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1. Introduction

In 2004 Bulgaria became a full-fledged member of the North-Atlantic Treaty Organization along with other six countries: former Soviet states Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania; former Warsaw Pact members Romania and Slovakia; and former Yugoslav republic Slovenia. This was the second NATO enlargement after the end of the Cold War following 1999 when Poland, Czech Republic and Hungary became the first ex-communist states to join the Alliance. With the second batch of new members NATO had managed to incorporate all Central and Eastern European partner of the dissolved USSR into its structures (see picture below). 
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Note: NATO enlargements in Europe

From the western perspective, former Soviet satellites had already been admitted so 2004 did not bring anything unique for NATO. For Bulgaria however that was the end of a long and turbulent period of political transition. Membership into NATO meant final braking with the old Russian affiliations. It marked a whole new era. NATO membership had been a topic of high societal concern for years and people were relieved when it came to happen at last. But while for many, when in 2004 the Bulgarian flag was raised in Brussels, this was a logical and consequential end there is one rather peculiar fact. Just 20 years before that NATO was the enemy of the Bulgarian state, it was perceived as the institution of western capitalism, corruption and imperialism. 

So what were the reasons for such radical change in thinking, politics and perceptions which occurred in just two decades? The reality in world politics changes swiftly nowadays, but what leads to such major transformation is such a short time? A popular answer can be easily given by any citizen from Eastern Europe. We would say that we have seen the wrongs of communist oppression, that the regime had been forced on us after WWII and there was nothing to be done about it, and many similar arguments. And they would be correct, maybe even satisfactory for many historians. But a researcher would like to be more specific, to look into the things that are just outside the obvious and find a pattern. This is why I am going to research the reasons why Bulgaria did join NATO. To do so I will need to find the factors that influenced that decision and measure them. But such a distinction would include a vast number of major and minor factors which are more or less related to Bulgaria’s membership. That is why I will need to group them, then compare and measure these groups instead of single factors. For the given purpose I am going to use the international relations theories and look into the source of different factors. In theories we see the clear distinction between internal and external factors (best seen in the realism versus liberalism debate). While internal factors have clear domestic boundaries, the external ones are still too vast a group. NATO is a regional organization and the rise of European Union has given a boost to integration theories and the idea of regionalism. On the other hand no theory has managed to counter the argument that at the world stage some states are more powerful than others and influence events in remote geographical hot spots (for example we see the pressure between USA and Iran and North Korea, the Soviet influence in South America during the Cold War). Thus external factors are best divided into regional and global. So from here on, my focus is which of these groups of factors played the pivotal role in Bulgaria’s NATO membership, are they all important, does any of them stand out? 

Clearly the subject of this study is Bulgaria’s accession to NATO in 2004. The research question I have put is:

· “Which factors influenced the decision of Bulgaria to join NATO?” 

Following the research question I have formulated two hypotheses based on my assumption that of the three groups of factors, which I mentioned earlier and on which I am going to focus, one would have a major role and one would have had no influence:

· H1: “Among domestic, regional and global factors there is one group that has played a leading role in Bulgaria’s NATO accession”;

· H2: “Among domestic, regional and global factors there is one group that has had an insignificant role towards Bulgaria’s NATO accession”;
The main unit of analysis is Bulgaria as a political unit and a sovereign state. The dependent variable is: “NATO accession” and the independent variables are: “domestic, regional and global factors”. 

By “NATO accession” I mean the mutual agreement of Bulgaria and NATO member-states and executive organs for the accession of the former as a member of the Alliance. By “domestic factors” I mean any processes, events, institutions and positions within the political, social and cultural life at the territory of Republic of Bulgaria that may be involved into or have influenced the decision-making process about country’s accession to NATO. By “regional factors” I mean any processes, events, institutions and positions within the political, social and cultural life of the Balkan region, including the sovereign states of Bulgaria, Romania, Greece, Turkey, Serbia, FYR Macedonia, Bosnia, Albania, Montenegro, Slovenia, Croatia, as well as the independent territory of Kosovo, that may be involved into or have influenced the decision-making process about country’s accession to NATO. By “global factors” I mean any processes, events, institutions and positions at universal level that may be involved into or have influenced the decision-making process about country’s accession to NATO.

The theoretical implications of that study would be to explore the influence of different groups of factors, considered by major international relations theories. The research would evaluate the relevance of those factors upon international organizations and thus would enhance the body of knowledge dedicated on positioning the role of international organizations in the contemporary framework of international relations.

The added value of the research for Bulgaria would be to explore in details the situation surrounding its accession to the Alliance as such has not been done before. As for the international relations theories my research would test their implications in a single case at the end of which we would see whether they confirm their premises and eventually it may judge them about their understanding of international organizations.
2. Literature Review
In this section of my research I will look at other works on the topic. There are not many works dedicated to Bulgaria and the Alliance and other researchers have focused on the results of such membership or follow the development of their relations.

The review will begin with Blagovest Tashev who studied the history and political background of Bulgaria’s road to NATO, followed by two articles from Valeri Ratchev – a military man, politician and researcher, who analyzed the probable outcomes for both Bulgaria and NATO if the first joins the latter. The last article in this review is by Frank Schimmelfennig who studied NATO expansion in Central Eastern Europe looking to answer why did both NATO and CEE countries want it.
2.1. A historical overview

Blagovest Tashev conducted a study with a historical review approach on how Bulgaria changed its ways and applied for NATO membership. Tashev starts with the period after the fall of communism in 1989. The regime switch brought and end to the entire structure of existing national security perceptions in Bulgaria. Until then the assumption was that any external threat would be met by the Warsaw Pact provisions, so the first democratically elected governments were reluctant to dispose of it. They supported closing the gap with the West, but “Bulgaria did not initially consider the unilateral dissolution of the Warsaw Pact as a valuable option” (Tashev 2004: p.3). 

After the Pact fell apart anyway, the lack of alternative protection led Bulgaria to enhance its military power, and work towards improving relations with its direct neighbours and Russia. “Although the government recognized that the new approach required good relations with NATO, it doubted Bulgaria would become a member of the Alliance” (Tashev 2004: p.4). The time Bulgaria lost its main support source, coincided with the growing tension in Yugoslavia which led to its disintegration and a series of civil wars. The concerns were that conflict might spill over to the whole region. The Bulgarian policy then was to try to persuade Balkan neighbours to avoid participation in it, which resulted in Bulgaria being the last state in the region to provide peacekeeping troops in local hot spots. Another prevention policy act was to be the first to recognize the independence of Macedonia in 1992, in an attempt to prevent claims from other states to their land. 

The fall of the Warsaw Pact left Bulgaria alone with Turkey and Greece, their Cold War rivals. Concerned by the great military imbalances between Bulgaria and any of them, and without a protective umbrella, the government sought to enhance cooperation with both. Turkey was pleased to see a change in the treatment of Turkish minority in Bulgaria. In 1991-1992 Bulgaria signed a series of bilateral treaties for cooperation with Greece and Turkey. Despite these arrangements, the government officials still saw Bulgaria to be “in an uncertain security environment” (Tashev 2004: p.5). While Greek and Turk armies were undergoing a modernization, the condition of Bulgarian military as a whole was worsening. Military forces, compared to Greece and Turkey, were outnumbered several times. From Russia however there was no perception for threat and in 1992 both countries signed a Treaty on Good Neighbourliness and Friendly Relations.
In 1991-2 while the world was watching events in Yugoslavia, Bulgaria was “preoccupied with the domestic transition process and disinterested in the disintegration of the neighbouring state”. (Tashev 2004: p.5) After the crisis deepened in 1993 the West demanded that Bulgaria imposes the international embargo over Yugoslavia and applies control of the Danube River. The government requested security guarantees by the EU and USA which were not granted and dismissed “unilateral use of force to halt convoys along Danube” (Tashev 2004: p.6). In the same year, the UDF was the first party “to seek NATO membership as a guarantee to national security” (ibid.). This was dropped after the socialist BSP took the power in 1994 and dismissed NATO as an option to guarantee national security. The socialist government of Videnov “displayed a tendency to fall back on historically tested alliances and affinities” (ibid.). They focused on Russia and Greece, the first abandoned by the previous government and the second angered by the recognition of Macedonia. Thus Bulgaria isolated itself from pro-western path, followed by many of the East European countries. Abandonment of NATO perspective was accompanied by difficult relations with EU, IMF and World Bank as well. “NATO was perceived to have encouraged an arms race on the Balkans to Bulgaria’s disadvantage by further cascading weapons from Central Europe to Greece and Turkey” (ibid.). This was shared by both political camps. 

The socialist government defined national security in a narrow, traditional sense. In 1995 they presented the National Security Concept, where “national security was defined as the lack of immediate threat of military aggression, political control, or economic coercion to the state and the society” (ibid.). “The document warns that the growing asymmetry between the military power of Bulgaria and most of its members (ed. note: neighbours) may lead in the future to aggression against the country” (Tashev 2004: p.7). It also does not explicitly state that Bulgaria is not in immediate danger. There were no territorial claims against Bulgaria, but Turkey and Yugoslavia were seen as possible aggressors and the politicians and society seemed to assume that automatically. Tashev claims a big misunderstanding of the situation, because while focusing on disparity with Greece and Turkey, the government overlooked that the tensions between Greece and Turkey about their air space, territorial waters and Cyprus would make them “happy to maintain unproblematic relations with Bulgaria” (ibid.). Another part of the Concept was that Bulgaria may seek membership in NATO only after it is transformed and Russia has a major role in it. EU and WEU are defined as priorities though. 

In general, Socialists focused on accumulation of military power and maintaining friendly relations with neighbours. NATO membership was not seen as possibility in short term and was abandoned. They “ended the gradual reduction in military budgets implemented by previous governments” (Tashev 2004: p.8). Videnov increased spending by further military reforms and kept high budgets. That proved to be a heavy burden for the economy which was not doing too well.

Bulgaria started its relations with NATO in 1990 when they opened diplomatic relations with the Alliance. In 1994 Bulgaria signed the Partnership for Peace framework document, but the change in power left that aside. In 1996 after discussions between Bulgarian government and NATO, Bulgaria “concluded that it did not want to pursue membership” (Tashev 2004: p.9). The big change in the policy path happened after 1997 elections which brought UDF in power. In 1998 the Kostov government issued a new National Security Concept which recognized the inability of Bulgaria to guarantee its security unilaterally or by neutrality, and would instead pursue “integration in international organizations and participation in the globalization process as the means to address these shortcomings” (ibid.). The regional threats to national security were not seen as direct military conflicts but “in their effects on the capacity of the country to reform and integrate in Western institutions” (Tashev 2004: p.10). They left all military comparison to Greece and Turkey aside, seeing them as partners instead of enemies. 

In 1999 the Kosovo war erupted and Bulgaria, already entangled in Euro-Atlantic integration commitment was forced to take a firm stand. Unlike the previous neutrality, this time Kostov government took a side by supporting NATO’s strikes, providing overflight rights and imposing sanctions on Yugoslavia. In contrast the public opinion was highly negative about the military intervention, and UDF were its only supporters (ibid.). There were no negative implications from that decision – no reaction from Belgrade, it was in unison with other Balkan countries, no wave of refugees. Still there were public fears that Bulgaria might be dragged into the conflict. The governing elite saw in the conflict an opportunity to prove its commitments. 

Announcing its aspirations to join NATO was among the first things the UDF government did after the fall of Socialists in 1997. A National Programme for Preparation and Accession to NATO and Intergovernmental Committee on NATO Integration were established. Still the country was not yet ready to join the Alliance. Military reform was started in 1997, along with the new Concept, a Military Doctrine and Defense Plan drafted in 1999. In the Kosovo crisis the government saw its best chance to turn the tide in favor of Bulgaria. Cooperation with NATO continues even after the end of the crisis, with the agreement to allow NATO troops on Bulgarian territory and establishment of military bases in 2001.

The new 2001 government of NDSV saw continuation of the foreign policy led before that. The terrorist attacks on 11 September 2001 in USA changed the American views, and thus enhanced the Bulgarian position to join the Alliance. At the Prague Summit in 2002 Bulgaria received official invitation to join NATO. Tension was accumulated during the Iraqi crisis when Bulgarian support to American actions brought it to contradicting terms with France and Germany thus jeopardizing its EU future.

From geostrategic perspective, “as a state on the periphery of the Euro-Atlantic space” (Tashev 2004: p.14), the main threats for Bulgaria come from four places: Balkans, Middle East, Caucasus and former Soviet Union. Membership in EU and NATO “will not diminish threats to national security but simply increase the country’s capacity to face them” (ibid.) Tashev concludes.

2.2. The impact of eventual Bulgarian accession

An author dedicated to the topic of Bulgaria and NATO, Valeri Ratchev, published a couple of articles in the late 1990s. 

In his first work in 1997 he analyses the possible choices Bulgaria had in order to achieve greater security. The application for NATO was a big political choice including resolving an entangled problem rooted in political and military spheres, economic, social and legislative environment and the “psychological disposition of the nation towards the new political elite” (Ratchev 1997: p.70). The strategic choice before Bulgaria was between three alternatives: building a neutrality system within the European security structure; integration in EU’s Common European Defense; NATO integration (Ratchev 1997: p.70). 

In his second article in 1998, Valeri Ratchev stresses on the issues before Bulgaria at that time and says that the European security model would fit Bulgaria best. He focuses on South East Europe, a region with problematic security which he characterizes as a very diverse, where USA and Russia have traditional geopolitical interests, even though Western states do not have an immediate interest there. Options for integration are limited due to the poor economic level and lack of active all-regional system for cooperation. The risk factors are very complex, considering the conflicts in former Yugoslavia, ethnic issues, bilateral problems between Greece and Turkey, Greece and Albania, Greece and Macedonia, and there is no real alternative to military means for conflict resolution. A number of non-military problems as organized crime, international drugs, arms and human trafficking also exist (Ratchev 1998: p.159-164)

The neutrality alternative would seem an attractive idea for Bulgaria considering the largely negative results participation in alliances has had for it in 20th century. The question is whether neutrality is possible at all. In the traditional meaning, it would take “at least 30-50 years of effective neutral status, reinforced by basic international realities” (Ratchev 1997: p.71), so that a state can create that neutral identity in the eyes of other. The end of the Cold War and the dynamism and diversity of the international system makes other attempts to claim neutrality hard to achieve. (Ratchev 1997: p.71)

The European Defense Identity alternative is build upon the idea of EU with its Common Security and Defense Policy, the growing reluctance of Western Europe to rely entirely on USA and the ideas of “independent military power, as well as a mechanism for coordinated, defensive and preventive military activities pursuant to the needs of the European Political Union” (Ratchev 1997: p.72). EU membership itself has great implications for Bulgarian national security. It would help to overcome the technological gap, get additional security guarantees, broaden opportunities for cooperation both in domestic affairs and in global threats like organized crime, trafficking and terrorism. (Ratchev 1997: p.72-74)

A move towards European integration is an absolute must for Bulgaria, and incorporation in the NATO structures would be a step to legitimize the European claim of the country: “Never before have NATO’s role and significance in the security of Europe as a whole, been so important and undisputed” (Ratchev 1997: p.74).

The first changes that would occur in Bulgaria after eventual NATO membership would be a change in the international status of the country, transformation of political and military decision-making systems and the national defense doctrine as a whole. The political consequences of the membership would be positive and negative. On the positive side Ratchev puts affirmation of Bulgaria’s Western orientation, participation in a “political and military system of great potential and international prestige” (Ratchev 1997: p.77) which would provide external guarantees, increase of the economical and political attractiveness of the country and a new role of a stronghold in the region. The negatives he sees in deterioration of relations with Russia, the possibility of Bulgaria becoming “a target for nuclear aggression” (Ratchev 1997: p.79) and the backlash radical changes would have on the political elite and society. The Military-strategic consequences are more visible and measurable than political ones. Curious enough, he claims, the “consequences that are positive for Bulgaria could be negative for NATO” (Ratchev 1997: p.80). Among the positives are that NATO membership would practically nullify the military imbalance of Bulgaria with its neighbours, the country would join a large security system, it will accelerate the modernization and reform of the Bulgarian Army with access to latest technology and know-how. On the negative side is the possibility of Bulgaria becoming directly involved in a conflict due to its obligations or being threatened by anti-Western terrorist groups, as well as the foreign military presence on its territory. (Ratchev 1997: p.76-82)

If NATO expands in the Balkans, that would lead to a number of positive results. Western standards in politics and economics would bring homogeneity, which in turn would create conditions for full respect of sovereignty, which is a persisting problem in the region. “It is a myth that NATO membership restrains sovereignty” (Ratchev 1998: p.167). The dimensions of the term differ from the Cold War. Outside of NATO it can be ignored, but within it is fully recognized. The Balkans would join a prestigious club which would increase the political and economic attractiveness and eliminate the possibility for emergence of hostile regional alliances. The external guarantees NATO would bring would have preventive character, solving issues of internal and international level and diminishing the threat of military imbalances. The only negative outcome of NATO membership he sees in Russia’s unfavorable conception of the Alliance affecting bilateral relations. (Ratchev 1998: p.167-169)

Ratchev also identifies possible results from non-integration in NATO. Bulgaria’s EU integration process will also suffer and be slowed down and the country would become a buffer zone between Europe and Russia and thus unattractive political and economic partner.  The remaining choices would be between regional isolation and unwilling regional alliances and lack of external guarantees would make national security persistent problem. Domestically it will create a search for alternatives which would result in political insecurity and recourse inefficiency spending (Ratchev 1997: p.82).

It is important that Balkans do not turn into bargaining pieces on the table because isolation of the region from Europe is a much bigger security threat than isolating Russia from Europe. Exclusion from the integration process for the Balkans would have a very negative effect. The states in the region would start forming hostile military alliances between themselves which would further isolate it from the rest of Europe and eventually drive away political and economic partners.  (Ratchev 1998: p.170-171)

In 1998 Ratchev is doubtful of Bulgaria’s chances to reach NATO membership. The reasons he gives are both internal and external. Internal reasons are related with the political character of the post-communist transitions in Bulgaria. Leading role in political life was taken by ex-communist party BSP which is hostile towards NATO. Another internal reason is the historical heritage in the country. The lack of strong anti-communist and anti-Soviet resistance had its consequences in internal as well as external aspect (the way Bulgaria is seen from outside). That gave Bulgaria an unequal start with states like Poland, Hungary and Czech Republic. The main external reason is the interpretation of Bulgarian-Russian relations from the Western countries. The image among Western countries of Bulgaria as USSR’s closest ally in the recent past has an unfavorable effect. The respecting of embargos over Libya, Iraq and Yugoslavia as well as adherence to democracy ideals did not change the situation in a short term in the lack of resistance during communist times. But the most serious problem before Bulgaria according to him is the Western misunderstanding of Bulgarian national interests in the region. Ratchev sees the international status of Bulgaria unchanged in the next 10-15 years and the results from that would be a delay in both the integration process and country’s economic expansion. Bulgaria would fall into regional isolation, or would be forced to join a regional alliance with the lack of external guarantees expanding the threats before national security. (Ratchev 1998: p.171-174)

The decision of the Bulgarian government in February 1997 to seek NATO membership affirms officially the desire to follow that path. The active work of the new government had been recognized. The Bulgarian desire to join NATO is based on the view that the country “belongs to the European democratic system of values and is ready to contribute to the common security and to share the risks involved” (Ratchev 1998: p.175). The politicians are convinced that NATO would become the main instrument of Euro-Atlantic security and are ready to take their share of responsibilities. Bulgaria understands that its NATO membership cannot be considered a threat by Russia. (Ratchev 1998: p.175)
The main NATO motives to accept Bulgaria and other countries form the region, Ratchev sees in the necessity to expand the collective defense community which is the guarantee for peace. The pursuit of membership would encourage the countries to resolve the differences between them and would stimulate their quicker transition to democracy and open-market economy. Bulgaria had no conditions on NATO for its membership. It considers its national security not threatened by immediate external factors, has no claims from other countries, and would not recognize claims towards it from others. The strategic goal is to develop its relations with the regional and international security structures. Bulgaria could be important to NATO as a factor of stability in a volatile region, with its close relations to Russia and Ukraine. Eventual membership would be a result of the interests of both parties. (Ratchev 1998: p.176-179)

“There is no place for nationalism and chauvinism in Bulgaria and the other Eastern European countries” (Ratchev 1998: p.182). The only path is towards democratization, cooperation with others in all fields in order to achieve full integration, concluded Ratchev in 1998.
2.3. The rationale behind NATO’s eastwards expansion

Frank Schimmelfennig focuses on the explanation of NATO enlargement in Central Eastern Europe (CEE) after the fall of the communism. He singled out three questions: Why CEE countries want to join? Why does NATO want to expand eastwards? Why only three countries – Czech Republic, Poland and Hungary – were accepted from the first try?

His thoughts are that while rationalist approaches, like neo-realism and neo-liberalism, fail to deliver good answers to these questions, constructivism can produce the most valid explanation. Constructivist approach “analyzes enlargement as a process of international socialization” (Schimmelfennig 1998: p.198) and gives the following answers: First, CEE states want membership because “they share the community values and norms and seek identification with, and recognition by, the West” (Schimmelfennig 1998: p.199); Second, “NATO decided to expand in order to strengthen liberal democracy and multilateralism and to build, in central and eastern Europe, a stable peace based on these values and norms” (ibid.); Third, only three of them were invited as they were more advanced and much closer in shared values and beliefs than the others.

Still he point that constructivism cannot explain some phenomena like the willingness of autocratic regimes to join and the exclusion of Slovenia from the first round. His focus on constructivism does not exclude rationalist assumptions, as he believes they can be combined (Schimmelfennig 1998: p.199) In short, he says, rationalist ideas explain why CEE countries would want to join, but do no explain why NATO would want to have them (Schimmelfennig 1998: p.209). “Starting from neorealist or neoliberal premises, international relations scholars must arrive at the conclusion that Partnership for Peace is "preferable to expanding NATO" and constitutes the more "efficient institutional solution” (ibid.)

Schimmelfennig then lays the constructivist arguments. International organizations shape actors’ values and preferences (Schimmelfennig 1998: p.211). “In their external relations, international organizations seek to defend the community against competing values and norms and to expand the community by disseminating its principles and precepts” (ibid.). “In the constructivist perspective, the enlargement of an international organization is primarily conceived of as a process of international socialization” (ibid.). Thus, when joining, you acquire the identity of the group. From cost perspective, the organization is interested in distribution of its values, even if it incurs costs, which do not threaten its stability and existence (Schimmelfennig 1998: p.213). For the new members, joining “fulfills the needs of identification and legitimation” (ibid.)

