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WELLCOME ADDRESS
BY THE PRESIDENT OF THE REPUBLIC OF BULGARIA
ROSSEN PLEVNELIEV
Dear Mr. President Zhelev and Stoyanov,
Dear ministers and members of parliament,
Your excellences,
Dear generals, admirals and officers,
Dear participants in the Bulgarian Euroatlantic forum,
Ladies and gentlemen,
I would like to warmly welcome and congratulate the organizers from
George C. Marshall- Bulgaria, the Association of the Officers in the Reserve
“Atlantic” (AORA), the Centre for Security and Defence Management, AORA,
and the National Association of Communications and Information Specialists
for the successful organization of the Bulgarian Euroatlantic forum “Ten years
in NATO, ten years ahead”. As non-governmental organizations your initiative
is very useful and it fits very well into all the events that will celebrate the 10 th
anniversary from Bulgaria‟s membership in NATO. I am sure that this forum
will provide accessible and effective platform for discussion, exchange of
political and expert opinions and proposals.
Today we witness the most spectacular and irreversible changes in the
security environment since the end of the Cold war. These changes are complex,
very dynamic and unpredictable. This event coincides with some current affairs
that are of crucial importance not only for Bulgaria, but also for all the countries
from the Black sea region and the Balkans and for the Alliance as a whole.
At the distance of the past 10 year period, we could say with confidence
that the governmental decision that was taken in February and initiated the
process of accession to NATO was the first decisive step for Bulgaria‟s
transatlantic and European integration. The strategic goal to join the Alliance
was achieved for 7 years and the main events from the NATO‟s Integration Plan
were concluded in 2011. The Republic of Bulgaria also achieved its second
priority goal to become part of the EU. A lot of political, military, organizational
and doctrinarian measures for the successful integration of Bulgaria in NATO
and EU were taken during these 17 years. We could say with confidence that
NATO changed Bulgaria and the whole region for better. We should not forget
that the Balkans is the European region that has suffered plenty of catastrophes
and changes. Today the Balkans is no longer the Europe‟s powder-keg and the
Balkan nations are living at peace with the decision to move on the path of the
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European and NATO integration. Taking into account the Georgia crises in 2008
and the events in Ukraine today, we should notice that the NATO Open Doors
Policy is gaining another dimension. In this unpredictable world, NATO is the
main guarantor for stability. We have the need for more NATO efforts in the
Balkans and the Black sea region. Almost all of the countries in the region need
that. The Alliance is the main base for setting and strengthening the democracy,
liberty and stability in Southeastern Europe.
In the years of the Cold war and after that, NATO proved itself as the most
successful political- military organization in the history of the free world which
values and security it should protect. The former Soviet communist countries
from Central and Eastern Europe had made a lot of efforts and it took them a lot
of time to become part of the Euro- Atlantic community. These values are the
principles that unite us as NATO members- the democracy, human dignity,
freedom, equality, rule of the law and human rights. These values are what make
us so strong and powerful!
The building of stable and just democracy cannot be done in only one step.
The democracy and its values should not be taken for granted because they have
their own price, as their protection is a difficult and long process but they
deserve every single effort. The Republic of Bulgaria, as a member of the
Alliance has proven itself a reliable ally that is not only a consumer of security
guarantees but also political and military contributor to the Alliance efforts,
considering our own capabilities.
At this round table we will discuss a lot of important issues. I expect this
forum to give its contribution for extracting conclusions from the past ten years
and outline the most effective and necessary policies and actions regarding the
collective security and defence in short and medium term. The Alliance today
faces the most complex challenges since the end of the Cold war and should
meet them as always confident and reliable in defending the democratic values.
I wish you success in your work in this Euro Atlantic forum.
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STATEMENT BY
ZHELU ZHELEV
2nd Chairman (President) of the
Republic of Bulgaria
(1990 -1992);
First president of the
Republic of Bulgaria (1992 -1997).
Dear Mr. President Stoyanov, Dear Mr. Chairman, distinguished officers,
admirals, Honourable Members of Parliament, distinguished diplomats, today we
will focus our attention on an issue of crucial importance that is Bulgaria‟s
membership in NATO, exactly 10 years after we successfully joined the Alliance.
We all know very well the reasons that drive Bulgaria and other countries to
access to this military-political union after the collapse of the Soviet Union. Until
that we were members of other union of the same kind, what I mean is the Warsaw
Pact that turned out to be not capable of fulfilling successfully its obligations to its
member states. This treaty was not working for strengthening the national security,
stability and democratic initiatives of its members, as it was expected to do. This
proved to be the main motive for the Warsaw Pact‟s failure and its member states
reorientation to North Atlantic Alliance.
The nations that built the Warsaw Pact lost confidence in its existence
because despite of supporting its member states in the search of settling down
democratic values, the union acted exactly in the opposite direction. This is why
from all the institutions in the Soviet bloc, the Pact has been generated most
hatred, mainly because of the explicit suppression of the people‟s aspirations, in
particular of the youth groups of the societies in these countries that strived for
freedom and democracy. Ultimately these nations declared very clear their desire
to withdraw from the Pact because firstly they saw its devastating power in
crushing the revolt of the construction workers in the German Democratic
Republic in June 1993. It turned into a driving force for many more riots that
clearly expressed the desire for changing the state of affairs and for settling down
the democracy. All these riots were crushed by violence, but the leadership of the
German Democratic Republic succeeded to come to grips with the leaders of the
Warsaw Pact for limitation of the means for using force that were meant to crush
the people‟s rebellions. The number of the victims was enough.
Secondly, the Pact‟s devastating power was noticed in Hungary where the
rebellion was crushed by using tanks located in the nearby cities of Bucharest that
should had brought under control the Hungarian people. Over 100 000 people have
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left the country. They were forced to do so. The hostilities killed tens of thousands
people. The leader of the revolution was caught on the third day and was hanged
as punishment. Then you know what happened in Czechoslovakia. This was not a
power revolution, it was a cultural one. Furthermore, the leaders, however
paradoxical it may sound that were members of the Communist Party.
That fact caused a lot of difficulties for the ones that wanted to crush this
nation‟s striving for democracy. It was the reason for keeping occupied the capital
and the nearby towns for quite a long period of time and it very well showed the
Warsaw Pact‟s real face.
Prague was attacked overnight on all sides by tanks. All the equipment was
deployed and controlled according to plan and that operation really suited the
Warsaw Pact leadership, so they began to prepare the same plan and even
“standby” tanks were ready to act in Poland.
Bulgaria was not attacked by the Warsaw Pact. They once asked me on a
conference: “Why the Bulgarians were not attacked?” and I answered them:
“When the Bulgarians were fighting against the military regime, the Warsaw Pact
has not still existed. It was created a few years later”.
Actually this is the truth. I would like to outline it as a fact of paramount
importance in the Bulgarian history and in the political history of Europe. The
Bulgarians were really the first nation that took up arms against the communist
regime. This is the so called “Goryani movement”. This movement became so
intensified that finally they literally keep blocked whole areas, municipalities and
the authorities did not have access. Then the Bulgarian Communist Party took the
decision to create Special troops of young people who are loyal to the regime.
Ultimately the official propaganda throughout schools, universities
suggested the idea of these Goryani as offended and ambitious people that want to
rule the country. But this is really not the case.
I am really very annoyed when I hear the opinion that Bulgaria is the only
one country that did not oppose to the Communist regime. This is not truth. And
we should not allow such a spineless timidity, that some people are trying to
impose as a public opinion.
Now I will tell you how the Warsaw Pact was dissolved. There was a
decision earlier that the one in Czechoslovakia. Havel was the initiator. On July 1,
1990 in Prague were invited heads of state and foreign ministers of all member
states of the Warsaw Pact and they signed a declaration that dissolved the Pact. I
even remember that on this occasion Havel gave a special lunch.
Everyone was happy that this evil is already left in the history. Only one was
sullen - that was Gorbachov‟s deputy. Havel offered to us to write a letter to the
leaders of Yugoslavia. The Civil war has been already started there. He wanted
8
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this letter to persuade them that they should not be killing each other, but sitting at
the table and solving their problems using diplomatic means.
Everyone knew that after lunch we were going home. Then I suggested them
to make a statement appealing to stop the violence, and if they do not do that, we
will threaten them by restoring the Warsaw Pact.
Today, in Bulgaria there is almost no one against NATO. If there is, these are
people that are not politically oriented. That indicates that what Bulgaria did was a
smart step in its politics and history.
Thank you for your attention!

STATEMENT BY
PETAR STOYANOV
2nd president of the Republic of Bulgaria
(1992 -1997).
Dear Mr. Zhelev, Gen. Sabev,
Your excellences,
Ladies and gentlemen,
First of all, please allow me to express firstly my gratitude to the four
organizations that make the conduction of this forum possible. I would like to
thank them not only for organizing this event, but also for their unstoppable
endeavors for Bulgaria‟s preparation to becoming part of NATO, as well as for
their activities in all the years after that. Actually, here I would like to mention that
the Bulgarian Officer Corps was the first group of our society that realized all the
benefits of the NATO membership. The Bulgarian Officers were the first ones that
visited NATO courses and universities. The first ones that had the opportunity to
realize the fake NATO image that was created by the Cold war propaganda and to
understand completely the NATO potential, and more significantly to get in touch
with NATO values and principle of solidarity. This is why I would like to express
my gratitude to all the officers that are today in this Hall- acting and retired- for all
that they have done on the way to Bulgaria‟s membership in NATO. Thank you!
I am convinced that today, on this debate, you will discuss issues of crucial
importance such as the Bulgaria‟s contribution to the NATO operations, the
Bulgarian Army transformation etc. You will discuss also, I am self- assured, some
problems as the one that part of the Bulgarian armament and equipment are still
belonging to the former Warsaw pact. I am absolutely sure you will have the time
to discuss all these important issues and to find the best possible solutions through
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your expertise and high level of competency.
In the remaining 2-3 minutes, I would like to stop and outline another aspect
that is far away from the technological, technical and military field without
underestimating any of them. I would like to outline, the so called “psychological”
or “civilizational” aspect for the Bulgaria‟s membership in NATO. Believe me, this
aspect is extraordinary important. It is so important because in a large part of our
brief history as a free country after achieving independence from the Ottoman
Empire, our society has suffered a very long time from a syndrome that we are a
toy into the hands of the Great powers and that we never in our history have been
on the winners‟ side (I mean the end of the First and Second world wars) when
attempting to achieve our national ideal. Even today you can meet nostalgically
voices among the Bulgarian historians that are talking too much on this topic. I
think that Bulgaria‟s membership in NATO is the reason for us to overcome this
psychological syndrome that we have inherited from our history. Trough NATO
membership, today Bulgaria is part of the countries that form one of the biggest
and most successful military organizations in the world that allows us to be among
the “Great powers” and to fulfill our old civilizational ideal. Bulgaria came back
into Europe, where it belongs. Bulgaria is among the countries that can receive
support based on solidarity but it also contributes to the Alliance.
I think that even that we are NATO members, we should not stop to strive for
perfection, to work not only over the technical parameters of our membership but
also over the future education of the Bulgarian society for adoption of the
civilizational system to which NATO belongs.
Ladies and gentlemen, few times at this forum has been mentioned that the
Bulgarian government took decision for becoming member of the Alliance on 17
February. That is absolutely true, but we also have to notice honestly that the
government that made this decision was a Caretaker government. At that time
Bulgaria did not have even a National Assembly. You remember how divergent the
political situation at that time was. The absence of the National Assembly made
the decision for NATO membership, forgive me for my in-modesty, a will of few
politicians, instead of concisely taken decision by the Bulgarian society. I would
say, quite honestly, that if at that time there was a National Assembly and the issue
for NATO membership had been put to discussion into the parliamentarian
commissions- could you imagine all the hurdles for the adoption of that decision
considering the bitter ideological debate.
Ladies and gentlemen, The Summit was on 09 July 1997 in Madrid. Bulgaria
was the only country that had not put forward its candidature for NATO
membership. We did not have a governmental decision. If we had entered into a
complicated parliamentarian debate, I am almost sure, that even at the Madrid
Sponsored by
10

Public Diplomacy Division

“TEN YEARS IN NATO, TEN YEARS AHEAD”

Summit we would not have had a legitimate decision for becoming part of the
Alliance. Why am I saying this? I am not saying it because I would like to return in
history, even though sometimes it could be instructive. I am saying this because we
still have a lot to do for the Bulgarian society to realize what the NATO and EU
membership actually is. Thanks to God, the Bulgarian public opinion was
influenced by the political leaders‟ decision in 1997. If the numbers in 1997 and,
particularly in the Kosovo crises, were 20% pros NATO membership and 80%
cons, towards the moment of Bulgaria‟s accession to the Alliance, ten years before
today, these figures were completely the opposite. I completely agree with Dr.
Zhelev that the Bulgarian society today is very conscious for all the benefits from
being member of such a powerful and based on incredible values political-military
Alliance.
When I am looking at the topic of this conference “Ten years in NATO”, I
am absolutely sure that it is more important not to discuss the past ten years, but to
focus our attention on the vision for the next ten. In the shadow of Ukraine crises, I
am appealing to focus more on what we will do from this moment on. The issue is
not about the Bulgaria‟s contribution to the Alliance, it is about the future of
NATO and EU, as well as about the future of our civilization as a whole. And this
is the right place where Bulgaria could play a crucial role in this debate because of
its tragic destiny to be one of the most faithful Soviet satellite in the past. Actually,
I would say to the skeptics that were asking us “Why in NATO, Mr. President”,
that the events of today are showing the right answer “This is why”!
I would like to wish success to this event and thank you one more time for
the pleasant invitation to take part in the forum.

STATEMENT BY DR GERLINDE NIEHUS
Head Engagements Section, NATO Public Diplomacy Division
Esteemed Presidents, Excellencies, Ladies and Gentlemen,
Thank you for that warm welcome. It's a great pleasure to
speak at this distinguished gathering dedicated to the 10th
anniversary of Bulgaria's membership of NATO. Let me start
by congratulating the Government, the Parliament and the
people of Bulgaria, on reaching this important milestone - and
the Bulgarian Transatlantic Society for putting this high caliber
event together.
When the Cold War ended, NATO Allies faced an historic opportunity. To
reach out a hand of friendship to countries in our neighborhood. And to create the
conditions for a Europe that could be whole, free, and at peace.
Sponsored by
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We seized the moment. And we created a virtuous circle. The prospect of
NATO membership motivated aspirants to adopt important reforms. Those reforms
allowed them to become Allies. And as the Alliance grew, security grew and
stability and prosperity spread across this continent.
For me, your membership of NATO evokes very special and personal
emotions. I was at NATO in 2004 - when we had the highly symbolic flag raising
ceremony for the 7 nations joining the Alliance that year. At the time, I think your
country was represented by then Foreign Minister Solomon Passy. I remember and I trust he remembers - that historic moment with great pride.
With that decision, we closed a dark chapter in Europe's history. And we
opened the door to a new era. Where freedom, security, and prosperity could
flourish.
As a member of the Alliance, you are part of a unique transatlantic family.
You have a rightful place at the table where Europeans and North Americans
consult together. Decide together. And act together. Every day.
Through NATO, you have achieved greater security with better value for
money -- than you could have achieved alone. And you have helped to advance
stability across the Euro-Atlantic area, and beyond.
And NATO as a whole has benefited from your membership. Bulgaria has
shown a strong commitment to the Alliance:
You are a long-standing contributor to NATO operations, in particular in
Kosovo and Afghanistan. Your training efforts in Afghanistan, and your support to
civil protection capabilities in Kosovo are highly valued.
Your strong support to Smart Defence and multinational initiatives, and the
Building Integrity Programme are very appreciated.
And you have been a permanent reminder of the success of our Open Door
policy.
Ladies and Gentlemen, Together, the Allies form a unique community of
values, committed to individual liberty, democracy, human rights and the rule of
law.
The world will change. The threats will change. But our values never will.
So we must always ensure that we have the military capabilities to protect those
values and the political will to do so.
How vital this bond is - the Ukraine / Russia crisis is a stark proof.
Russia's military aggression in Ukraine is the most serious crisis in Europe
since the fall of the Berlin Wall. Our vision of a Europe whole, free and at peace
has been put into question.

