language in
order to neutralise the Macedonian claim for minority status on Bulgarian
territory.lix Stephen Larrabee explained the Greek attitude towards Macedonia in a
similar way: "The emergence of an independent Macedonia has revived Greek fears
that the new Macedonian state might raise territorial claims against Greece."Ix

The elections, in both Macedonia and Bulgaria, of governments with strong
Euro-Atlantic orientations in 1997, led to new opportunities for the development
of bilateral relations.Ixi The clearly expressed aspiration of Bulgaria and
Macedonia for NATO membership turns the two countries into partners in the
process of integration. The joint declaration signed by the Prime ministers of
both countries in February 1999 practically settled the deteriorated historical
and political disputes that had hampered current development of their relations.
No less important than the settlement of the so-called "language problem" was
the mutual minority claim waiver. This declaration earned encouragement from
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the Western observers and established the prerequisites for a new stage in the
development of bilateral security cooperation.

In 1999 the Ministries of Defence of Bulgaria and Macedonia signed an
agreement for cooperation in the area of national defence and for a substantial
donation of military equipment and ammunitions.Ixii Aside from the political
rhetoric describing the will to enhance security, cooperation and trust in South
Eastern Europe, the real goal was to send a clear signal that Bulgaria does not
have any claims against its smaller neighbour. The Macedonian Prime Minister
Georgievski expresses this in the following way: "Up to now | was asked a
lot of times what are the secret thoughts of Bulgaria toward us? Now, when we
come back with these weapons, which are quite important for us, nobody
should ask me again."Ixiii

. Bulgaria - Federal Republic of Yugoslavia

Following their foreign policy priorities, the candidates for NATO membership do
not cooperate with neighbours that do not share the same political course. In
this way, they lose an important diplomatic tool for improving their bilateral
relations and the security in the Balkans. The weak points of this approach were
visible in the case of the FR of Yugoslavia. The hostile relations between FR of
Yugoslavia and NATO also affected the relations of the former with its Balkan
neighbours. There was virtually no cooperation in any field between Bulgaria
and Romania, on one side, and FR of Yugoslavia, on the other side. At that
period FR of Yugoslavia was de-facto isolated from the ongoing processes of
cooperation in the Balkans. In October 1997 in Sofia was organised a
conference that was a part of the South-East European Defence Ministerial
(SEDM) process. This initiative is still the most important development on the
multilateral military-political cooperation in the region. In that session, the
participant took the decision of forming the Multinational Peace Force in South-
East Europe (MPFSEE). The government of FR of Yugoslavia showed interest
to participate in this multilateral meeting. Bulgaria as a host country rejected FR
of Yugoslavia 's (as well as Russian) participation, due to political reasons. This
was not a unilateral decision of the Bulgarian diplomacy, but was most probably
based on consultations with the US.

Bilateral relations with FR of Yugoslavia were seriously damaged as a result of
the Bulgarian and Romanian position toward NATQO's military operation in
Kosovo. In fact, they formally condemned the secession of Kosovo from FR of
Yugoslavia. However, their solidarity with NATO actions and their readiness
for logistic support worsened neighbourly relations. Romania had a more
ambiguous position on the dissolution of FRY. Both countries share a
common concern about Hungarian' irredentism. This shared interest worked
to moderate Romanian reactions to the Serbian military offensive into Croatia
and Bosnia-Herzegovina. This overlapping interest, however, was insufficient to
surmount Bucharest's evident desire to join NATO.

The low level of cooperation between Bulgaria and Romania on one hand and
the FR of Yugoslavia on the other hand during the Kosovo war and the re-
activation of the diplomatic contact between them after the fall of power of the
Milosevic’s regime, are eloquent examples for the logic of the regional
cooperation. By describing the partners of the applicant countries, NATO puts
additional pressure on its political opponents in the Balkans.
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4. CONCLUSION

The 11 September 2001 terrorist attacks modify the logic of the NATO enlargement.
Strategic concerns tend to override once again political ones. The Black Sea
appears to be a strategically important area. The US and NATO need the
enlargement towards the Balkans in order to accomplish their own interests.
Bulgaria, as well as the other Balkan applicants for membership, is trying to get the
best use of this opportunity. For achieving the desired guaranties for its national
security Bulgaria has being paying a lot of efforts to satisfy the NATO’s accession
criterions. Maintaining of good-neighbourly relations and achieving of a status of a
regional factor of stability is perceived to be one of the most fundamental
requirements. Achieving of this status has been taking a lot of efforts of the
Bulgarian diplomacy to open a new chapter in the relations with its immediate
neighbours and solve long-time existing bilateral conflicts. A very significant
development in this respect was the rapprochement of Bulgaria with its neighbour
Macedonia, which happened only after a full membership in NATO was recognised
as a main foreign policy priority by the new Bulgarian government. The strategy of
Bulgaria to join the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation has been significantly
changed with the end of the nineties, especially in respect to the relations with the
other serious aspirant for NATO membership - Romania. Both of them have
reached some level of political maturity and launched a common integration
strategy. However, they continue to pursue their foreign policy interests through
participation in regional security initiatives and cooperation, while being rather
sceptical about the immediate results. The only result that is expected and desired
is NATO membership. The process of integration in NATO has deeply penetrated
the political environment in the both countries and even the ex-communist parties
embraced the idea. Nowadays the political commitment for joining NATO seems
irreversible no matter what kinds of governments are coming to power. Theses
results, although rather modest, shows that so far the guided by NATO political
transition which aims to shape the regional political environment seems to be
successful.
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founding conference.
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Enlargement 2000-2015, RAND Corporation, Santa Monica, 2001, p. 77

lii See Zhelev, Zheliu, B Nonsamara MNonutuka, Trud, Sofia, 1998 r., p.68.
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Ivi Szayna, NATO Enlargement, Ibid., p.78.

Ivii For more comments about recognition see the Bulgarian ex-president Zheliu Zhelev book - “B lNonsimata MNonutuka”,
Trud, Sofia, 1998 r.
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