So constructivists see NATO mainly as an “international community of values and norms” (ibid.). These values not only determine its relation with the outsiders but also within members inside (Schimmelfennig 1998: p.215). “Regarding NATO enlargement, constructivism then hypothesizes: A state seeks, and is granted, membership in NATO if it reliably shares the liberal values and the multilateralist norms of the Western community. The faster it internalizes these values and norms, the earlier it becomes a member.” (Schimmelfennig 1998: p.216). 

Using this constructivist hypothesis Schimmelfennig answers the three questions posed in the beginning. First, CEE countries after the fall of communism seek their new identities and find it in Western European values which urges them to look for a justification of their claims by membership in organizations which share that identity. Second, NATO expanded eastwards in order to spread its values and ideas, given the opportunity. The prospect of membership would boost candidates to pursue faster and better these common values. Third, Czech Republic, Poland and Hungary were the only first as they were further ahead of others in incorporating the NATO values and also none of them has been involved in a major internal or external conflict. (Schimmelfennig 1998: p.216-219)

2.4. Chapter Summary

The literature review presents different authors with different approaches and different focus. Tashev’s work painted a very accurate picture of the relationship between internal political life, political affiliation and NATO membership aspirations. He gives a great insight on the domestic side of the puzzle we are looking at. Tashev described each party and how it feels towards NATO, what is its policy towards the issue like. He also includes some general views in the society which enhances the view. We saw the political struggle between BSP and UDF and how their difference in NATO vision makes them an important factor.

While Tashev’s approach is more historical Valeri Ratchev has a more analytical view, trying to get a picture of the alternatives and possible implications. He describes all positives and negatives both for Bulgaria and NATO whether the former joins or not. His approach focuses on both internal and external factors, but leans more towards the external ones. He does mention the general public’s opinion, the political elite but his analysis is concentrated on the regional and global level. It is obvious that he considers Bulgaria joining the Alliance as the best way to go ahead and that is visible from his arguments. We see that he presents NATO membership as the best of all possible alternatives as well.

Schimmelfennig’s approach is similar to Ratchev because he focuses on similar questions. Unlike Ratchev he’s not so much specific and he uses the constructivist theory to support his arguments. At the end he proves that theoretically it is sensible for Central Eastern European countries to want to join NATO but it does not explain why NATO would want them. 

From these reviews we see there is some research on Bulgaria and NATO, however only Schimmelfennig, who does not focus specifically on Bulgaria, uses international relations theory as a background for his arguments. In the next chapter I will review the theories that I can use to back my research.

3. Theoretical Framework

The framework for constructing a valid table with the three types of factors is going to be built upon the major theoretical trends in international relations in the contemporary world. Realism, liberalism and constructivism, each with a complex branch of trends in it, would provide the basis to determine which factors fall into the categories domestic, regional and global.

3.1. Realism

The realist school traces its roots back in early political history through the works of the likes of Thucydides, Machiavelli and Rousseau. The main unit of the realist theory is the state, while international organizations are not seen as important actors on the world scene. Realism focuses on maximizing the state interest through accumulation of strength. Its basic elements are statism, survival and self-help – that is valid for all variations of this school. Newer trends like neo-classical realism see leaders and how they perceive the distribution of power between states as an important variable. The state is still the main actor and sovereignty is its main trait. States strive to accumulate power at the international scene, while power in itself is a relative and arguable concept. It includes resources, population, geographical position, territory, etc. Neo-realists generally consider that the forces driving domestic and foreign policy are the same. (Baylis 2008)

Early realists, seen now as classical realists, see war as a legitimate instrument of statecraft. They question universal moral principles (Machiavelli even labels them as harmful) and claim that leaders need to distance themselves from such morals. The state itself is a moral force instead. The world outside the state is anarchic - there is no overarching authority to control it. There is sharp difference between domestic and international politics due to different structure – hierarchy symbolizes the first and anarchy the former. Survival of the state is the priority and power is understood in military terms. The self-help principle suggests that states cannot trust anyone else with their security, international institutions and alliances included, and should be responsible for their own survival and well-being. The leading doctrine is the balance of power – if national security is under threat - you join forces with others to counter it. NATO and the Warsaw Pact are a good example (Baylis 2008: p.92-94). 
Realists claim that foreign policy is based on the idea of constantly trying to influence or control others’ actions, to make them behave as you like them to (Russett 2004: p.130) They focus on the immediate security objectives and underestimate economic ones. “Realism looks at the states as unitary actors, which speak with single voice and foreign policy objectives are designed to maximize national power” (Russett 2004: p.132)

Newer trends are the Defense and Offence realisms where the dispute is whether the state is power or security maximizing. According to defensive realism, states accumulate as much power as they need to defend themselves and feel secure, while offensive realism postulates that states build up as much power as they need to overcome all their enemies (Baylis 2008: p.101). The structural realism of Waltz suggests that the structure shapes the choices. Power is seen here not just in military context but is enhanced to the combined capabilities of the state. Another neo-realist trend, represented by Grieco focuses on the differentiation of absolute and relative gains. This is what divides neo-realists with neo-liberals, as the first focus on relative gains as a reason for cooperation and the latter – on absolute gains. (Baylis 2008: p.127-129)

Neo-realists pose that since the system is anarchic, states are constantly under pressure – their insecurity is a result of the system itself, cooperation between states can and does occur but is limited. Cooperation is impeded by the prospect of cheating and the concern about relative gains. States are afraid that in a fast-changing reality they may be caught on the weak side and be defeated by a “cheater” in this window of opportunity. States look at relative gains, rather than absolute, so no one would engage in cooperation if he cannot get an advantage over the other thus implying that there’s always a losing side and cooperation is impossible (Baylis 2008: p.231-232).

Realism postulates that states cooperate with each other to enhance their security against a common threat. When the objective is achieved, such formal cooperation as alliances is dropped. Alliances are designed to facilitate the attainment of goals. They are formed in a context of a present threat and after it had been dealt with, alliances should be disbanded. A decision to join an alliance is based on perception of rewards in excess of costs. Each state considers the marginal utility of joining an alliance compared to unilateral action. Alliances are no larger than necessary and once the costs exceed the rewards, it will fall apart. According to Liska, nations join alliances for security, stability and status. Alliances are crucial to attaining balance of power. According to Riker, formation of one coalition contributes to formation of an opposing one. States with similar political systems have often aligned with each other. The significance of ideology according to Walt diminishes as the threat grows. States that are domestically unstable tend to align with ideologically similar states to bolster their internal legitimacy. Searching for security states chose between alliances and armaments (Dougherty, Pfaltzgraff 2000: p.532-538)

To summarize realist views towards international organizations, they see them as a part of “institutionalized relationship between states and governments” (Archer 2001: p.115). Realists are not interested in international organizations, as the world in their view is state-centric. Classical realists like Morgentau and neo-realists like Waltz alike, see international institutions as of little importance. Classical realists focus often on the failure of the League of Nations (Archer 2001: p.117-9). The neo-realists see international organizations as “reflecting the hegemony of the most powerful members” (Archer 2001: p.125).

3.2. Liberalism

Liberalism is seen as an alternative to realism. Liberals claim power politics is a product of ideas and ideas can change. Classical liberal notions are that all people are equal, economies should be left to the market and the individual has the right to possess means of production. They focus on the individual rather than the state and claim the identity of the state determines its actions. Liberals project ideas from the domestic environment onto international level. Anarchy is not seen as the cause of war itself, but rather imperialism, failure of balance of power politics and undemocratic regimes cause conflicts. Common liberal principles are collective security, self-determination, pluralism, internationalism and interdependence. Liberals argue that anarchy does not mean durable patterns of collaboration are impossible, they point to international regimes as example. However, cooperation is not automatic, it has to be built and sustained (Baylis, 2008: p.110-116). 

Kant and Bentham are among the leading liberals of the early era. Kant’s idea of democratic peace has been embraced by many (Baylis, 2008: p.112), and Bentham focused on the power of law and its potential to resolve problems: “between the interests of nations there is nowhere any real conflict” (Baylis, 2008: p.113). US President Wilson was among the leaders who embraced the idealist notion. He urged to secure peace through international organizations (ibid.).

Liberals see key objectives as long-term economic and social goals. Within any nation there are more than one individual, group or class interests involved. “The ability of the government to control society and the ability of specific interests to communicate their needs and demands to the government are both related to the openness of government” (Russett 2004: p.135). That is associated with accountability and level of control applied by the society over governmental actions. Nowadays that is associated with democracy. Politicians have their own needs and goals and to reach them they need support from the society. By meeting their demands, they are able to gain support for their actions. Governments are not passive, they try to shape and control the societal needs and wills (Russett 2004: p.132-136).

Two concepts which influence foreign policy exist, according to Bruce Russet who studied USA. One is power elite theory according to which the interests of the leaders in society converge and they are organized and act together. The opposite theory, held by most liberals, is pluralism - there is no single elite, but several groups. The general trend he found in USA is that the elite is usually more supportive of official polices, but is not united: “There is little consensus by the means policy should be pursued or even on which ends are most important” (Russett 2004: p.144). Mass public opinion is not a fixed entity and does not have a single voice: “Public opinion is the most substantively important influence on the budget that remains after the end of the cold war” (Russet 2004: p.145) How does public approval influence foreign policy? According to some, that places constraints on the actions leaders undertake. According to others “the leader has great potential support among the populace for virtually any kind of foreign policy initiative” (Russett 2004: p.150). The leader cannot do whatever he wants and expect automatically to generate public support though. People have opinions about foreign policy issues, even though not as much as internal issues, but that is “not necessarily because the implementation of foreign policy imposes costs or benefits on their material existence” (Russett 2004: p.157). Elites are more likely than other groups to support foreign policy initiatives. (Russett 2004: p.139-157)

Neo-liberalism, which emerged as a mended version of idealism (as pre-war liberal ideas are referred to) after the end of WWII, was to present a challenge to the domination of realism and neo-realism. Leading trend in neo-liberalism is the liberal institutionalism, which postulates that the way towards peace is to give resources or even surrender sovereignty towards supranational institutions. The roots of this notion are in the development of integration theories after WWII and in the 1950s and 1960s. Later institutionalists stress on the complex interdependence theory which focuses on the increasing linkages between state and non-state actors, the emergence of new international issues with no clear distinction between high and low politics, the declining efficiency of military tools for statecraft and recognition of multiple channels for interaction among actors across national boundaries. States are not the only significant actors in international relations anymore they claim. A key proposition is that states seek to maximize absolute gains through cooperation. Unlike neo-realists, they focus on absolute rather than on relative gains, but see institutions as a larger impact on the international scene and make distinction between domestic and foreign policy and their drivers (Baylis, 2008: p.132-135)

Neo-liberals see institutions as a result of states’ interests and the international environment. Institutionalized cooperation according to some scholars may lead to greater security for all. Institutions can provide information, reduce transaction costs, make credible commitments, and facilitate coordination and operation (Baylis, 2008: p.232-233). “The proliferation of regional trade blocks is an institutional manifestation of regionalism” (Mansfield, Milner 1997: p.3 quoted in Russett 2004: p.424). Since larger groups have less in common, focus on creating smaller groups or clusters has much better chance of success. USA have embraced regionalism and liberals interpret this as a US realization that regionalism is the first step towards multilateralism, while realists interpret it as a retreat from multilateralism to regionalism due to national interests. (Russett 2004: p.428)

3.3. Constructivism

Constructivism emerged as a social theory, conceptualizing the link between the structure and the agent. It focuses on human consciousness and is considered related to idealism and holism. According to its supporters, actors’ identities and interest are social constructions. Nurture, not nature, is leading in human behaviour. They study how knowledge shapes how individuals construct and interpret their world. Reality in their views is socially constructed (Baylis, 2008: p.162-163)

Constructivists focus on what the other grand theories ignore: “the content and sources of state interests and the social fabric of world politics” (Chekel 1998: p.324). They assume that the environment where states interact is also a social one and that environment can provide the understanding for states’ interests (Chekel 1998: p.325). The first assumption means that material constructions take their meaning from the social context where they are interpreted. The second assumption is driven by the idea that the agent and the structure interact, and their identity is built from that interaction. Thus the constructivists attack the notions of neoliberals and neorealists who point to the state as the starting point, and structure, they take as given (Chekel 1998: p.326). “For constructivists, agents (states) and structures (global norms) are interacting; they are mutually constituted” (Chekel 1998: p.328)

Williamson explores Kantian liberalism to explain socially constructed security communities like NATO (Williams 2001: p.525). Explaining the idea of the liberal community, he stresses that this notion divides the world into “us” and “them” – us, in the community, striving for peace, and them – outside the community, in the hostile world, thus implying pressure on outsiders. By stressing on the universality of the values the community, it can create responsibility towards anyone outside. Failing to qualify on such universal values implies either a lack of desire or insufficient progress. Williamson sees that pattern in NATO enlargement. All nations are recognized, but only those who follow Alliances’ footsteps are worthy of “respect”. The admission criteria is no longer a common enemy, but adherence to a shared set of universal norms and rules. The refusal to adopt these rules would seem suspicious and would make states look like potential threats (Williams 2001: p.542-543)

Alexander Wendt shows constructivism as an alternative to the classical theories. First, he claims, anarchy is not a given, but varies according to state behaviour, and thus realist conclusions that self-help and power politics are automatic result of it are wrong. Second, he gives priority to identities and interest of the actors, which are essential to the structure of anarchy. Third, he stresses upon intersubjectivity as critical to the structure of interstate relations (Wendt 1992).
Identities and interests define the structure. People react towards objects on the basis of the meanings they have for them. Collective meanings, he argues, constitute the structure which organize our actions, and actions are a result of our identities within a structure, because “identities are the basis of interests” (Wendt 1992: p.398). He describes “self-help” as an institution resulting from the variety of identities and interest under anarchy. “Competitive” and “individualistic” systems are self-help, both unconcerned with the other actors, and the “cooperative” system is non-self-help. Wendt adds power politics to self-help security systems when he argues it does not stem from anarchy. Wendt claims action stems from the behaviour of the opponent, thus if there is no history of conflict, violence is unlikely. Still he admits that aggressive behaviour could occur without previous interaction (Wendt 1992: p.396-407). 

He uses intersubjectivity to explore the relation between anarchy and self-help. Wendt describes a cycle of communication through “social acts”, which if stable and continuous, may grow into a stable social structure. If each actor creates a threatening image and therefore cannot be trusted, cooperation is limited leading to establishment of self-help system. Such competitive systems create security dilemmas. Wendt concludes that “identities and interests are constituted by collective meanings that are always in process” (Wendt 1992: p.407) and change is possible once practices alter due to states’ behaviour. He refutes realists suggestion that states are forced to be aggressive by the anarchy. If states adopt the institution of sovereignty, that will provide the basis for stable and secure communication between states. With increased interaction, states would learn that “their sovereignty depend on recognition by other states” (Wendt 1992: p.415). Wendt then claims that actors will be more prone to cooperation but since they are rather egoistic, the collective gains must be unachievable without it. (Wendt 1992: p.405-415)

3.4 Chapter Summary

Unlike Schimmelfennig who focused on one single theory to argue his case, I intend to use all three major ones – realism, liberalism and constructivism. In this chapter each was laid out in terms of its general notions and its views towards international organizations like NATO. What we learned is that they all have their own focus and combined they complement each other, encompassing almost all aspects of life. That’s why, as I am striving towards maximum representation of reality, I want to include them all in my research.

Each theory I summarized showed how it can be views from the three perspectives I put in the introduction – domestic, regional and global.

Realism has been the most dominant theory for a long time. Aims, goals and interest are what it emphasizes on. International organizations are not viewed favorably by realists as they are merely a tool at the world stage in their eyes. Realists view the foreign policy as a priority for the state and do not get involved with what is going on within it. That is why realism is weak on the domestic arena. Priority of foreign policy and viewing domestic issues as subordinate to it does not mean that we cannot extract domestic factor. That is the case with Dougherty and Pfaltzgraff who argued that a state may be drawn to join an Alliance if the costs are lower than creating an army strong enough to protect the state. If we jump to the regional arena we see realists pay a lot of attention to balance of power which means that they would strive to make sure they are not surrounded by neighbours who would pose a threat. Since none of Bulgaria’s neighbours is a major military power, it would be concerned whether or not these neighbours participate in any sort of military alliance with others and thus pose a potential threat. This focus on direct military confrontation may not come only from conflict with a neighbour but also may be a spill-over effect from a conflict which does not include the state (Bulgaria in this case) from its beginning. Therefore the presence of a military conflict in the region would be seen by realists as a possible threat for all nearby countries. From a more global perspective realist would not consider a clash between two countries that are insignificant in power and are not in near proximity to threaten. However realism pays a lot attention on the global order and considers any change concerning the hegemon or hegemons a challenge to security. The hegemon itself would try from a position of power to dictate events on the planet and how it views the state is critical to its aspirations. Last but not least realism sees world politics as a game between the wealthy and military powerful players while the others are mere pawns on the table. Only if a pawn finds itself in a pivotal role in that game it can gain enough influence to put through its own interests.

Liberalism as another of the classic grand theories opposes realism in many areas. Liberals emphasize on the domestic side of politics, the individual and the market. International cooperation is seen as an important goal for all nation states on the world stage. Logically liberalism is very strong on the domestic arena. We saw that it deals with public opinion and political elites as important factors influencing foreign policy formation. Interference of non-governmental elites – interest groups – also affects the policy process and economic benefits for the state are seen as the driver of policy formation. Outside the domestic level liberalism also has something to offer. On regional level we noticed that liberals see regionalism as a step towards multilateralism, or in other words: enhanced regional activity is the first sign of a state’s growing ambitions to expand its relations, views and affiliation to a world scale. From the global perspective liberals focus on the economical side of interstate relations through their visions for economical interdependence.

Finally constructivism fills in some gaps that the other theories do not consider. Constructivists stress on the social construction of reality. Communication and images are key concepts when it comes to international relations for them. Being a social theory constructivism does not have such an expansive interest in all areas of politics. It takes its concepts as valid for both interpersonal and international relations, as nations are run by people. Hence distinction between domestic and external areas is hard to see as they focus on how the environment affects interaction (the other way around too) and not on the specifics of environment itself. The constructivist notions from the summary have their implications mostly in the regional and global group I look at. On regional level we see that nations are driven by the need to belong to a community whose values it shares. It also would be concerned with its neighbours’ bilateral relations since communication is vital to creation of image of oneself. This last notion can be transferred as easily to the global level as the image of Bulgaria in other countries would determine their attitude towards them.

So to conclude this review of international relations theories and their implications to this research, I have found a number of factors given by all three theories which fall into this or that group of factors. This gives me a sufficient theoretical background to state that realism, liberalism and constructivism provide basis for the construction of a research framework built of domestic, regional and global factors which could influence a state’s decision to become a member of a regional security organization. In the next chapter I will set up a detailed framework and create a methodology for evaluation and comparison of the factors.
4. Research Design

The research would be conducted as a single case study on Bulgaria in the period 1990-2008. I have chosen this long time-frame in order to follow how the factors develop before and after NATO accession. 

For the purpose of the study I will put five factors in each group, a total of fifteen, all derived from the international relations theories. The choice for five was made in order to provide enough data for comparison and to keep this research from growing too vast. I see five as the optimal number, with less being insufficient to make conclusions or comparisons, while more risk watering down the groups with less significant factors and enhancing the scope of the study too much and eventually losing its focus.

Evaluation will be given for each calendar year and each factor will be evaluated in two ways. First, with an absolute value, within a Yes/ No margin. Second, with a relative one – for that purpose each factor will have three levels of importance – High/ Low/ None. With such double evaluation method at the end I will be able to see both the relative weight of the factors and their overall appearance in numbers. The absolute curve will show the number of factors involved and the relative curve – their importance. When comparing both curves for each group, I consider deviation within 1 point (5 points being the upper threshold) normal and larger gap shows imbalance between number and importance of factors.

In this section I will lay out the factors in each group, explain why they were picked and provide the evaluation method for each of them. A comprehensive table with all the factors, their theoretical relevance and evaluation method is available in the Appendix (Table.8).
4.1. Domestic factors

Domestic factors are internal for Bulgaria. Among theories liberalism pays more attention on internal affairs than the others and because of that liberal factors dominate this group. The choice of five is: public opinion; interest groups; political parties; economic benefits; military spending reduction.

- public opinion: This factor evaluates how Bulgarian public felt about NATO and Bulgaria’s accession to it. This was taken from liberalism, with the assumption that public opinion may influence foreign policy, as Russett pointed, through putting constraints on the elite or giving them a boost to act. To evaluate this factor I will use public opinion polls results.

- interest groups: This factor evaluates if there are non-profit, non-governmental or any kind of interest group (political or non-political) formations whose primary goal had been to promote and work for the accession of Bulgaria to NATO. This factor is also based on liberal theory and its implications are that such formations are an active part of society and represent the variety of interests about which Russett writes. To evaluate this factor I will study if such groups are present and if they are – their activities, with the assumption that existence would be highly influential only when combined with high activity though researches, projects, public lectures and speeches.

- political support: This factor aims to evaluate the influence of political support on the issue. This is again based on the liberal ideas that domestic politics matter and it differs from foreign politics. As Russett suggests political elites are more prone to support foreign policy and their interest or interests do matter. The assumption here is that prioritizing NATO membership and official political support for it would influence the process of integration positively. Evaluation would be based on two things: if there are parties who openly support it and if they are in power or in opposition.

- economic benefits: Another factor based on liberal views, as Russett points that their focus is on long term economic goals. It concerns financial investments in Bulgaria. NATO membership would eventually provide more security and stability and that is seen as an important factor to get more foreign investors in the county. According to this factor, Bulgaria may pursue NATO membership as a means to increase foreign direct investment flows in the country. Evaluation will be made based on financial data with the assumption that the more such flows increase the more Bulgaria would be interested in Alliance membership in order to keep current investors and encourage new ones.

- military spending reductions: This fifth factor represents realism in the domestic factors. Even though realists do not look within the state, one possible choice before Bulgaria, as Dougherty and Pfaltzgraff suggest, is to choose between rearmament and entering an alliance in order to increase national security. In order to evaluate it, I will compare army reductions or expansions and follow the spending for military and defense from the national budget.

4.2. Regional factors

This group is one of the two which are focusing on external factors for Bulgaria. Unlike the domestic arena, where liberalism focuses much more than realism, here both theories have their application along with constructivism. The choice of five factors is as follows: conflicts in the region; relations with neighbours; participation of neighbours in regional alliances; expansion of regional identity; regional activity.

- conflicts in the region: This factor is derived from realist theory and the idea that a common threat is likely to drive a country towards cooperation, as suggested in Dougherty and Pfaltzgraff. The assumption here is that the more volatile the situation is, the more interested the country would be in seeking a military alliance to dampen the threat. The evaluation will be based on whether there is an active war, military confrontation or any clear conflict in the Balkans.