12
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Because this is not an isolated incident. It follows a pattern of behavior. Of
military pressure and frozen conflicts in our neighborhood. Transnistria, South
Ossetia, Abkhazia, and now Crimea.
What connects those crises is one big country unilaterally deciding to rewrite
international rules. Overnight, and on its own. And recreate new dividing lines in
Europe, twenty-five years after the free peoples of Europe erased them.
We had hoped this kind of revisionist behavior was confined to the 19th
century. But we see it is back in the 21st century. It is based on confrontation, not
cooperation. And it poses a real threat to the global order based on our values, and
the rules that we all agreed to respect.
The only way to address such challenges is for Europe and North America to
stand together - to reaffirm Allied solidarity. This is what we have done from the
start of this crisis. NATO's clear position has been to stand firmly by Ukraine and
to strengthen our support to Ukraine. And to make clear that following President
Putin's decisions to escalate the situation we can no longer do business as usual
with Russia. However, we are also keeping the door open for political dialogue
with Russia. And we have taken measures to strengthen NATO's readiness.
Ladies and Gentlemen, In times like this, when the security of the EuroAtlantic area is challenged, the North Atlantic Alliance has not wavered. And it
will not waver. For 65 years, we have been clear in our commitment to one another
as Allies. And to the global security system within which NATO is rooted. Our
transatlantic foundation is our strength. And it has given us the ability to consult,
cooperate and cope with any crisis. This does not mean that NATO is the only
solution to every crisis in the Euro-Atlantic region. But I do believe it is part of
every solution. Because the Alliance provides three elements that are crucial for
facing today's and tomorrow's security challenges.
These are political legitimacy. Robust defence and deterrence, and a strong
network of partners around the world.
Let me briefly take these in turn.
First, political legitimacy. The combined and voluntary will of 28 of the
world's strongest, sovereign democracies is an extremely powerful source of
political legitimacy. Something that unilateral action or coalitions of the willing
simply cannot enjoy.
This carries over into our missions and operations. It attracts partners whose
political support and military contributions add to our broader international
legitimacy.
Our ISAF mission in Afghanistan is a clear example. It has included 50
countries. All 28 Allies and 22 partner nations. That's one-fourth of all the world's
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countries. The biggest and most effective coalition in recent history. A coalition
that only NATO could have gathered. And commanded.
That leads me to my second point. Robust defence and deterrence:
Collective defence and deterrence is the greatest responsibility of our
Alliance - to protect and defend our territory and our people.
Through our permanent forum for political consultation we discuss and
decide, if need be every day, how to ensure our collective security. Just recently,
we met at Poland's request, to consult within the framework of Article 4 of the
Washington Treaty. This allowed us to very specifically address the security
concerns of one of our members. And to reaffirm our solidarity.
NATO's integrated military command structures give us the right framework,
with the right skills and the right people, already in place - if and when we decide
to use them. We have headquarters that can be deployed quickly to command
operations and missions. We have reaction forces on standby. And we can bring
the necessary military contributions together quickly. From NATO Allies, as well
as from over 40 partner nations on 5 continents.
Time and again, when an Ally has felt its security has been diminished, we
have come together and quickly provided the necessary support. After 9/11, when
we deployed surveillance planes to the United States. During the Syria crisis,
when we deployed Patriot missile defense systems to Turkey. And today, when our
surveillance aircraft are monitoring our borders in Eastern Europe.
Finally, the third key element : our partnerships. Security today can only be
cooperative security. Dialogue and cooperation with partners play an integral part
in helping our understanding of world events - and in strengthening international
stability and security. Partners have been a key to our success in all our operations
over the last two decades. Through our partnerships, NATO is more outwardlooking and better-connected than ever before.
Our cooperation enhances the effectiveness, inclusiveness and legitimacy of
our actions, and it benefits partners through political consultations and operational
experience. Working with partners is central to Future NATO.
In future, I believe we should explore ways to help partners build their
security capacity. We have been doing this successfully both in Kosovo and
And I am sure that Bulgaria will play its full part.
Thank you.
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THE WISE MEN FORUM
MODERATOR VALERI RATCHEV
The Centre for Security and Defence Management— Bulgarian
Academy of Science
Dear colleagues, Good afternoon!
I am really pleased to moderate the panel of today‟s event
called the “Wise Men” Forum. I would like to outline that there is
no irony in the name of the panel, instead it is a particular working
method that is used by the great powers and organizations such as NATO for
finding decisions in response to the most important and complex issues. This
method is established by the admission for lack of leaders and experts that are
capable of taking such important decision in a complex environment. This is the
time when such a “Wise man” group is created for laying down the root idea of the
decision that is to be made. Subsequently, this root idea is discussed by more
experts, politicians, militaries until they reach an agreement based on rationality. In
this way all these people have their contribution to the rationality of the decision,
but basically the “Wise Men” are these few that provided the essential concept.
The last concept that was created by using this method in NATO framework was
the new Lisbon Strategic Concept of the Alliance.
The 10th anniversary of Bulgaria's membership in NATO is a very good
reason for us to discuss with pathos what happened in this past period and to
mention the achievements that were made in military, political and state terms. But
we have not invited the group of the “Wise Men” here for that reason. We have
invited them because of the dramatic changes that are happening right now in the
strategic environment on the borderline between the past 10 years and the next 10
ahead, such as: the globalization process that is precondition for emerging the new
world order; the economies that afford 20-30 years old youth to set multibillion
companies; the societies that are fighting for democracy and good and transparent
government are using the social networks instead of political parties.
The militaries that turned out to be the most important instrument in an era
that according to the prognosis should have been a peace period without war. If we
do not become conscious of what is really happening in the context of the past and
the future, the decisions that we will take or not, could be very dangerous and
could lead us quickly to decline.
The “Wise man” Forum possesses several unique qualities. First - these are
people who were an active part of the changes that happened after the end of the
Cold war, the NATO transformation, the transition period in Bulgaria and their
influence on the country‟s national security in the last 25 years. They were not only
Sponsored by

Public Diplomacy Division
15

THE WISE MEN FORUM

observers. They were the creators, those who took the responsibility and initiated,
organized and carried out crucial decisions. This is an extremely amazing life,
political and human experience, an exceptional knowledge reached in the best
possible way- trough participation and action.
Secondly – they are all analysts that have left their ideas on paper. And it is a
great contribution and a sign of professional courage and political maturity when
you leave a paper full of ideas that will reach the next generations and will
influence them.
Thirdly - they were all involved in the real action of the political life. They
were leaders of organizations, they were ministers, heads of projects with utmost
importance in critical situations i.e. they have had the real opportunity to carry out
all the ideas that they have been sharing.
Finally – these all wise men are great communicators. They are men who
could not only inspire ideas but could mobilize people to follow them in their
implementation.
I am proud to have the opportunity to host the “Wise Men” Forum and I am
pleased to give the floor to His Excellency, Dr. Solomon Passy - the man who 25
years has been following the same path hand in hand with me. We have been
sharing difficulties and ideas. We have been figuring out solutions. And we have
not been just once confused but we always have been finding the way to returned
back on the right path. I am giving the floor to Mr. Solomon Passy that is perhaps
one of the most successful Bulgarian and European politicians in the modern time.
I think that in the context of the today event – the past 10 years in NATO and
the 10 years ahead, Dr. Solomon Passy is an exclusive speaker who will be our
pleasure to hear.

SOLOMON PASSY
Minister of Foreign Affairs (2001 — 2005),
founder and President of The Atlantic Club in Bulgaria
I would like to express my gratitude to Colonel Rachev for the
invitation and all the organizers, all the NGOs that have stood
behind this celebration!
I'll start by mentioning the name of the panel, as the "Wiseman
forum" sounds wonderful, but when it comes to the Bulgarian "Group of wise
men", I am always tempted to make a comparison with the "Group of Fools."
Regarding that, when I am in such a group, I always think that they put me in the
Group of Fools and they are actually making fun of me, so I do not identify myself
with the Group of wise men. I want to make this introductory note.
There are people who really deserve to be part of the wise man group. These
are people who led that process in Bulgaria before the fall of the Berlin Wall and I
Sponsored by
16

Public Diplomacy Division

“TEN YEARS IN NATO, TEN YEARS AHEAD“

am very glad to see among them Dr. Zhelev. If I, all by myself, have to choose
who to put in the Group of wise men from Bulgaria, he will be among the first in
the lead.
In these 10 years people very often were asking us what we gained from the
membership in NATO. We always answered that we have a lot of benefits such as
increasing of our investments, transforming our army so it became more capable,
etc. But somehow these explanations were not enough for the voters. We, the
politicians, always wonder how to present our ideas to the voters, not to the
experts or the academics. We think about the distant voter in Malko Tarnovo, for
example, and how to explain the importance of what we do.
The 10th anniversary of Bulgaria‟s accession to NATO coincided with
international events that made our task to explain what we gained in those 10 years
very easy. If we had not joined NATO, none of us would have known where would
be Bulgaria today. If NATO had not expanded 15 years ago with three states, 10
years ago with seven countries, and then with two more, we could not have been
sure that what happened to the Crimea a few days ago would have not happened to
the Baltic states, the Black Sea countries or the Balkan countries. Today, after the
invasion of President Putin in 2008 in the Caucasus and Ossetia and now, in 2014
in Crimea, we see that the only red lines that he does not cross are the NATO
borders. Until now this is the taboo zone of his foreign policy aspiration in Europe.
So, I think NATO should outline new red lines that say “no, you will not
pass” for the next 10 years. Recently some people attempt to compare the case of
Crimea with the one in Kosovo. It is true that the common between Kosovo and
Crimea is only that they both start with "K" in kirilitsa. There is nothing in
common between the two cases.
In Kosovo, the NATO operation came after 10-years warnings to Milosevic
that he was leading wrong politics and again I will quote Dr. Zhelev. As president,
he was one of the few heads of state, who urged NATO to intervene in Bosnia and
if NATO had listened to his recommendation, probably part of the tragedies that
have occurred on the territory of former Yugoslavia, would not have happened.
After 10-years warnings, Milosevic finally cause the inevitable and the nation
gained its independence. Just notice - Kosovo did not become the 51st state of the
United States, while Crimea became the new region of Russia. Not to mention that
in order to initiate the operation in Kosovo, we went through five resolutions of the
UN Security Council. People often tell me that there was no resolution to attack.
But exactly on the opposite- Yes, there was no resolution to attack, but there were
five resolutions from 1998 to 1999, which showed the concern of the international
community.
The international community could not produce any resolution for military
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intervention but it showed very clearly the concerns and only the UN Charter and
the fact that a particular country has a veto, has not led to resolution for
intervention. The present voting in the Security Council showed that from 15
Member States, Russia is the only one who supports the intervention in Crimea.
Even China showed very clear that they are disagreeing with the Russian
intervention in a discreet way- with abstinence.
From this moment on, we should give a very clear notion what kind of
signals we send to Russia. I am very glad that Dr. Niehus is here with us and I
would like to make a note for NATO headquarters. I think that the fact we did not
invited Georgia to NATO was a mistake and I hope this error should be corrected
now, in the Summit in Wales. We show Putin that we could not defend Georgia and
we encourage him to invade in Crimea.
I think that NATO should also give very clear signals to Georgia that they
could count on the organization for ensuring the security because after Crimea is
turn to Transnistria.
I've been in Transnistria as chairman of the OSCE and I can assure you that
Transnistria is under the control of Moscow. It is ruled by people who I do not
want to go into details, but follow policy that is not for the country‟s sake. These
people actually behave Transnistria under the control of Moscow and that pseudoreferendum of 2006 that have been conducted could be used by the President Putin
as a legal recognition for Transnistria annexation.
One of the things that I think NATO should do in the next 10 years is to
establish a new type of relations between the West and China. I do not even want
to talk about Russia. I want to speak, in particular for the President Putin behavior
that is consequence from the popular support of China (that is gradually
diminishing). This support is available because we do not have autonomous
relations with China. If we create a NATO - China Council, as the NATO - Russia
Council, which is currently frozen, I think we will establish a new much butter and
fruitful relationship with China that could give us advantage in a geopolitical
context, as well as in the UN Security Council.
Another measure that could be taken is related to the debate that the
European countries- the Netherlands, Italy, Germany, Belgium are holding on the
nuclear weapon destruction issue. The nuclear weapons in Europe were very
strong armament because they played the role of “détente” against potential
aggression. So the nuclear warheads could be moved from the Netherlands that do
not want to be based on their territory to the East and to establish them on the U.S.
military bases that we soon built up. The removal of the nuclear weapons would be
a clear signal for NATO's readiness to act firm enough when it is challenged.
And the third measure, in my opinion, is to focus our efforts on cyber
defence issue, which can lead to bloodless operations and have much better and
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effective results in the international environment than the bloody classic clashes. I
think that this issue must be one of the main priorities of the Alliance for the next
10 years.
I want to thank you once again. Here, I can see so many old friends of mine.
Thanks to all participants who really deserve to be part of the “Wise Man” Forum!