- relations with neighbours: This factor is build upon constructivist notions. Its aim is to look at the influence of the state of relations between Bulgaria and its neighbours, based on their recent history. The assumption here is that not only the official positions of countries matter, but also their past cooperation or confrontation, which constructs the image for future relations and expectations. The environment shapes the interests, as Chekel notes. Evaluation will be based on a study of the bilateral relations.

- participation of neighbours in alliances: This factor is a result of realist views and especially the importance of alliances to the balance of power, as described in Dougherty and Pfaltzgrapff, and relative gains described by Grieco, which can thrust a country into an alliance. The aim is to study what are the positions of other regional states and examine the influence that has on Bulgaria. The assumption is that if neighbouring countries are part of any alliance, Bulgaria would either want to increase its relative gains by joining the same one, or to balance by joining another. Both situations would make NATO the best option as for the given period it is practically the only such alternative. Evaluation will be based on studying the security alliances encompassing the region.

- expansion of regional identity: This is a complex factor build upon constructivism. The aim is to explore the desire to expand the national identity westwards or if looked at from a different context – to change the identity from East to West. This is based on the understanding that Bulgaria has made a turn from communism to democracy in 1989. As Williams point out NATO is a socially constructed entity and along with other regional organizations represents the values towards which Bulgaria has reached with its regime change. The assumption is that Bulgaria wants to become part of a community and for that it has to build its image as a cooperative member and sustain it. The evaluation would be to investigate the attitude not only towards NATO, but other major regional institutions like EU, WEU, OSCE etc – the more active it is in joining the regional alliances, the more likely it is to aim at NATO as well.

- regional activity: This is based on the liberal assumption, as given by Russett, that regionalism is a step towards multilateralism. The aim is to investigate how active countries in the region are in alliances and any forms of regional cooperation between themselves only. The suggestion is that high regional activity, would lead to an expansion from the Balkans to Europe and eventually as liberals suggest to the global level. The evaluation would be based on each country’s participation in such activities, focusing on the neighbours of Bulgaria.

4.3. Global factors

This group like the regional one refers to external factors influencing Bulgaria, but this time on a wider scale. All three theories highlight the importance of global politics. Realism focuses on hegemons and balance of power, giving international organizations secondary role. Liberalism, while recognizing many of the same ideas, claims that cooperation is the most profitable line of action and everybody is interested to participate, weak or strong, because it will only increase security and increase absolute benefits. Constructivism focuses on the social relevance of the environment where world politics is conducted and stresses that not only the environment shape actors’ interests, but the other way round as well. The five factors I have chosen at global scale are: threats to global order; economic interdependence; preferences of the hegemon; the image of Bulgaria in the West; geopolitical importance of Bulgaria.

- threats to global order: This is a traditional realist notion, where states may look towards alliances when they feel threatened as Dougherty and Pfaltzgraff describe. The idea behind this factor is to look into the relevance that global challenges, like a change in the balance of power or a conflict involving the hegemon, have on the expansion of NATO with Bulgaria. The assumption is that global security is threatened when the balance of power has been changed, or may be changed as a consequence of a major conflict involving the hegemon. The evaluation would be to investigate if there is a change in the structure of world security and if there is an open war involving the largest military power and only hegemon - USA.

- economic interdependence: This factor is rooted in liberalism as Baylis notes. The idea of the domination of economy as a unifying factor between states and the complex picture of today’s world economy involving many actors from many levels of many countries. Liberalism, which supports open market economy, claims that interdependence is unavoidable and states can only benefit from further cooperation. Thus, the assumption is that Bulgaria would look for a membership in NATO in order to deepen relationships with richer liberal democracies and attract more investments in the country. The evaluation therefore will be to study economic relations with leaders from Eastern and Western societies.

- preferences of the hegemon: This factor is based on realism and Archer’s notion that international organizations are driven by the interest of the most powerful state or states. If that is the case we expect that the preferences of the hegemon (USA) have to be positive or to change in order for Bulgaria to become member of NATO. To evaluate the US preferences I will focus on two things: first, the view of American foreign policy towards expansion of NATO; and second: the dominant views of American foreign policy towards cooperation with NATO.

- Bulgarian image in the Western world: That factor is based on constructivist ideas developed by Wendt that relations are driven by the images we have of the others. Hence the assumption that, if Bulgaria has a positive image or it is growing more and more positive in the eyes of NATO leaders, then it is more likely to join the Alliance. Evaluation will be based on bilateral relations estimation between Bulgaria and NATO leaders – USA, UK, France, Germany and Italy. That is I am looking at the levels of cooperation on economical, political, social, military levels.

- geopolitical importance of Bulgaria: This is another factor that is based on realism. The idea behind it is that power is measured in various ways, as it is described in Baylis, and location is one of them. Geographical position may be a valuable asset in a changing world. The assumption is that if the importance of Bulgaria, based on location mainly, increases, then it will have a more powerful bargaining position and becomes attractive as a member with the added value to the Alliance. Evaluation will be done in two ways: first, is it NATO or USA involved; second: is it involved in the Balkans or in a neighbouring region.

4.4. Chapter Summary

In this chapter I have established the framework of my research and the evaluation methodology. I have set up a table of fifteen factors, equally representing domestic, regional and global groups with five each. Through that division I will be able to compare all three groups when I compile the final data and determine which is more influential and whether they all have significance. Each individual factor is based on the theoretical framework and is represented by one of the three major international relations theories. However it is obvious that all these factors differ from each other so I needed a common methodology which would turn them into comparable entities. For that purpose I have devised this method of common evaluation. Each factor’s influence would be presented as High, Low or None, hence all fifteen can be compared on equal basis. Still this means that each of the factors would have its own unique methodology to turn into the simple High, Low, None end result. Once converted to their level of influence all factors would be considered of equal value, meaning no factor is more important than other in the final evaluation. This would ensure comparison would be more precise, having in mind that all fifteen factors are considered to be important by their theoretical background and differential evaluation would be uncalled for and unnecessary.

In an attempt to avoid bias in the level of influence presented above and to additionally diagnose the importance of the factors, I have decided to look at a more simplified measurement as well where there is no separation between High and Low influence and I am only interested whether there was one or not.

Concerning the international theories, a precise count shows that I have used six realist, six liberal and three constructivist factors. The equal representation of Realism and Liberalism presents a chance to make an additional research on these two groups and to follow the influence of realism and liberalism and see which one is predominant. That would provide the research with relevance on a wider scale since no longer would a single state be involved, but the focus would be on how theoretical implications concern a single state. 

In the next three chapters the actual research would be followed, group by group. The specific methodology which has been hinted in this chapter is now going to be detailed when the actual results come out. I will follow each individual factor, and then summarize group results before making the final data analysis at the end.
5. Domestic Factors
5.1. Public Opinion

Public opinion polls have not been conducted each year, therefore annual data is difficult to be compiled. Furthermore data from different periods is taken from several sources: New Democracy Barometer (Haerpfer 1999: p.1008), United States Information Agency (Pourchot 1997: p.169), Central Eastern Europe Barometer (CEEB8), Euro-Atlantic Education Initiative (News.bg: 16.03.2008), National Center for Public Opinion Research (NCPOR) and Alfa-Research (aresearch.org). The results are as follows: 

	Table.1: Public opinion polls on NATO accession

	Year
	Data
	Source

	1990
	Unavailable
	

	1991
	13%
	USIA

	1992
	17%
	USIA

	1993
	28%
	NCPOR

	1994
	31%
	NCPOR

	1995
	55%
	USIA

	1996
	34%
	NDB IV

	1997
	37%
	CEEB8

	1998
	54%
	NDB V

	1999
	48%* (46/49/49)
	Alfa Research

	2000
	51%* (54/47)
	Alfa Research

	2001
	59%* (52/61/60)
	Alfa Research

	2002
	58%* (53/63/57)
	Alfa Research

	2003
	57%* (51/62)
	Alfa Research

	2004
	56%
	Alfa Research

	2005
	Unavailable
	

	2006
	Unavailable
	

	2007
	51%
	EAEI

	2008
	Unavailable
	


Note: Data given with * is an average of all researches through the year. Separate data is given in brackets

Evaluation

As you can see for few years there is no research data – 1990, 2005, 2006, 2008. However based on the other results we can suggest with pretty high accuracy what the numbers are. In 1990 public support would not be higher than 39% if we compare with the following years. In 2005, 2006 and 2008 following the trend in 1999-2004 and the data for 2007 I can conclude that the numbers are between 40-59%.

The evaluation methodology for this factor is as follows: support between 0-40% = No influence (N); support between 40-60% = Low influence (L) and support above 60% = High influence (H)
	Y/I
	1990
	1991
	1992
	1993
	1994
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008

	
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	L
	N
	N
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L


Concluding notes

Public opinion polls are easy to convert into my general research evaluation methodology since they work with percentages. The problems with this factor were that polls had not been conducted in each and every year and that there was no single source for the data. Still, the factor is very specific and clear which facilitated its research and evaluation.

5.2. Interest Groups

The research on interest groups has found several ones worthy to mention. The most prominent and important is the Atlantic Club of Bulgaria (ACB) founded in 1991 and very active ever since. ACB members are among the first politicians to promote the idea for Bulgaria’s membership in NATO which itself is the main purpose of the organization. Many prominent politicians have received honorary membership, such as Mikhail Gorbatchev, Zbignew Brzezinski, Shimon Perez, Boutros-Ghali etc. Numerous public events, public lectures, publications, dinners, round-tables, international conferences were conduced and organized every year since its foundation (except for 1998). More famous speakers were Dr. Manfred Wörner, Dalai Lama, Lord George Robertson, Lech Walesa, Dr. Javier Solana, Anders Fogh Rasmussen, Jaap de Hoop Scheffer, Colin Powell, Bill Clinton, Romano Prodi and more. Among the events, the Club organized, were the visit of Pope Joan Paul II, public rally for the visit of Bill Clinton. (www.atlantic-club.org)

Closely related to the ACB are other Non Government Organizations (NGO) like Manfred Wörner Foundation (MWF), active since 1994 (to commemorate the late Dr. Wörner) and George Marshall Fund (GMF), an NGO involved in projects and publications on security issues. While MWF is established by members of ACB, and the Club itself is among the founders, GMF is independent from the ACB. Still both of them are involved in many co-projects with the Atlantic Club. (www.atlantic-club.org, By-laws of Manfred Wörner Foundation, www.gcmarshall.bg)
Evaluation

Evaluation methodology for this factor is based on the Atlantic Club as the significance of the other organizations is relatively low. I have determined weights in the following order: active interest groups = High influence (H); Dormant interest groups = Low influence (L); No existing interest groups = No influence (N)

	Y/I
	1990
	1991
	1992
	1993
	1994
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008

	
	N
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	L
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H


Concluding notes

The problem with interest groups is where and how to find them. Luckily the author of the research has had direct experience with them. Once located, they provide enough information for their activities. Possible drawback may be the lack of a comprehensive list of all non-government organizations from an official source. Apart from ACB others are rarely mentioned by the media, which may lead to unsuccessful interest groups being left out. However the dominant position of the Atlantic Club satisfies the criteria posed by the factor just by itself, making any missing organizations irrelevant to the final results.

5.3. Political Support

Since the democratic changes in 1989 there had been 12 governments in Bulgaria so far (until 2010). Within those governments there were several significant parties: BSP (Bulgarian Socialist Party) the ideological successor of the disbanded communist party; UDF (Union of Democratic Forces) which started as a coalition of democratic parties and later was established as political power, however ever since its creation it has been divided into many fractions contending its legacy; MRF (Movement for Rights and Freedoms) is the unofficial party of the Turkish and Muslim minority in Bulgaria, and officially – a center, liberal party; NMSS (National Movement Simeon II) is the recently formed center party around the figure of Simeon Saxe-Coburg-Gotta, King Simeon II, who became its leader upon its establishment. Later it was renamed to National Movement for Stability and Progress after Simeon II left it. GEDB (Citizens for European Development of Bulgaria) is the latest leading party in Bulgarian political life, established around its leader, the popular figure Gen. Boyko Borisov. Here is a list of all governments since 1989: (Bulgarian Diplomatic Review: Nikolova; Dnevnik 16/08/05; Dnevnik 08/07/09)

	Table.2: List of Bulgarian governments

	№
	Period
	Prime Minister
	Leading Party/ Coalition partner
	Months in office
	Full Term

	1
	03/02/1990 – 22/09/1990
	Andrey Lukanov
	BSP
	8 months
	No

	2
	22.09.1990 – 20.12.1990
	Andrey Lukanov
	BSP
	3 months
	No

	3
	20.12.1990 – 08.11.1991
	Dimitar Popov
	Expert government
	11 months
	No

	4
	08.11.1991 – 30.12.1992
	Philip Dimitrov
	UDF/MRF
	14 months
	No

	5
	30.12.1992 – 08.09.1994
	Lyuben Berov
	MRF/BSP
	20 months
	No

	6
	17.10.1994 – 25.01.1995
	Reneta Indzhova
	Caretaker government
	3 months
	No

	7
	26.01.1995 – 28.12.1996
	Zhan Videnov
	BSP/BZNS
	23 months
	No

	8
	12.02.1997 – 21.05.1997
	Stefan Sofiyanski
	Caretaker government
	4 months
	No

	9
	21.05.1997 – 24.07.2001
	Ivan Kostov
	UDF
	50 months
	Yes

	10
	24.07.2001-17.08.2005
	Simeon Saxe-Coburg-Gotha
	NMSS/MRF
	48 months
	Yes

	11
	17.08.2005-27.07.2009
	Sergey Stanishev
	BSP/MRF/NMSS
	47 months
	Yes

	12
	27.07.2009 – currently
	Boyko Borisov
	GEDB
	N/A
	N/A


Note: Information from the quoted resources in the above paragraph

The new democratic state of Bulgaria set up their relationship with NATO in early 1990s along with the other post-communist states in Europe. The first two cabinets of Andrey Lukanov did not live long enough to make a mark and at that time BSP were not among the NATO supporters. That did not change until after 2001 when the annual Party Congress decided to offer its support to Bulgaria’s NATO membership application. (BNT, Europe.bg: 16.04.2006)

The third cabinet of Dimitar Popov was a mix of all represented parties in the National Assembly after no agreement for coalition was reached following the general elections. In 1991 UDF won its first electoral victory, but it did not have enough votes to form a government and relied on the support of MRF. The Dimitrov cabinet was obviously pro-Western and pro-American, and even though it supported the enhanced dialogue with NATO and the European Community, there was no official desire for NATO membership yet. Later in an interview Dimitrov would claim that NATO membership was “the mission of his life” (Novinar: 28.01.02) but there were no clear indications for that back in 1991-1992. After MRF withdrew its support the cabinet fell and the 5th cabinet was set by MRF and BSP with UDF going into opposition. (Bulgarian Diplomatic Review: Nikolova, Tahsev: 2005, Tema: 2004, www.sds.bg)

During the Berov cabinet Bulgaria signed Partnership for Peace and the National Assembly voted positive on enhancing the cooperation with NATO and WEU, but focus was yet again on internal matters, due to the still unstable position in Bulgaria – both economically and politically – and MRF did not go further than enhanced dialogue. (Tashev: 2005, BNT)

After another short-lived caretaker government, in 1995 BSP were again the ones to form a government. Zhan Videnov’s cabinet existed for almost two years. His period is characterized with a return to pre-democratic economic policies and revival of Bulgarian-Russian relation on the expense of Western policies. BSP were not keen on NATO, especially if it excludes Russia, a position affirmed by the National Security Strategy from 1995. In 1996 Bulgaria’s economic position worsened heavily and the country entered into its worst economic crisis. The ever-growing cooperation with NATO and extended talks since 1994 were put on hold, and in late 1996 governmental representatives told NATO officials Bulgaria will not follow further the path towards accession. Videnov and his cabinet resigned under the threat of all-national strikes and protests. (Tahsev: 2005, Waters 1999: p.2, Bulgarian Diplomatic Review: Nikolova, BNT)

In 1997 the Sofiyanski (UDF) caretaker government announced that NATO membership is national priority for Bulgaria. The new UDF cabinet headed by Ivan Kostov later that year, reaffirmed this position with the support of the new National Assembly. It has been the position of UDF for a while, after they officially proclaimed themselves for NATO membership while still in opposition in 1995 memorandum called “There is no alternative to NATO membership”. The Kostov cabinet was the first to manage a full term of office and to state NATO membership as a priority. Its actions in support of the Kosovo strikes and the visit of Bill Clinton in 1999, the first US President to come to Bulgaria reaffirmed their stance. (Bulgarian Diplomatic Review: Nikolova, BNT, ods.hit.bg, www.sds.bg)

The next cabinet of Simeon II in 2001 continued on the same track and managed to get the invitation for the Alliance in 2002 with joining date 2004. Its Minister of Foreign Affairs was no other than Dr. Solomon Passy, founder of pro-NATO NGO Atlantic Club of Bulgaria and the pioneer of the Atlantic idea who as a MP from UDF in 1990 announced from the tribune of the National Assembly that Bulgaria should leave the Warsaw Pact and join NATO. A dream he lived to fulfill himself in 2004. During the NMSS cabinet BSP decided to change their policy and support NATO membership. A policy they kept when they won the 2005 general elections. (BNT, Europe.bg: 16.04.2006, Dnevnik: 05.06.2001, Dnevnik: 16.08.2005)

Worthy of noting here is that fact that all Presidents since 1990 – Zhelyu Zhelev (UDF), Petar Stoyanov (UDF), Georgi Parvanov (BSP) were strong supporters of the NATO membership during their terms in office. But since the Presidential institution does not have any decision-making power in Bulgarian politics, the role is more a representative one, this would not be considered a major influence in my research.

Evaluation

The evaluation method for this factor is as follows: open political support from the party in power = High influence (H); open political support from the party in opposition = Low influence; no officially declared support for NATO membership = No influence (N). The first table below summarizes the data for each cabinet with details if there was NATO support from the government or the opposition. The second table presents the final evaluation results for this factor.

	Y/I
	1990
	1991
	1992
	1993
	1994
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008

	C
	1/2
	3
	4
	5
	5/6
	7
	7
	8/9
	9
	9
	9
	9/10
	10
	10
	10
	10/11
	11
	11
	11

	G
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y

	O
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	Y
	Y
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N


Note: C = Cabinet number (refer to the list of cabinets); G = Government support; O = Opposition support

	Y/I
	1990
	1991
	1992
	1993
	1994
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008

	
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	L
	L
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H


Concluding notes

Information about political parties and their feelings towards NATO I have found in several sources which make it very reliable. The factor itself is again quite specific and clear. The requirement for open support eliminates the possibility for an error due to unrevealed allegiances.
5.4. Economic Benefits

Data for this factor has been derived from the World Bank, following the Foreign Direct Investments (FDI) inflows in the country. The numbers are provided in the table below:
	Table.3: Foreign Direct investments in Bulgaria; 

	
	1990
	1991
	1992
	1993
	1994
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008

	A
	0.0
	0.5
	0.4
	0.4
	1.1
	0.7
	1.1
	4.9
	4.2
	6.3
	7.9
	6.0
	5.8
	10.5
	10.8
	15.9
	24.5
	 29.6
	18.4

	B
	0.004
	0.056
	0.042
	0.040
	0.105
	0.090
	0.109
	0.505
	0.537
	0.819
	1.002
	0.813
	0.905
	2.097
	2.662
	4.312
	7.758
	11.71
	9.205


A: Foreign direct investment, net inflows (% of GDP)
B: Foreign direct investment, net inflows (BoP, current US$) – billions

Source: WDI – World Bank
What we see is that FDI flows are rather insignificant in the first period 1990-1996 – below 1% of GDP (0.7% average for the whole period). Then we see a steady increase in 1997-2002 period with an average of 5.9% of GDP. Since 2003 we see a really significant increase in the FDI flows with an average of 18.3% of GDP for the period. In total, the 1st period had accumulated 446 million USD, which is less than the investments for the following 1997. The 2nd period had accumulated 4.581 billion USD and the 3rd period – 37.74 billion USD.

Evaluation

Since FDI flows are volatile and data can jump up and down very easily, this factor will be evaluated not by comparing data year by year, but period by period. I have already mentioned the three periods which stand out from the data above, and those would be the ones evaluated. Each year in the respective period would get the same evaluation. Period 1 (1990-1996) has no significance, Period 2 (1997-2002) shows increase in FDI and Period 3 (2003-2008) shows significant increase in FDI.

The evaluation method is as follows: Significant increase in FDI = High influence (H); Increase in FDI = Low influence (L); Insignificant increase or decrease of FDI flows = No influence (N). 

	Y/I
	1990
	1991
	1992
	1993
	1994
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008

	
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H


Concluding notes

Information for this factor was taken from a single reliable source. Since I had to work with numbers measurement was not a problem. The clear difference in numbers in the periods I have pointed to made it even easier to convert the data into the general framework of the research.

5.5. Military Spending Reductions

For this factor I used World Bank’s WDI data. Several military and defense variables were extracted:

	Table.4: Military expenditure and military personnel in Bulgaria

	
	1990
	1991
	1992
	1993
	1994
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008

	A
	7.0
	7.7
	7.6
	6.0
	9.1
	7.2
	4.6
	7.6
	8.5
	8.9
	8.6
	9.5
	9.0
	8.4
	7.6
	7.6
	7.5
	8.2
	7.1

	B
	3.7
	3.0
	3.0
	2.6
	4.0
	2.9
	2.2
	2.4
	2.5
	2.8
	2.8
	3.0
	2.9
	2.8
	2.6
	2.6
	2.4
	2.6
	2.2

	C
	129
	107
	99
	52
	80
	136
	138
	136
	136
	115
	114
	111
	102
	85
	85
	85
	75
	  75
	75

	D
	  2
	  4
	  6
	  8
	  21
	  25
	  38
	 410
	 564
	 656
	 746
	 887
	 947
	 986
	1025
	1101
	1171
	1475
	1460


Source: WDI – World Bank

A: Military expenditure (% of central government expenditure)
B: Military expenditure (% of GDP)
C: Armed forces personnel, total – thousands

D: Military expenditure (current Bulgarian Lev) – millions

If we look only at the value of military expenditure, naturally it’s an ever increasing curve since it does not take into account factors like inflation or exchange rate. Thus it is not good enough to make conclusions. Other data available are military expenditure as percent of central government spending and as percent of GDP and military personal in numbers. I have decided to look at a combination of all three. But that data is just half of the information I need for this factor. 

Lower spending would make sense only if the country is looking into the possibility of joining the Alliance. To determine that, I will use information already given in the third domestic factor. There we saw that the active policy for membership began in 1997. However we can assume that politicians have looked into the possibility to join the Alliance before that without really pursuing it as a goal. The realistic possibility for membership arises since 1995, a year after Bulgaria joined Partnership for Peace programme – perceived to be the tool for future accession. Moreover by 1995 the Warsaw Pact had been disbanded, USSR dissolved and the conflict in Yugoslavia had began, and UDF officially put NATO accession as the party’s strategic goal. These are enough prerequisites for considering long term involvement with NATO. For that purpose, I will assume that since 1995 there is enough will for membership to be at least considered so that military spending levels would matter when making calculations about possible membership. From that year on, I’d be looking at the data to see whether there is indication for lowering the expenses.

Evaluation

As already mentioned I decided to consider all three data indicators. Each of the three would be given value compared to the averages from the period 1990-1994 which are: 7.5% for military government expenditure, 3.3% for military GDP expenditure and 121 thousand military personnel. These numbers would be compared with the data for each following year. Below is the detailed explanation of evaluation:

· Military expenditure (% of central government expenditure): Average of 7.5%, deviations within 10 percent (10% of 7.5 = 0.75 = 0.8) of the average ratio ( between 6.7%-8.3% = Low influence (L), below 6.7% = High influence and above 8.3% = No influence (N) 

· Military expenditure (% of GDP): Average of 3.3%, deviations within 10 percent (10% of 3.3 = 0.33 = 0.3) of the average ratio ( between 3.0%-3.6% = Low influence (L), below 3.0% = High influence (H) and above 3.6% = No influence (N)
· Armed forces personnel, total (thousands): Average of 121, deviations within 10 percent (10% of 121 = 12.1 = 12) of the average ratio ( between 109-133 = Low influence (L), below 109 = High influence (H), above 133 = No influence (N).

Additionally H=1pts, L=0,5pts, N=0pts. That would help for the final factor evaluation. Here are the results:

	Y/I
	1990
	1991
	1992
	1993
	1994
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008

	CG
	NONE
	L
	H
	L
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L

	GDP
	NONE
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	L
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H

	AF
	NONE
	N
	N
	N
	N
	L
	L
	L
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H

	Total
	0
	1,5
	2
	1,5
	1
	1,5
	1,5
	1
	2
	2
	2,5
	2,5
	2,5
	2,5
	2,5


Note:
CG = Military expenditure (% of central government expenditure)


GDP = Military expenditure (% of GDP)


AF = Armed forces personnel, total (thousands)

The total results of the data will now be transferred to overall influence. For each year a maximum of 3pts can be accumulated, which means variety of 7 values (0/0.5/1/1.5/2/2.5/3), thus values 6 and 7 (2.5 and 3pts) would be considered High influence (H), values 4 and 5 (1.5 and 2) would be considered Low influence, and any values below 4 – No influence 

	Y/I
	1990
	1991
	1992
	1993
	1994
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008

	
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	L
	L
	L
	N
	L
	L
	N
	L
	L
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H


Concluding notes

Data for this factor was easily collected and converted. Possible drawback may be that this factor combines several indicators, as my strife for accuracy did not let me miss any of them. However I believe the choice of indicators is relevant and comprehensive enough for it to represent what I claim it does.

5.6. Domestic Conclusions

	Y/I
	1990
	1991
	1992
	1993
	1994
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008

	D1
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	L
	N
	N
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L

	D2
	N
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	L
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H

	D3
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	L
	L
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H

	D4
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H

	D5
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	L
	L
	L
	N
	L
	L
	N
	L
	L
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H


	Y/I
	1990
	1991
	1992
	1993
	1994
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008

	Abs
	0
	1
	1
	1
	1
	4
	3
	4
	4
	5
	5
	4
	5
	5
	5
	5
	5
	5
	5

	Rel
	0
	1
	1
	1
	1
	2,5
	2
	3
	2,5
	3,5
	3,5
	3
	3,5
	4
	4,5
	4,5
	4,5
	4,5
	4,5


Abs – Total of absolute values
Rel – Total of all relative (weighted) factors
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The domestic factors group proves to be rather significant for the period as a whole with an average of 2.8 relative weight per year out of 3.6 factors. Looking further, the domestic arena did not play a role until 1995 when numbers make their first sudden jump. Ever since it has been growing slowly and relatively steady. Its highest the relative curve reaches in the period 2004-2008 with the increase beginning in 2002. The peak years are 1995, 1997, 1999 and 2004. The absolute curve is at its highest in 1999, 2000 and from 2002 onwards. It also shows stable growth since 1995. Comparing the absolute and relative curves they run close to each other most of the time. The exceptions are 1995, 1998-2000 and 2002 when the margins are wider. That means that while more factors occurred, they had lesser overall influence. Therefore if we look for peaks, where both numbers and importance of factors have increased, 1997 and 2004 remain as the most significant years for domestic influence. The domestic factors are increasing throughout the whole period. Starting from nothing in 1990 they reach the top in 2004 and if we look at the absolute numbers, they topped the chart as early as 1999. The closer Bulgaria was getting to membership, the higher domestic influence grew and in 2002 and 2004 when Bulgaria received invitation and joined the Alliance they were reaching their highest value. Domestic factors played their biggest role at the end of the process.

6. Regional Factors

6.1. Conflicts in the Region
The Wars in Former Yugoslavia

The conflicts on the Balkans in the late 20th century are several. The first are the Yugoslavia wars, or the conflicts for the Yugoslavian succession which started in 1991. This is not one but several conflicts which arguably ended in 2000 with the fall of Yugoslav President Milosevic. (Nation: 2003)

The beginning was in 1991 when Slovenia and Croatia declared independence from Yugoslavia, followed by Macedonia later that year. While in Macedonia things were agreed peacefully, Slovenia was the first one to wage a war for its independence. The armed conflict lasted only ten days, but was followed by the Croatian war for independence. All these events were in 1991. After the UN got involved into the Croatian-Serbian war, a peace settlement was achieved in 1992 but it was not final. Later that year Bosnia and Herzegovina declared their independence which was quickly recognized by the European Community and USA, but without providing any guarantees for the newly emerged state. The people of Bosnia were a mix of ethnic-Albanians (Muslims), Serbs and Croats, and all three fractions seemed to disagree on the future of the state. Shortly after the independence, fights erupted between Yugoslav forces and Muslim and Croat Bosnians. The conflict quickly drew Croatia which was fighting to protect its own minority with the hopes to expand its territory. Bosnian Serbs and Yugoslav soldier were fighting Muslims and Croats, while Muslims and Croats did have their own disagreements and apart from jointly fighting Serbs, at some regions they fought themselves. The conflict went through 1992 and 1993 with the international community undecided how and should it act. Many reports for the atrocities in Bosnia, pictures and reports of civilian casualties, massacres of entire villages of Muslims brought more and more attention on the war. Since 1994 USA became gradually involved in the conflict and by the end of 1994 they seemed resolved to bring it to an end. Taking over through NATO, pushing UN to a secondary role USA tried to establish order but failed and after another attack on a safety zone by Yugoslav soldiers, NATO conducted an air raid in 1995 with the support of Croat forces on the ground. The military operation eventually ended with the Dayton Peace Accords later that year. That was the end of the war for Croatia and Bosnia, the latter remaining under NATO protection. (Nation 2003: p.91-223)

But this was not the end of armed conflicts in Yugoslavia. Kosovo, another region pushing for independence was left unnoticed during the first years of war. It was populated mostly with ethnic Albanians and was bordering the state of Albania. As early as 1996 a local armed militia which called itself Kosovo Liberation Army (KLA) started attacking Serbian police stations, arms depots, post offices, etc and since 1997 Yugoslav armed forced started to fight back. At that time they did not receive any attention from the international community and were perceived an internal problem for Yugoslavia. In early 1998 a US representative in Belgrade labeled KLA as terrorists. Soon after, the Yugoslav army launched a massive campaign in Kosovo in order to crush and root out KLA with tanks and heavy artillery. It was then that the World looked at Kosovo in the way they did at Bosnia. The brutality of the Yugoslav forces, which they did not try to hide, shocked the Western public and caused a U-turn in American position about Kosovo. The US envoy Richard Holbrooke who brokered the Dayton Peace failed to do so this time and in late 1998 UN condemn the war in Kosovo as a threat to security and peace and NATO declared readiness to react. The NATO resolve seemed to ease the tension and Yugoslavia scaled their operations down, pulling back heavy military equipment. But that was just on the surface and in January 1999 the Srebrenica Incident occurred, where Yugoslav forces allegedly massacred an entire village of civilians. After another failed attempt to find a diplomatic resolution, NATO launched its air campaign against Serbia. In June 1999, US President Bill Clinton announced that the war had been won. A year later the Milosevic regime fell with Yugoslavia becoming officially Serbia and Montenegro in 2003. (Nation 2003: p.223-279)

By 1999 NATO had transferred the control of the Kosovo mission to UN and OSCE, but there were still frictions in the coming years. In 2001 fights occurred on the Macedonian-Kosovo borders, which made Macedonia begin mobilization. NATO special mission “Essential Harvest” was deployed to resolve the issue and collect the weapons of the ethnic-Albanians on the border villages (Dnevnik: 16.03.2001). In 2003 popular prime-minister and Milosevic’s greatest adversary Zoran Dzindzic was assassinated which caused panic on the streets of Belgrade with the army sent to bring order (Dnevnik: 12.03.2003). A year later protests in Kosovo grew into civil unrest and fights between Serbs and Muslims, which caused NATO to send additional troops there and close the borders with Serbia and Macedonia to prevent spill-over effect. (Dnevnik: 18.03.2004). In 2006 Montenegro announced its independence from Serbia, an act which did not cause reaction in Serbia (Dnevnik: 23.05.2006), but when in 2008 Kosovo unilaterally declared independence Serbia protested severely (Dnevnik: 17.02.2008). The Serbian government still disputes this acts as illegal but there have not been armed conflicts so far.

The Dispute over Macedonia’s name

Another conflict on the Balkans is the Greece-Macedonia name dispute. Ever since Macedonia claimed independence in 1991 Greece have formally objected to the name ‘Macedonia’ because it is part of the Greek history and culture and they feared that if recognized the Macedonian could raise claims for the province in Greece (Aegean Macedonia) which is a historical part of Ancient Macedonia. This disagreement has not been resolved until this day (Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Greece). 

The conflict became internationally significant when Greece blocked Macedonia’s initial UN application under the name Macedonia. In 1993 a compromise had been reached for Macedonia’s UN membership between both sides (NY Times: 26.01.1993). The country was accepted as the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia (FYROM) and it will stay like that until it resolves its disputes with Greece. 

In 1995 Macedonia and Greece signed an interim accord that the Greeks would not object to Macedonia applying for international organizations under the name FYROM. That seemed to settle both countries for the time being but for the next decade they still could not find a solution. (Greece-FYROM Interim Accord)

In 2005 Macedonia was officially granted a candidate-country status for the EU (see European Commission), in that year another attempt for an agreement mediated by Mathew Nimitz failed (SETimes: 14.04.2005). But the reaction of Greece was that it would not accept Macedonia’s EU bid unless the issue with the name is resolved (SETimes: 07.09.2007; Embassy of Greece in Washington D.C: 29.08.2006). That caused bilateral relations to cool significantly and in 2008 Macedonia filed a complaint before the International Court of Justice because of Greece’s breech of the 1995 agreement (Balkan Insight: 17.11.2008; see ICJ pending cases).

The Greek-Turkish issues

Greece-Turkey relations have faced a number of problems in the last years. First and foremost is the Cyprus dispute, which dates from back in 1974 with the island until recently under British control, populated with Greek majority and Turk minority became a contentious issue. At that time there were fractions in both Greece and Cyprus in favor of unification. That was not according to the liking of Turkey. In 1974 the Greek side helped Cypriot Greeks to stage a coup and take control of Nicosia. They failed however to capture the Cyprus leader Archbishop Makarios who escaped to London. These actions triggered a reaction in Turkey who sent troops and took control over the Northern coast of Cyprus. The failed coup led to the fall of the Greek government replaced by a more moderate one. In the meantime the Turkish army progressed and in 1975 in Vienna both sides come to the agreement of separating the Greek and Turkish populations respectively to the South and North of the island with an UN controlled Green Line to separate them. Later the same year the Cyprus Turks’ leader Denktas announced Turkish Federated State of Cyprus, renamed in 1983 to Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus, which has been recognized only by Turkey until this day. (Nation 2003: p.279-325)

Another of the contentious issues in their bilateral relations is the dispute over the Aegean isles on their common borders. Among the myriad of small uninhabited isles both sides disagree on certain areas which belong to a so-called “grey zone” (Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Greece). Greek desires to militarize some of the border islands had been met with fierce resistance from Turkey and in 1996 both sides were on the brink of war over possible Turkish occupation of one tiny uninhabited island in the “grey zone” (CNN: 31.01.1996, MFA Greece). In 2002 the issue again came out when Turkish military ships were noticed close to the isles (Dnevnik: 25.10.2002). 

Other issues in the Aegean area are the disagreement of the delimitation of the continental shelf and the Aegean territorial waters. The first came out in the 1980s when oil deposits were found near island Thasos and both sides could not agree on whose ground that is. The latter escalated in 1995 when the Greek Parliament unilaterally announced their right to assert control on 12 mile limit in the sea, a move that would give them control of vital areas. Turkey reacted harsh stating such move would be considered casus belli. Airspace borders also cause trouble as Greece who formally has six-miles of territorial waters in the Aegean Sea claim ten miles airspace. That four-mile difference is contested by Turkey whose military aviation often operates in that contentious zone to prove a point. That has caused one or two problems, with incidents occurring once in a while. (Nation 2003: p.279-325, MFA Greece)

Bilateral relations faced further testing when in 1999 Turkey captured the PKK (Kurdish terrorist organization operating in Turkey) leader who told interrogators that Greece has supported his organization for years. Greek officials denied that as provocation (CNN: 22.02.1999).

Since 2004 however there is a significant worming between Greece and Turkey with agreements for military cuts (Dnevnik: 19.05.2004), common military exercises (Dnevnik: 05.12.2007) and exchanged visits of Greek and Turkish leaders (Dnevnik: 23.01.2008). As a reason for the warming, some give the common suffering following devastating earthquakes in both countries in 1999 which brought them closer together (Dnevnik: 10.05.2004).
Evaluation

Due to the complexity of evaluating such factor and the differences between the three presented conflicts here is how I will proceed. The Yugoslav wars are the most significant of all, since Turkey-Greece and Greece-Macedonia disagreements lack the scale and casualties it had. 

The Greece-Macedonia conflict is complex but has not escalated to something more serious and remains largely a diplomatic and social issue. We can say that it persists within the entire 1990-2008 period I am looking at. True, there were the 1993 and 1995 agreements but they did not resolve the problem, rather than find a way to circumvent it for a while. The re-emergence after 2005 with the Macedonia EU bid proves it. Thus I assume it has a dormant status since 1990.

The Greece-Turkey conflicts are hard to evaluate as they rest on history dating decades ago. The Cyprus issue nowadays has lost much of its significance to bilateral relations as Cyprus is an independent EU member-state. Claims about air-space, territorial waters and waters in between them have proved to be serious enough to lead a few dangerous confrontations, but both sides had not resolved to extreme measures so far. However there is no proof that differences have been resolved and problems would not re-emerge. So, similarly to the name issue between Macedonia and Greece I would label this a dormant conflict throughout the whole period.

Finally the Yugoslav wars, which I consider the main conflict on the Balkans. While at war we can easily say the conflict is active, and even after 1999 it had no disappeared. Bosnia remained under UN/NATO protection, Kosovo status remained unresolved. The 2008 declaration of independence by Pristina fueled it once again and the last piece of the Yugoslav puzzle would come into place once Serbia acknowledges Kosovo’s independence. Until then I consider the Yugoslav issue still dormant and unresolved.

Based on these conclusions here is a table with all three conflicts. The evaluation method for this factor is as follows: At least one active armed conflict on the Balkans = High influence (H); At least one dormant conflict or active but non-military conflict = Low influence (L); No unresolved issues = No influence (N).

	Y/I
	1990
	1991
	1992
	1993
	1994
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008

	YW
	L
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	L
	L
	H
	H
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L

	GM
	N
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L

	GT
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L


Note:
YW = Yugoslav wars; 
GM = Greece-Macedonia; 
GT = Greece-Turkey
	Y/I
	1990
	1991
	1992
	1993
	1994
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008

	
	L
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	L
	L
	H
	H
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L


Concluding notes

The first problem to be dealt here was to distinguish the conflict relations in the context of the research. On the Yugoslavia wars and Greek-Turkish relations there was enough data coming from papers, researches and officials documents. The Greek-Macedonia dispute in general has never threatened to escalate to a military one. Its most important aspect is that it impedes FYR Macedonia’s bid for NATO and this is what makes it a center of attention. Other disputes were initially considered but were not included as they have never reached a point of international or regional significance. Such is the Romania-Hungary issue on Transylvania, a dispute which has not threatened to re-emerge for the last two decades. Similar is the position of other bilateral issues concerning Romania. Moldova, taken away from Romania by Stalin, had been intensively wooed by Romania to merge with them after the fall of the Soviet Union. However a referendum held in the early 1990s showed that Moldavians preferred to remain a sovereign state. Afterwards both states keep very close relations, with the majority of Moldavian citizens having dual citizenship. The ruling communist party leaders in Moldova have often expressed their disapproval towards Romanian leader in their sporadic calls for reunification. However this cannot be called a conflict from a magnitude that can threaten peace in the region. Similar is the case with Romanian-Ukrainian arguments about a small island in the Black Sea called Zmijski (Snake) and Romanian-Russian issue with the missing Romanian gold which was given to Russia during WWI for safe-keeping, never to be returned. Turkey’s issues with Armenia also do not fall into the category of regional issues, since these two countries largely fall outside the Balkans and the Kurdish issue concerns the non-European part of Turkey.
6.2. Relations with Neighbours

In this factor I am going to analyze the bilateral relations between Bulgaria on one side and Greece, Turkey, Romania, Serbia (Yugoslavia/Serbia and Montenegro) and Macedonia on the other.

Bulgarian-Turkish relations

Turkey has been perceived as the most fierce historical adversary of Bulgaria due to its past as a descendent of the Ottoman Empire which had conquered Bulgaria in 14th century and Bulgaria did not achieve its liberation until 1878. During the communist rule in Bulgaria, relations between the two countries were not good, with Turkey’s membership in NATO and Bulgaria’s in the Warsaw pact. Furthermore the repressive policy of Bulgarian government towards Turkish minority was a major factor for worsening bilateral relations. 

The policy led by the Head of the Communist party Todor Zhivkov, labeled the “Revival Process”, began in 1984 with the forceful renaming of all Muslims and Roma who were given “Bulgarian” names. This was based on the idea that all Muslims in Bulgaria are actually with Bulgarian origin but were forcefully Muslimized during the Ottoman rule. That led to protests, strikes, and arrests. Several hundred thousand people were “re-named” and many fled or were deported to Turkey in 1989 which caused huge lines of refugees on the borders. After the fall of the Communist regime, however, the new governments changed their policy, returning lands and assets to Muslims and guaranteeing their civil rights. All victims of the Revival Process were given back their birth names and documents. (Dnevnik: 06.02.2007, Curtis: 1992)

Although I have to note that there is still some anti-Turksih section of Bulgarian population which sees in Turkey the empire that enslaved the Bulgarian people for 500 years. In the 2005 general elections, a surprise entry in the Parliament won a newly formed ultra-nationalist party “Ataka” with hostile attitude towards Turkey. (www.ataka.bg)

Meanwhile a series of bilateral treaties guaranteed the strengthening of bilateral relations: Sofia Agreement on Trust and Security Building Measures and Military Cooperation in 1991 and its Odrin version in 1992, Agreement for Cooperation in Military Exercises in 1992, Agreement on good-neighbourliness and cooperation signed in 1992, Agreement on cooperation in economy and trade and Agreement for protection of investments signed in 1994, Agreement on tourism in 1997, Agreement on Energy and Infrastructure in 1998, Agreements on Air and Naval Transport in 2004, etc. The Bulgarian and Turkish presidents exchanged official visits in 1990-1991, a tradition continued later on. Turkey expressed its support for Bulgaria’s membership both in NATO and EU and received backing from Bulgaria for its EU candidacy. Turkey is also one of the top five trading partners with Bulgaria in the last decade. (MFA of Turkey, MFA of Bulgaria, Bulgarian Ministry of Defense, Turkish-Bulgarian Chamber of Commerce, Bulgarian Ministry of Economy)

Summarizing the above I can conclude that in 1990-2008 period relations between Bulgaria and Turkey enjoyed an increasingly positive and fruitful relationship. The exception can be made for 1990-1991, the initial period while Bulgaria was proving that is was over with its past anti-Turkish policy. Public opinion polls New Democracies Barometer show that in 1992 46% of the interviewed thought that minorities within the country pose a threat (Haerpfer 1999: p.1004). That number gradually dropped to 29% in 1998, the same research shows that in 1992 61% thought neighbours pose a threat, the number dropped to 19% by 1998. However such data is simply complementary and I would consider that since 1992 Bulgarian-Turkish relations are indeed positive and friendly.

Bulgarian-Greek relations

Bulgaria and Greece enjoyed good bilateral relations during Communist times. Old disagreement had been left behind long ago and several major agreements were signed during the Zhivkov era: Declaration of good-neighbourliness, friendship and cooperation in 1986 and Economic agreement in 1989. After the regime change relations remained unstained with more bilateral agreements like Agreement on Avoidance of Double Taxation on Income and Capital, Police Cooperation Agreement and Agreement on Cooperation between Ministries of Defense and Armed Forces in 1991, Agreement on Trust and Security Building Measures in 1992, Agreements on Seasonal Workers, the Waters of the River Nestos and the Opening of Three New Border Posts and Arterial Road Links between the two countries in 1995, Agreement for Military and Technical Cooperation in 1998, Scientific, Educational and Cultural Agreement, Environmental Protection Agreement, Aviation Agreement in 2002, etc. (Curtis: 2002, MFA of Greece)

Moreover according to data from Ministry of Economics and Bulgarian National Bank, Greece has been among the top five trade partners of Bulgaria and takes third place in the rank of the largest investors in Bulgaria with a share of 8.7%, topped only by Austria and The Netherlands. (Bulgarian Ministry of Economy)

Bulgaria-Romanian relations

Romania is the only neighbouring country with which Bulgaria does not have any significant historical issue. The only disagreement through the history of Bulgarian-Romanian relationships was the Dobrudzha region which had been resolved after the end of World War II when both countries fell under the Iron Curtain. As partners in the Warsaw Pact and the Council for Mutual Economic Assistance both countries enjoyed good relations during Communism which eventually deteriorated by the end of the 1980s, allegedly due to the worsened personal relations between both leaders Todor Zhivkov and Nicolae Ceausescu. After the fall of communist in both countries they keep good-neighbour relations. (Curtis: 2002)

Among the most important bilateral agreements signed between them are Agreement on Friendship, cooperation and good-neighbourliness in 1991, Agreement on cooperation in Posts and communications in 1995, Agreement on cooperation in civil defense during peacetime in 1996, Agreement on information about nuclear incidents and information exchange on nuclear weapons in 1997, Agreement on cooperation in tourism in 1998, Agreement on mutual recognition of diplomas in 1999, Agreement on Cooperation between Ministries of Defense in 1994, Agreement on Trust and Security Building Measures between Ministries of Defense in 1995, Agreement for Enhanced Cooperation in Defense and Security in 2000, etc. Both countries have exchanged visits on the levels of President, Prime-Minister and Minister of Foreign Affairs. (MFA Bulgaria, Bulgarian Ministry of Defense)

Both countries were NATO and EU applicants throughout the 1990s and after 2000, and joined both organizations at the same time 2004 and 2007 respectively. That encouraged mutual support for membership. To summarize, relations between Romania and Bulgaria have been friendly and cooperative in the entire period.