DR. ROBERT KENNEDY
Professor at the Sam Nunn School of International Affairs,
Georgia Institute of Technology and former director of the George
C. Marshall European Center for Security Studies — Germany
Presidents, Ambassadors, Ministers, Distinguished Guests,
Ladies and Gentlemen, it is a great pleasure to be back in Bulgaria
and an honor to have been invited to participate in such an
important event. It is also a great pleasure to visit with my old friends Ambassador
Valeri Ratchev and Dr. Velizar Shalamanov and a privilege to share the platform
with Witt Mason, as well as with your former Minister of Foreign Affairs
Solomon Passy.
I believe the last time I was here in Sofia was in October 2002. It has
certainly been too long ago. So much has happened here in Bulgaria to make the
people of Bulgaria feel proud of their accomplishments and the accomplishments
of their government and so much has happened elsewhere in the world, some of
which makes many of us feel uncertain about the future.
It is equally a pleasure to be here with you to celebrate the 10th Anniversary
of Bulgaria‟s accession to the North Atlantic Treaty Organization. From that June
1990 “Message from Turnberry” up until then Minister of Foreign Affairs
Solomon Passy‟s March 2003 “Letter of Intent” confirming Bulgaria‟s interest,
willingness, and ability to join the Alliance, the road to membership must have
seemed long and difficult. However, over the past ten years, Bulgaria has
reaffirmed, by its very actions, the interest, the willingness and the ability to be a
member of the most successful and perhaps most significant alliance in the history
of mankind.
Yes, Ladies and Gentlemen, NATO, though perhaps not perfect, is indeed the
most successful alliance ever. I have been asked to reflect a bit on the history of
the Alliance in order to provide some prospective on, so permit me to offer some
comments in this regard.
With the defeat of Nazi Germany it became increasingly clear that the
wartime alliance between Britain, the Soviet Union, and the United States could
not be sustained. Moscow seemed increasingly hostile to the West. The end of the
war found the Red Army present in a broad, bulging arc from Estonia to Bulgaria
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and Moscow with no interest in truly free and open elections. As Churchill noted
an Iron Curtain had been drawn down, separating Eastern Europeans from their
cousins in the west.
In February 1946 in response to questions put to him concerning the Soviet
Union and U.S. policy, George Kennan, Charge at the American Embassy in
Moscow, among other things, noted that Soviet leaders were “highly sensitive to
the logic of force.” Western European leaders, increasingly concerned that
Moscow had designs on the rest of Europe, arrived at a similar conclusion. In April
1949, the North Atlantic Treaty Organization was born, pledging its signatories to
the their mutual defense should one or more be attacked.
In many respects it was this Treaty that allowed the nations of Western
Europe to overcome the ravages of war and engage in reconstruction and in the
creation of the largest zone of security, stability, and prosperity the world has ever
known. A peoples, who for centuries seemed to have prided themselves in killing
each other, found that through dialogue and cooperation, the whole would be
greater that the sum of the parts. This footprint of stability and progress could not
and did not go unnoticed in Central and Eastern Europe and beyond. From Berlin
in the 1950s and 1960s to Moscow in the 1970s and 1980s it was becoming
increasingly clear that the promises of progress and well-being made by
governments in the Eastern Bloc were not being met and could not be met by
communist dictatorships.
In Berlin in August of 1961 the East German government erected a Wall
between the eastern and western zones, ostensibly to keep western fascists from
entering East Germany. The real reason, of course, was to stem the massive tide of
defections from East to West. I was in Berlin two weeks before the Wall was
erected. The reason for those defections was made starkly clear by the difference
between East and West Berlin at that time. By 1961 West Germany had become a
member of NATO and an integral part of the Western fabric. The ruins of war were
largely gone and its economy was on sound footing. Similarly, in the Western
zones of Berlin, the destruction wrought by war had all but disappeared. The city
had been rebuilt and, although given the City‟s encirclement, there was a lingering
apprehension, there also was a vibrancy to be felt everywhere. In the Soviet zone,
already some 16 years after War‟s end, apart from the building construction near
Potsdamer Platz that was taking place on what were then known as Stalinallee and
Leninallee, the well-maintained Soviet War Memorial in Treptower Park and that
very special street of reconstructed homes, where tourists were taken to see what a
wonderful city East Berlin really was, much of the zone seemed terribly depressed
and some areas remained in ruins. When we traveled by US Army bus into the
eastern sectors, everywhere eastern Germans greeted us with cheers. My wife
visited East Berlin six years later. The shelves in shops were still largely empty.
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As for Moscow, my first trip there took place in 1977. I landed at Moscow‟s
Sheremetyevo International Airport. There were many Soviet aircraft parked at the
airport, where they remained parked. The similarity between any western airport in
a major city and Moscow‟s international airport, couldn‟t have been starker. Upon
arrival in downtown Moscow, I was greeted by a city of wide boulevards and no
traffic. Stores had little of value for purchase, with the minor exception of the
Berioska state run, hard currency stores. And even those stores, not much in the
way of high quality goods could be found, except perhaps some lacquer boxes,
matryoshkas, and other items that might attract western currency. In the Gum, the
major department store on Red Square, Russians would lineup for products
produced in other East Bloc countries, but deign to purchase the shoddy products
produced in their own. It was then that I realized that the Soviet Union was a
superpower only in a military sense. In every other sense it was a third world
country. By the 1980s, if not earlier, this was becoming increasingly clear even to
Soviet leadership.
It would be brash to say that the West had won the Cold War, after all it was
the realization by Gorbachev and others in the Soviet Union, who, in a very
meaningful way, having lost faith with Communist dogma and, concerned about
their continued inability to keep up with the West economically and
technologically, fostered change from within. Nevertheless, it was the security,
stability, and the accompanying prosperity in western Europe, largely created by a
group of nations bound together like no other such groups in the history of
mankind, that created an idea of community and acted upon that idea in such a
manner that a model for cooperation and progress was developed and exhibited to
the rest of the world.
Shortly after the end of the Cold War, I had the opportunity to participate in
the Allied Forces Southern Europe 40th Anniversary Conference held in Naples,
Italy (July 1991). Many of you will recall the excitement of the early 1990s.
Mikhail Gorbachev had come to power in 1985. By 1989 we were hearing
regularly from Gorbachev about Glasnost, Perestroika, and Novaya Myshleniya
(new thinking), in November 1989 the Berlin Wall came down, a day later, here in
Bulgaria, Todor Zhivkov was removed from power, and 7 days later 50,000 people
massed here in Sofia demanding an end to the communist regime. In early
December 1989 at the Malta Summit, US President George Bush and Soviet
General Secretary Gorbachev declared an end to the Cold War. By mid-1990 free
and democratic elections had taken place in Eastern Europe, including the first free
elections in 58 years here in Bulgaria, elections that saw Dr. Zhelyu Shelev elected
as the first non-communist president in post-Cold War Bulgaria. Throughout that
year and into the next, the Soviet grip on the Baltics, Caucasus, and Central Asia
was being challenged. These were jubilant times for the nations of the North
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Atlantic Alliance – times that were full of hope and promise. But not all saw
NATO as an important part of security fabric of a future Europe.
On the opening day of the that 40th Anniversary conference grand
statesman, former Belgian Prime Minister, Pierre Harmel, author of what widely
became known as the Harmel Report, asked the question that, in this new
environment, was on many people‟s mind: “Does NATO have a future.” The
Alliance had been strongly assailed by the European Parliament Socialist Group
caucus at a conference on the prospects for a Helsinki II, which took place a year
earlier. By mid-1991, Harmel‟s question was the topic of discussion. I remember
the arguments well from both conferences. Some argued that NATO was a relic of
the Cold War, that it was conceived primarily as a military alliance and that the
military threat was now all but gone. Some suggested that NATO could be
replaced by a new role for the United Nations, with new meaning given to the UN
concept of collective security. Others could foresee to a new role for the
Conference for Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE).
Responses to such arguments were also strongly voiced. Those who did so
contended that the end of the Cold War did not result in the “End of History.”
Though we were speaking more often at that time of challenges rather than threats,
some believed that there was no reason to assume that the century ahead would be
any safer than the century that was soon to be left behind. Threats were likely to
be more diffuse and diverse, perhaps based on national or ethnic divisions, or
religious fundamentalism, or over resources or water rights and the like. Conflicts
arising from such issues could occur both within and between states and could
well spill over and surely might hold the potential for regional turmoil that directly
or indirectly could affect the Atlantic Community.
To meet such challenges, it was argued, an international system, which
would be truly cooperative in nature would be necessary. Such a system could
only emerge as a product of dialogue, of compromise, of ideals that transcend
national boundaries, and ultimately a willingness, if need be, to put community
interests above purely national interests. And, in fact, those qualities were the very
currencies that had given NATO its strength and durability. NATO had the
institutions. It had the experience. It was grounded in common values. It had
learned the value of open dialogue and the fine art of searching for and finding the
common ground for the common good. As a result, the NATO Alliance was best
positioned to bring security and stability to the new Europe.
NATO, of course, did survive attempts to dismantle by adapting to the times.
While emphasizing that the core mission of protecting the security and integrity of
all Alliance members remained, it welcomed the changes taking place in Central
and Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union. To this end, among other things, NATO
reoriented its efforts away from the prospects of a military confrontation with
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Russia and agreed to expand its efforts beyond the traditional confines of NATO
boundaries. Among other things, NATO intervened in Bosnia-Herzegonia and
Kosovo to bring an end to wide spread violence and ethnic cleansing underwritten
by Slobodan Milosevic. It invoked Article 5 following attacks on the US World
Trade Center and Pentagon. NATO allies joined the United States in Operation
Enduring Freedom and NATO assumed leadership of the International Security
Assistance Force in Afghanistan where Bulgaria provided troops and medical
personal. NATO assumed command of operations in Libya to end Qaddafi‟s brutal
repression of opposition in that country. NATO also has been engaged in
monitoring the Mediterranean and in counter-piracy operations off the Horn of
Africa and so on. NATO also adapted to the needs and concerns of its neighbors to
the East. In the so-called “message from Turnberry” in June 1990, NATO extended
the “hand of friendship and cooperation” to the countries of Eastern Europe and to
the Soviet Union. A month later NATO Heads of State and Government, meeting
in London, invited the governments of the Soviet Union and seven Central and
Eastern European States, including Bulgaria, to establish regular diplomatic liaison
with NATO and declared its intent to enhance the political component of the
Alliance provided for by Article 2. It initiated the Partnership for Peace program
(Brussels Summit 1994). It opened its door to new members (Madrid Summit
1997). It welcomed Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Republic as member states
and introduced a Membership Action Plan for other countries seeking to join the
Alliance. Indeed, today the Alliance has 28 member countries, stretching north to
south across Europe and east to west from the United States and Canada to many
of the states of central and eastern Europe.
Mindful of Russian concerns, NATO has sought to involve Russia in Alliance
efforts. In 1991, NATO adopted a new Strategic Concept, extending the hand of
dialogue and cooperation to the countries of Central and Eastern Europe and the
Soviet Union. That same year NATO established the North Atlantic Cooperation
Council (NACC) in order to foster dialogue and cooperation with former Warsaw
Pact adversaries, including Russia. In 1994 NATO launched the Partnership for
Peace, reportedly first discussed by the Bulgarian Society Novae.
Following the Dayton Accords (1995), Russia was invited to establish a
permanent military delegation at SHAPE headquarters in Mons. In 1997 the EuroAtlantic Partnership Council, successor to the NACC was established in order to
further enhance relations and provide a framework for consultations. Then their
was NATO-Russia Founding Act and the establishment of the Permanent Joint
Council., later replaced by the NATO-Russia Council in which both NATO and
Russia would have an equal role in decision-making on policies to counter
terrorism and other security issues.
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Soon after that Alliance military forces were streamlined, reoriented away
from conflict with Russia on the central front in Europe, and restructured toward
lighter, more flexible forces, designed to meet the new dangers confronting the
nations of the region. To further facilitate cooperation, transparency, and
coordination of efforts with Russia, a Russian diplomatic mission was established
in NATO and Russian Military Branch Offices opened at NATO‟s two top military
command headquarters.
Furthermore, despite the war in Georgia (2008), NATO attempted to open a
new chapter with Russia by stressing in its 2010 Strategic Concept the importance
of developing “a true strategic partnership between NATO and Russia,” its
determination to “enhance political consultations and practical cooperation with
Russia in areas of shared interests” and its hope to “use the full potential of the
NRC for dialogue and joint action.” At the Chicago Summit in May 2012,
boycotted by Mr. Putin I might add, Allied leaders welcomed the important
progress in cooperation over the years and reiterated their desire to see a true
strategic partnership between NATO and Russia.
Thus, I think it fair to say that the nations of NATO have in many ways bent
over backwards in order to establish a sound and mutually beneficial relationship
with Russia. However, the road has not always been smooth and major problems
seem to lie ahead. On the positive side, among other things, Russia did join the
North Atlantic Cooperation Council, its successor the Euro-Atlantic Partnership
Council, and the Partnership for Peace. It sent a Russian Major General to
SACEUR headquarters to serve as Deputy to the SACEUR for Russian forces and
deployed military forces in support to Multinational Division North, cooperating
closely with NATO‟s IFOR and SFOR contingents in Bosnia and permitted the
establishment of NATO military representation in Moscow. It has cooperated in a
variety of ways with NATO in the fight against terrorism and on limiting the
proliferation of WMD and has been a sound partner in the Nunn-Lugar Cooperative
Threat Reduction Program. Putin was the first to call the White House after the 9/11
attacks on the World Trade Center and the Pentagon. Russia also cooperated in the
transfer of materials to support US and NATO efforts in Afghanistan and allowed
NATO to open a liaison office in Moscow (2002).
On the other hand, Russia never accepted the enlargement of NATO into
former Warsaw Pact states. This region was perceived by Russia, as it own sphere
of influence. Always close to Orthodox Serbia, the NATO military action in
Kosovo, particularly in the absence of UN Security Council blessing, was seen as
an unlawful use of military force and strongly opposed, as was the recognition of
the independence of Kosovo and thus its separation from Serbia. Russia also
strongly objected to the US withdrawal from the ABM Treaty and subsequent
efforts to put elements of an Anti-Ballistic Missile system in Poland and the Czech
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Republic and later Putin threatened Poland if it accepted ABM components. Putin
also withdrew from the Conventional Forces in Europe (CFE) treaty.
And of course there was Russia‟s war with Georgia, roundly
condemned by NATO, the failed “Reset” of relations with the United States, the
2009 spy scandal when NATO expelled 2 Russian diplomats, the Arab spring and
the Russian perception that NATO exceeded the intent of UN Security Council
resolutions and assisted in the overthrow of a Russian partner, and the subsequent
loss of political and economic influence in Libya. Then there was Syria. And now
we have Ukraine and perhaps Moldova. Have we made mistakes in dealing with
Russia? Of course we have. Among those I would add that in my discussions with
some senior leaders in the Pentagon I was frankly dismayed by their attitude,
which could be summed up by saying : Russia lost the Cold War and now they just
need to fall in line. However, it also must be said that with each breakdown in
relations it has been the West not Moscow that has worked to rebuild them.
So where do we go from here? What should Alliance policy be? How should
NATO deal with contemporary events in a manner that increases the probability of
long-term desired outcomes?
Well first of all you need to have a vision of the long-term future. At the
Marshall Center the vision we had for the future was to extend the footprint of
cooperation that had been developed and nurtured in the cross-Atlantic NATO
partnership and in Europe in the form of the EU and extend that footprint to all of
Europe and Eurasia. That was and is a grand task, not to be accomplished over
night, maybe not in our lifetime. But that goal is based on the assumption that
Europe can never be truly secure until Russia is a part of the team. Thus the longterm objective is to draw Russia into the fold. The question is how do you get there
from here. Putin is clearly flexing his muscles and has the support of large
numbers of Russians, as he stands up to the West. How should we respond in a
manner that leaves open the door for policy changes in Russia without war? Putin‟s
blatant use of force in Ukraine is a throwback to the Cold War and a product of
Zero-sum thinking.
First, you don‟t solve the problem through weakness. Last November (2013)
Chairman of the Military Committee Knud Bartels got it right in discussing why
“Defence Matters.” In an environment of uncertainty that we see today and what
we will see for the foreseeable future the key question is not “the cost of security
but the cost of no security.” Declining NATO military budgets are no answer if
NATO nations wish to preserve their security and contribute to stability and
security near its borders or beyond. NATO nations cannot make believe that they
have the capability for collective defense, cooperative security, and crisis response
operations across the spectrum of challenges, hoping all along that things will go
right. As has often been said, “Hope is not a Plan.”
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Second, as NATO looks to the future it needs to develop forces that are
capable of the full spectrum of military operations. We cannot easily predict the
challenges the Alliance may confront. But it must not be caught short, when action
is called for in defense of the security concerns of its member nations.
Third, as Secretary General Rasmussen noted at the Munch Security
Conference of 2012, “capabilities alone are not enough.” NATO needs to continue
to improve on the ability of its forces and those of its partners to work together, In
short NATO forces and those of its partners must be interoperable. General Bartels
put it well: “Interoperability is no longer a desirable by-product of partnership, it is
the essential foundation on which we must build our future military cooperation. to
be interoperable.”
In today‟s crisis with Russia and crises that may confront us tomorrow, it
might do us well to remember George Kennan‟s comment that Soviet leaders were
“highly sensitive to the logic of force.” Putin is not crazy, nor is he stupid enough
to risk war with the West. He does respect force and distains weakness.
But meeting the military needs of the Alliance may be the easy part. It often
seems that we more readily stumble into wars costly in lives and national treasure,
than we are prepared to make the sacrifices necessary to solve a problem
politically. Here I speak of needed responses to Russian military operations in
Ukraine and possibility in Moldova. Pin-pricks aren‟t going to do it. Locking them
out of the G-8 is a small step of limited utility. Remember Russia skipped the G-8
Summit (Camp David, May 18-19). Sanctions must be made to hurt. Aggressive
moves in clear violation of International Law and treaties specifically signed by
Russia or accepted as the duty of a successor state must not go unpunished or we
will find ourselves in new and more dangerous confrontation in the future and the
vision of extending the sphere of security, stability, and prosperity to all of Europe
and Eurasia will go unfulfilled.
But if sanctions are going to have any real effect on swaying the policies of
Russia, we must realize that we will also suffer consequences and as President
Obama said “Some particular sanctions will hurt some countries more than other.
But all of us recognize that we must stand up for core principles that lies at the
heart of the international order.” If sanctions are to be effect, we will surely be
required to make sacrifices and those sacrifices are likely to fall disproportionately
on NATO and EU member states. However, our alliance has always been one,
which advocated a sharing of burdens. If the costs of economic sanctions on
Russia results, for example, in overly burdensome costs to some alliance members,
then I believe the Alliance should agree to some form of burden sharing. This is
not impossible to contemplate, even in the US where some members of Congress
are often long on war talk but short on common sense.
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The task, however, that we confront today is modulating sanctions in a way
that dissuade Russia from further aggressive moves, as well as keeping pressure on
Russia for its violations of international laws and treaties by its actions in the
Crimea.
President Obama is correct in saying that Russia is “little more than a
„regional power‟ that threatens its allies.” Putin can throw his weight around in
states not members of NATO and he can try to coerce some nations within NATO.
But Russia can never reach its vast potential until it cooperates closely with its
neighbors to the West and until it realizes that zero-sum thinking has no currency
in today‟s interconnected world. Only then will Russia become a great power not
by acting as a spoiler that supports and seeks the support of dictatorial regimes
around the globe, but by joining hands with the nations that represent the greatest
zone of stability and prosperity the world has ever known.
Thank you ladies and gentlemen and thanks to those whose efforts behind
the scenes have so careful organized this forum and for their efforts on my behalf.

WHIT MASON
The Centre of International Studies and a senior member of St.
Anthony's College, Oxford, Fellow of the Institute for
Statecraft, a life member of the Institute of Current World
Affairs in Washington. Analyst and strategist who has worked
in and on Turkey, Russia, Hong Kong, Bosnia, South Korea,
Iran, Kosovo, Azerbaijan, Georgia, Pakistan, Afghanistan,
Australia and the UK and Iraq.
Excellences, ladies and gentlemen, it is with great pleasure that
today I am with you. I think everyone will be impressed by
how many common themes are affected by the lecturers . I
assure you that we are not coordinated their speeches in advance. I did not know
their colleagues before today's forum , but said so far shows our unity , shows that
all our attention based on recent events in Ukraine. I will not be the first nor the
last who says it is not wise , but I'll share thoughts on other wise people. What I
will explain to you today to some extent and the thoughts of a colleague with
whom I worked in Kuwait and very often we exchanged ideas and shared the same
views
Prolonged periods of peace lead to certain threats retreating from public
attention and for NATO and its Member Nations the years since the end of the
Cold War have been no exception. European defense spending has plunged and the
US seems to have become less interested in this part of the world. Syria has been
our generation‟s Spain. Ukraine looks like Russia‟s Anschluss.
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Putin has now put NATO to the test. The ability of the Alliance to develop a
timely and convincing response to Russian aggression, which threatens not only
Ukraine but all the countries on Russia‟s periphery, will determine whether or not
the Alliance has a meaningful future at all.
Three points: Agency versus destiny; Member Nations must see value; The
need to invest and adapt.
Agency versus destiny. No conspiracy, no inexorable forces of history; what
happens next depends on what decision makers and those who influence
them choose to do.
The evolution of NATO will not just happen; NATO‟s development, the role
Member Nations play in a future Alliance, and the ability of Member Nations to
depend on the Alliance‟s support, will depend directly on the political and military
resources, and particularly on the political effort, which they are prepared to
commit to NATO in the coming years.
Member Nations cannot expect to rely on NATO to compensate for their
reduced defence expenditure; the strength of alliances depends on the
contributions allies are prepared to make. NATO is no exception.
Member Nations must see value. The US and Europe have something to
prove to one another.
Member Nations will want NATO to help protect them from new threats and
help them to advance their national interests. This is especially true for the US.
Without the US, there is no NATO.
European countries, which have always lagged far behind the United States
in military might, have struggled and largely failed to come up with additional
military spending at a time of economic anemia and budget cuts.
The United States, by far the most powerful NATO member, has drastically
cut back its European forces from a decade ago.
"During the height of the Cold War, United States troops in Europe
numbered around 400,000, a combat-ready force designed to quickly deploy and
defend Western Europe - particularly what was then West Germany - against a
potential Soviet advance.
Today there are about 67,000 American troops in Europe, including 40,000
in Germany, with the rest scattered mostly in Italy and Britain. The Air Force has
some 130 fighter jets, 12 refueling planes and 30 cargo aircraft. At the end of the
Cold War in the early 1990s, it had 800 aircraft in Europe."
“... Even if Russia moves into eastern Ukraine, senior administration
officials said, there should be absolutely no expectation that American troops
would head to Kiev.” “The American people are not going to war with Russia over
Ukraine, full stop,” a senior administration official said, echoing public comments
by Mr. Obama.
Sponsored by
28