Bulgaria-Serbia (Yugoslavia/Serbia and Montenegro) relations

Relations between Bulgaria and Serbia had been complex. During the era of Titoist Yugoslavia, relations after the death of Stalin and the breaking up of Yugoslavia from the USSR’s sphere of influence had distanced both countries. Furthermore the issue of Macedonia, then part of Yugoslavia and long-time contested by Bulgaria to be ethnically Bulgarian had been an impediment for good relations. Without any open hostilities, relations were not too friendly in the wake of communism’s collapse in 1989. (Curtis: 2002)

The regime change did not bring immediate change in bilateral relations, with the issue of Macedonia now reopened after the process of disintegration had begun in Yugoslavia. In 1990 the Bulgarian and Yugoslavian parliaments exchanged declarations on the Macedonian issue. Yugoslavia demanded that Bulgaria recognizes the Macedonian minority within its borders and take measures to protect its civil right. Bulgaria’s official answer denounced these claims and blamed Yugoslavia for denying the right of self-determination to Macedonian people. (Bakalova: 2003)

Bulgaria however was among the first to recognize the independence of Macedonia and did not get involved in the wars that Yugoslavia waged with Slovenia, Croatia and Bosnia (Tashev 2004: p.4). In the years of disintegration Bulgaria had remained largely neutral until 1999 when the Kostov cabinet supported the NATO strike against FR Yugoslavia and provided air corridor to NATO airplanes (Tashev 2004: p.10). 

After the fall of the Milosevic regime in 2000 Bulgaria has sought to establish a policy of good-neighbourliness with the new government (Dnevnik: 23.10.2001). Some incidents have shown the fragility of the bilateral relations. In 2008 after Bulgaria recognized the independence of Kosovo (Dnevnik: 20.03.2008), that act was met with cool reaction from Serbia and Belgrade recalled its Ambassador from Sofia (Dnevnik: 21.03.2008). Diplomatic relations were restored a few months later (Dnevnik: 24.07.2008). Another incident in 2009 caused a negative reaction from Belgrade when Bulgarian authorities captured Agim Ceku, former Kosovar Prime-Minister who had been investigated by Interpol on Serbian request. After the news for his capture, Serbia requested extradition to them, but instead Bulgarian authorities released him with the argument that his has diplomatic immunity in Kosovo (Dnevnik: 26.06.2009). 

The list of bilateral agreements date from the time of Milosevic with the Agreement on Trade and Economic Cooperation in 1995, Agreement on Mutual Promotion and Protection of Investments in 1996, Agreement on Cooperation between Ministries of Defense in 1996, Agreement on Cooperation between the Customs Authorities and on Mutual Assistance in 1997, Agreement on Cooperation in the Field of Tourism in 1998, Agreement on the Avoidance of Double Taxation in Relation to Taxes on Income and Capital in 1999, Cooperation between Ministries of Foreign Affairs in 2000, Agreement on Cooperation in Defense in 2007. In recent years both countries exchanged visits of the highest level. (MFA of Serbia)

To summarize Bulgarian-Serbian relations, they seem to be more of a partnership than cordial in recent years. The Bulgarian position on the Kosovo conflict does not seem to have left a too big scar on bilateral relations and Bulgarian policy before can be best labeled as neutral. 

Bulgarian-Macedonian relations

Bulgarian-Macedonian relations are very difficult to define. On the surface from Bulgarian perspective they seem rather friendly and cordial, and from Macedonian perspective – cool even hostile. Both countries share a common history as the region of Vardar Macedonia has been considered traditionally Bulgarian by Bulgaria. However centuries of division led to Vardar Macedonia being under Ottoman then Serbian and later Yugoslavian rule. Bulgaria sought nation reunification for a while after its independence in 1878, and those ambitions led to the two Balkans wars and Bulgaria’s decision to join in WWI and WWII. Despite those attempts, Macedonia remained divided between Bulgaria (Pirin Macedonia), Greece (Aegean Macedonia) and Yugoslavia (Vardar Macedonia). The policy of the communist government did not do any good about those claims, while on the contrary in a certain period the Bulgarian Communist Party led a policy of forceful “Macedonization” as advised by Stalin – by creating a new Macedonian mentality it was sought to resolve the issue whether Macedonia should go for Bulgaria or Yugoslavia. Still in Bulgarian public opinion the perception has always been “Macedonians = Bulgarians” and remains largely so until this day (Bakalova: 2003). 

When Macedonia claimed independence in 1991, Bulgaria became the first country to recognize it in 1992 and with that officially showed no interest in claims in the region of Vardar Macedonia. However there was this detail, that Bulgaria did recognize the country, but not the people – a detail that stains bilateral relations. This claim, combined with the developed by the Macedonians new readings of the common history, where Bulgarian achievements were announced as Macedonian and Bulgarian wars to liberate Macedonia were announced as aggressions seeking conquering, as well as wide popular as well as official disregard of the Macedonian nation and language led to myriad of problems. The decline of Bulgaria to sign bilateral treaties which claimed to be in Macedonian language impeded enhancing bilateral agreements until 1999 when a compromised solution was found. That was when bilateral relations seemed to warm. Both sides signed the Declaration for cooperation and good-neighbourliness, Agreement on Cooperation between Ministers of Defense, Agreement on Provision of Gratis Military Equipment and Arms in 1999. Expectations for even greater cooperation in the years to come were no fulfilled (Bakalova: 2003, Bulgarian Ministry of Defense). 

Still when armed conflict erupted on Macedonian-Kosovo borders in 2001, the Bulgarian National Assembly sent additional gratis materials and President Stoyanov declared that Bulgaria would give whatever Macedonia needs to resolve it, implying that they can even send soldiers (Dnevnik: 05.03.2001). Still such unilateral acts from Bulgarian side are still considered with suspicion from some Macedonian officials (Bakalova: 2003). The increased rate of complaints from mistreatment of Bulgarian citizens in Macedonia have led to Foreign Minister Kalfin to say in 2006 that support for Macedonian accession to EU and NATO “could not be unconditional” (Sofia Echo: 31.07.2006), that position was latter confirmed in 2009 by both the President (Dnevnik: 20.10.2009) and the Prime Minister (Dnevnik: 16.10.2009). All said that while Bulgaria remains on its supportive position, it largely depends on Macedonia to act like a good neighbour in bilateral relations. 

To summarize, Bulgarian-Macedonian relations have been increasingly complex and tend to remain such for the time being. Still we can say that there is at least partial warming since 1999, but that is just in comparison to the previous eight years.

Evaluation

I have tried to judge bilateral relations annually. With Greece and Romania things have been good throughout the whole period so they are easy to label. Turkey was also easy to define with only 1990-1991 as years of uncertain bilateral relations, as written already. With Serbia there are no evidence for hostility, so I have labeled as problematic the years when there were disputes between both countries. Macedonia is the hardest one to judge, but based on the review I did, it can be divided roughly into three periods: 1st: 1992-1998 was a period when there were bilateral relations full of disagreements and because of that no treaties had been signed between them; 2nd: 1999-2005: Initial problems were resolved, increasing cooperation; 3rd: 2006-2008: The warning towards Macedonia concerning its EU membership again sparkled controversy. Thus I evaluate 1st and 3rd periods as problematic, with the 2nd arguably more peaceful and friendly.

The evaluation method for that factor is based on the relations of Bulgaria with its 5 neighbours as follows: Problems with 4 or 5 = High influence (H); Problems with 2 or 3 = Low influence (L); Problems with 0 or 1 = No influence (N). In the table below the existence of issues between Bulgarian and any of the other is marked with Yes (Y) or No (N). The results are then calculated and finalized in the following table.

	Y/I
	1990
	1991
	1992
	1993
	1994
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008

	G
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N

	T
	Y
	Y
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N

	S
	Y
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	Y
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	Y

	M
	N
	N
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	Y
	Y
	Y

	R
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N

	To
	2
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1
	2


Note:
G = Greece ; T = Turkey ; S = Serbia ; M = Macedonia ; R = Romania ; To=Total
	Y/I
	1990
	1991
	1992
	1993
	1994
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008

	
	L
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	L
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	L


Concluding notes

For this factor it is absolutely clear which bilateral relations I need to look at. About Greece and Turkey, information from researches and official sources was easily available and it was not a problem to clarify the state of bilateral relations in the period. Romania and Serbia were harder since cooperation with them has not been much. However enough data was available for them as well. The most problematic in terms of both data availability and bilateral relations were Bulgarian-Macedonian relations. The somewhat negative and suspicious behaviour of Macedonia and the lack of national recognition from Bulgaria towards them may have caused this. Constant speculation and politization of everyday events makes a lot of articles from news agencies in both countries not entirely reliable. Despite some troubles with acquiring data, sufficient information was found for all Bulgarian neighbours. The level of generality in some cases led to representation in periodic rather than annual basis. However that does not alter or impede the research since bilateral relations, where there is obvious lack of open hostility, are expected to be more durable and not to change every year or two.
6.3. Participation of Neighbours in Alliances

In order to proceed first I will briefly outline the main security organizations and the participation of the five countries in them (Romania, Greece, Turkey, Macedonia, Yugoslavia/Serbia).

Non-Aligned Movement (NAM)

The NAM was officially established in 1961 in Belgrade. Its founders and leaders were Yugoslavia, India, Egypt, Ghana and Indonesia. The Movement was set up as opposition to the block division of East and West. Its main principles were defending self-determination, the territorial integrity and sovereignty of states, non-participation in the East-West military and political structures, opposition to colonialism, imperialism, racism, disarmament, etc. Yugoslavia was among the founding fathers of the Movement and Josip Broz Tito was influential figure in it. But when the dissipation of Yugoslavia began, the war against Muslims in Bosnia caused NAM to suspend Yugoslavia’s membership in late 1992. (XV Summit of NAM, www.nam.gov.za, Independent: 02.09.1992)

Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE)

The Organization was institutionalized in 1994 but had its roots in the 1970s when it began as a forum Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE), a place where East and West leaders can meet. The cornerstone of CSCE is the 1975 Helsinki Act where 10 basic principles for relations between members were laid out among which respect for sovereignty, refrain from the use of force, state integrity, non-intervention in internal matters of states, respect for the rights and freedoms, self-determination of people, abiding to the international law, cooperation. It also contains the principles of cooperation in economic, scientific, environmental, humanitarian, educational areas. In 1990 after the regime changes around Europe, on the Summit in Paris, the member-states agreed on the need to expand the work of the Conference on the new post-Cold war challenges and set up permanent network of institutions. The document that the summit produced is known as the Paris Charter. Greece, Turkey and Romania participate in OSCE since the beginning in 1973, all of them signing the Helsinki Act and Paris Charter, Macedonia joined in 1995 and Serbia in 2000. (www.osce.org)

North-Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO)

NATO has been established in 1949 around USA and Western Europe as a military pact to guard Western Europe against a possible Soviet invasion. NATO and its counter-part Warsaw Pact were the institutional manifestations of the Cold War clash between East and West, democracy versus communism. Greece and Turkey joined the Alliance in 1952, Romania in 2004. (Semov 2004: p.22-23) Macedonia’s application for NATO has been put on hold due to the name issue with Greece, after 2008 Bucharest Summit failed to produce a compromise. (Spiegel Online: 04.03.2008).

Warsaw Treaty Organization (Warsaw Pact)

The Warsaw pact was the Soviet reply to NATO. Established in 1955 between USSR and its Central and Eastern European satellites, it was disbanded in 1991. Just as NATO, the aim of WTO was to defend the member-states from invasion of the opposition block. Romania was a member of the Treaty until its denouncement in 1991. (Mircheva 1999: p.523)

Collective Security Treaty Organization (CSTO)

The CSTO is the latest regional security organization, founded around Russia in 2002. Its members are limited to Central Asia – Russia, Armenia, Belarus, Tajikistan, Kyrgyzstan, Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan. CSTO’s aim is to promote cooperation on security and economic level. (European Dialogue: 31.03.2010, Global Security: CSTO)

Evaluation

To summarize, Turkey and Greece are members of NATO and OSCE in 1990-2008 period, Serbia is a member of NAM in 1990-1991 and OSCE in 2000-2008, Macedonia is a member of OSCE 1995-2008 and Romania was a member of Warsaw Pact in 1990-1991, NATO 2004-2008, OSCE in 1990-2008.

The evaluation method for this factor is to determine for each country whether it is participating in at least one of the security organizations active. Given that, the final evaluation is as follows: Participation of 4 or 5 states = High influence (H); Participation of 2 or 3 states = Low influence (L); Participation of 0 or 1 state = No influence (N). The final outcome is in the table below
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Note:
T= Turkey; G= Greece; S= Serbia/Yugoslavia; M= Macedonia; R= Romania

	Y/I
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	1991
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	1995
	1996
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	1998
	1999
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	H
	L
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	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
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Concluding notes

The most important thing for this factor was that the research finds all regional blocks where membership means also a feeling of belonging to a community. That is why NATO and Warsaw Pact who have much more offensive nature are grouped with OSCE and NAM, when we can easily argue that these four are quite different in nature, structure and operation. Here are listed all that may consider any of Bulgaria’s neighbours for membership, including CSTO. The latter has no Balkan members and is not supposed to, but its regional proximity and Russian involvement were enough to earn a mentioning. For the same reasons a number of regional organizations in other continents were not included – geographical irrelevances being the critical factor.

6.4. Expansion of Regional Identity

This factor will explore the organizations of the Western world promoting its values and I will follow Bulgaria’s participation in them. My research has found 12 such organizations and institutions.

1. European Bank for Reconstruction and Development (EBRD). Established in 1990, its purpose is to assist countries in transition from planned to market economy through financing projects from the private sector, including such that promote development. Bulgaria is a member since 1990. (www.ebrd.com)

2. Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD). Established in 1948 as Organization for European Economic Cooperation (OEEC) it grew into OECD in 1961. Its primary target in 1948 was to assist economic revival in Europe. What developed into OECD became an organization for economic cooperation starting with the members of the European Community, USA and Canada and expanding further. (www.oecd.com) Bulgaria is not a member of the OECD but since 1999 it has statuses of participant and observer in several workgroups and committee of the Organization: Workgroup on corruption in international trade, Committee on Steel, OCED scheme for application of international standard on fruits and vegetables, Committee on industry, Workgroup on seeds and Committee on competition law and policy. (Bulgarian Ministry of Economy)

3. World Bank Group (WBG). The World Bank is a group of several institutions created in 1944 to support post-war recovery. The International Bank for Reconstruction and Development (IBRD) is just one of the group members and is often referred to, wrongly as it is, as the World Bank itself. Bulgaria joins the WBG in 1990. (web.worldbank.org, www.worldbank.bg)

4. Council of Europe (CoE). Established in 1949, the Council is an intergovernmental forum with main goals to support democracy, human rights, the rule of law and European cultural identity. Bulgaria joined the Council in 1992. (MFA Bulgaria)

5. Western European Union (WEU). Established formally in 1954 as a military-security structure in the region, it originates from the Brussels Treaty of 1948 between Benelux countries, UK and France. After the creation of NATO and the unsuccessful attempt for European Defense Community, WEU was formed in a bid to include West Germany in a common security structure with the West. However with the new EU Lisbon Treaty from 2009, the enhancing of EU cooperation in the spheres of defense and security has led to the decision to terminate WEU as of 2011. Bulgaria has been an associate partner to the WEU since 1994. (www.weu.int)

6. European Free Trade Association (EFTA). Established in 1960 as an economic organization similar to European Economic Community, it promotes free trade between member-states, and consequently working in close cooperation with the EC/EU through European Economic Area Agreement. Bulgaria is not a member, but has signed a Free-Trade Agreement with EFTA in 1993 lasting until 2007 when Bulgaria joined the EU. (www.efta.int)

7. Central European Free Trade Agreement (CEFTA). Similar as an idea to EFTA it was set up initially by Poland, Hungary, Czech Republic and Slovakia, latter enveloped the Central and Eastern European region. It is an economic cooperation agreement to facilitate free trade and eventually lead to member-states joining the European Union. Bulgaria joined CEFTA in 1999 until 2007 when it became an EU member. (Semov 2004: p.40-41) 

8. European Union (EU). Dating back from the 1950s, the contemporary structure known as EU was established with the 1992 Maastricht Treaty. It has developed from strictly economical to the areas of politics, defense and security. Bulgaria signed the European Union Association Agreement in 1993, started accession talks officially in 1999 and became a member since 2007. (Semov: 2004, europa.eu)

9. Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE). OSCE has already been described in the previous factor. Bulgaria has been a member since 1973. (MFA Bulgaria)

10. World Trade Organization (WTO). It began as the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT) in 1948, and evolved from a series of international conferences to a world-wide institution known as WTO in 1995. As the name speaks for itself it is a world-wide trade cooperation organization setting up the rules in world trade. Bulgaria applied for membership in 1986 and was accepted in 1996. (www.wto.org, Bulgarian Ministry of Economy)

11. International Monetary Fund (IMF). The twin-brother of the World Bank is an international institution created as part of the Breton-Woods system to control fixed exchange rates deviations and assist Western economies in their post-war development. After the Marshall Plan was introduced and the Breton-Woods system collapsed, IMF has set its sight on assistance in the developing countries. Bulgaria has joined the IMF in 1990. (www.imf.org)

12. United Nations (UN): Founded in 1946, the successor of the failed League of nations is the only world-wide political organization. Set up after WWII with the mission to protect world peace it includes almost all recognized countries in the world. Bulgaria is a UN member since 1955. (www.un.org, MFA Bulgaria)

Evaluation

The evaluation method for this factor is first to confirm if Bulgaria has been involved with each of these international organizations. Membership status = High (1pt), Associate/Partner status = Low (0,5pts). To see the overall influence of this factor I will include both variables (number of organizations and type of association with them) in the final evaluation in the following way. 

High influence = At least ¾ in both variables (9 organizations and 9 pts); Low influence = At least ½ in both variables (6 organizations and 6 pts). Below in the first table you see all data and calculations and in the second table – the final results:

	Y/I
	1990
	1991
	1992
	1993
	1994
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008

	1
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H

	2
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L

	3
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H

	4
	N
	N
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H

	5
	N
	N
	N
	N
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L

	6
	N
	N
	N
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	N
	N

	7
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	N
	N

	8
	N
	N
	N
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	H
	H

	9
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H

	10
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H

	11
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H

	12
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H

	N
	5
	5
	6
	8
	9
	9
	10
	10
	10
	12
	12
	12
	12
	12
	12
	12
	12
	10
	10

	S
	5
	5
	6
	7
	7.5
	7.5
	8.5
	8.5
	8.5
	10
	10
	10
	10
	10
	10
	10
	10
	9
	9


1.EBRD

2.OECD

3.WBG

4.CoE

5.WEU

6.EFTA
7.CEFTA
8.EU

9.OSCE

10.WTO

11.IMF

12.UN

N= Number of organizations
S= Total Score

	Y/I
	1990
	1991
	1992
	1993
	1994
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008

	
	N
	N
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H


Concluding notes

Similarly to the previous factor but much more difficult, the main task was to find all relevant organizations. The leading criteria were for them to be major and influential in their field of operation and to be associated with the western values of democracy, open-markets and human rights. That led to a comprehensive list of a dozen international institutions.

6.5. Regional Activity

This factor will look into the regional organizations in Southern and South-East Europe and the involvement of Bulgaria and its neighbours Greece, Turkey, Romania, Serbia and Macedonia.


1. Black Sea Economic Cooperation (BSEC). This started as Turkish initiative in 1992 aiming to promote cooperation at economic and political level between the countries of the Black Sea. The Cooperation grew into Organization in 1999. It is consisted of 12 member-states: Turkey, Bulgaria, Greece, Romania, Serbia, Russia, Albania, Armenia, Georgia, Moldova, Ukraine, and Azerbaijan. Eleven of them are among its founders only with Serbia joining later in 2004. It is labeled as regional economical organization. (MFA Bulgaria, MFA Greece, www.bsec-organization.org)


2. Central European Initiative (CEI). Austria, Italy, Hungary and Yugoslavia signed the treaty for cooperation in politics, economy, science and culture, so called “Quadragonale” in 1989. Czechoslovakia joined in 1990; Poland in 1991; Slovenia, Croatia and Bosnia in 1992; Bulgaria, Albania, Belarus, Romania, Ukraine, Macedonia and Moldova in 1996; Serbia in 2000; Montenegro in 2006. CEI is an international regional forum for cooperation. Its aims are developing the cooperation between countries in Central, South-Eastern and Eastern Europe; assisting the European integration and preparation of the candidate countries for EU accession. CEI supports the transitional processes in the candidate-states through development of regional cooperation and flexible and pragmatic basis on issues of mutual interest. It creates atmosphere of mutual understanding, where projects and programmes may be developed. (MFA Bulgaria)


3. South-East European Cooperation Process (SEECP). This is a forum for diplomatic and political dialogue, established in Sofia in 1996. Members focus on 4 main targets: 1) developing stability, security and good-neighbourliness; 2) economic development; 3) humanitarian, social and cultural issues; 4) justice, combating organized crime, illegal traffic of drugs, weapons and terrorism. The members of this organization are Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Bulgaria, Greece, Macedonia, Moldova, Romania, Serbia, Turkey, Croatia, Montenegro. (MFA Bulgaria, www.rspcsee.org)

4. Stability Pact in South-Eastern Europe (SPSEE). This initiative was started in 1999 by the EU in order to achieve a lasting peace in the region. Members are: Albania, Bosnia, Bulgaria, Croatia, Macedonia, Moldova, Romania, Serbia, Montenegro, EU member-states, EU Commission, Canada, Japan, Norway, Russia, Switzerland, Turkey, USA, UN, OSCE, Council of Europe, NATO, OECD, World Bank, IMF, EBRD, CEI, BSEC, SEECP. The main goal was to prevent further conflicts in the region by providing a wide network involving not only the local states but a number international organizations, and major states around the world. Another goal was to assist the integration into the European and Euro-Atlantic structures of the countries in the region. In 2008 the Pact was transformed into a practically new organization – Regional Cooperation Council (RCC). This change was due to the prevailing opinion among member-states that the Pact’s structure was obsolete and a more regional rather than international focus was required. (MFA Bulgaria, www.stabilitypact.org)


5. Regional Cooperation Council (RCC). The successor of the Stability Pact was established in 2008. It kept its main structure of member-states with Bulgaria, Serbia, Greece, Turkey, Macedonia, Romania participating. The priority areas of RCC are as given: economic and social development, energy and infrastructure, justice and home affairs, security cooperation, building human capital, and parliamentary cooperation. (www.rcc.int)


6. Danube Cooperation Process (DCP). Initiated by Austria and Romania in 2002, other members are Bosnia, Bulgaria, Germany, Moldova, Slovakia, Slovenia, Croatia, Czech Republic, Ukraine, Hungary and Serbia. The aim is to increase the cooperation between the countries along the river Danube in the areas of politics, economy, tourism, sustainable development, etc. (MFA Bulgaria)


7. South-Eastern Europe Defense Ministerial (SEEDM). The SEEDM Process is an initiative set up in 1996 at a Ministerial meeting in Tirana. SEEDM is a regional security forum, whose goals are to create a regional cooperation mechanism, to promote good-neighbour policies and cooperation, to strengthen defensive capabilities and to facilitate members’ integration process into Euro-Atlantic institutions. The SEEDM has 12 members: Albania, Bulgaria, Greece, Macedonia, Romania, Turkey, Italy, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia, Slovenia, Ukraine and USA and 4 observers: Serbia, Montenegro, Georgia and Moldova. In 1998 members signed the Agreement on the Multinational Peace Force South Eastern Europe. The agreement is between Albania, Bulgaria, Greece, Macedonia, Romania, Turkey and Italy and involves creation of a multinational brigade South-Eastern Europe (SEEBRIG) whose task would be to execute peacebuilding, peacekeeping and humanitarian missions under the mandate of UN or OSCE and under NATO or WEU command. (Bulgarian Ministry of Defense)

Evaluation

The evaluation method of this factor would be based on the participation of all six countries in these seven organizations. Since RCC is technically a continuation of SPSEE it would be considered as one instead of two organizations, leaving the total number to six organizations. I will be looking not only at the total amount of active organizations with Balkan countries in them, but on the number of mentioned countries involved in it. That would help me construct a more precise evaluation system. 

Organization with 5 or 6 of the countries involved = 1pts; Organization with 3 or 4 of the countries involved = 0,5pts; Organization with less than 3 countries involved = 0pts. The maximum amount of points is thus 6 (6 states in all 6 organizations) so the final evaluation of influence would be as follows: High influence = 5/6pts; Low influence = 3/4pts; No influence = less than 3pts.

	Y/I
	1990
	1991
	1992
	1993
	1994
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008
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	C
	C
	C
	C
	
	
	
	D
	D
	D
	D
	D
	D

	4
	
	
	B
	B
	B
	B
	B
	B
	B
	B
	BC
	BC
	BC
	BC
	C
	C
	C
	C
	C

	5
	
	
	
	
	
	
	M
	M
	M
	M
	M
	M
	M
	M
	BM
	BM
	BM 
	BM
	BM

	6
	
	
	
	
	
	
	P
	P
	P
	PR
	PR
	PR
	PR
	PR
	PR
	PR
	PR
	PR
	PR

	T
	0
	0
	1
	1
	1
	1
	4
	4
	4
	5
	5
	5
	5
	6
	6
	6
	6
	6
	6

	Q
	0
	0
	0,5
	0,5
	0,5
	0,5
	3
	3
	3
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4,5
	5
	5
	5
	5
	5


Note: 2-6: Number of countries involved; B – BSEC ; C – CEI ; P – SEECP ; R – SEESP/ RCC ; D – DCP ; M – SEEDM ; T – Total number of active organizations ; Q – Quality of cooperation on the scale of 0-6pts
	Y/I
	1990
	1991
	1992
	1993
	1994
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008

	
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H


Concluding notes

The last regional factor is also based on a research looking for organizations fulfilling the initial criteria. The main idea is to investigate more long-term regional cooperations within an institutional framework. Therefore the main data sources are official information from Ministries of Foreign Affairs. Once organizations were found specific data was not a problem as it was easily available.
6.6 Regional Conclusions

	Y/I
	1990
	1991
	1992
	1993
	1994
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008

	R1
	L
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	L
	L
	H
	H
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L

	R2
	L
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	L
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	L

	R3
	H
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H

	R4
	N
	N
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H

	R5
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H


	Y/I
	1990
	1991
	1992
	1993
	1994
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008

	Abs
	3
	2
	3
	3
	3
	3
	4
	4
	4
	5
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	5

	Rel
	2
	1,5
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2,5
	3,5
	4
	3
	3
	3
	3,5
	3,5
	3,5
	3,5
	4
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Regional factors have obviously played a role in the process. For the whole period they show average of 2.6 relative weight out of 3.7 factors per year. Regional factors are quite steady with long periods without significant changes. Absolute and Relative curves differ. The relative one has one obvious peak in 2000 and another in 2008. The first one is the climax of the 1997-2000 period. It was then that the factor became more and more influential, with figures from 1990-1997 being lower and steady. The second highest point in 2008 is on the level of 2000 and is of less importance as the period 2000-2008 does not have radical changes. Looking at the absolute curve, its peaks are 1999 and 2008. The 1999 peak is a result of a steady increase since 1995 and 2008 is a slight change of the steady 2000-2007 period. It is interesting how numbers grow ahead of influence. If we compare both curves the gap between them is wider in just one period - 1996-1999. Apart from it they run close to each other, meaning that numbers and influence go hand in hand. The 1996-1999 imbalances tell us that suddenly more and more factors occur, but their effect is not immediate. That leads to 2000 when suddenly both lines reach the same point and from there on correspond to each other. Summarizing all of the above, the most significant years for regional influence were 2000 and 2008, while the most interesting period was 1995-2000. Regional factor seem to have a moderate overall impact, being significant since 1998 and being most influential in 1999-2001.

7. Global Factors

7.1. Threats to Global Order

The world has been considered a unipolar system after the collapse of the Soviet Union. The international system is most unstable when it is unipolar, because, firstly, the remaining one power engages in more tasks outside its borders, thus weakening itself, and secondly, the weaker states perceive it as a possible threat due to the lack of balance, even if it does not act like it (Waltz, 2000: p.23-24)
This factor is constituted by two variables – change in the world regime and war including the hegemon. Both are of importance if we follow Waltz’s logic.

In the period I look into, two occurrences may be considered as a challenge to world order. First these are the events in the period 1989-1993. Beginning with fall of Communist governments in Central and Eastern European governments, the fall of the Berlin Wall, followed by German unification in 1990, dissolution of the USSR and Warsaw Pact in 1991, establishment of the Russian Federation in December 1991. 1992-1993 was a buffer period, marked with insecurity until Russia reached some degree of political stabilization and identity in 1993 with its new Constitution, Military Doctrine, and the so called “Yeltzin Doctrine” labeled by then Russian president after he proclaimed that the East was Russia’s sphere of influence and Russia would be the arbiter to deal with the conflicts there (Sarasota Herald Tribune: 09.03.2003). This period gave birth to a new world order, officially switching from bipolar to unipolar. 

The second string of events I consider a threat to the active world order were the 09/11/2001 terrorist attacks against New York in USA. These events changed the status quo, by doing the unthinkable. A direct attack against USA was unimaginable before 2001. Established as the world’s only superpower – in military and economic terms, The United States found a new enemy for the first time after the end of the Cold War. While I do not claim that 9/11 did succeed in changing the unipolar world to something different, it definitely balanced the scales. The proclaimed War on Terror is now entering its 10th anniversary and the result is that in military terms the end is still not clear, and in economical terms the costs for that war are enormous. All that compared with the relatively stable, enlarging (both in members and sphere of influence) European Union and the rise of China, may in the near future lead to a shift towards multipolarity. If that happens, than history would probably mark the whole period, starting with 2001 as the beginning of the changes, but for now I would single out 2001 as a challenging year to world order.

The second variable is about hegemonic wars. Since we perceive the entire 1990-2008 period as unipolar, by hegemonic I mean USA wars. While in 1990 and early 1991 it may be argued, that USSR still existed and thus the Cold War may have not been officially over, I would not want to go into specific details as that is not the focus of my study. The lack of Soviet response to the events in Central Eastern Europe, and most notably in Berlin, marked the pending demise of the Communist regime.

USA took part in several conflicts. Keep in mind that here I would look only at military interventions and not a broad participation (that would be considered in other factors). Thus here I include the Gulf War in 1990-1991, Bosnia intervention in 1995, Kosovo 1999, War on Terror started in 2001 until this day (War in Afghanistan, started in 2001, and in Iraq in 2003). American troops, mainly under US or NATO mandate, have been present in Former Yugoslavia for an extended period of time throughout Macedonia, Kosovo, Bosnia but only 1995 and 1999 would be considered as after the Serbs were defeated both times, they accepted them. 

The situation in Afghanistan and Iraq is different, because even though the wars may be considered won, in 2001 and 2003 respectively, within months of operation, armed opposition has been active ever since. Both wars I consider finished within their first year, due to the existence of elected governments. More details on these conflicts have been developed further in the description of G-05 factor.

Evaluation

Evaluation method for this factor is simple: Combination of regime change and hegemon war = High influence (H); Presence of either regime change or hegemon war = Low influence (L); None of them = No influence (N). The first table below presents data for the two variables and the second – the summarized results for this factor.

	Y/I
	1990
	1991
	1992
	1993
	1994
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008

	R
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	Y
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N

	H
	Y
	Y
	N
	N
	N
	Y
	N
	N
	N
	Y
	N
	Y
	N
	Y
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N


R – Regime change; H – Hegemon war

	Y/I
	1990
	1991
	1992
	1993
	1994
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008

	
	H
	H
	L
	L
	N
	L
	N
	N
	N
	L
	N
	H
	N
	L
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N


Concluding notes

Locating data that can accurately measure this factor was a significant problem due to two things. First, there is no clear, single definition for threats to global order thus I used combination of two indicators I find relevant in realist literature – change in number of hegemons and hegemonic wars. That allowed me to look into two narrower aspects which by themselves were not easy to evaluate. First, as I have already mentioned, there is no universal agreement on the latest wars involving USA – are they over already or are they still on-going. Second, there is no clear border line between the end of one hegemonic period and the beginning of another especially in such historical proximity. For both these two indicators I had to choose my own reading of the facts which, even though supported by some evidence, does not provide a basis as solid as I would like to have.

7.2. Economic Interdependence

This factor will explore the economic relations between Bulgaria and the other states using data about annual trade balance of Bulgaria (exports + imports) from annual Bulgarian National Bank reports. Due to the huge amount of data and the variety of bilateral trade relations, I will look into three particular groups of countries. These are labeled as East, West and Balkans. The specific structure of these groups varies a bit in different years due to data availability issues and changes in trade significance with certain partners. 

“East” is consisted of Russia and its former USSR associates, which used to be main trade partner of Bulgaria during the communist regime, along with the other countries from the Council for Mutual Economic Assistance. “West” is consisted of EU15 countries and USA, this being the core of NATO member-states. It’s worth noticing that data in the period 1990-1994 do not include USA trade data, due to lack of information which is a consequence of the insignificance of the United States as a trade partner. However that would not affect the results as even after American influence as a trade partner grew through the years, their share is in the range of 2-3% percent – being even lower in the 1990-1994 period it does not have the capacity to change the outcome of results. Third group is “Balkans” - these are the natural trade partners of Bulgaria – a result of proximity. Here are included Greece, Romania, Turkey, Serbia, Macedonia, Montenegro, Albania, Croatia, Bosnia and Slovenia even though the exact number of states in that group varies as well, again due to data availability issues. However excluded countries in certain periods do not have major influence due to the relatively small impact they have individually, apart from Turkey and Greece. 

In the table below, I have presented the data results for these three groups in percentage of Bulgaria’s trade balance with details about states included in each group.

	Table.5: Bulgarian trade balance

	Year
	East (%)
	West (%)
	Balkans (%)
	Details

	1990
	60
	7
	N/A
	- East: USSR

- West: European Community

- Balkans: no information, expected: 5-8%

	1991
	47
	18
	7
	- East: USSR

- West: European Community

- Balkans: Greece, Turkey, Romania, Yugoslavia

	1992
	26
	30
	15
	- East: USSR

- West: European Community

- Balkans: Greece, Turkey, Romania, Yugoslavia

	1993
	26
	29
	N/A
	- East: Former USSR

- West: European Union

- Balkans: no information, expected: 10-15%

	1994
	25
	30
	10
	- East: Former USSR

- West: European Union

- Balkans: Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Macedonia, Romania, Slovenia, Yugoslavia and Croatia (with Turkey and Greece it will probably be 17-18%)

	1995
	25
	39
	18
	- East: Former USSR

- West: European Union + USA

- Balkans: Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Macedonia, Romania, Slovenia, Yugoslavia and Croatia, Greece, Turkey

	1996
	28
	39
	17
	- East: Former USSR

- West: European Union + USA

- Balkans: Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Macedonia, Romania, Slovenia, Yugoslavia and Croatia, Greece, Turkey

	1997
	25
	44
	16
	- East: Former USSR

- West: European Union + USA

- Balkans: Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Macedonia, Croatia, Yugoslavia, Greece, Turkey, Romania

	1998
	19
	51
	16
	- East: Former USSR

- West: European Union + USA

- Balkans: Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Macedonia, Croatia, Yugoslavia, Greece, Turkey, Romania

	1999
	17,4
	53
	16,9
	- East: CIS + Baltic countries

- West: European Union + USA

- Balkans: Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Macedonia, Croatia, Yugoslavia, Greece, Turkey, Romania

	2000
	19
	50
	20
	- East: CIS + Baltic countries

- West: European Union + USA

- Balkans: Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Macedonia, Croatia, Yugoslavia, Greece, Turkey, Romania

	2001
	16
	55
	18
	- East: CIS + Baltic countries

- West: European Union + USA

- Balkans: Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Macedonia, Croatia, Serbia and Montenegro, Greece, Turkey, Romania

	2002
	12
	55
	19
	- East: CIS + Baltic countries

- West: European Union + USA

- Balkans: Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Macedonia, Croatia, Serbia and Montenegro, Greece, Turkey, Romania

	2003
	10
	56
	21
	- East: Russia and Ukraine

- West: European Union 15 + USA

- Balkans: Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Macedonia, Croatia, Serbia and Montenegro, Greece, Turkey, Romania

	2004
	11
	54
	22
	- East: Russia and Ukraine

- West: European Union 15 + USA

- Balkans: Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Macedonia, Croatia, Serbia and Montenegro, Greece, Turkey, Romania

	2005
	12
	49
	22
	- East: Russia and Ukraine

- West: European Union 15 + USA

- Balkans: Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Macedonia, Croatia, Serbia and Montenegro, Greece, Turkey, Romania

	2006
	13
	47
	24
	- East: Russia and Ukraine

- West: European Union 15 + USA

- Balkans: Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Macedonia, Croatia, Serbia, Montenegro, Greece, Turkey, Romania

	2007
	13
	46
	24
	- East: Russia and Ukraine

- West: European Union 15 + USA

- Balkans: Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Macedonia, Croatia, Serbia and Montenegro, Greece, Turkey, Romania

	2008
	14
	43
	24
	- East: Russia and Ukraine

- West: European Union 15 +USA

- Balkans: Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Macedonia, Croatia, Serbia and Montenegro, Greece, Turkey, Romania


Source: Bulgarian National Bank Annual reports 1992-2009

Evaluation

The evaluation method for this factor is simple and it is based on the following logic. During communist regime USSR was the natural trade partner. Since the changes in 1989 there is no compulsion for not expanding trade westwards. The Balkans normally would be a traditional market due to geographical proximity. Western Europe and USA would be the desired destination if Bulgaria wants to build closer relations with the democratic leaders. The main comparison here is between East and West, while Balkans is to show the additional weight. 

When West is largest trading partner, with Balkans having bigger share than East = High influence (H); West as a largest trading partner, with East as second largest = Low influence (L); East as largest trading partner, regardless of Balkans position towards West = No influence (N). Below is the final evaluation of the factor based on the method and data provided in the table above.

	Y/I
	1990
	1991
	1992
	1993
	1994
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008

	W
	7
	18
	30
	29
	30
	39
	39
	44
	51
	53
	50
	55
	55
	56
	54
	49
	47
	46
	43

	E
	60
	47
	26
	26
	25
	25
	28
	25
	19
	17.4
	19
	16
	12
	10
	11
	12
	13
	13
	14

	B
	n/a
	7
	15
	n/a
	10
	18
	17
	16
	16
	16.9
	20
	18
	19
	21
	22
	22
	24
	24
	28


	Y/I
	1990
	1991
	1992
	1993
	1994
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008

	
	N
	N
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H


Concluding notes

Large amount of data is available for that factor which posed a problem on how to sort it and group it. The choice for East and West as groups, sharing two opposing political and economic views, was the most rational one given the specifics of my research. The only problem when it came to data was that in different periods the groups are consisted of different states. However that would not have any significant effect on the results since data for particular state is not given when it is too insignificant to make a difference so the final numbers presented are solid enough. 

7.3. Preferences of the Hegemon

This factor is concerned with the influence of the preferences of USA. By preferences I mean towards NATO expansion and cooperation within the Alliance. Both preferences would be considered separately.

The US position towards expansion had gradually evolved since the 1990s. In the beginning with the Cold War coming to an abrupt end, US leaders were more preoccupied with the new world order and seem to have left the issue about NATO’s existence for later. While there is a large debate whether NATO should’ve stayed or be dismissed along with the Warsaw pact in the early 90s, with one decisive act America proved that it does not consider it useless already. In 1990 when GDR and FRG unified, USA insisted that Germany would stay NATO member in its entirety, meaning automatically that Warsaw Pact member GDR would become NATO member. Moreover this was a show of strength as USSR disapproved and there was no clear evidence what East Germans though about that. If USA planned to lose NATO once the Cold War is over, they would not have risked the East-West peace with such an act. (Layne: 2000; Forster and Wallace: 2001)

But aside from that nothing happened on the question of NATO membership until 1993. Then, the Clinton administration became more and more involved with the idea of eastern expansion of the Alliance. In 1994 USA presented the Partnership for Peace programme, a tool to establish closer relationship with non-members, an in a speech in Europe, he confirmed that membership for the new democratic states in Europe is a question of “when” rather than “whether”. (Goldgeiger: 1998)

Ever since 1994 USA had been expansion’s most fervent defender (Rodman 2000: p.9, Gordon 2000: p.8-10). We have seen three wave of enlargement since then – Poland, Hungary and Czech Republic were invited in 1997 and became members in 1999, second wave - Bulgaria, Romania, Lithuania, Latvia, Estonia, Slovenia, Slovakia invited in 2002 and became members in 2004, and the third wave included Albania and Croatia who joined in 2009 (www.nato.int). In 2008 before NATO Bucharest Summit, Georgia and Ukraine who also ask for membership, received assurance from US President George W. Bush that America supports their bid (Fox News, 01.05.2008), and Vice-President Joe Biden confirmed that in 2009 during his visit in Kiev (NY Times: 21.07.2009).

While support for NATO enlargement has grown to be bipartisan (Rodman 2000: p.3), it is much harder and more complicated to determine the role of NATO in US interests. My assumptions are made on the conflicts USA has been involved into since 1990. The 1990-1991 Gulf War, 1995 Bosnia, 1999 Kosovo, 2001-now – War on Terror (Afghanistan and Iraq). 

During the Gulf War and War on Terror, USA has led the initiative unilaterally disregarding whether others would join in or not (Boyer: 2004, Gordon: 2000). The Gulf War evolved to an international coalition, and the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan were followed by the UN. On the other hand are the Balkan wars in the 1990s. In both conflicts in 1995 and 1999, USA became engaged through NATO. That is why in the subsequent invasion in Afghanistan it was a surprise to some extend why they did not use the NATO potential and went on their own. Needless to say is that NATO would provide more legitimacy than unilateral actions and the North-Atlantic Council had decreed that the 9/11 attacks have activated the collective defense clause in the Treaty (www.nato.int). USA did not use that when they began the war. There are two plausible explanations and both seem to be correct. First, it’s the geographical region of the conflicts. The Middle East wars are outside the North-Atlantic zone that NATO defends, meaning they are out of NATO’s scope, while Balkans fall inside it. Thus, when engaging inside the zone of NATO influence, USA seeks its support, when outside, it doesn’t. Second, in the 1990-2008 USA has had three presidents George H.W. Bush, Bill Clinton and George W. Bush. The Bush family was involved with the wars in the Middle East, while Clinton went into the Balkans. Both Bush presidents were republicans, while Clinton was a democrat. Therefore, difference in attitude towards NATO may be contributed to political affiliation: Republicans tend to act more unilaterally, while Democrats - multilaterally. My personal opinion is that both explanations are plausible in this simplified context. Still I assume that personality and political affiliation played a role in order to evaluate USA-NATO relationship in action, thus concluding that while all three Presidents supported NATO enlargement, Clinton (1993-2001) was the one to put more emphasize on it, while Bush Sr. (1989-1993) and Bush Jr. (2001-2009) preferred to act on their own. 

Evaluation

The evaluation method is based on the presented information above. For the expansion variable, we saw that since 1994 USA had been supporting NATO enlargement. The cooperation variable is measured through presidential terms of office with Bush Sr. and Bush Jr. preferring unilateral action before NATO, and Clinton – NATO before unilaterism. 

Laying both variables together in the first table below would provide the evaluation for the outcome of this factor in the second table below: When both commitment to expansion and cooperation is at hand = High influence (H); When either commitment to expansion or cooperation is at hand = Low influence (L); When there is none = No influence (N).

	Y/I
	1990
	1991
	1992
	1993
	1994
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008

	E
	N
	N
	N
	N
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y

	C
	N
	N
	N
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N


Note:
E = expansion; C = cooperation (1990-1992: George H.W.Bush; 1993-2000: Bill Clinton; 2001-2008: George W. Bush)

	Y/I
	1990
	1991
	1992
	1993
	1994
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008

	
	N
	N
	N
	L
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L


Concluding notes

This factor’s evaluation was difficult due to it being too general. I escape generality through specifying that I am interested in two concrete things – enlargement support and cooperation support. The former was not hard to determine as enlargement is a continuous process through the years and presidents always had a position on it. The latter was truly difficult to measure. Support for NATO cooperation is not continuous and is visible when there is a problem which potentially may involve NATO. Speculation over which falls within the Alliance’s scope and high politics (which may include the need to withhold your official position until you measure the level at which it will affect your country) are among the major obstacles before determining the actual parameters of this indicator. For that reason I looked for any deeper causal relationships to clarify it and ended up with a reference to party affiliation of the US Presidents. Though this was mentioned in the sources I used and there are facts in support of that claim, there are also other explanations of these same facts (like geographical extend of NATO engagement, as pointed earlier in the chapter) which weakens the basis of that assumption. However I have one good reason why I chose to trust it: whether for presidential party affiliation or geographical reach of NATO, facts show that in one period we have USA going to war along NATO and in the other USA going alone, which generally coincide with the presidential mandates of different party representatives. So even if I am wrong about the reasons, this would not change the outcome itself.