Public Diplomacy Division

“TEN YEARS IN NATO, TEN YEARS AHEAD“

To keep the US interested, the US too must see a return on its (very large)
investment. If NATO does give a return on that investment, then the US will be
very generous in what it provides to other Allies.
Today, for example, China pre-occupies the US, which is keen to reduce its
involvement in the Middle East and Europe (US self-sufficiency in energy before
the end of this decade means it will no longer need the Gulf) and “pivot towards
the Pacific”. What can NATO do to support the US‟ policy and strategy vis-à-vis
China? How can Member Nations work best to bring this about?
Other Allies have very different concerns.
Eastern Europe. For example, trying to meet the US‟ concerns over the past
two decades has led to a fundamental problem today for Eastern European Allies.
The threat from Russia is the one which most preoccupies most Eastern European
Allies. Post-Cold War pressure on Eastern European countries to transform their
armed forces into small, professional forces on a US/UK model as a requirement
of NATO membership certainly made some sense at the time. It subsequently
helped those nations to send politically important, albeit militarily insignificant,
forces to Afghanistan to support the US there.
But, as NATO has never fulfilled the commitment it made to these countries
to create a strong, deployable military force in Europe to defend them, their small,
professional armies now leave them with no credible defence against a resurgent
and hostile Russia. NATO must now recognise this concern after the Russian
invasion of Ukraine, and help them find a way to strengthen their security.
Mediterranean. For Member Nations bordering on the Mediterranean, their
priority threat is different again. They face a rapidly growing threat
overwhelmingly from the south, manifested in, for example, failing states,
refugees, narcotics trafficking and the growth of Islamist extremism and terrorism.
The help which the Alliance affords them in countering these threats will
determine their enthusiasm for playing an active role in strengthening NATO.
Arctic. For Member Nations bordering on the Arctic, or with a strong interest
in what happens in that region, global warming - resulting in the opening of the
region to maritime traffic (cutting 3 weeks off journey times from China to
Europe) and easier access to undersea energy and mineral resources - brings its
own security issues involving a very determined Russia and an equally interested
China. Allies are likely to have competing interests here, Canada in particular
seeing her interests in dealing bilaterally with Russia over a division of rights,
rather than wishing to subject the issue to international involvement. Addressing
this will present a special challenge to Alliance political mechanisms.
In an interconnected world, Member Nations must also consider whether the
Treaty itself and the Alliance membership limit the ability of NATO to meet
Member Nations‟ interests. The experience of Afghanistan suggests that it is no
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longer only a North Atlantic Alliance, but a global Alliance, a subset of the UN. If
it is no longer optimised to a single geographical region, can it survive as a fixed
(large) alliance? Or, will it need to re-structure itself fundamentally in some way?
These issues critically affect the utility of NATO to advancing Member Nations‟
interests.
To repeat - Both the US and Europe have something to prove to one another.
As an Atlanticist and an American who lives in Europe and whose family is
British, I hope they do. It‟s good that in the absence of a common address for
Europe as a whole, that North America and Europe belong to a single organization.
And it‟s useful that a new tradition is emerging of NATO being led by a former
PM. (Jens Stoltenberg.)
Invest and adapt: New tools. This requires investment but also requires
NATO to be creative and adaptive.
The Ukraine crisis and the imminent withdrawal from Afghanistan presents
an excellent opportunity to re-establish NATO‟s fundamental principles and to help
Allies who have joined more recently (and for whom the pressure to participate in
military operations in Afghanistan has obscured the importance of the essential
political dimension of the Alliance) to learn how to work with the Alliance‟s
political mechanisms, how to maximise their national military potential in the light
of new challenges, and how to generate new forms of power.
Some of the threats and opportunities which emerge in the future will require
a “kinetic” response as part of a NATO counter strategy. Others will require the
application of disciplined military force in a different way, perhaps to engage in
reconstruction in a hostile environment. Yet others will need the deployment of
alternative forms of power, not only to engage with the problem once it is
manifest, but to prevent it from arising or to help recovery from a disaster so as to
avoid the creation of ungoverned space. The Ukraine crisis requires a response
using a wide range of powers, of which “kinetic” force is just one.
Since all military actions are designed to influence the enemy‟s behavior to
achieve a desired political outcome, NATO actions should be understood as
revolving an influence campaign, with kinetic measures only a part of the mix
designed to achieve a change in the enemy‟s perceptions and therefore behavior.
Three areas where change should be considered:
1. In theory, NATO has embraced the “Comprehensive Approach”. But, in
practice, this tends to be interpreted by Allies as “getting other ministries to do
something to support a military plan”.
The NATO Defence College could play a leading role, providing a model for
other nations and helping to lead NATO in the direction we want it to go. This calls
for a substantial increase in the intellectual resources that need to be allocated to
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NATO by Member Nations to help the evolution of the organization and its
development of a broad spectrum of capabilities in the “non-kinetic” realm.
In the past, a problem has been created for NATO in that some Allies, in
particular France, have vetoed NATO‟s engagement in the non-military security
roles which France would prefer fell to the EU to discharge. Bringing France to see
that this attitude is obsolete will require some serious diplomatic effort. Ensuring
that The Alliance can deliver to France some real assistance with what France
deems important for her national security may be the best way to change French
minds.
2. The Washington Treaty. There has been some discussion as to whether the
Washington Treaty should be revised and re-agreed in the light of changing
security circumstances. It is true that the Treaty, when signed, set geographical
limitations on the Alliance (in practice to avoid Allies being drawn into colonial
conflicts) and that it assumed only state actors could present a threat. The Treaty
has stood the test of time and it is understandable that Allies are reluctant to
question the very foundation of their Alliance. Yet it is out of date in several ways,
but we do not wish to acknowledge the fact.
Rather than continuing to ignore the need to revise the Treaty, surely it would
be more sensible to begin now the process of reviewing the Treaty. Some desirable
amendments are obvious, and should not be too contentious, such as the need to
remove the word “armed” from the reference to “armed attack” in Article 5. This
would allow NATO to respond to the wider range of threats which tomorrow‟s
world will surely bring, making NATO more relevant to the concerns of its
Member Nations.
3. NATO‟s Strategic Concept. NATO‟s current Strategic Concept has reached
the end of its useful life. Composed with a view to ushering in a new era with
Russia as a friend sharing NATO‟s values. We see now that Russia has never
shared this vision.
Plus sum versus zero sum. Russian genie joke. This puts NATO in a
dilemma. How to issue a new Strategic Concept which reflects the realities of
today and recognises the relationship with Russia for what it is, when this will be
open for all to see?
Conclusion: Implications for Member Nations. Revitalising NATO offers
Member Nations the chance to invigorate their own security and defence
establishments and, in doing so, take the lead in a Europe sorely in need of
leadership to find new ways of generating new forms of power and new ways of
replicating the power essential for security more cheaply.
Putin, like other Russians, has been steeped in the importance of unity.
The princes grew envious one of the other, saying : "This is mine and that
also ! " They gave value to things that had no value and their covetousness became
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a source of strife and secret hate ; being thus divided among themselves, they
allowed their enemies to gain upon them and the land of Russia was invaded from
all sides. And Kiev sorrowed and groaned in distress. Woe unto Russia for the
victories of her enemies !
NATO is extraordinarily good at: Talking. NATO‟s mechanisms for dialogue
between allies and with or between partners are unique amongst international
institutions in their scope and effectiveness. They create a space to talk – with
friends, neighbours, and potential enemies alike which many nations cannot find
in any other forum. In recent years these mechanisms have not been developed to
the full and have been rather overshadowed by operations in Afghanistan and
elsewhere.
Consider now the fact that the increasingly important Asia-Pacific region
has no equivalent mechanisms for dispute resolution and confidence-building that
this answers two specific questions: should NATO expand its activities beyond its
traditional area of responsibility, and: what can NATO offer to the US to support
current US security concerns with China. Setting up NATO-style mechanisms for
dialogue in the Far East would appear to be a good option for addressing both of
these questions.
Consensus. NATO is a consensus organisation rather than one based on
compromise. Compromise on issues of national security only stores up resentment
and bad blood for the future. By evolving a system limiting actions to only those
issues on which consensus can be achieved, and aligning national interests only in
these areas, there is no loss of sovereignty and no threat to national interests.
In contrast, the EU is a compromise organisation, one in which Member
States accept a loss of sovereignty as they align their national interests in all areas
possible. This makes Member States very reluctant to include national security
issues in their EU agenda, and it is what has prevented the EU from evolving as
fast as some would wish. The EU cannot, therefore, replace NATO, at least until a
new form of relationship is established between Member States – something
which looks unlikely in the near future.
But running a consensus process is difficult, laborious, time-consuming.
This must be understood, acknowledged, and catered for in the future NATO if the
Alliance is not to lose what makes it different and precious.
Implementation. NATO‟s practical ability to get things done quickly and in
difficult circumstances is a feature of The Alliance‟s military-style staff and
procedures, backed up by a series of committees; by a standing HQ system and
infrastructure programme, and; by an “old-boy network” of people from all
Member Nations who have served together, befriended each other, learnt each
other‟s strengths and weaknesses, obsessions and taboos. To maintain this
valuable capability, Allies need only continue to maintain the existing
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organisation. But with only minimal extra recognition and facilitation this quality
could be exploited to even better effect.
Standardisation. For all the failures of standardisation that can be pointed to
(equipment in particular) it is the successful standardisation of operating
procedures, C3, language and technical agreements that creates the interoperability
of the many different national systems. The Warsaw Pact achieved uniformity by
denying its members sovereignty and forcing them to adopt Soviet practices. That
produced military strength, but was a fatal political weakness. The NATO system
is what makes membership attractive
Information sharing and cascading. The help larger Allies give to smaller
ones by way of intelligence and know-how is another feature of NATO which
makes the Alliance attractive to new members. As the ability to collect and analyse
“open-source intelligence” becomes the defining feature of the Future Operating
Environment, sharing will become an ever more important feature of NATO‟s
political processes. Given the need to keep abreast of a rapidly changing global
security environment (with all its implications and its potential for cultural
misunderstanding) if we are to devise responses to threats in time to prevent or
neutralise them, then improving Allies‟ capacity to cope with the mass of
information now available is one of the Alliance‟s most valuable functions. A most
valuable element of sharing experience is found in the Alliance‟s partnership
programmes, where such issues as Security Sector Reform experience and
democratic control can be learnt by aspirant nations.
Education. Education is one of the principal means to evolve NATO. NATO
supports a great deal of broad educational activity amongst its members and
partners, not just in the military sphere but addressing the wider challenges of
modern society. However, NATO‟s research programme has shrunk in many fields.
Now is the time to reinvigorate it. In recent years NATO‟s dedicated educational
institutions have traditionally concentrated on defence and security, and with a
heavy military emphasis. That, too needs to change if NATO is to remain fit-forpurpose.
The NATO Defence College in Rome is the jewel in NATO‟s educational
crown. The NDC reports to NATO‟s Military Committee, and whilst the Alliance
has been engaged in Afghanistan, it has been accepted that NDC should address
primarily issues of relevance to operational missions. But, with the withdrawal
from Afghanistan, and given the growing importance within the Alliance of nonkinetic security challenges, there is an excellent opportunity to transform NDC
into an institution which reflects this new reality. A refocused NDC would also
serve the Alliance‟s need for a rolling research programme tracking the evolution
of new forms of conflict and competition and for devising and supporting changes
in its political instruments.
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In the longer term, it would make sense for NDC to be transferred from
NATO‟s military authorities to the responsibility of the Council. In the immediate
term, the process of focusing on the education of the Allies‟ political leaderships,
rather than on their militaries, could be begun through a summer school or similar
shorter courses.
Strengthening its many internal and external mechanisms as NATO moves
forward into the next decades will enable Allies‟ populations to understand that
NATO is not just an insurance policy but a most valuable return on investment.
This will change perceptions radically as to the utility of the Alliance and increase
support within Member Nations.
DISCUSSION
(QUESTIONS, STATEMENTS, COMMENTS)