7.4. Bulgarian Image in the Western World

The image of a country outside its boundaries is a very relative notion. Here I talk about the political image, or I would call it the “official” image. Not the one in the general public, but in politicians and investors. That is why I am not looking into opinion polls (provided there are any), but I am more interested in bilateral agreements, trade and financial investments. That is how I am going to study this factor. While the Western World is a rather broad notion, I tend to focus on NATO’s leader as, after all, that’s the focus of the research, in the face of USA, UK, Germany, France, and Italy. France and UK are perceived as the European face of NATO with UK a traditional American partner and France calling for a bigger focus on Europe. Italy and Germany are the other two great powers in Europe. USA is the leading power in the Alliance.

Bulgaria-USA relations

In terms of trade USA does not have a strong position in Bulgaria. According to Bulgarian National Bank (BNB) data in 2008 USA has a share of 1.83% of Bulgaria’s trade balance, with peak in 2001 with 3.84%. The poor trade results work the other way around as according to Bulgaria’s Ministry of Economy, Bulgaria’s share in US trade is just 0.03%. In terms of investments USA takes 8th place in total financial investments since 1996 with a share 3.6%. (Bulgarian Ministry of Economy, BNB)

In 1993 in LA is established Bulgarian-American Chamber of Commerce, while in 1994 is opened the American Chamber of Commerce in Sofia. USAID works in Bulgaria since 1991 and has provided over 600 million USD (Bulgaria.usaid.gov). There is also an American University in Blagoevgrad, opened in 1991. (MFA Bulgaria)
Concerning high-level visits, Bulgarian Presidents and Prime Ministers have been on official visits almost every year since 1990. Highest level visits in Bulgaria were several with Secretary of State James Baker in 1990 and President Bill Clinton making the first ever US President visit in Bulgaria in 1999, followed by Secretary of State Condoleeza Rice in 2006 and President George W. Bush in 2007. (MFA Bulgaria)

Major bilateral treaties and agreements are listed below (MFA Bulgaria, Bulgarian Ministry of Defense):

	Year
	Treaty
	Level

	1991
	Agreement on trade relations
	Government

	1992
	Agreement on encouragement and mutual protection of investments
	Government

	1994
	Memorandum for cooperation in defense and in the military sphere
	Ministries of Defense

	1998
	Agreement on technical, economic and other support
	Government

	2000
	Agreement on Mutual assistance between Customs
	Government

	2003
	Agreement on the Bulgarian-American Commission for Educational Exchange
	Government

	2006
	Agreement on cooperation in the defense sector
	Government

	2007
	Agreement on the evasion of double taxation and avoidance of deviations in income taxation
	Government

	2008
	Agreement on science-technological cooperation
	Government

	2008
	A number of agreements applied to the agreement on defense cooperation
	Government

	2008
	Agreement on cooperation in prevention of WMD proliferation
	Government


Since Bulgaria joined NATO in 2004, military cooperation has increased with US military exercises in Bulgaria in 2004, 2005 and 2006, and Agreement for Bulgarian contingent in Iraq camp “Ashraf” in 2006 and 2007 (Bulgarian Ministry of Defense). Both countries keep consular relations since 1974 with Bulgaria having three consulates in USA – Chicago (2005), Los Angeles (2005) and New York (1995) (MFA Bulgaria).

Bulgaria-United Kingdom relations

Great Britain’s share in trade with Bulgaria is as low as the American (around 2% annual share). UK has a better position among foreign investor, taking 4th place with a share of 7.7%. In 1993 in Sofia has been established the Bulgarian-British Chamber of Commerce and in 1991 British Council office was opened in Sofia and a BBC Information Center in 1994. (BNB, Bulgarian Ministry of Economy, MFA Bulgaria)

There have been several visits from the highest level to London (2001, 2002, 2006, 2007, 2010) and two (1999, 2003) to Sofia. (MFA Bulgaria, Foreign and Commonwealth Office)

Bilateral treaties and agreements are not too many with the major ones listed below (MFA Bulgaria, Bulgarian Ministry of Defense). In earlier year have been signed Agreement on developing economic, industrial and science-technical cooperation (1974) and Agreement on the avoidance of double taxation (1987).

	Year
	Treaty
	Level

	1991
	Agreement on cooperation in culture, education and science
	Government

	1995
	Bilateral treaty for encouragement and mutual protection of investments
	Government

	1995
	Agreement on cooperation
	Ministries of Defense

	1999
	Memorandum for cooperation between Customs
	Government

	2001
	Agreements on transferring a civil and a military consultants to Bulgarian Ministry of Defense
	Government

	2001
	Agreement on cooperation on fighting drug trafficking
	Government

	2003
	Three year programme for cooperation in culture, education and science
	Government

	2004
	Protocol for Cooperation between
	Ministries of Domestic Affairs


Several joint military exercises were conducted, in 2002 “Bulgarian Express” and “Lone Cat”, in 2004 “United Step” and in 2005 a Bulgarian platoon participated in British military exercise “Royal Ledger”. (Bulgarian Ministry of Defense)
Bulgaria-France relations

France is among the top ten trade partners of Bulgaria, with a share of 3-5% but has been an insignificant contributor on investment level, with less than 2% of total FDI since 1996. The Bulgarian-French Chamber of Commerce in Sofia opened in 2005, and the French Culture Institute has been established in 1991. (Bulgarian Ministry of Economy, BNB, MFA Bulgaria, French Embassy in Bulgaria)

Visits on the highest level have intensified lately, with French presidential and prime-ministerial visits to Sofia in 1994 and 2007, and Bulgarian visits on the same level – 1994, 1997, 1999, 2002-2004, 2006-2009. (MFA Bulgaria)

Major bilateral agreements in the period are listed below (MFA France), and some of the earlier agreement are on Tourism (1971), Economic, industrial and technical cooperation (1981), Double taxation and fiscal evasion with respect to taxes on income (1987), Mutual assistance in civil justice (1989). 
	Year
	Treaty
	Level

	1990
	Cultural Centers
	Government

	1990
	Encouragement and Reciprocal Protection of Investments
	Government

	1992
	Understanding, Friendship and Cooperation
	Government

	1992
	Agreement on Cooperation
	Ministries of Defense

	1994
	Labour, Employment and Vocational Training
	Government

	1994
	Youth and Sports
	Government

	2002
	Cooperation on Homeland Security
	Government

	2003
	Provision of a building for cultural cooperation
	Government

	2003
	Exchanges of young professionals
	Government

	2008
	Strategic Partnership
	Government


Bulgaria-Italy relations

Italy is a traditional trading partner of Bulgaria, being among the top three (with a share between 8-11%) for the last decade, and among top five in early 1990s. It also takes 10th place among investors in Bulgaria with a share of 3.1% (BNB, Bulgarian Ministry of Economy). In 2001 in Sofia was established Association Italy-Bulgaria an enterprise by entrepreneurs, which in 2003 was renamed to a Italian Chamber of Commerce in Bulgaria (formally acknowledged by the Italian government in 2006) (www.camcomit.bg). An Italian Cultural Institute is active in Sofia since 1950 as a department in the embassy, and was replaced by an independent institution in 2002 (www.iicsofia.esteri.it) when in Rome were established Bulgarian Cultural Institute and Bulgarian Church (MFA Bulgaria).

Official visits on the highest-level date back from the early 1990s with Italian President Scalfaro coming to Sofia in 1993 and 1997 and Bulgarian President Zhelev visiting in 1995. Since 2002 those visits become more regular with Presidents and Prime-Ministers from both countries. (MFA Bulgaria)

The bilateral agreements between both countries are listed below (MFA Bulgaria, Bulgarian Ministry of Defense):

	Year
	Treaty
	Level

	1990
	Treaty for encouragement and mutual protection of investments
	Government

	1990
	Treaty for legal assistance and execution of verdicts on civil law
	Government

	1992
	Treaty for friendship and cooperation
	Government

	1995
	Agreement on the bilateral cooperation between the 
	Ministries of Defense

	1999
	Agreement on the cooperation against the fight against organized crime
	Government

	2000
	Agreement on establishment a Bulgarian Cultural Institute in Rome and Italian Cultural Institute in Sofia
	Government

	2000
	Memorandum of intent on Health and Medical Sciences
	Government

	2000
	Agreement on the definition of the bilateral Bulgarian debt out the “Club of Paris”
	Government

	2005
	Agreement on Cultural, Scientific and Technological cooperation
	Government

	2005
	Agreement on Mutual Recognition of Driving Licenses
	Government


Bulgaria-Germany relations

Germany has excellent trade partnership with Bulgaria, among the top 3 partners and in the 2003-2008 period is the number one partner with a share of 11-12%. Germany also takes 5th place among investors in Bulgaria with a share of 6%. The Bulgarian-German Industrial Chamber of Commerce was established in 2004 the German cultural center – Goethe Institute, was found in 1989. (BNB, Ministry of Economy, MFA Bulgaria)

Both country regularly exchange official visits, with highest visits from Presidents Herzog (1996) and Koller (2007) and Chancellors Kohl (1993), Schroeder (1999 and 2004) and Koch (2002) coming to Bulgaria, while their counterparts Presidents Zhelev (1991), Stoyanov (1996, 1997, 2000) and Parvanov (2002,2004,2007) and Prime Ministers Sofiyanski (1997), Kostov (1997,1998,1999, 2001), Simeon II (2001,2002), Stanishev (2006,2008) and Borisov (2009, 2010). Along with those, there have been numerous visits from Ministers, MPs, etc. (MFA Bulgaria, German Embassy in Sofia)

Bulgaria and Germany have a number of bilateral agreements in the period after 1990, the important ones are listed below (MFA Bulgaria, German Embassy of Sofia, Bulgarian Ministry of Defense), and earlier significant agreements with FRG are Treaty for encouragement and mutual protection of investments (1988) and Agreement on double taxation on income and property avoidance (1988).

	Year
	Treaty
	Level

	1992
	Agreement on friendship, cooperation and partnership in Europe
	Government

	1992
	Agreement on cooperation in combat against organized crime, drug, human and arms trafficking
	Government

	1993
	Agreement on cooperation and stimulation of small and medium enterprises in Bulgaria
	Government

	1994
	Agreement on Cooperation
	Ministries of Defense

	1996
	Agreement on cultural cooperation
	Government

	1997
	Framework Agreement on technical cooperation
	Government

	1999
	Agreement on social security
	Government

	1999
	Agreement on cooperation in the area of defense technology
	Ministries of Defense

	2000
	Agreement on cooperation in school education
	Government

	2001
	Agreement on sending a military consultant in Bulgaria
	Ministries of Defense

	2002
	Agreement on cooperation in healthcare and medical science
	Ministries of healthcare

	2003
	Agreement on financial cooperation
	Government

	2004
	Agreement on establishment of a Bulgarian-German Chamber of Commerce in Sofia
	Government

	2006
	Agreement on readmission
	Government

	2008
	Mutual declaration on cooperation between 
	Ministries of Justice

	2008
	Agreement on cooperation in military training
	Ministries of Defense

	2010
	Agreement on double taxation and evasion of taxation of income and property avoidance
	Government


Evaluation

Since this factor is rather complicated, the evaluation method for measuring it is also such. All five countries will be evaluated individually on 6 fields: political, trade, investments, cultural, education-science-technology, defense. Here is a table with data taken from the above presentation:

	Table.6: Bulgarian bilateral relations overview

	
	USA
	UK
	FRA
	ITA
	GER

	Culture
	N
	1991-BC
1994-BBC
	1991-FCI


	2002-ICI


	1989-GI



	
	N
	1991, 2003-2006
	1990, 2003
	2000, 2005
	1996

	Trade
	N
	N
	L1997-2008
	H
	H

	
	BACC-1994
	BBCC-1993
	BFCC-2005
	BICC-2001
	BGCC-2004

	Defense
	1994, 2004, 2005, 2006, 2008
	1995, 2001, 2002, 2004, 2005
	1992
	1995, 1999
	1992, 1994, 1999, 2001, 2008

	Investment
	1996-2008 L
	1996-2008 H
	N
	1996-2008 L
	1996-2008 H

	Sci-Tech-Edu
	2003, 2005, 2008
	2003-2006
	---
	2005
	1997, 2000

	Political
	1990-1995, 1997, 1998, 2001-2005, 2007 
	2001, 2002, 2006, 2007, 2010


	1994, 1997, 1999, 2002-2004, 2006-2009
	1995,  2003, 2005, 2006, 2009
	1991, 1996-2002, 2004, 2006-2008

	
	1999, 2006, 2007
	1999, 2003
	1994, 2007
	1993, 1997, 2003, 2005, 2007, 2009
	1993, 1996, 1999, 2002, 2004, 2007


· “Culture”: data about Cultural centers (first sub-row) and agreements (second sub-row), 

· “Trade”: level of trade (H= among top 5; L= among top 10) in the first sub-row and existence of a Chamber of Commerce in the second sub-row; 

· “Defense”: the agreements in the sector; 

· “Investment”: share of FDI (H= among top 5; L= among top 10); 

· “Science-Technology-Education”: agreements in these spheres; 

· “Political”: high-level visits from Bulgaria (first sub-row) and to Bulgaria (second sub-row). 

The evaluation is as follows: 1) Culture: H = acting institution and agreement; L = acting institution or agreement; 2) Trade: H = among top 5 trade partners; L = among top 10 trade partners or Chamber of Commerce; 3) Defense: H = acting agreement on defense cooperation and additional agreements for significant military cooperation; L = acting agreement on defense cooperation; 4) Investment: H = Among top 5 investors; L = among top 10 investors; 5) Science-Technology-Education: H = Agreement on at least 2 of the spheres; L = Agreement in one; 6) Political: H = visit To Bulgaria; L = visit From Bulgaria.

Below are the tables with data for all countries, evaluation for each country per year per variable is: H= 1pt, L= 0,5pts, N= 0pts.

	USA
	1990
	1991
	1992
	1993
	1994
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008

	C
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N

	T
	N
	N
	N
	N
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L

	D
	N
	N
	N
	N
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H

	I
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L

	S
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	L
	L
	H
	H
	H
	H

	P
	H
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	N
	L
	L
	H
	N
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	H
	H
	L

	
	1
	0,5
	0,5
	0,5
	1,5
	1,5
	1,5
	2
	2
	2,5
	1,5
	2
	2
	2,5
	3
	3,5
	4
	4
	3,5


	UK
	1990
	1991
	1992
	1993
	1994
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008

	C
	N
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H

	T
	N
	N
	N
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L

	D
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	H
	H
	L
	H
	H
	L
	L
	L

	I
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H

	S
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	L
	L
	L
	L
	N
	N

	P
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	H
	N
	L
	L
	H
	N
	N
	L
	L
	N

	
	0
	1
	1
	1,5
	1,5
	2
	3
	3
	3
	4
	3
	4
	4
	4,5
	4
	4
	4
	3,5
	3


	FRA
	1990
	1991
	1992
	1993
	1994
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008

	C
	L
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H

	T
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L

	D
	N
	N
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L

	I
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N

	S
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N

	P
	N
	N
	N
	N
	H
	N
	N
	L
	N
	L
	N
	N
	L
	L
	L
	N
	L
	H
	L

	
	0,5
	1
	1,5
	1,5
	2,5
	1,5
	1,5
	2,5
	2
	2,5
	2
	2
	2,5
	2,5
	2,5
	2
	2,5
	3
	2,5


	ITA
	1990
	1991
	1992
	1993
	1994
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008

	C
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	L
	L
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H

	T
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H

	D
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L

	I
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L

	S
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	L
	L
	L
	L

	P
	N
	N
	N
	H
	N
	L
	N
	H
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	H
	N
	H
	L
	H
	N

	
	1
	1
	1
	2
	1
	2
	2
	3
	2
	2
	2,5
	2,5
	3
	4
	3
	4,5
	4
	4,5
	3,5


	GER
	1990
	1991
	1992
	1993
	1994
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008

	C
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H

	T
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H

	D
	N
	N
	N
	N
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H

	I
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H

	S
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	L
	L
	L
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H

	P
	N
	L
	N
	H
	N
	N
	H
	L
	L
	H
	L
	L
	H
	N
	H
	N
	L
	H
	L

	
	1,5
	2
	1,5
	2,5
	2
	2
	4,5
	4,5
	4,5
	5,5
	5,5
	5,5
	6
	5
	6
	5
	5,5
	6
	5,5


The next table contains all total results summarized in one final evaluation for all five countries, as follows: Out maximum 30 points (5 countries with maximum 6 points per year), at least ¾ = 22,5pts = H; at least ½ = 15pts = L; less than 15pts = N

	Y/I
	1990
	1991
	1992
	1993
	1994
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008

	US
	1
	0,5
	0,5
	0,5
	1,5
	1,5
	1,5
	2
	2
	2,5
	1,5
	2
	2
	2,5
	3
	3,5
	4
	4
	3,5

	UK
	0
	1
	1
	1,5
	1,5
	2
	3
	3
	3
	4
	3
	4
	4
	4,5
	4
	4
	4
	3,5
	3

	FR
	0,5
	1
	1,5
	1,5
	2,5
	1,5
	1,5
	2,5
	2
	2,5
	2
	2
	2,5
	2,5
	2,5
	2
	2,5
	3
	2,5

	IT
	1
	1
	1
	2
	1
	2
	2
	3
	2
	2
	2,5
	2,5
	3
	4
	3
	4,5
	4
	4,5
	3,5

	GE
	1,5
	2
	1,5
	2,5
	2
	2
	4,5
	4,5
	4,5
	5,5
	5,5
	5,5
	6
	5
	6
	5
	5,5
	6
	5,5

	Po
	4
	5,5
	5,5
	8
	8,5
	9
	12,5
	15
	13,5
	16,5
	14,5
	16
	17,5
	18,5
	18,5
	19
	20
	21
	18

	Ev
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	L
	N
	L
	N
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L


Po= Total points

Ev= Total evaluation

	Y/I
	1990
	1991
	1992
	1993
	1994
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008

	
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	L
	N
	L
	N
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L


Concluding notes

This is another factor which is difficult to measure as there is no single and universally agreed formula on how you can measure the image. The complexity led me to look at all possible information that I can find about bilateral relations and try to single out those measurable indicators which would be the key in reading the image of other countries towards Bulgaria. Those I found in turning to five significant aspects of life: cultural, economic, political, defense and educational. Measurement was based on bilateral agreements signed, active institutional representations in the area of culture, trade and education, as well as position based on trade and investment data and political visits on the highest level. The final evaluation scheme is indeed complex in an attempt to match the complexity of the factor itself. The choice of which countries would represent the Western world was made from the most prominent ones in Europe and USA – the holders of Western values.
7.5. Geopolitical Importance of Bulgaria

The last global factor concerns the geographic importance of Bulgaria. Here I am going to follow NATO and USA involvement in the Balkans and the closely situated Middle East. 

Involvement in the Balkans concerns Bosnia and Kosovo missions in the 1990s. I have already made an overview of the Yugoslav wars in the factor R-1 and here I am interested not in the conflict itself but the time of NATO interventions and time of pulling out of the conflict. In Bosnia, NATO led by USA got involved in 1995 being just an observer of the early developments in the region since 1991. USA played a major role in the decision to intervene in Bosnia. As late as 1994, the Clinton administration realized the need to act after the failure of European Community and UN to do so successfully. After the military actions in 1995 and the victory of the Alliance, the Dayton peace needed an enforced and NATO played that role until 2004 when it was transferred to the EU. (Craig: 2003; www.nato.int)

The Kosovo crisis had a similar path which led NATO under USA lead to act. In the very beginning of the conflict USA were more concerned with keeping the Dayton Peace and ignored the problem as an internal for Yugoslavia. However after the brutal clashes between Serbian army and Kosovars Clinton’s administration changed their position and in 1999 intervened through NATO. This time, after the quick military victory, UN took over control with UNMIK (United Nations Mission In Kosovo). However NATO military contingent KFOR was left present in the region, under UN command to secure the peace. It is still there, even after Kosovo declared its independence in 2008. (Craig: 2003; KFOR website) 

The conflicts in the neighbouring Middle East do not involve NATO. Three major military conflict occurred since 1990 – The Gulf War, Afghanistan and Iraq wars. The last two are viewed by some as a part of a larger war – the War on Terror.

The Gulf war was conducted in 1990-1991. It was a result of Iraq’s leader Hussein to invade Kuwait – a direct neighbour to oil-rich pro-western Saudi Arabia. Driven by fear of Iraq expanding their war towards the Saudi’s thus taking control of the majority of the world’s oil resources, USA along with other states decided to intervene. Initially USA sent troops to Saudi Arabia as a precaution, but later it was decided to invade Kuwait and liberate it from Hussein. The Coalition forces led by USA won that confrontation and when Iraqi solider withdrew from Kuwait, it was decided not to pursue them to Baghdad but stop there. Many criticized USA for not toppling Saddam, but G.H.W. Bush’s arguments were that it would take a lot of efforts if they decide to go in. (Ambrose: 1995)

However that did not mean that US forces withdrew completely. US military vessels and aircraft patrolled the area since the end of the war until the 2003 invasion. Operation “Dessert Watch” started in 1992 until 2003 (Global Security), operation “Dessert Strike” in 1996 when USA launched missiles on targets in Iraq after Hussein’s armies’ attack on Kurdish population in Northern Iraq (Global Security, CNN: 03.09.1996), operation “Dessert Fox” in 1998 when US and British forces bombed targets in Iraq for three days (BBC News: Saddam’s Iraq).