Valery. Ratchev: I would like to add two more issues for disscusion. The first
is the emphasis that we placed on the power. In this case, the emphasis is on
NATO power. One of the changes we did in the so-called "Post Cold- War Period”
was to abandon the classic issue of power and to usher completely new concepts. I
am saying it in front of Prof. Plamen Pantev - Professor on International Relations.
We both are fans of Joseph Nye. He is one of the most famous researchers on
International relations that came in our Center for national security. We talked with
him about the Balkans, etc.
The emphasis on the power to be divided in "hard" and "soft” played a very
bad role to us but that is not the point. It seems that we have fundamentally
mistaken in the definition of this concept because finally it received the
significance that America will play the role of the hard power and Europe will be
"soft" and you can explain it half an hour without realizing what the point is.
When it comes to European security this absolutely does not work. We have
a fundamental problem in the understanding of the concept of power.
In my opinion, absolutely not scientific, the power is a completely different
thing. What I'm trying to understand of Putin‟s behavior is that the power is "the
ability to" - to force the other to accept something he does not want to do.
It is not important how many tanks and defence capabilities you have at your
disposal. What it is of crucial importance is to have the ability to achieve your
objectives. What if you have tanks but you have no ability to take a decision? Or,
let‟s say, when you have a lot of money, but you can‟t buy anything? We have
never been able to buy anything - neither in Iraq nor in Afghanistan. We spent
hundreds of billions and we could not achieve anything. Trillions even say. So the
mechanism of power is operating in a completely different way and in the next
years we have to be realists and maybe we should start the discussion with that
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issue.
What makes us "able to"? - make decisions, to impose our will on the
assumption that this will is good. This is our platform. And this is the way to build
Europe - united, prosperous and peaceful.
Anyu Angelov: First, I would like to thank Bob for the wonderful speech that
he made and outlined some crucial developments and future actions in relation to
Ukraine. I will make a note on the words of Solomon Passy about moving nuclear
missiles to the East - Mr. Passy, before we move the missiles; we must start
effectively implement the agreement between the United States and Bulgaria on
the use of joint facilities.
You know very well that this agreement remained only on paper. It is truth
we conduct trainings in regard with the agreement but the main issues that I put
into consideration as a Minister to the Secretary of Defence of the United States
was not to fail the wonderful idea of Jim Jones. It was one of the terms that I have
laid down in order to be conducted US- Bulgarian joint trainings in Novo Selo.
I must tell you that in the last month and since the beginning of 2012
Russian reconnaissance flights were intensified enormously in the airspace of the
Black Sea region.
That is why I say that there is an urgent need for acquiring a new
multipurpose fighter. I would like to advise the present leadership of the Ministry
of Defence to forget the idea of MIG 29 modernization because it will be carried
out exactly as the warranty technical maintenance support was provided - with a
delay of 6, 8, 10 months. This is the advantage that Russia possesses over the
Bulgarian Air Force.
On the other hand, I would like to make a comment on Valery‟s conclusions
remarks related to the concept dividing the power in "soft" and "hard". I do not
know how there is "hard" power in Europe, after 1/3 of the gas supplies are from
Russia. It is very difficult to show strength, taking into account that vulnerability.
That‟s why, for my time working as a minister, I constantly has put the issue of
energy dependence on the table in all meetings and summits of the MoD and
NATO.
Southeastern Europe needs a “contingency planning”. Romania, Bulgaria
and Turkey have not such a plan that is concerning regarding the fact they are all
Black Sea countries that is the external NATO border. Poland and the Baltic States
have such kind of a plan. It's not just about plan in emergency situations. It's about
making prognosis on what could happen. Could you tell me, is there anyone who
predicted Putin‟s intervention in Crimea or someone who foreseen what will
happen in Libya?
Thirdly, I would like to go back to the Ukraine crises. The only one person
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who is responsible for the decision making is Vladimir Putin. In that aspect, all
possible measures that could be taken as sanctions must be really painful. If they
are not painful, there could be defendant reaction.
Finally –should the US make a turn and go back to Europe after initiating its
strategic pivot to Asia, taking into account the current developments that lead to
the worst crisis in the modern time? Thank you!
Dr. Robert Kennedy: Let me make a few comments. What you said about the
plans for emergencies is a crucial issue. This is a question that is bound with the
mentality of Russian leaders. This is an extremely important aspect. I will focus on
a comment about "soft" and "hard" power. I think Whit made a very good
comment on the subject and even some time ago, I prepared a publication on it.
Some people believe that there is a distinction between "soft" power and
"hard" power. I would not say that there is such a significant distinction. The
importance is to have a power as a deterrent. This is necessary for a change in the
behavior of the other party. I mean Mr. Putin.
I realize very well what results led political pressure. The shift to Asia is a
question that you placed. It is known what's going on in Asia, particularly in China,
however but the impression that here, in Europe will be created a vacuum as a
result of this shift, is totally wrong.
The United States can work together and have a partnership with Asia and
Europe. For this purpose it is not necessary concrete political statement.
Whit Mason: I agree with what was said by Dr. Kennedy. I would like to
add that when it comes to the question of shifting to Asia, I think it is difficult to
return the spirit back in the bottle. Many people say that the attention to Europe is
waning because of that shift to Asia.
Another positive development is the attention on energy security. Bulgaria,
Germany and other countries in the region are substantial dependence. It is good
that these events occur now, in the spring. You remember what happened with the
gas crisis in Ukraine a few years ago.
I want to say something more about the reorientation towards Asia. There is
a difference between Asia and Europe. Europe has built a very strong community
of shared values and a shift to Asia, in a sense; it can be interpreted as a reversal
back to that community that was established.
Solomon Passy: I would like to provide some data for the countries reaction
to the Russian aggression in Crimea. 100 countries were "For" the UN resolution,
58 were abstentions, but it is interesting how many countries were against - only 11
countries. This represents 5% of the total number of countries in the UN. Moscow
has not been in such isolation since the UN creation. Even during the Afghan
invasion, it had the strong support of the Warsaw Pact countries.
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Which are the countries that support it – I will mention just three. That is a
sufficiently representative example - North Korea, Syria and Venezuela.
Mentioning Syria, I would like to remind you that the agreement between Russia
and the United States to eliminate chemical weapons in Syria was short-sighted
and it gave green light for action to Basher Assad.
People like Basher al-Assad do not work for the development of democracy
and I consider this agreement that was a complete false gave to Putin wings. He
made a personal agreement with the President Obama. The result of the agreement
was Nobel Peace Prize that was awarded to the Organization for the Prohibition of
Chemical Weapons. So leaving Assad to continue its policy was a terrible mistake
because so many steps could have been taken for his removal. There were enough
reasons for that, at least as much as there were in Kosovo in 1999.
I will continue with the NATO partnership issue, as there was a time when
Japan, Korea, Australia, and New Zealand were included in the partnership
network. I consider these countries as possible future members, as the hurdles in
NATO institutional framework should be overcome. I am completely convinced
that the scope of the Washington Treaty must be expanded. Regarding that, I will
tell you a curious story.
In 2007, 2008 I made an official visit to Cuba as Chairman of the Foreign
Affairs Committee. Such a long time, a Bulgarian official visit was not carried out.
Then, I told to the Cubans that they are pretty much at the level Decree 56 in
Bulgaria, so they must think how to become members of NATO.
Valery Ratchev: Thank you! I even think that the Americans will close the
Atlantic Fleet, if Cuba joins NATO.
I would like to make a comment on Minister Angelov emphasis on Europe's
dependence on energy supplies. While I was trying to figure out what was going
on, I found out that two things change very fast - intentions and capabilities.
When you change your intentions, you start investing in developing your
capabilities. And I found out two examples. The first one is Germany of the 30s
and the other is the Soviet Union after Germany occupied half of the country. Then
there is a change of will and enormous economic explosion.
Plans are changing very quickly and opportunities are created. It is
absolutely true that Russia has never had a positive awareness to the EU expansion
near to its borders.
Remember the moment of the history of Europe, when during the Kosovo
crisis, Russia had intentions to make a landing in Montenegro. It was a critical
moment for Bulgaria. If we had not intervened then, we would not have accessed
the Alliance in the ninth wave of expansion.
It was the first time when Bulgaria leadership showed a new will has
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emerged and from that moment on its development was an issue of time.
Iliya Nalbantov: The biggest question that arises is about the international
community that has always been configured, including the United Nations, after a
great war and a great world catharsis. Can we say now that the United Nations can
be reconfigured before the beginning of a great conflict or catharsis in the world? I
mean the exclusion of Russia or limitation of its opportunities to influence the
organization.
Solomon Passy: Because I was President of the UN Security Council, I
would like to say that nothing can be done. The truth is that the reform of the UN
is impossible. None of the five permanent members have any will for such reform.
Considering the 5 times when such a veto was imposed, we could not expect a
miracle to happen, so we need to look outside the UN mechanisms. Regarding
that, NATO could play the role of an organization that is independent on UN
resolutions and can act and use its own discretion.
For the successful achievement of this goal, is recommendatory to be offered
a "Membership Action Plan" to Russia with a deadline of 15, 20 or 30 years for
returning the Crimea and making the necessary reforms.
Valery Ratchev: Changing the structure of the UN means that we have
adopted a change in the world order. Who said that the new world order would be
better than the present? Who said that the new giants have a system of values that
is better than the values of communism and democracy? Who knows exactly what
the value system of the Central Committee of the Chinese Communist Party is?
So the ambition to transform the institution because it is the responsible one
for solving the problems, is really not working. What solves the problems is "the
ability to do", as I have already mentioned it, no matter is there an organization or
not.
Velizar Shalamanov: We mentioned the word "ability" so many times that
remind me of our meeting with Dr. Kennedy, in Boyana 15 years ago. Then we
talk about our vision, faith and will, and he said that everything is fine, but we
have to add capabilities to successfully realize our ambition to access to NATO.
My question is about the NATO development in the next 10 years. We
referred very often to Art. 5 and also to art. 4 of the Washington Treaty. In my
opinion, art. 9 laid down the base for the Alliance success. This is the article,
which created the North Atlantic Council, the Military Committee and empowers
the member states to set up any bodies that are required for the Washington Treaty
successful implementation that is a guarantee for freedom and peaceful world.
My question is about your vision for the development of the NATO
FORCES - something that is of crucial importance. My first question is what part
of the Bulgarian armed forces is part of this structure?
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Most of the European countries make reforms in order to achieve 90% of
their forces to be integrated into "NATO force structure", as this body place more
capabilities at the countries disposal and strengthen the national security policy.
My second question is related to the mentioned cyber defence issue, as I
would like to ask: what are these capabilities in the "NATO Forces" that must be
developed in the next 10 years in order for NATO to effectively protect the
interests of its member countries and to maintain peace and freedom as values that
laid down the Alliance foundation. Thank you!
Anyu Angelov: I just would like to say that we have two mechanized
brigades, with personnel of 4,500 people each. Until 2011, when we started the
process of the Bulgarian Army transformation, we had two mechanized and one
infantry brigade (light) of 2,500 to 3,000 people that were completely insufficient.
What we have done is one mechanized brigade that is operable with "NATO
Force Structure". Unfortunately, I hear that a very important unit will be moved.
This is the only unit that is certified NATO division. We have many divisions,
certified by NATO, but not in 100%. This battalion from Musachevo will be
moved to Gorna Banya. So I am asking why? - Because there will be built the
Bulgarian 'Macau', if you know what it is – complex with casinos, golf courses,
etc. This would mean a new certification of the unit that is of crucial importance
for the "NATO Force Structure".
About the second question that Velizar put on the table. We should stop
talking about cyber defence. Why defence? We need to talk about information
operations, cyber operations – defensive or offensive.
Atanas Zapryanov: I would like only to give additional information to the
one provided by Minister Angelov‟s - 50% of our Armed forces are contributing to
capabilities building, i.e. some 18 000 troops execute 55 capabilitities goals. The
main units that assure these capabilities, are actually half of the Bulgarian Army,
with the exception of stationary, logistics and communication units that provide
defence only on our territory. The whole Air defence system is connected to the
NATO Air defence system, so if we have some potential to increase this rate, it is
to build a mobile logistics, which is able to increase our contribution and mobile
medicine units, as these options are limited now.
The contribution that we have to NATO is declared also for the EU and I think that
the contribution of Bulgaria to NATO capabilities package 2014 is not small at all.
The problem is that we have financial constraints that the current government
deepened as reduced the defence budget by 140 million. This is the worst
conclusion.
Thank you!
Dr. Robert Kennedy: I want to make two very brief comments. First - my
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view is that defense budgets are part of the economic recovery. In Europe began
the process of economic recovery long ago.
Secondly, membership in NATO is not the same as the membership in the
Warsaw Pact and to listen to Moscow. Membership in NATO is to jointly
participate in the discussions of the whole community. I can convince you that
NATO can not provide all the answers to the questions, the answers have to be
given by all of you.
Valery Ratchev: Dear, colleagues, I take full responsibility for the fact that this
panel was called the “Panel of the Wise Men”. I think they proved it.
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POLITICAL FORUM:
THE BULGARIAN CONSENSUS FOR NATO
MODERATOR PROF. PLAMEN PANTEV
Director, Institute for Security and International Studies —
Sofia
The changes that happened in the late 1980s and early
1990s put Bulgaria in a stalemate vacuum situation. Bulgaria
entered the so-called "transition" period in which its
“designers” slowed down the progress of the country. Prof. Jeffrey Simon very
appropriately called the period from 1991 to 1997- "7 lost years" for Bulgaria in
regard to its long process of preparation for NATO membership.
My balance-sheet for the past 10 years of formal membership in NATO is
not absolutely positive - unfortunately governmental institutions and leading
political forces and their agents do not understand the new geopolitical identity of
Bulgaria. They do not have motivation to contribute the maximum to enhance the
Alliance's capabilities and knowledge to extract maximum benefits from the
membership. The lack of creativity and dedication to the social cause paralyzes
them in an effort to understand the complex character of the present strategic
environment and the opportunities that NATO provides to Bulgaria. The details of
such a perception and evaluation could be the base for a research or at least for
another conference.
However, the idea to access NATO that was developed by the Atlantic Club
in the beginning of the 1990s and fulfilled in practice by the policy of the
Bulgarian Government after February 1997, overcame the stalemate that was
created by the Kosovo crisis. The Bulgarians felt the need to cooperate with the
Euro-Atlantic partners for ensuring their security in future.
The decision to take the European and Euro-Atlantic path, for Bulgaria
meant the acquisition and the development of self-responsible strategic thinking
and strategic decision-making without expecting the directive, sent for execution
by another country or multinational body. This change in the knowledge and
education had to overcome the difficulties caused by those who deliberately kept
the country in historic stalemate. The public impulse to European and Atlantic
future is identified with the activities of emerging NGOs and think-tanks that were
supported by political parties and individual activists all across the political
spectrum. The nonsense of neutrality and the idea of a military alliance with
Russia were rejected.
Bulgaria's membership in NATO provided to our country:
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First, a new geopolitical identity – “the eternal" problems of the Balkan and
Black Sea security environment could have already been considered through the
prism of our membership in NATO and EU.
Second, the traditional dependence of the small states in the international
relations on the immediate geopolitical giants in the post-Cold War period and the
conditions of globalization process was transformed in interaction between the
same small countries, such as Bulgaria, with the all modern centers of power in the
world. Bulgaria's membership in the EU allows us to belong to one of the centers
of power in the modern world. The membership in NATO and the special bilateral
military ties with the United States allows the country to participate in taking the
decision of crucial importance for guaranteeing the regional and global security.
Third, the Bulgarian Armed forces have gained the chance to effectively
transform for participation in modern military operations - wherever and whenever
the use of armed forces is required for maintaining the international order and
security.
Both, Bulgaria and other countries in NATO are facing the thorny issue of
how to develop the Alliance: as a political-military organization for collective
defence, crisis management or cooperative security.
The Russian military interventions in Georgia and in Ukraine are obviously
impose to focus our attention on NATO role for collective defence. It is sad to note
that NATO, in the minds of the public in Europe and the US, remained basically
just a witness of international treaties violation in which are involved Russia,
NATO or NATO countries. The revanchist revival of the debate on power Vs law
started by the Kosovo crises in 1999 does not change the real time when this issue
has been arisen- the period of the World War II. The occupation of territory by
military means after 1945 in Europe happened for the first time in 2008 and was
renewed by the same actor in 2014.
The motivation for intervention in the Crimea, that fascism is back and needs
to be nipped in the bud, deserves special research, journalistic and political efforts
to be clarified that assumption and if there is really fascism - to be carefully
evaluated the possible means that could resolve it. On this issue Russia may be
politically involved in open and honest dialogue and we can make reasonable
conclusions about the future of the relations between the Alliance and the Russian
Federation. Before entering into the details of the geopolitical and geostrategic
arguments concerning Abkhazia, South Ossetia and Crimea, is a matter of urgency
to address the value question: is there a danger of fascism in Europe today, where
are its manifestations, which are its actors and how this phenomenon is presented
in today's Ukraine and the Crimean peninsula. Russia should not overlook the fact
that caused perceptions reminiscent of Hitler's seizure of territories of other
countries, and NATO policy is defined as „Munich ", i.e. making concessions to
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the aggressor.
After clarification of this issue it should be analyzed what is the meaning of
the term "legitimacy" in politics and its role in the modern world as the strategic
buffer over security, including in the case of post-Soviet geopolitical area. Why
Russia should see the integration in the Euro-Asian as a “zero-sum-game” and the
gravity of the integration nucleus to be replaced by the gravity of the military
confrontation?
After the rapid clarification of these issues - if a necessity arises, NATO
could increase, compared to the current situation, its presence in the area from
Scandinavia and the Baltic Sea to the Black Sea. This would be in the spirit of Art.
5 of the Washington Treaty. The specific form of this presence can competently be
assessed by the political and military leadership of the Alliance. Probably the cyber
security threats posed to NATO must be considered as priority. And the missile
defense should be reconsidered in the current strategic situation. Meanwhile the
diplomatic potential of the NATO-Russia Council could be used until the
institution provide real constructive results or complete its role in communication.
These steps should be urgently undertaken before the forthcoming NATO
summit in September 2014 in Wales, UK. The Alliance must be prepared to fully
respond to all conflicts occurring today in the Euro-Atlantic area, the
Mediterranean and the Middle East, which are definitely related and dependent
each other. NATO should seal its perceptions of what is happening, so there is no
discrepancy among its members. Obviously we will need to adjust the behavior of
the member states regarding defence spending, so there is no doubt about the
intentions of decisive action in defence of their security. No one should be allowed
to exploit the uncertainties about NATO‟s readiness to decide, further diluted by
national financial problems and energy ties, “perfectly “ used in the case of Crimea
by Russia.
Simultaneously, NATO has no way to ignore other threats that require focus
on the management crises capabilities and on building a system of cooperative
security. This is reminded to us by NATO's Strategic Concept of 2010.
Bulgaria has a long way to go to achieve interoperability within NATO and it
must begin with the realization of conceptual cohesion, generated with intellectual
honesty, ability and allied responsibility.
DR. OGNYAN MINCHEV
Director, Institute for Regional and Security Studies—Sofia
Ladies and gentlemen, as the subject of this panel is
"Bulgarian consensus for NATO," I would like to avoid long
introductory notes and begin with the statement that the
Bulgarian consensus on NATO, 10 years ago and today, is
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situational, surface consensus.
This is a consensus that concealed deep political divisions in the Bulgarian
society, which stem from many factors, but can be summarized in the statement
that Bulgarian society is a society with two faces and this is true since the
Liberation from the Ottoman empire - a pro-Western - more liberal, modern face
that consider the Bulgarian national interest in the context of the overall European
development, whatever that means, and a patriarchal one, more conservative, as I
use conservative in a psychological term, because it is known that it can not be
used in a purely political term.
Over the last 70 years the Bulgarian political “left wing” is keen to ProEastern partnership, not the “right wing”. The fact that Bulgaria is a country with
two faces, that we can never achieve consensus on our national interest in the
context of the Eastern -West dimension, leads to the fact that at least in the
foreseeable past and unfortunately, in the present, we achieve and will achieve
situational consensus which greatly depends on the current social, not on the
Bulgarian national interest well- founded in perspective.
I would like to remind you that the expansion of the alliance in the 90s and
the first decade of the 21century were not initiated by the countries of Western
Europe, the United States and Canada.
The first half of the 90s I was on specialization in the United States for a long
period of time - an entire academic year and I have visited dozens of scientific and
non-scientific political conferences that outlined NATO as a relic of the Cold War not by Russian diplomats or people who are opponents of NATO but of key figures
of the NATO member states.
I will never forget one of my lectures at Georgetown in 1996, when an
elderly gentleman quite angrily said: "You, in Eastern Europe because of yours
inherited frustration and hatred to Russia, want to make anti-Russian act to join
NATO and thus to reject your purely psychological dependence on Russia.”
They could not understand why we want to access to NATO. I hope that for
most of people in this room, it is clear that NATO expansion was primarily carried
out by Central and Eastern Europeans. It could not have happened without putting
it at the base of the US and Western Europe political strategies, but Central and
Eastern Europeans were the ones who understand the deep security dilemma they
were falling into after the end of the Cold War, located between a well organized,
but well closed in the 90s western Union - in particular, the European Union and a
pretty quickly decline to the east of them. They did their best to put up their
candidacy for NATO membership, so they can become part of a framework that
supports at least outwardly, deep processes of economic, political and social
transformation that Western societies were experiencing after the collapse of the
communist system in 1989. Joining NATO was conscious, free choice on the basis
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of well-defined national interest of Poles, Czechs, Hungarians, Romanians and
other Eastern and Central Europeans.
The position of Bulgaria was a waiting position, position of the momentum
and position of the internal debates that were completely infertile because one
party claimed that Bulgaria can be a neutral country, the other party reasonably
argued that Bulgaria can not be neutral because neutrality is a luxury status and
structure of neutrality is more elaborate even by supporting construction of a
military-political union. From this point of view, it was possible for Bulgaria to
join the military-political community rather than hope for some intermediate
status, which will not guarantee its security anyway - no present, nor in the future.
The opportunity for this political-military community was only the EuroAtlantic community, because the other alternative community, as far as there was a
community, in which geopolitical decay relatively restrained by tools that were
causing crash of the post-Soviet societies.
You could take Moldova, Transnistria, Georgia, Abkhazia and South Ossetia
as example – there is no post-Soviet country where ethnic conflicts were not
institutionalized as a tool for residual influence of the former imperial master over
its periphery.
Did we want this? Today it's hard to me to give an answer, but then,
obviously, we did not want this, because we decided that we would join the
Alliance. The consensus that was reached in 1997 was situational and superficial.
It was a consensus that was reached after a crash of one of the two major political
forces in the country; a consensus that was initiated not by the political leadership
of the Socialist Party but by the so-called general's movement in the socialist party,
whose identity is mentally, ideologically, politically social and there is no doubt
about that.
Obviously, this consensus was situational. On the one hand, it was consensus,
arising from the deep conviction that we must be part of the Euro-Atlantic
community. On the other hand, it was a situational decision, postponing the
problem in a situation of weakness, not only in Bulgaria, but also in a situation of
weakness in Post Soviet Russia.
The NATO expansion was not motivated by strategic offensive in the East.
You can often hear it from a number of East and our local analysts who have
similar political and ideological positions. NATO expansion was designed to create
a common security system, a common framework, that main strategic goal was to
win over Russia and the former Soviet Union in that security system and to prevent
certain future conflicts and type of relationship that dominated the European scene
in the Cold war period.
Russia has always been on the agenda for cooperation in NATO and it was
the country that outlines the distance, which will operate in their relationship with
Sponsored by

Public Diplomacy Division
45

POLITICAL FORUM: THE BULGARIAN CONSENSUS FOR NATO

refraction, but the events of this year continue to be for many of us the marker or
cultural change, or at least we like to think so.
My feeling and suspicion has always been that major events that are
stimulated by policy changes often create sociological illusions. I think that going
back to the already build consensus, especially in terms of NATO membership, is a
great illustration of exactly that type of issue.
I would like to mark some of the cracks in this consensus. My preferred term
to describe it is "decorative", but really, especially in terms of political elites, it
was really situational, but in terms of public attitudes, I think we can describe it as
a decorative.
The first thing I remember is that for many years before 1997, Bulgaria had
political votes. I want to remind you that the whole thesis of a smooth transition,
and the majority of options for foreign policy orientation that Bulgaria faced, the
idea of neutrality, the possibilities for participation in different regional formats
from my point of view, unfortunately, were assessments, debates and ideas which
received approval of a significant part of Bulgarian society to 1997.
What actually created that moment of refraction was the collapse of the
soviet economic model for allocating the resources. Namely the decline of that
model created a specific situation, in which it became possible for pro-Western
government to come to power and for more serious cultural and social change in
people's attitudes.
I think there were other circumstances which helped for the creation of this
consensus and it is really connected with circumstances that are outside our
country borders. Let me remind you that in the mid- 90s, or at least their second
half, the first globalization wave of our time took place and made us considering
the options for EU and NATO membership. It was an expression of the desire “to
surf on a wave”, to join this optimistic interpretation and forecast of where the
world is going. Let's remember the 90s basic interpretations of what were the
predictions, how the global world does look like. The dominant interpretation was
that this world will be dominated by the Western civilization. The globalization
was seen simply as a process that expands the cultural environment where this
model could continue to flourish. Of course, Ogniyan has already mentioned the
relative weakness of the other geopolitical competitors from that period. This
weakness is about the views on the model and we today still witness the
difficulties that face the Eurasian convincing enough societies in a quite different
global environment.
Finally, I would like to note the consumer attitude to our memberships in EU
and NATO. The public goods that are consumed are just different in the two
organizations.
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NATO. The West is not bounding this distance, as far as I could observe.
Anyway, NATO expansion was intended to create a security system rather
than military-political bloc against someone and this security system reached the
shores of the Caspian Sea in the first years of the 21st century. I have personally
been involved in a series of workshops in which the Black Sea region was seen as
a further opportunity for creation of fundamental basis for the Euro-Atlantic
system which should put an end to this ambiguity situation that was created in
Europe and Eurasia after the end of the Cold war.
I do not think that the East was the one that provokes the failure of this plan.
I think that rather getting bogged down in Iraq led to the cancellation of this
strategy for involvement and integrating the Black Sea region in the North Atlantic
Union.
However, what is happening now, in Ukraine, including in 2008 in Georgia,
in general, what happens after the Putin‟s speech in Munich in 2007, is a series of
events and developments in Europe Eurasian area - a development that leaves no
doubt that the Euro-Atlantic area can hardly remain the only one system of
common security, simply because concerted effort are made to be re-created an
alternative and polarization. On one hand is the Euro-Atlantic area, on the other
hand - the revival of some other type of strategic identity.
As in Moscow you can often hear the statement: “we are an alternative
civilization”. This alternative civilization must have its own geopolitical structure,
ambitions, future and we are unable to make this than standing against the forces
of the Euro Atlantic community. This type of imperial revival or attempted
imperial revival under the mask of an alternative theoretical civilization, by the
way, I will put brackets and I will remind you that if those who are interested in
history, take and read ideological props of all aging empires in the history of
Europe, and even of mankind, will see that civilization analysis, with or without
quotes, is a key element, a fundamental aspect of security, the protection
ideological function in terms of the empire. Habsburgs were unique; Reich was
unique, but only in parentheses. Civilization analysis is generally characterized as
the ideological effort to rescue the aging empires.
The problem for a small country like Bulgaria, we are not a small country,
but we are young in spirit, is what position we will take up in the new strategic
situation, when inevitably rather than have a constantly expanding system
including new territories, we have a new strategic division and as usual, we found
ourselves on the edge of this new strategic division. It is actually getting worse.
We have civilizational and strategic justification of the Eurasian project as an
alternative to the Euro-Atlantic project. We also have another, more moderate,
more cautious neo imperial concept that we consider the possibility of a revival of
the culture of the Ottoman Empire led by today's Prime Minister of Turkey and his
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foreign minister, i.e., we are standing again on the edge and from this perspective
it is very important what we do in the present and for the next 10 years, so we can
ultimately protect ourselves, to minimize losses and maximize profits, which we
can learn in a similar, fast-changing situation.
We could not do it if the analysis of the Bulgarian position and the definition
of Bulgarian interest continue to be interpreted in this superficial and
confrontational way. We are just making a choice and the vast majority of the
Bulgarian national society enters a debate on its legitimacy. We discuss
unstoppably whether our decision is correct or not. Believe me, if the today
supporters of the Eurasian alternative achieve their goal and we become part of
Eurasian union, tomorrow is the exactly time when discussions will arise. We have
never imagined the Bulgarian state face in these last 25 years. While we do not
imagine Bulgaria with its interests, capabilities, deficits, we can not take any major
decisions on national issues.
It is the reason why this consensus over the past 10 years, since we are
members of the Euro-Atlantic alliance, is a consensus that constantly question the
merits of our membership. The deficit - both intellectual and ideological, and the
political practice do not allow Bulgaria to define its national interest in the context
of NATO, EU or outside them. If we are talking about to the possibility to give up
of our choice and make an alternative one, I am asking what will be the result if
we become part of the Eurasian union for instance. Well, we will be in the
servants' room of this area again because our first measure to become member of
the Eurasian union will be the denial of any national sovereignty of any national
identity. I do not want to rise political debates, but I have heard speeches near the
dam Koprinka of people advocating a new Eurasian choice for Bulgaria, who said:
"Russia is our mother.” - If Russia is your mother what to do people, whose
mother is Bulgaria?
Our only chance to achieve something in the context of NATO, as well as in
our regional context and in the position that we inevitably loan, because we do not
choose our parents, territory or the opportunities that arise from our family, is to
try to make a general picture of the national interest and to try to follow the
achievement of this interest in a predictable way rather than muggling trough the
smaller or more powerful collisions that we felt and we would experience in
international life and our participation in it.
VLADIMIR SHOPOV
Executive director “Sophia Analytica” LTD
In Bulgaria we all know that 1997 was an important year not
only from a political point of view, because it was really a year of
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What is happening right now put the reached situational consensus into
question? I briefly would like to turn your attention to several internal political
processes that should be noted. They are associated with the degeneration of the
system of political representation and general political governance of the country
over the last decade.
I will address a few other issues that I believe are rarely commented in
Bulgaria. One of them, on which I focus my attention and I am even trying to
make a research is our inability to find working formulas for using our
membership in NATO an EU as a tool for change.
I am asking why we do not deal with this task until today. Perhaps the main
reason is subjectivity, i.e. there is not enough understanding, quality and ability to
do so, but I think there were some other reasons. The most important among them
is the social and political illusion of automatic change that will occur after our
accession to these organizations. I think one of the biggest mistakes of the proWestern elites in Bulgaria was the lack of understanding and inadequate
assessment of the risk of fetishism of legal mechanisms and change of the
environment. From my perspective, this is one of the most important processes.
In the terms of what is happening at the moment, I would say that especially
in the last year or two, we have quite unambiguous evidence for expanding
revisionism in European and Euro-Atlantic countries. Some of the mechanisms by
which this occurs are well known, such as not taking certain political decisions like
the Ukraine today. Also anti-europaen talking has its impact.
Tools that make that talking in "mainstream" are few. They can be clearly
seen, especially in the recent months. For example, the hyperbolization of the
whole process of rebalancing the global system in the East. It is something that
was commented and interpreted in a way that is far beyond from what actually
happens.
Other public mechanism that is often used is to overexpose the aftermath and
nature of some crisis, as an example is the Euro zone crisis and the imposition of
certain interpretations.
Over the past few months we are witnesses of the nostalgia. A few years ago
this nostalgia was fostered as a cultural attitude but now it is part of political and
public speaking projects.
I already mentioned the legal fetishism. Many people, especially the part of
the clerical administration, which deals with the transposition of European
legislation, like to announce the first and leading positions in terms of the speed
with which Bulgaria harmonizes its legislation. At the same time we must admit
that rebounds and loopholes in the various monitoring mechanisms within these
memberships were understood enough.
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The last thing that I want to say is that it is no good to mark any possible
outcomes of situations that we comment. Some of the recommendations are
obvious. I will turn my attention to something I mentioned. It relates to rethinking
our membership in a strategic perspective, the perspective of membership, the
opportunity to be a tool for inner change, which means, putting it back questions
such as Bulgaria's membership in the Euro zone, as mechanisms for rooting the
country's integration process, issues such as Schengen membership, as a
mechanism of rooting the country under the construction infrastructure "soft
security" that the EU is becoming more accelerated to develop. I think this is one
of the important things that we can do.
I really want to finish whit what I have started because 2013 was symbolic in
Bulgaria. It was the year of protests. We thought it to comparative categories to
different benchmarks - 1997, years of our memberships. I think that last year we
did the same mistake we made in 1997 - to throw too much emphasis on the
infrastructure of mobilization we saw to occur somewhat in Bulgaria over the past
year. So I'd like to finish that it is very important to take our most important task to develop the infrastructure of the change that is quite different from the
infrastructure mobilization because if the infrastructure of mobilization are social
media, its resources is the anger and the fury, the infrastructure of change has
structures, organizations, coalitions of civil society organizations, coalitions
between civil and political subjects. It seems to me that we must turn our attention
this way.
Plamen Pantev: Obviously, after what Vladimir Shopov said the list of
issues on the occasion of the 10th anniversary of our membership in NATO grew
and really it is not bad to have such an occasion to reflect on the important
fundamental questions of our existence, because an often developed theme in
recent weeks is what is the identity of Ukraine.
We self-critical thinking, begin to ask ourselves: "Did we realize our own
identity, although we are members of NATO for 10 years and members in the EU
for 7 years?” Vlado raised Another interesting question – if our knowledge of what
is developing in the world, is reliable, is it serious to make these bright and
definite conclusions about what is happening? Does China develop as it is
described and as we demonstrate the change in U.S. foreign policy - with total
redirection in the Asia -Pacific region? Or is there some unexplained elements of
the overestimate of what is China, what does and what will be, even after 10, 15
years ago, when some of the views are that it may decide to begin to
counterbalance? Is that true knowledge or are the perennial fears due to the
multiplicity of the population of China? Iliya Nalbantov will continue to acquaint
us with the question of knowledge, including its economic aspects. .
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ILIYA NALBANTOV
President, “George C. Marshall—Bulgaria” Association
My task is extremely difficult. I'll ask another question - what
are we dealing with? Because there is a sentence that says: “policy
follows traders". In the post- Cold War period, we had
unprecedented plundering of public resources in the countries of
South- Eastern Europe by certain people. This is the reason why in
our country, we cannot reach consensus, as we always have the so called
situational consensus that means we are making important decisions only in case
of an emergency situation or a threaten arising.
In this regard, it is a key challenge for us to abolish the possibility of such
economic networks to influence and replace of values. In fact, the battle for
Ukraine, in which are used economic and financial measures on the both rivalry
sides, is a struggle for values.
The big question that our whole society, as well as the whole pro-western
world is now facing is to configure the “balances” in the international relations. On
the one hand we have 4 billion consumers in Asia, and on the other about a billion
Europe‟s consumer society. If we see the current developments from this point, we
will consider them in a much different way. Using the prism of geopolitics, the
place of each state player, including the smaller countries, like Bulgaria, is
extremely important. In this regard, the first priority of the security system is to
exclude these economic networks from the public life.
How could this happen? There is a proven and simple method - a new
strategy for the rearmament of the defence system because this is the only way to
change our orientation. The delay of this process in Bulgaria is the reason our
country to be one of the weakest links in the Alliance. In our country should be
stopped the impact of the corporative media networks by any means. In this
context, it is of crucial importance the creation of a plan or strategy for rethinking
our economic to have a completely different plan for rethinking, in economic
terms, the commitments of our country to EU and NATO.
Wham I am mentioning until now, are just questions. The following arises in
the context of Mr. Shopov‟s speech- do we have in Bulgaria administrative
capacity for change of the system? And could this administrative capacity be
organized in a cooperative way? It is difficult, almost impossible, and I will focus
your attention on one of the conditions that made it unrealistic. When Bulgaria‟s
Constitution was made, it was built on the principle of political parties‟ leadership.
A lot of people do not read the preamble of our Constitution. In this regard, we
concede our voices to the political parties leadership and now this symbiosis
between system- hidden economic networks and political power have put us in a
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cage in which we have no right for economic initiative. Now you could read about
the energy issues that are set from Decree 56 onwards, as all these issues are
precondition for the replacement of values. If the values are changed, the rest is a
matter of time form coming on power of a "green" party or another one, like the
ones with uniforms without insignia in Crimea.
In this context, the creation of a new economic strategy for the release of
South East or Eastern Europe from these dependencies is on the agenda.
One of the tools is our NATO membership- through its connectivity forces
and rethinking of the economy. The NATO Connected Forces Initiative, as well as
the Smart Defence should be considered as economic instruments that serve for the
creation of capabilities, not as military initiatives. Bulgaria has to make the
decision to put an end of its dependence on Russian licenses. Could the Bulgarian
companies from the defence industry to become independent from the Russian
influence by using small smaller investments? The next question is how to set us
free from the dependencies on energy supplies trough looking for new
alternatives? Or the development of the energy sector will become hostage to the
miners' riots and strikes with a request for preservation of jobs and at the same
time the development of advanced energy technologies will be left.
Maybe I was a little more emotional in my speech but I think that these are
thorny issues in the public debate, i.e. it is a key priority for our society to receive
possibilities for proposing economic initiatives independently on the existing
economic networks. Then we can solve the following issue which is linked to the
economic freedom and the rule of law. The failure and the violation of this
principle is an essential tool to stop any citizen initiative. I will only point out that
this system is the basis for inappropriate allocation of the economic resources by
the “dark business side” that is a hurdle for the implementation of the idea for
freedom of the initiative in the Bulgarian society.
DISCUSSION
(QUESTIONS, STATEMENTS, COMMENTS)
Velizar Shalamanov: I have a very short question for the panelists, but I
will start with Ognyan, who was head of the project "Bulgaria for NATO 2002 "
that is a really serious research that Bulgaria has made in support of the values,
objectives and capabilities of the Alliance. Now, not actually 10, but 12 years later,
my question is if you have to write or manage a team of researchers what will be
your answers of the following questions: What does Bulgaria expect of its
membership in NATO in order to be truly effective NATO member, as well as a
country that is attractive for the young people? What would be the main demands
and expectations of the Alliance? Thank you!
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Dr. Ognyan Minchev : The study, which was mentioned, was not an
academic research. It was "policy" study that goal was to be used as a lobbying
tool of the Bulgarian candidature for NATO membership. It was written and
published in English and was distributed among the member states of the Alliance
and its structures and bodies.
The aim of the study was to show that Bulgaria has made sufficient reforms
to become NATO member. However, as I have already said, it was a lobbying tool
and I do not evaluate the facts written in the book as untruly, exactly on the
contrary - we were able to summarize the main achievements that Bulgaria made
in this decade to put up its candidature for NATO membership.
If we should make a study on the expectations from NATO, we will have a
big hurdle because as I mentioned the main problem of our expectations is the
definition of our state interest. When we define our national interest in a particular
perspective, which means we will be able to formulate a national strategy, we
would very clearly put our claims and expectations from the Alliance system for
collective defence.
What is beyond any doubt is that it should be expectation for the future of
NATO is its revival, more unanimously cooperation of the allies, effective balance
of the US and European pillars in NATO for implementing the single purpose of
the Alliance effectiveness in carrying out its goals.
From this perspective, I think we can make a pretty long list of our
expectations and our requirements for NATO development in the future.
Todor Tagarev: I am sure that Ognyan meant it, but I would like to make it
clear for the younger audience in the Hall. We need to define our expectations, but
not as security consummator. We can hear very often in the media that we count on
art. 5 implementation and hear questions as: why we should spend financial
resources on defence or what we are doing in Afghanistan? These questions are
sign for an attitude that we should be security consummators without paying for it.
Our expectations should be formulated from the point of view that we are a
solid, reliable NATO ally.
Vladimir Shopov: In addition, I would like to mention that I was head of a
sociological research on the agreement of joint use of the facilities, exactly before
it was signed.
Unfortunately, it is truth that the large part of the Bulgarian society wants to
consume security without paying for it.
These days I was thinking about the events in Ukraine and I spent much time
on polls. Of course, the first thing that is interesting in this activity is to see how
they were not used as an indicator in the years preceding the current events in
Ukraine and I realized that we make the same mistake in Bulgaria, because these
really severe deficits in our Euro-Atlantic consensus are fact, but we must not
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overlook the fact that significant groups of Bulgarian citizens have totally changed
and redefined their personal, family and professional life in the past 10 years. It is
not just 65% of Bulgaria's trade with the EU. It is about travel habits, dreams,
family plans about children and the future - all of these things over the last 15
years in Bulgaria were in a very, I would say, serious anthropological in nature
meaning, redefined.
I think though, if we must say a positive note, I would personally find it in
that a partial error in this preparedness to underestimate any frontier situation as a
result of this social change. People have an opinion that is not in tune with all that
we dreamed of before 12, 20 years, and we were able to realize to some extent.
Iliya Nalbantov: I do not agree that Bulgaria is in the periphery. We are in
the center of the current developments and if someone did not realize it, it is time
to become conscious on it. We can geographically being in the periphery, but
considering the globalization and the network effects on the key players, we are at
the center.
This is our interest - to realize - that we are at the center of the critical
developments and actions, related to the rethinking of the defence system and
creating an economic platform. This is an issue not for tomorrow, not for the next
financial year, it must be done now.
Valery Ratchev: If we agree that there are plenty of reasons for reaching a
European consensus in Bulgaria, the following question is rising: What we should
do in education system for overcoming this hurdle?
How do you evaluate the education, because for us the military, the key question
was not what was in my head and the head of the Gen. Popov, but what is in the
minds of the captains and majors, because they were the people who would make
NATO membership a real option? What about the universities?
Ognyan Minchev: In few words, before we get to the universities, it is very
important to take a look at the high school education. A lot of reforms are made,
as the result is the diminishing lelvel of the high school education.
In the universities, things are better and we know that the main problem is
the lack of financial resources. There was made a reform of undergraduate and
postgraduate education that was divided into bachelor, master, and PhD degree,
following a pro- western model. Frankly, in most of the universities, the result of
this reform until now is the practical crash of the master's degree, as in practice,
we produce people who are at a lower level than the bachelors, that means the
master does not have more knowledge than the bachelor.
Finally, I'll just say that in the postgraduate education, a major problem for
Bulgaria is the existing of 53, 54 universities, most of which are simply providing
diplomas without real results, which leads to the increasing number the so called
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“professionals” and “experts”. In this regard, it is highly worrying the state of the
Bulgarian education along with the demographic crisis. What happens in the
Bulgarian education leads to further degeneration of the intellectual potential of
the nation – degeneration that is fortunately compensated. First, by the fact that a
significant part of the Bulgarian youths receive their Bachelor's degree or continue
their education abroad and thus maintain an intellectual elite that still has the
potential to lead the nation progress.
Prof. Stefan Hadzitodorov: As this discussion remains a bad taste, at least
in me, I would like just to remind something – a generally valid imperial rule is
"divide and conquer." We have been continuously separated, divided and ruled, at
least in our history. Unfortunately, I see that within large international alliances
and unions, such as NATO and the EU, this division is presented - whether
inspired outside or inside, but it is a fact and we all know it.
Therefore, after the title of today's forum, especially the second part "Vision for the next 10 years," I think a reasonable message from the people sitting
in this room would be that integrity is a key priority for the existence and
development of these organizations. Thank you!
Plamen Pantev: I would like to answer Valerie‟s question, as I am Professor
and I am working with students at the same university as Ognyan. In addition, I
would like to outline it in a really positive manner that the good results are largely
due to the quality of the youths that nevertheless the defects of the high school
education in Bulgaria continue to contribute to our society progress. They are
evaluated in Bulgaria and abroad, and I just say it because I have had many, many
examples of particular young people who are perfectly realized in North America
and Western Europe, and Japan - our graduates. Thank you!