The War in Afghanistan was a direct answer to the 9/11 terrorist attacks against New York City in 2001. The reason for the US invasion was that the Afghani government was accused of sponsoring terrorism, particularly Al Qaeda who took responsibility for the attacks that year. The capitol was taken swiftly and in a couple of months the US troops were in control. Skirmishes and hunts for terrorist cells in all the corners of Afghanistan was a much more difficult task, and the mission there has not ended until that day. In 2002 Afghanistan elected its first president Hamid Karzai, who was reelected in 2004 and 2009, and the Afghan assembly – Loya Jirga, chose a government. The first democratic parliamentary popular vote took place in 2005. The US backed Karzai became a controversial figure since 2007 when he first offered the Talibans to participate in the government. (Global Security, isaf.nato.int, Dnevnik: 15.06.2002, Dnevnik: 03.11.2004, Dnevnik: 15.09.2005, Dnevnik: 30.09.2007, Dnevnik: 02.10.2009)

The Iraq war from 2003 is seen as a continuation of the War on Terror. USA backed by UK launched its attack without waiting for UN Security Council decision. The reasoning they gave were “evidence” of Saddam developing nuclear weapons. Consequent investigation did not find any such proof which led to a massive scandal and eventually becoming one of the reasons for British Prime Minister Tony Blair’s fall from power. Iraq proved to be easy to go in and hard to go out, much like Afghanistan earlier. In 2006 USA had about 26 000 troops in Afghanistan and another 150 000 in Iraq. In 2010, US soldiers are about 94 000 in Afghanistan and 92 000 in Iraq. In 2004 USA returned the control of the country to an Iraqi interim government. In late 2005 the first parliamentary elections were held and in 2006 the new Parliament voted the government of Prime-Minister Maliki. On the first day of 2009 the Iraqi government took over the control of security in the country from the multinational forces. All foreign military forces except USA were to be withdrawn. (Dnevnik: 29.05.2003, Dnevnik: 25.05.2010, Serafino: 2007, Dnevnik: 11.01.2005, Dnevnik: 18.02.2007, Dnevnik: 25.06.2007, Dnevnik: 29.06.2004, Dnevnik: 16.12.2005, Dnevnik: 20.05.2006, Dnevnik: 01.01.2009).

Evaluation

In order to evaluate this factor properly I will make several points. First, five conflicts would be viewed separately – Gulf war, Bosnia, Kosovo, Afghanistan, Iraq. Bosnia and Kosovo as both NATO missions and Balkan missions would be considered more important than the other – USA (non-NATO) missions in a neighbouring region. Furthermore in the table below Iraq and Gulf war are in one single row. That is because Gulf war duration is 1990-2002 and Iraq war 2003-2008. That means that in any single year there are four active conflicts I follow.

Bosnia was a conflict where NATO had been involved in 1995-2004 period with the first year in active war and afterwards with peacekeeping. In Kosovo NATO has been involved since 1999 – first year in war and afterwards with peacekeeping. In the Gulf war or Iraq-1, USA was involved in 1990-2002, the first two years of war and the following period various operations and missions were conducted in order to keep an eye on Saddam. The Iraq war or Iraq-2 is in the period 2003-onwards, with the first year of active war followed by a period of peacekeeping and peace-enforcing. The reason to consider 2004-2008 not an active war is because since that date Iraq retained control of its government with the election of new president and government. Similar is the situation in Afghanistan where USA were involved in a war in 2001 and in preserving peace and hunting terrorist groups since 2002 after Karzai was affirmed as Afghani president. This is presented in the first table below, H meaning active war and L meaning active conflict.

	Y/I
	1990
	1991
	1992
	1993
	1994
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008

	Bos
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	H
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	N
	N
	N
	N

	Kos
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	H
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L

	Afg
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	H
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L

	Iraq
1&2
	H
	H
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	H
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L


Note: Bos= Bosnia; Kos= Kosovo; Afg= Afghanistan; Iraq1&2= Gulf war (1990-2002) & Iraq war (2003-2008)
Now since I’ve emphasized that NATO operation in the Balkans should be more influential than US operations in other nearby regions, in order to evaluate the total influence I will give the first more weight than the latter and I will calculate the values in two groups – Balkans (Kosovo and Bosnia) and Middle East (Afghanistan, Iraq-1 and Iraq-2).

On the Balkans, an active war = 4pts.; more than one active conflicts = 3pts.; active conflict = 2pts. In the Middle East, an active war = 3pts; more than one active conflicts = 2pts; active conflict = 1pts. Adding up the totals for both regions the final score will determine the influence: H = 6 or 7pts; L = 4 or 5 pts; N = less than 4 pts. The table below shows the final results for the factor.
	Y/I
	1990
	1991
	1992
	1993
	1994
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008

	BA
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	4
	2
	2
	2
	4
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	2
	2
	2
	2

	ME
	3
	3
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	3
	2
	3
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2

	To
	3
	3
	1
	1
	1
	5
	3
	3
	3
	5
	4
	6
	5
	6
	5
	4
	4
	4
	4

	
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	L
	N
	N
	N
	L
	L
	H
	L
	H
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L


Note: BA= Balkans; ME= Middle East; To= Total score

Concluding notes

This factor also presented some troubles in trying to figure it out. At first here is the distinction between the South-Eastern Europe region and those in close proximity. If we have to be very precise, geographically close regions are also the Mediterranean, European Russia (The Caucasus region) and even North-Eastern Africa. But I have only considered the Middle East. The reasons for that are, first, the differences in the magnitude of the conflicts: while USA was involved in open war in the Middle East several times, issues elsewhere remained largely local. Second, that is Bulgaria’s position: In the Mediterranean NATO and USA have Italy and Greece, which is largely valid for the Northern-East Africa where there is Turkey’s proximity as well. Towards the Middle East, apart from Turkey, Bulgaria and Romania have the most strategic position among European countries. Given some differences between Greece and Turkey, it may be easier to employ Bulgarian-Romanian-Turkish cooperation and support when it comes to the Middle East. Third, the specific Caucasus region which falls into Russia’s direct attention and any troubles with rebellious fractions are handled by the Russians as their own concern. It may as well be subject to highest level of US-Russian negotiations where not military force but political pressure they can exert is the key. It is highly unlikely for Bulgaria to provide any basis for pressure exertion towards Russia. Despite some calls that as former closest ally of Russia, Bulgaria should be applied as a tool to bring Russia and the West closed to each other, so far there has been no evidence for this, which means I would not consider it. 
7.6. Global Conclusions

	Y/I
	1990
	1991
	1992
	1993
	1994
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008

	G1
	H
	H
	L
	L
	N
	L
	N
	N
	N
	L
	N
	H
	N
	L
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N

	G2
	N
	N
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H

	G3
	N
	N
	N
	L
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	H
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L

	G4
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	L
	N
	L
	N
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L

	G5
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	L
	N
	N
	N
	L
	L
	H
	L
	H
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L


	Y/I
	1990
	1991
	1992
	1993
	1994
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008

	Abs
	1
	1
	2
	3
	2
	4
	2
	3
	2
	5
	3
	5
	4
	5
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4

	0-5
	1
	1
	1
	1,5
	1,5
	2,5
	1,5
	2
	1,5
	3
	2,5
	4
	2,5
	3,5
	2,5
	2,5
	2,5
	2,5
	2,5
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When we look at the chart above is shows that global factors are extremely unstable, very erratic and quite unpredictable. It also shows us that they did play a role with an average of 2.2 relative influence and 3.3 factors per year. Comparing the two curves shows the same thing – the gap between them is also very instable, growing and narrowing all the time. The years of larger imbalances are 1993, 1995, 1999, 2002-2008. That means that in 10 out of 19 years I looked at the influence did not correspond to the number of factor involved. But even so, we see that both curves follow almost the same pattern of ups and downs. Only in 1992 and 1994 both lines do not go in the same way. It is hard to single out the peaks here as they are too many, but the highest points in the relative graph were reached in 2001 and in the absolute – 1999, 2001 and 2003. Another peak is worth noticing, that is 1995 in both curves. Looking at the global factors, their influence is high enough to make an impact during 1999-2003 period. Before 1999 global factors’ influence is insignificant and after 2004 it is moderate. 1995 is an exception, standing out as the highest point in the 1990-1998 period. Comparing the peaks mentioned until now with the imbalance gap, only 2001 satisfies the two criteria – peak of the curves and gap between both curves within range. Global factors show moderate significance since 1999. They played their biggest role during 1999-2004 period, curiously enough being at the lowest point within it in 2002 and 2004 and at the highest in 2001 and 2003. That shows that their influence was greater before important decisions were taken and wane afterwards. 

8. Final Analysis
8.1. Summarizing groups’ results

After doing the research and making initial conclusions for each group, I will now put together those group conclusions in one final picture. The graph below shows again the relative curves for all three groups.
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In short I found out that all factors played a role influencing Bulgaria’s accession to NATO. Some were more influential than others in the overall results, but what most important is that fact that each group proved to be crucial in certain point in Bulgaria’s negotiation with NATO. Historically we saw that Bulgaria’s orientation towards NATO became 100% clear after 1997. Logically the individual group analysis did show that all groups began to improve their influence after that date. The graph above shows how each of them stands out during certain time in 1997-2004 period. 

In 1997 domestic factors stand out, they were the ones to give Bulgaria the initial push it needed to make its application official. That is not unexpected considering that internal problems were the ones impeding that move earlier. Since 1998 regional factors moved upwards along with domestic ones and in 2000 suddenly they took the leading role. At that point Bulgarian desires were very clear and it was up to NATO to decide when and whether. In 1998 Valeri Ratchev was not sure whether Bulgaria will be invited at all, which shows that even after the declared firm interest in 1997, the politicians in Bulgaria did not see NATO membership as a certainty. So if there was something particular that strengthened Bulgaria’s position then that was the regional factors group. In 2001 the global factors took the leading role. Out of all three they show relatively lower significance but in that year they were above all. That was the year before the summit in Prague when decisions who would be invited to join should be made. One can assume that it was in 2001 when member-states had to evaluate the positives and negatives and prepare for the Summit, so it is very probable that most of them had made up their minds about Bulgaria already by the end of the year or at least were inclined towards certain position unless something comes up afterwards. In 2001 when diplomats were considering the costs and benefits of future new members, global factors were the most influential. 2002-2008 are the years dominated by domestic factors. In 2002 Prague Summit NATO invited Bulgaria to join the Alliance in 2004. By that time the decision was already taken, both sides had made their minds. In 2002, 2003 and 2004 Bulgaria just had to “behave”, follow the advice coming from Brussels, and be careful not to make a very wrong step which could cost it in 2004. That is when the domestic arena had to take the lead. All outside factors were important to take the decision, now the inside factors were the only ones that mattered and the only ones that can change the 2002 decision. After 2004 we see that all three curves turn into almost straight lines. NATO membership had steadied them with domestic factors remaining very influential and global factors falling to an inferior role with the regional factors in between.

So the conclusion is that all factors did play a role in Bulgaria’s integration process. Each of them stood out when it had to and there is none we can say is the sole reason for the successful end or that has not been important. If we look at 1995, for the first time after the democratic changes, domestic and global factors grew rapidly to a level where they could have been influential. If we follow the above analysis had the domestic factors kept their increase in 1996 instead of declining and considering the other two remained as they are, Bulgaria still should have not been able to win a NATO invitation at the Madrid Summit in 1997. Bulgaria needed a strong domestic influence to make their claims, and many point the finger at the socialist party for abandoning the NATO talks and thus ruining the chances in Madrid. But this research showed that domestic support is just the beginning. Following the same logic, without significant increase in regional factors’ influence, NATO member-states would not considered Bulgaria to be a good-enough candidacy. Furthermore global factors were also not in a position to support Bulgarian application.

8.2. Total relative values analysis
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When we put all the data together, the first interesting thing is when the factors peak in total. The above graph shows the sum of all factors for each year in relative values. What does it say? First we see that the totals are a steadily growing curve. Until 1998 numbers are below 50% of their total value (maximum is 15). The peak is in 1999-2008 when the curve is rather steady and reaching its maximum in 2008. Between 1999 and 2008 the difference is just 1pts and between 1999 and 2004 – 0,5pts. All this comes to show that Bulgarian integration became real after 1999, and not 1997. Indeed 1997 has been an important with its political change, generating stability and clarity towards NATO, but obviously that was not enough. It seems like it took two years for the changes in Bulgarian policy to show their effect. 1995 again stands out as the first peak. It is just as high as 1997 which indicates that in 1997 Bulgaria gained what it lost in 1995. From that perspective the lack of immediate results in 1997 at the following 1999 Summit is not surprising. For Bulgaria those changes did seem very significant but they were only internal. Nothing else has changed and judging from the graph what seemed like a major shift in policies within Bulgaria in 1997 was considered minor from the overall perspective. Obligatory but still minor. That only confirms the conclusions made before that no single group of factors can change the entire picture. The domestic group being overall the most influential could not make a huge impact by itself.

8.3. Total absolute values analysis
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The next graph (above) shows the total of absolute values for all factors for the period. So far I have only looked at relative factors, because they show the real impact. But let’s review the number of factors now. The overall values are higher here, but the general trends from the relative evaluation have been kept. Significant increase is from 1999 onwards, 1995 and 1997 are the peak years from 1990-1998 period and they have equal values again. The main difference we observe is that the highest score here is in 1999, not in 2008. 1999 score the maximum amount of points which means that all 15 factors were present that year. This fact added up to the previous analysis can help us see the picture clearly. At the table given below, the two curves of total absolute and total relative factors are put together. While analyzing the relative graph I concluded that the period 1999-2004 is rather steady as a whole with the differences of just 0,5pts. Here 1999 stands out, although the number of factors does not correspond to their influence, as you can see the wide gap between the two curves. Still this helps to single out 1999 as crucial since all factors that could influence the process of membership did it.
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8.4. Overall data comparison

To warp up the analysis let’s see what happens when I calculate total numbers for certain periods for both absolute and relative factors. I have considered first the entire period and then looked at three periods which differ from each other: 1990-1996 when there was no formal application for NATO, 1997-2003 when Bulgaria showed its willingness and conducted negotiations and 2004-2008 when Bulgaria was a NATO member already. There are two more columns: Liberalism and Realism. Since I have taken all factors from the framework of international relations theories I would like to see how factors grouped by their theoretical origin score. Out of 15 factors, there are 6 liberal, 6 realist and 3 constructivist. Since constructivist factors are simply less than the others I cannot include them here, plus realism and liberalism have been traditional foes and it will be curious to compare them. That is possible since both of them have the same amount of factors.

	Table.7: Overall data

	Relative values

	Period
	Domestic
	Regional
	Global
	Liberalism
	Realism

	1990-2008
	54
	52.5
	41.5
	67.5
	60.5

	2004-2008
	22.5
	18
	12.5
	27.5
	17.5

	1997-2003
	23
	21
	19
	29.5
	24.5

	1990-1996
	8.5
	13.5
	10
	10.5
	18.5

	Absolute values

	Period
	Domestic
	Regional
	Global
	Liberalism
	Realism

	1990-2008
	68
	71
	64
	86
	85

	2004-2008
	25
	21
	25
	30
	25

	1997-2003
	32
	29
	24
	41
	34

	1990-1996
	11
	21
	15
	15
	26


First I focus on the domestic, regional and global groups. For the entire 1990-2008 period relative values show that domestic factors score highest, followed closely by the regional factors and global factors are further behind. Absolute values show us that on the contrary regional factors have occurred more than domestic factors and the global ones are close behind them. These figures show that even though regional factors are more numerous, they are less significant than domestic factors. Global factors are the ones showing greatest disparity between influence and occurrence, which goes to say that for the whole period they are the least significant of all three. Splitting 1990-2008 into three smaller periods, we see that in 1990-1996 relative and absolute values paint the same picture. Regional factors are the most significant, followed by global ones and domestic are at the bottom. 1997-2003 also shows similar results between absolute and relative factors with domestic the leading group, followed by regional and global. In the relative table however the margins between the three are very narrow. Finally in 2004-2008 both tables differ. The relative shows domestic factors as clearly the most influential, followed by regional ones and global ones are far behind. The absolute table however shows that the number of domestic and global factors is equal, with regional ones lacking behind. That detailed analysis into three groups showed that global factors lose their influence in the total picture during the last period after Bulgaria became a member of NATO. That would mean that since joining NATO global factors grew significantly, but their influence lowered.

Now I turn my attention to realism and liberalism. For the entire period we see that both are almost equal in absolute values, meaning that they have occurred equally. Still the relative table shows that liberal ones have had a larger influence. During the first seven years after 1989 realist factors dominated both in absolute and relative terms. However after 1997 liberal ones gained advantage which they kept after Bulgaria joined NATO. That is not surprising since in general realism is not in favor of international organizations like the Alliance, and liberalism supports such cooperation. Thus when realist factors were more influential than liberal ones, the country was more skeptical towards it. Even when it was considered to be a possibility during that period, no steps were taken. Remember 1992-1994 when right parties, who generally support NATO, were in power, they did not consider it realistic and did not announce it as official goal. Later when the left party was in power and the opposition openly supported NATO, they were unwilling to commit unless Russia becomes part of it. After 1997 until 2003 when Bulgaria successfully completed the negotiations, it was the liberal factors that had more influence. Since, as already mentioned, liberalism favors joining military alliances more than realism, it is only natural that those factors should increase in order the Bulgarian application to progress and not the realist ones. After 2004 we see that the gap between relative values is larger than between absolute values. Realism claims that alliances should exist as long as there is any threat, and liberalism claims that they are part of the inevitable interdependence and bring benefits for all. Having in mind the above figures, that realism is losing ground before liberalism during Bulgaria’s membership, I can conclude that joining NATO, at least for the first five years, has not been a result of realist necessity but of liberal interdependence. That is confirmed by the reality since Bulgaria has not been directly threatened by any external force in the studied period.

9. Conclusion
The research I have performed was based on a very large variety of indicators and data. By focusing on a very broad scale I hope to have captured all significant details so that the final outcome can be a representative one. The analysis of data showed that all factors were in some way involved in Bulgaria’s successful accession to NATO. In the introduction to the research I put forth two hypotheses: that one of the groups has played the leading role (H1) and another has not had any significance towards Bulgaria’s NATO membership (H2). 

The research proved that all three groups were significant to the process. Overall data shows that domestic factors have more influence and regional ones occurred more frequently, while the global ones were lesser and less important. However the hypotheses were strictly referring to the factors’ influence on Bulgaria’s accession, therefore only data from the 1997-2003 period would be relevant to them. With that clarification and noting the data from Table.7 in Chapter 8 I conclude that:

· H1 is supported with the group of domestic factors being more influential and occurred more often than others.

· H2 is not supported with the group of global factors, although being less influential and less frequent, still scores high enough to make an impact.

H1 even though proven correct is a close call. We see that the difference between the three groups is slight, domestic factors are indeed in the leading role but just only. Earlier analysis already showed that all three factors were important and they played their roles for Bulgaria’s successful accession to NATO when they were supposed to. So it is fair to say that domestic factors’ group is first among equals.

H2 on the other hand was not supported by the results. Here clearly global factors have the weakest position of all three, both in absolute and relative terms. But again due to the very small differences I cannot label them insignificant, especially when analysis, as I just noted, showed they did have an important role of their own. A simple mathematical transformation of the data from Table.7 would support the claim of the group’s significance. The leading domestic group has 66% of its factors on the relative scale occurring during 1997-2003. The global ones are 54% which is more than half, indicating lower but still significance.  

An additional goal of this research was to try and look at the international relations theories themselves and see how they fit in. The analysis showed that liberalism was more influential during the main period (1997-2003) which should not be a surprise having in mind that of the two theories Liberalism is the one which argues for more international involvement. Before 1997 factors singled out by realism dominated which is also expected as Bulgaria did not crave NATO membership then. Both these periods do not offer surprises from theoretical point of view but only support their general views. The third period (2004-2008), after Bulgaria was part of the Alliance is more interesting. There again liberalism dominates and it does so with a good margin. Realism claims a state should remain in an alliance as long as there is an immediate threat, while liberalism argues this would be an effect of the complex international interdependence. During these five years Bulgaria has indeed been involved deeper and deeper in international relations: becoming an EU member, enhancing regional cooperation. After 2001 there is also the constant threat of international terrorism and the ongoing insecurity in the Middle East. So if we take the results of this research, this means that for Bulgaria NATO membership remains more as a result of liberal interdependence rather than realist security threat coming from the Middle East.

Bulgarian path to NATO was long and difficult. Many indicators were involved until the country achieved membership status and all varieties of factors – domestic, regional and global – had to be present in order for that to happen. Bulgaria’s accession was not a result solely of strong political will, turbulence in the region or being a pawn in the hands of world leaders. It was accomplished as a result of a complex combination of all these and many more. Neither of the grand theories of international relations managed to discard the other. Both realists and liberals, along with constructivists were right when pointing to factors that would influence a country to join a military alliance.
Appendix

	Table.8: Methodology Structure

	Scope
	Factor
	Relevance
	Evaluation

	Domestic
	Public Opinion
	Liberalism
	- High – 60-100% public polls support

- Low – 40-60% public polls support

- None – 0-40% public polls support

	Domestic
	Interest Groups
	Liberalism
	- High – existence of active groups

- Low – existence of dormant groups

- None – no groups with such primary goals

	Domestic
	Political Support
	Liberalism
	- High – Party in power with open support

- Low – Party in opposition with open support

- None – No political support

	Domestic
	Economic Benefits
	Liberalism
	- High – significant increase in FDI flows 

- Low – small increase in FDI flows

- None – no increase in FDI flows

	Domestic
	Military Spending Reductions
	Realism
	- High – seeking alliance, spending decrease

- Low – seeking alliance, keep spending levels

- None – another situation

	Regional
	Conflicts in the Region
	Realism
	- High – military conflict in SEE

- Low – non-military conflict in SEE

- None – no conflict

	Regional
	Relations with Neighbours
	Constructivism
	- High – problems with 4 or 5 neighbours

- Low – problems with 2 or 3 neighbours

- None – no issues, or problems with just one neighbour

	Regional
	Participation of Neighbours in Alliances
	Realism
	- High – participation of 4 or 5 neighbours in alliances

- Low – participation of 2 or 3 neighbours in alliances

- None – participation of 0 or 1 neighbours in alliances

	Regional
	Expansion of Regional Identity
	Constructivism
	- High – interest in at least 9 of 12 Major IGOs

- Low – interest in at least 6 of 12 Major IGOs

- None – none or interest in less then 6 of 12 Major IGOs

	Regional
	Regional Activity
	Liberalism
	- High – most neighbours communicate in most regional forums

- Low – most neighbours communicate in some regional forums

- None – less than above

	Global
	Threats to Global Order
	Realism
	- High – change in structure and war involving the hegemon

- Low – one of the above

- None – none of the above

	Global
	Economic Interdependence
	Liberalism
	- High – West as leading trade partner, Balkans before East

- Low – West as leading trade partner, East before Balkans

- None – East as leading trade partner

	Global
	Preferences of the Hegemon
	Realism
	- High – expansion and cooperation with NATO

- Low – expansion or cooperation with NATO

- None – none of the above

	Global
	Bulgarian image in Western World
	Constructivism
	- High – significant increase in cooperation

- Low – positive, but not significant increase

- None – none or insignificant cooperation

	Global
	Geopolitical Importance of Bulgaria
	Realism
	- High – NATO/USA involved in both Balkans and Middle East

- Low – NATO/USA involved in either Balkans or Middle East

- None – NATO/USA involved in none of the regions
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