Vladimir Shopov: I would like add something more. What strikes me is that
especially current generations much more define their destiny, than I think we did.
From this perspective, this cultural change is hardly impressed. However, what
bothers me is that there is sufficient distance between the good and the bad
students. Considering the current environment, we are happy when the good ones
succeed to go to study abroad, and in terms of our national problems that raised
big issues, as the one having the capacity to build our nation development cannot
be sufficiently engaged in that goal. This is really what bothers me personally.
Plamen Pantev: I think that the critical assessments that were made are not
inadequate with the wish to build our vision for the next 10 years. I think that what
builds the future is the critical thinking.
Thank you, dear panelists!
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THE POLITICAL-MILITARY FORUM:
NATO AS AN INSTRUMENT FOR CHANGE
MODERATOR MG (RET.) SABI SABEV
President of the Association of the Officers in the Reserve
“Atlantic”, former J3 and J5 of the General Staff of the
Bulgarian Armed Forces and Military Representative to NATO
We continue with the next panel of our forum. We can
characterize the panel with a significant military nature. Our
panelists in this discussion will be His Excellency, the former defense minister gene. Retired Lieutenant - Anyu Angelov, Minister during 2010-2013 year. He is
an honorary member of the Union of Officers in the Reserve Atlantic.
Retired Lieutenant General Atanas Zapryanov - former deputy chief of staff
and military representative of Bulgaria in NATO Military Committee and the EU,
which is a member of the Board of Union Atlantic.
The colonel of the reserve - Bozidar Borisov, who was deputy commander
of the infantry battalion in Iraq in 2004 and lieutenant-colonel in the reserve - Dr.
Dancho Doykov who served in several NATO headquarters.
We selected this configuration of our panelists to give answers to many
questions like: "Was Adequate the Bulgarian defense policy in the 10 years of
NATO membership", "What achievements has the country after 10 years of
membership in the organization?" "Does Bulgaria develop the expected
capabilities of it", "What more could we do?" "Does Bulgaria exploit its full
potential to contribute to the missions and operations of the Alliance and how it
submits to the same in the past 10 years", "Why Bulgaria, after 10 years of
membership in the Alliance, is still too dependent on Russia in support of its major
weapons and equipment of the armed forces?" I guess our panelists in one aspect
or another, will affect the answers of these questions, so without further delay, I
give the floor to expose His Excellency, General Lieutenant (ret.) - Anyu Angelov.
ANYU ANGELOV
Minister of Defence (2010-13)
I will do my exposé into two panels. First - what I think that was
done and more importantly - what was not done, but had to be done
and needs to be transferred to new 10-year period. As you know,
tomorrow marks exactly 10 years and this is an event that I think,
the whole Bulgarian people should celebrate. Do you hear on TV,
radio or newspapers something relating to this 10th anniversary? I'm not.
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Perhaps many of you remember a book by Jeff Simon, which was called
"Bulgaria and NATO: seven lost years." It came out in 1997, 1998, and he
described why these seven years have been lost. Now if Jeff take to write a book,
and has written for Hungary, the Czech Republic and Slovakia to NATO in if he
write a book "Bulgaria in NATO," he can not say that we have lost seven years , on
the contrary - many things were made. I will not dwell on them. I will only say, as
I am less fond of the negative gaps that we did in those years, if you remember,
four days before the ratification, the National Assembly adopted the policy
framework of the Strategic Defence Review, March 25, 2004.
This strategic review was made after a White Paper on Defence and Armed
Forces was issued in 2002. Things were reversed, because then, 7 years to 2011 from 2004 to 2011 we did not have a valid national security strategy, as a member
state of NATO. There were two options, two draft strategy - both projects have
failed and are not accepted by the National Assembly. In one case there was no
time for elections; in the second case I do not know what the reasons were.
So, one of the items that I want to emphasize what was done, it was the
preparation, and in 2011 adoption of a new National Security Strategy of Bulgaria,
which already represents the country as a member of NATO. The former concept,
which was developed and adopted in 1990, had horizon to Bulgaria's accession to
NATO, i.e. it was no longer valid. This is one of the gaps that we did.
The second thing we did - there was a boom in the economy in the country in
those years, from 2005 to 2008. This boom manifested itself in some surpluses of
billions of leva outside fiscal reserve which billions of leva were never allocated,
although a small for the defense of the country, I think.
In 2009, when a government, in which I was the first deputy minister, then
minister, came to power, we found a half- billion budget deficit. There was a
finance minister who decided that this deficit should be covered because we have
to get in the waiting room for the euro. And they covered it; however, he could not
be covered by Eurostat and really shone in all its truth in 2010 when the MD
budget was 40% less than in 2009, so we started with the thing that had to begin.
There was no legal basis, no strategic documents that had to shape the way we will
develop Bulgarian army in the years to 2014. I put this period deliberately to allow
the new government to make a new strategic review of the structure of the armed
forces and outline a new White Paper.
Based on this nine -month strategic review, it was stated what we can do and
what we can do, based on an estimated budget of 1.5 of GDP. In fact, during these
three years, we gained between 1.41 and 1.45 of GDP budget performances. Based
on this we developed a White Paper, which was adopted in October. Some called it
the „Red Book of the destruction of the Bulgarian Army” - the sorts of things you
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may encounter in the various sites. The important thing we did was that we have
full political will to put the chips in the development of the Bulgarian Army. And
we put them, however we were wrong. Then, based on the White Paper on
Defence, the Development Plan was adopted by the Council of Ministers in
December 2010.
Military expertise, headed by the Chief of the Defence, makes me change
four main things in the original development plan. First - we left tactical and
ballistic missiles and a battalion in Musachevo and Gorna Oryahovitsa. The only
thing that is not fulfilled was that they wanted to keep the operational command. I
read that a counterpoint to the change of command structure of NATO, we must
have a command of joint forces and made such a command - with three
components - such as NATO. Even we did it before the NATO command structure
was changed in 2011, with three components - Navy, Air Force and Army.
What we could do and I think that is was positive, mainly because we had
the will to accomplish what we have mapped. What we failed to do and I
personally, as a minister, and now I regret, is that we could not convince the NATO
Military Committee as and the North Atlantic Council at ministerial level that
Bulgaria and Romania, the old member states - Turkey and Greece, new members
- Albania, Croatia and subsequently, you need a plan for emergencies. There is a
dire need of this plan, because there is a plan that applies to Greece and Turkey
against Bulgaria, Romania from Warsaw Pact. In the end, I was able to achieve this
success. This plan now, in terms of the Ukrainian crisis, would have been our
endless need.
First - a new weapon for the Air Force. My American colleagues often ask
me why we need new Western-style “new-designated” fighters, we had MiG 29. I
have always tried to convince them that the MiG 29 is a lost cause. MiG 29 is a
great airplane. It all depended on the Russian Federation. We signed a framework
agreement to support this technique. It did not run in the terms in which it was
specified. This leads us by all means to find a project that can replace the MiG 29
in the near future and we almost left to its realization. It had to be done on March
15 and I left on March 13 as a minister. I had to present the project then, and now,
a year later, it stands somewhere in folders and move, and we are talk about the
modernization of the MiG 29. We lost wonderful aircrafts - F- 16 MLU. Romania
took them. This is a gap that needs to be resolved now with the current leadership I am not convinced that it will be decided.
We introduced an entirely new system of training and the use of ground
troops with so called “battalion battle groups” and we have third that is already
prepared for certification. Do you know why we made sacrifices in Iraq? Most of
you know. There are several reasons. One of the main is that they all were
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collected at will, without knowing each other, not as a battalion that was groomed
all the time together. We did that with these battalion battle groups. Now we have
two. Part of a battalion group is currently in Kandahar, it will return at the end of
the year and in fact, we decided this issue. Now we send staff offices, preprepared and they know very well what can happen with any of them.
I'll mention something that I want to be heard - without clear political
guidance, without a system of strategic and tactical documents, that institution
Ministry of Defence can not work effectively. And if we not understand this but we
do all kinds of impossible things and tasks, that will be continue. It is my deep
concern. Thank you!
ATANAS ZAPRIANOV
LTG (RET.), Former Deputy Chief of the General Staff and
Military Representative to NATO
I will express a military post and I will start backwards. I think
we should be proud of what was done by Bulgaria of its armed
forces, for those 10 years and what has been achieved is a good
base if what Minister Angelov said there is, indeed armed forces
continue to develop and modernize.
First, we need to pay tribute to those politicians in 1992, in the person of Dr.
Zhelev, President Stoyanov and others who took the wise decision and gave the
strategic orientation of Bulgaria‟s Euro-Atlantic membership. Nothing would have
happened in our armed forces, if this political decision was not taken. The first
step, which we should be proud, this is the accession of Bulgaria to the
"Partnership for Peace" - a very important initiative and I appeal to NATO officials
here, the Euro-Atlantic Partnership to continue to evolve it and to be this interface,
which can provide information and connection with the post-Soviet states and
NATO, to influence the thinking of the military people in these countries, because
NATO began to affect the thinking of the military personnel in Bulgaria by this
instrument. When this initiative began, Bulgaria has strong army. Bulgaria was a
highly militarized country with military equipment that was obsolete and that
neither economically nor politically, was possible to be maintained.
Exceptional is the merit of NATO and I remember that Dr. Shalamanov, in
his capacity as Deputy Minister, when this initiative defined the objectives for
Partnership and Bulgaria started to work on them to fulfill their pre- training. By
2004, when Bulgaria became a member of NATO, as a result of assistance from
NATO, the immediate operated by NATO, the Bulgarian army was reduced to 45
thousand numbers. This is a great work that is done by several governments,
several ministers of Defence and the then army chiefs.
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As I started, I think that the past 10 years membership of the Alliance, are
mostly profound with changes in the defense of the Republic of Bulgaria. They are
visible and the contribution to the authorities command and the NATO
Headquarters is undeniable. I think that the most important change that NATO
should defend is the introduction of performance art.5 for some countries. Article
5 is the cornerstone, the foundation, without which there can be no NATO, without
which the public in any country would feel secure and it would promote
membership in NATO. Any doubt, any attempt to erosion, to doubt the
implementation of Art. 5 leads to the erosion of NATO itself. Therefore, the red
lines, which are mentioned in the front panel, are correct. Where there is art. 5,
Putin knows it's dangerous to play with fire. Art. 5 can not be used for partner
countries, such as Ukraine, and therefore NATO needs to think about some more
advanced security guarantees for partner countries, because if a country begins to
develop intensive cooperation with NATO, I mean the post-Soviet republics,
Moscow has certainly enough levers.
Secondly I would note the role of NATO for profound changes in the way of
acquisition of the Bulgarian Army. Under the Constitution we have conscript army.
Bulgarian armed forces manning the binding principle. Since 2007, the Bulgarian
army is completely professional army and I believe that although in our society
continue to be debated that the army is almost the best tool for the patriotic
education of the population and to bring the regular army to perform no defense of
the country. An achievement of our armed forces is the professionalization,
especially through the experience of NATO, the United States and other countries.
Thirdly - the professional army as part of the armed forces, required a solid
background in all forms - education, training and most of all, to change the culture
of our troops. What we could do?
In 2004, in our army, according to official data, there are 140 people who are
fluent in English. Today, in the Bulgarian army has 6,600 active certificates of
proficiency in foreign languages, of which 5100 are in English. For those 10 years
19 000 troops appeared to exam, of which 16,000 have successfully defended their
language, so this is no small feat. I can immodestly say, but specialists who deal
with learning English in NATO, measure the quality of Bulgaria. Moreover - in
Bulgaria there is a center for English language training in Shumen, which is
certified and training of troops from partner countries.
Profound change occurred in terms of our education. About 4,000
servicemen and civilians MD, structures of the Minister of Defense, are trained in
member countries of NATO - Dr. Tagarev Dr. Shalamanov gene. Subev, and many
of you who attend, have passed training in military training establishments of the
U.S. and other countries. As I have time, I will say that the United States,
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Germany, France, Great Britain, Greece, Estonia and Austria, which is not a
member of NATO, but we have had military training in these academies. So we
have to take into account that we have a fundamental change in the quality of
people in defense. I think that in Bulgaria there is no other state organization and
institution that has made such a profound reform in the training of their staff and to
have as many highly trained staff, which is currently the Bulgarian Army.
Next, it is filling the positions of the Bulgarian Army staffs in NATO
command and in our national representation. Bulgaria is one of the few countries
which for 10 years does not support saving and vacancies in the headquarters of
NATO. If you read the report on the state of defense, I do not know why it is secret
and has not been published, you will see that the new command system positions
that we have identified are completed 100%. Getting there, which is positive that
Chief of Defence, Deputy Chief of Defense and many of the generals who are
serving in the army, were positions in multinational staffs of NATO, i.e. this
culture, about 150 people have passed through the staffs of NATO and if we add
that passes through our national delegation, we have over 250 people who have
new thinking and a new culture. My appeal is that Bulgaria continues to not
economize and to send people in the NATO command structure as the best way to
absorb the culture and its NATO implemented in our armed forces.
Finally, I will conclude by expanding what Minister Angelov said - this is in
fact the existence of strategic and doctrinal documents, because in fact the basis on
which has any ability, is the presence of doctrines and they must be compatible
with those of NATO, so I think what he mentioned is very important. For the first
time Bulgaria has a strategic documents such as the National Security Strategy,
National Defense Strategy, and Doctrine of the Armed Forces - the 16 basic and
supporting doctrines developed, there comes a time to work on martial documents
at a tactical level. Could we do more? Of course, we can always do more. The
biggest weakness of the defense policy in the country over the past 10 years for me
is a failure to provide funds for accelerated modernization of our armed forces. The
projects that were completed under Minister Angelov with many difficulties were
about a helicopter multi- aircraft "Spartan" and motor vehicles for land our troops.
Blatant is the need to project for battalion battle groups that Minister Angelov said.
There is a plan for the modernization of our armed forces, as well as in the
modernization of our naval forces that somehow, now, in the new situation in the
Black Sea became a priority and we need to reassess the role of our fleet, and
defending our NATO interests in the Black Sea, the more that the Black Sea is
particularly sea due to the agreement of Montreux and ship our allies can not stay
more than a month in the Black Sea, and with notation three months before they
arrive. This is an issue as to the plans of the Strategic Command, Bulgarian
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territory and waters are part of the Alliance, we have to think how to ensure their
protection.
The events in Ukraine show that the decision to build a missile defense is
correct and that missile defense might be in the direction of the defense must be
more flexible. If you start a “cold„ cooperation between NATO and Russia, you
should think about a more serious defense of our territory. The structure, which
now has our armed forces as Minister Angelov said, is entirely in NATO
requirements and I think that in the new plan it can be optimized as a minimum
number, structure and composition. I'm worried that it intends to cut the Joint
Forces Command. That means NATO to close one of its operational commands
and return the old General Staff, because by shutting Joint Forces Command and
the transfer of this function to guide the operations of the General Staff, we are
restoring the old headquarters, which directs operations, which will be a political
mistake. Thank you !
BOJIDAR BORISOV
Colonel (ret.), deputy commander of the II-d Infantry Battalion in
Karbala (2004), Head of the Task Force Training ISAF Kandahar (January to July 2010), Deputy Commander of the
Multinational Battle Group EU HELBROC (November 2010 to
December 2011).
Ladies and gentlemen,
I would like to thank to the organizers of this forum for the invitation and
the opportunity to share with you my experience as part of the staff of
the Bulgarian Nation Army and the Bulgarian Army. I am telling the Bulgarian
Nation Army and Bulgarian Army (BA), because I'm from the generation of
officers that graduated the Military University in the period of communism
ideology and Warsaw Pact existence. I began my service as an officer and served
during the transition period, as well as in the time of democracy and accession to
NATO and the European Union.
My experience is based on my service at different positions in the
Geographical service of the Armed Forces, Command of the Land Forces and my
participation in missions abroad. I had the opportunity to participate in two
operations of different size.
I could express my opinion mainly on issues related to the impact of
political decisions on the development of the Bulgarian army during the years of
transition from a totalitarian society to democratic state, guided by the experience
I had as an officer and commander of the Army. The role of the army is
undoubtedly important in times of social and economic transformation, often
leading to contradictions in the society, political instability, unemployment,
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impoverishment of the population as a whole. I would like to mention one very
important fact in the construction of our new democratic state that is the Bulgarian
Army was not used for resolving internal conflicts during those 25 years. It is a
merit of our politicians and officers of the Bulgarian army. They clearly recognized
that any militarization of the society does not lead to anything good. It has an
effect in the short term but this inevitably puts the state into isolation from the rest
of the world.
What happened in the Army in the transition period and had we done
everything necessary to be the Bulgarian Army a factor in ensuring the national
security and sovereignty?
I will consider the following issues, as I proceed from the assumption that
war and politics are the same thing and that "War is the continuation of politics by
other means" that is the Clausewitz‟s rule. The issues are:
- The impact of the Bulgarian foreign and domestic policy on the Bulgarian
Army state;
- The participation of formations of the Bulgarian army in NATO operations;
- Vision for the future of the Bulgarian Army.
In this line, you will hear my speech.
What about the influence of Bulgarian foreign and domestic policy of the
state of the Bulgarian Army. I would like to remind you that immediately after
November 10, 1989 new perspectives on foreign policy orientation were revealed
to the Republic of Bulgaria. The main and immediate priority was to get out of the
deepest international isolation by decreasing the tension in the relations with
Turkey and strengthen relations with Greece and the other Balkan countries.
The top priority, however, for the Bulgarian foreign policy at that time, was
to open the doors of Europe and the world for the country. The strategic goal was
achieving integration into the European and Euro-Atlantic structures. In this
period, the European Union and NATO declared the Open Door Policy as chance
for taccessing new member - states.
In the terms of EU membership, we reached a consensus. The society
adjustments on the issue of joining NATO as a collective security system were
contradictory. There were two options - membership in NATO or neutrality.
Discussions on this issue take a long time, so in February 1997 Bulgaria officially
declared its desire to put up its candidature for NATO membership. These
discussions were showing the weakeness and the division of the Bulgarian society
in these years of crucial importance for the future of Bulgaria, such as:
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• There was no political consensus on developing long-term strategic vision
for the future of areas as follows: foreign policy and security, economy,
privatization of state property, education, health, etc.
• The financial expenses for supporting the administration were not limited.
• There have been appointments based on the nepotism of political parties’
brotherhood, rather than the appointment of proven professionals.
• They were developed anti-corruption practices by creating a sense for those
in power that they cannot be punished.
Part of the Bulgarian transition politicians could not or did not wanted to
know that the best option for Bulgaria was to become EU and NATO member.
NATO provides security for Bulgaria and EU membership its economic prosperity
trough opening new markets for our businesses and investments.
How do these issues affect the status of the Army? At this point the
Bulgarian Army was armed entirely with Russian armament and equipment. All
legal documents related to combat and mobilization readiness, planning and
conduct of operations, military education, military training, and logistic support
were based on Russian legislation. It can be said that interoperability with the
members of the Eastern Bloc was achieved. The required capabilities for meeting
the essential tasks were at the Army disposal.
The decision on Bulgaria‟s accession to NATO set to the internal policy and
military expertise some issues that were to solve, related to meeting the
requirements for membership in the Alliance. The key factors for membership
were: reducing peacetime staff of the Bulgarian Army to 45 000; reduce wartime
staff to 100 000; significant reduction of armaments, military equipment and
infrastructure; achievement of interoperability starting with priority formations
designated to participate in NATO-led operations; a permanent Reserve; accelerate
the process of professionalization in the Army; implementation of several
important modernization projects.
The aim was Bulgarian army to become smaller in number, but with a high
degree of combat capabilities interoperable with NATO forces, with well-balanced
structure, modern C2 system and effective planning.
These were key factors in the Plan for the development of the Bulgarian
Army, known as Plan 2010 that covered a period of 13 years. It really was a very
long period, but it allows relatively painless release of militaries and providing
sufficient financial resources. The new realities of the geopolitical security
environment and strengthening the role of international terrorism worldwide
enshrined in NATO's Strategic Concept of 1999 reflected the Bulgaria policy and
imposed the Plan for the development of the Bulgarian Army 2010 to become Plan
2004. For Bulgaria and in particular for the Bulgarian Army that was perhaps the
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most difficult moment in the transition period. This is determined by some
developments in Bulgaria, such as: poor working conditions in the economy after
the high inflation of 1996; ongoing reforms in almost all spheres of public life;
privatization of the Bulgarian economy, known as mass privatization.
It can be said that what had to be done in the period from 1989 to 1999 – a
normal period of reforms was delayed for 2004 due to the lack of political
consensus and political will. This all reflected the Army.
I will focus on the reduction of the peacetime army staff and the postgraduate
training of the personnel, standardization and the related modernization, as I
consider these two areas are especially important in developing the necessary
capabilities for achieving interoperability.
I have always been guided in my practice by the principle that success in an
activity largely depends on the quality of the person. When I am mentioning a
person, I mean soldiers in the terms of the Bulgarian Army. The requirements to
achieve interoperability with the Alliance member states have set a number of
requirements for the militaries. I will give some of them as an example, they have
to be highly trained professionals; to withstand high mental stress; be physically
healthy; speak English; be able to work in a team, and commanders and superiors
to be able to motivate their staff and be a model for them.
These requirements had to be leading in the process of the Bulgarian Army
reduction and the recruitment of militaries. I say “they had to be leading” because I
was witness of their violation, as I know of many cases where young and trained
officers and sergeants were released or left alone dissatisfied with what is
happening, and others who do not possess the necessary professional and moral
qualities are still employed.
The quality selection of personnel works in two directions: to promote
quality implementation of the commitments by using the potential of the staff and
serves as an advertisement for the army as an institution.
Perhaps, that is the place to say my opinion on the issue with the constant
changes in Law on defence and the armed forces concerning largely the terms of
the service. The notions of "reform", "transformation” in the Bulgarian society
became synonymous with cuts in personnel. The change in the conditions of
service, including the conditions for retirement was accompanied by tensions in
the army. This creates a sense of uncertainty in the militaries and led to a number
of negative phenomena.
Undoubtedly, there is a demographic crisis and the pension system will face
increasingly difficulties. The only and the fairest solution would be to analyze all
structures in Defence and Armed Forces in terms of risk and to reduce the
structures and the positions benefiting from these conditions. I also consider it is
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necessary to be made a working model for staff development, which includes
procedures for crossing positions objectively, assess the achievements of any
position mandates for all positions.
I would not like to comment the postgraduate courses, which are held at
National Military University and the Bulgarian Army and how they enhance the
training of the staff. But I would say that there are no specialized courses in
disciplines such as geographic information systems, communication systems and
related software products. Based on them are the simulation training systems,
which are increasingly coming into practice. This is also linked to the
standardization and design for modernization. It may be necessary for these critical
issues to be resolved and courses to be organized in some of the NATO centers for
preparation.
I also consider that the spending of financial resources from the defence
budget is not used on purpose. I will give an illustrative example. Some activities
that do not contribute for achieving the required operational capabilities and
interoperability are fulfilled, such as: the construction of a military hotel in the
center of Sofia, known as the "Military National Palace of Culture", replacement
of the entire fleet of cars; redeployment of the 5th Mechanized Brigade from
Kazanlak in 2006 to the town of Pleven and its subsequent closure in 2012.
I share all this with you, because all that I said have influenced my actions as
a soldier one way or another. Furthermore, the new Strategic Concept of NATO
from 2010 and the Summit in Chicago in 2012 very clearly articulate the
requirements to the Armed forces - more security with fewer resources.
The second part of my presentation is about participation of formations of
our Army in NATO operations.
Until 2002, the Republic of Bulgaria and the units of the Bulgarian Army had
no experience of participation in joint operations worldwide. Our first mission was
in Cambodia. The accession to the Alliance enables these units to take part in such
missions. This was a new challenge both to Bulgaria and the Army. In the period
from 2003 to the present in missions abroad passed the majority of the Army staff.
I will not list all the missions and operations, but the most important was the
"Operation Iraqi Freedom”. Although this operation was carried out under
coalition of the will rule, not NATO, there were used standard operating
procedures, rules of conduct planning operations, the process of decision-making
techniques, tactics and procedures in line with NATO standards. In practice, our
own soldiers experienced the dangers and privations and evaluated the importance
of their preparation, quality of armament and equipment.
We have seen how in short time period the operation could change its shape
and scale. We, the 2nd Infantry Battalion, took our area of responsibility in January
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2004 and the operation was formulated as a post- conflict stabilization mission.
But after the events at the beginning of April, the operation has become peaceenforcement mission. All this required the command of the battalion until the last
soldier to know how to perform their tasks.
We also have encountered with tasks unusual for the military - the military
governorship of the whole province and the resulting responsibilities.
I can speak for many other activities, but as a conclusion, I would say that
what you learn and develop on the battle field, i.e. practical experience could not it
gave to you by any course. I give all this as a good example for the achievements
of the Bulgarian Army as NATO member.
In regard to the issue of whether Bulgaria exploits its full potential to
contribute to the missions and operations of the Alliance, I can say the following:
Until now, in operations abroad participated mostly infantry and officers and
sergeants and our medicine units. Taking into account the Bulgarian Army tasks
and in particular the third one: “Supporting national security in peacetime”, Army
engineers could be involved in operations in the future. This will enable to the
option to be increased the training of the personnel and help in practice to be
verified the interoperability in these areas. Furthermore, the resources to support
such units will be significantly less than the cost of infantry battalions and infantry
companies. After the participation of such units, they can be actively used in the
above mentioned missions on the territory of our country.
I would like to add something very important about the preparation of
personnel and modernization. I think that the creation of a center "lessons learned"
in the Bulgarian Army will significantly contribute in a positive way for the
preparation of training programs and will be in support of the colleagues
responsible for the standardization and modernization. But it requires recruiting
people in this center with extensive experience in missions that were also held
positions in NATO headquarters.
In my opinion there is a very important issue related to the involvement of
our military units in operations abroad and it is the citizens' attitudes. I think that at
this time on this issue we are not doing enough. It‟s necessary for the people to be
aware and to believe that the allocation of the necessary resources for the defence
and the risk of the lives of Bulgarian soldiers are in the interest of the Republic of
Bulgaria. This could be achieved by promoting the activities carried out by our
soldiers in the national media - newspapers, magazines, the Internet and national
television, even the making of films and documentaries about it.
The third part is a vision for the future of the Bulgarian Army.
I will start with a dream of mine about how I see the Bulgarian Army in the
future. First, I the army will have at its disposal staff that respects with its
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appearance and intelligence, with sufficient income for life, with the possibility of
career advancement through the introduction of an appropriate model for career
development. I will continue with little administration in the face of the staffs and
the Ministry, with units deployed on the territory of Bulgaria in such a way as to
fulfill in full set the three tasks of the Bulgarian army and providing modern
weapons and equipment and comprehensive logistical support.
I think this could become a reality under the following conditions: political
consensus and political will; highly trained and morally pure military expertise;
proper use of financial resources allocated for defence.
Thank you!
DR. DONTCHO DOYKOV
Colonel (ret.), served in the headquarters of NATO and
participating in international missions.
Dear Mr. President, Gentlemen generals, admirals, officers,
ladies and gentlemen. In brief - since 1997 we saw the first
professional soldiers soon after Bulgaria expressed its desire to
be a NATO member. I share activities in the course of which I
have participated. In 1999, for the first time a procedure started in the Bulgarian
Armed Forces which included sergeants and soldiers to learn foreign languages.
Until then they had not learned foreign languages and could not, therefore be
prepared for the upcoming accession to NATO in 5 years. In addition in 1999 was
adopted the first instruction for conducting examinations in foreign languages
which was in accordance with NATO standards.
I am briefly sharing some political aspects of the NATO posts I was
occupying. The last two - in late 2006 and early 2007 - the NATO mission in Iraq Advisor to the Iraqi Command for Training and Doctrines. I agree with the last
sentence written in our panel, namely that Bulgarian officers, sergeants and
soldiers are always portrayed with dignity and have been recognized in teaching
and in other activities by the representatives of the Member States of NATO's
mission. As it happened in this front NATO Headquarters for the first time a task
was assigned to conduct certain activities in remote area near Iran border - in
Circus – a base for Iraqi security forces training and the Bulgarian representatives
did well and long after that we were discussed in headquarters, which led the
mission.
A few words about my last position in NATO – I was representative in the
NATO Operations Center. This allowed for actual training, for developing a
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feeling for procedures that are performed. New provisions were adopted then
which now I have the good fortune to teach the audience at the Military Academy.
What is currently happening in 2014? There are doctrines that should be
studied and implemented despite their shortcomings. Indeed they meet NATO
standards, they meet the requirements of NATO and those terms we use "comprehensive approach", "center of gravity", "points", "smart defense" can be
developed and implemented, of course with some remarks which I will share later.
Following these doctrines, we should develop standard operating procedures,
standard operating instructions, tactics, techniques and procedures which are in the
competences of the Headquarters. Of course, watching these doctrines, we see that
there are many activities which must be fulfilled, but there is no one to fulfill them
because there are no structures, which in their turn should not be large departments
of 10-15 people but just one or two would be sufficient. We have no structure for
psychological operations, no structure for information operations, no structure for
civil military cooperation, and no structure to calculate the collateral damage.
We've learned this, we know how it works, so one or two people are going to be
able to implement and develop these annexes to operations plans. They are
required, they are written in the tables, but there are no people. For me, this
problem can be solved, because HQ can establish structures of one person fulltime and one or two of the voluntary reserve, because at the time the voluntary
reserve is only in the companies and battalions. In which HQ we have a voluntary
redundancy? Officers by the voluntary reserve who are specialists in these
activities can be accepted so we can talk about smart defense or comprehensive
approach to reach the center of gravity for certain operations. I'll be glad to answer
your questions. Thank you!
DISCUSSION
(QUESTIONS, STATEMENTS, COMMENTS)
Sabi Sabev: My first question to the panelists is can we, today, after 10 years
the Bulgaria membership, make the definite conclusion that Bulgaria is done with
its military integration into NATO?
While you think it over, I'll make a brief comment on this because I was the
first military representative of Bulgaria after the country's acceptance to NATO
when we began with a few blunders, unfortunately. They are not public, but it is
right to mention them on this anniversary.
After fulfilling a three years action plan for NATO membership, it turned out
that on the date of accession to the Alliance - March 29, the Permanent Delegation
of Bulgaria to NATO was not completely filled in terms of its military units,
military representation and the Office of Defense Advisor. People finally came out
in the middle of May. During this time an intensive involvement of people in the
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various committees and working groups of NATO was forthcoming. Anyway, we
managed to make it right.
The second blunder, unfortunately, was sending a military representative of
the Chief of General Staff at SHAPE, who was not issued clearance for the use of
classified information by NATO. After about two weeks, he had to return to the
country. A clearance was not given to the ambassador as well, who was assigned
to NATO and he had to be replaced. It shows that our political leadership then did
not approach the situation with utmost precision. As a military representative, I
met great difficulties, seeing all the other delegations were completed in full and
how many people were involved in all activities in a timely manner and promptly
integrated their structures there in the work of all civil and military structures of
NATO. In Bulgaria it started with a slight spin, but thankfully it was resolved
quickly.
So to the question - Can we believe that the military integration of Bulgaria
in NATO is over? You have the floor.
Anyu Angelov: Depends what you mean by military integration - there is a
plan that is signed by the Chief of Defense - in 2011 Bulgaria has completed its
military integration of the armed forces of the Alliance, but if we talk about full
integration, it is another matter. The plan for military integration is executed in
this form as it was approved. In this relation I want to inform people who do not
know that Bulgaria has the first two-star general, from 2012 - Director of
International and Military Staff, who won the competition for this place. His name
is Admiral Emil Evtimov.
John Kriendler: I'd like to ask a question that is related to what we
discussed, but rather is related to regional cooperation; mentioned Black Sea
cooperation and cooperation here in the Balkans. My question is: Where do you
think is the most promising regional cooperation now, in view of the Ukrainian
crisis?
Anyu Angelov: I will say that in regional aspects we have very good
cooperation, including signed contracts for border security of the airspace in the
Balkans. This is the first element that is signed with Greece, it is ratified by both
parliaments, and a technical agreement was now signed during the visit of
Minister Naydenov on how this should be done.
We also have an agreement with Romania. A technical agreement is being
currently prepared, which is now done. We have prepared a similar contract-an
agreement on border security airspace - with Turkey, as we think that this is a
critical issue for NATO countries bordering each other because units cannot stop
at the land border when pursuing a renegade or high jacked civil aircraft etc.
Secondly - we have very close cooperation within the Black Sea fleets
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countries framework, especially between the fleets of Bulgaria, Romania and
Turkey. I want to point out that there is a conference, including at academies fleet
level, of these same countries and other countries in the region. I can say with
sadness that an event and idea that has been created aiming at mutual
understanding among all Black Sea countries but Bulgaria, Romania and Turkey
refused activation of another study participants ships in this event, first and
foremost, because of the setting and the annexation of Crimea by Russia.
In addition, we had an idea, with my Romanian colleague to buy F 16
together. Unfortunately, we could not stay in power, and they bought F 16 on their
own. Moreover, now, as far as I know, and it began in our time, there are calls for
the use of simulators and trainers between the two countries, especially for
"Spartan" pilots and in addition we have a system for the fleet, named „Blue
border”. With the help of the U.S it contains a system for maritime surveillance,
which is not fully integrated - somewhere around 60% between Romania, Bulgaria
and Turkey. There is one last thing that I want to emphasize and it is the interest
and commitment of NATO Headquarters in the Black Sea region.
Valeri Ratchev: : I feel that all we are talking about is the last day of the war.
It's not about that. What happens to the east is very dramatic in terms of military
planning. For me personally, there is no doubt that Ukraine will fall. Whether it be
all of it or just the eastern part, but there is no logic for Putin to take only the
Crimea. No such logic. There is no strategic expedience in taking only the Crimea.
The relationship of the Crimea with Russia would be a bridge across the Strait
Kerskiya, which will be built. There is an agreement and they will build it. This
thing has no strategic design, which means that this military buildup, which now
everyone talks about, has no logic, which on its part means that two fundamental
things will happen - first - the strategic situation in the aquatic area, the general
aquatic area - not only the sea but also the littoral zone in the Black sea will
change completely, and this will change very fast indeed. And the second question
that follows is the issue of strategic border between us and them. The key question
- if there is a strategic border, it totally changes everything we do. Strategic border
is guarded and defended in a completely different scheme than a simple border,
right? Then the capacity of NATO to be created and activated to guard strategic
border, is completely different, which means that we have to look at the future of
Bulgaria in different context. I think the forthcoming challenge which is of a
domestic nature, begins with the question: Do we need to change the internal
balance of priorities in the construction of the Bulgarian army? If we were fixed on
the western territory until now, i.e. if we think that the conflicts are in the west and
will react to it mostly ground, and now we estimate that the strategic time, i.e. in
the perspective of 7, 10 years, priority should be given to east direction, how all
this affects the structure, composition, capabilities and training of the armed
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forces? This is something fundamentally different, so I said I have to see if we are
preparing for war form yesterday or something that is coming.
Dr. Robert Kennedy: Let‟s make the assumption that 25,000 Russian troops
crossed the border and intervene in Ukraine. In this scenario, what measures would
you recommended to be undertaken?
Anyu Angelov: It is very difficult question. I personally do not believe that
Ukraine will disappear from the world maps as an independent state. This is an
extremely serious matter that wanders in our thoughts, but is still not a strategic
issue.
Secondly, I would like to outline that the concentration of Russian troops on
Ukraine border is a present issue. In general, the use of this measure will seek the
separation of parts of Eastern Ukraine, perhaps Donetsk and Kharkov. But I have
deeply doubts for Odessa because it is too far and of greater importance for the
nearby countries and their trade relations because of its outlet on the sea. However,
nobody can be absolutely sure on Putin‟s ambition level. I can foresee only one
thing, as a man who deals with military issues and as a person that has graduated
and have acquaintances with Ukrainian officers and Russian generals. I can tell
you that in the past, the generals of the Soviet Union and then the Russian
Federation were the motive power appealing for fighting against NATO missile
defence (that by the way still doesn‟t exist), on the contrary to the present moment
when the president is a complete chauvinist and possesses absolute power due to
the fact, that I believe 90 % of the population, especially in those areas that are not
economically developed, recognize him as the man that will restore the glory of
the Russian Empire or the Soviet Union in the form of a Eurasian Union.
I am confident in that fact. And now the generals will support Putin, but will
not be the leaders of the current developments. The decision on this military group
invasion in Eastern Ukraine is Putin‟s prerogative. I think that he has much easier
tasks to accomplish as Transnistria that is currently ruled under the Moscow
influence. The trainings that were held on the west Dniester waterside are proving
that. The suggestion is that above all, Putin aims are all these frozen conflicts that
could be resolved in favor of the future Eurasian union. Nagorno- Karabakh is one
of them.
One of the 11 countries that rejected the UN resolution against Russia is
Armenia because there is a contingent of Russian troops as observers. I had two
official meetings with the former Minister of Defence of Azerbaijan that said that
every day in Nagorno-Karabakh happened fighting with the Russians. Nobody can
be absolutely sure on what is forthcoming but in my opinion at this stage, the
Crimea is enough achievement for Putin and he will seek to strengthen his
positions rather than conquering new territories.
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All of us, in particular the people with strategic thinking in the NTAO
Headquarters should be united in a whole for grappling with this issue. Thank you!
Atanas Zapryanov: In my opinion, NATO underestimated the NATO
Response Force. We started considering the Connected Forces Initiative as priority,
as the operational tempo is forecast to decrease. So, we forgot about the NATO
Response Force and neglected their scenarios.
I think that NATO should look at its Response Force scenarios that
accidentally or not, are 25 000, exactly as much as the Russian troops on the
Ukraine border. If the scenario for Russia to invade Ukraine and to start a
conventional war is carried out, I am asking what will happen with the refugees
that will seek asylum in the NATO member states. They will be a serious issue for
these countries security, as well as for NATO as their security guarantor. The
NATO Response Force can be used as a political motive. We do need to revive
them again, not in "stand by" position rather than returning to the maintenance of
25 000 response force on a rotational principal.
Todor Tagarev: At the risk of taking up a little time of the panel that I will
moderate, I could not abstain from making comments on the mentioned issue, as I
have some experience in making analyzes of scenarios and I have been a counselor
to Ukraine Ministry for 6, 7 years.
I think there is a third scenario between that one described by Ambassador
Rachev and the other of Minister Angelov. This scenario describes a situation in
which Putin will try to keep tension and will make trouble provocations against the
Kiev government without using military force, hoping that in this way, he will be
able to take the control over Ukraine in a democratic way.
Kаmeliya Dimitrova: In my opinion, the Ukraine crises could change our
views and assessments for the future of NATO and the accession countries, such as
Bulgaria. This situation prevents us from thinking positively, because it is the only
time in a period of stability and peace for the member states and the alliance as a
whole, when we can think positively about the future.
I have the following question, which is more practical. Let‟s make the
assumption that the tension in Ukraine escalate and Putin continues to demonstrate
strength and greater ambitions in the region, then the international community, in
particular, the EU member states will have to impose more serious sanctions
against the individuals and the country that provokes the instability in Ukraine.
Regarding that and taking into account the mentioned dependence of the
Bulgarian Army armament and capabilities on Russian maintenance by the military
experts, I am asking if we assume that Bulgaria supports the idea for more
complex sanctions, including in this area, what would be the risks for our potential
military protection. Thank you!
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Anyu Angelov: I would like just to say that the Bulgarian Air Force is in the
utmost degree dependent on Russian maintenance and, in particular, the fighter
aviation. The exception is the air defence that from a long time does not get spare
parts from Russia. This dependence does not exist for the Land forces. The
problem is for the security of the airspace and MiG 29. In this regard, some
military sanctions would be not dangerous for Bulgaria. The economic sanctions
are another issue because they could be hardly painful for our country, including
the latest threat of the Ukrainian Minister of Oil and Gas for stopping the Russian
gas supplies for Europe.
Velizar Shalamanov: I will abstain from asking another question. But I
would like to make a comment, as the last 5 years I am working in NATO. It was
announced the initial operational capability for missile defence. Yes, the missile
defence does not cover this area, which is interesting for us, but anyway, it is
tested and works, and it is only a matter of time to start to function.
Second, I would like to outline something that is more important. I'm a little
embarrassed because on Monday was held the meeting of the Advisory Council on
National Security under the patronage of the President on the issues and the risks
arising in regard to the Ukraine crises and the energy issues. Now I am hearing
different military scenarios and I'm a little overwhelmed. Since the beginning of
March, Poland activated art. 4 request for consultations in the North Atlantic
Council. It was immediately followed by sending American aircraft to observe the
airspace of the Baltic States and Poland. The aircrafts began to fly over Romania
and Poland, to provide better coverage of airspace. In this regard Bulgaria as
member of NATO has the full right to activate art. 4 and request consultations on
the issues of energy dependence.
I am saying it again. I am really worried that we are NATO members for 10
years, but we do not take advantage from the Alliance to protect our interests. All
the tools are at Bulgaria‟s disposal - from political to military means and Bulgaria
bear the responsibility to put these issues on the table and request for support,
including request for funding the development of military infrastructure, as
Romania has already said in person to the president and the prime minister. Thank
you!
Sabi Sabev: As a moderator, I will allow myself a short comment – in
addition, which will close the panel. I think that the possibility for Russia to
redeploy forces the Crimean Peninsula should be on the NATO agenda. The
Russian have also an ambitious modernization program of the Black Sea fleet that
gives NATO the right to ask what the aim of the Russians is by increasing their
presence in the southern regions and especially in Crimea. It puts on the NATO
agenda the issue for receiving reassurance for the countries that are also its Eastern
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border that in case of accident or crisis, they will be reliably protected by
activation of art. 5 of the Washington Treaty.
On the other hand, this crisis should reflect the policies of our governments
to reverse the negative trend of continuous reduction of the defence budget. They
should also give a start to the needed modernization of the Armed Forces in order
to increase their capabilities and stop cutting the military personnel, as in my
opinion we have already implemented it, diminishing the numbers of the personnel
from 45 000 militaries to 26 000.
I give the floor for last comments to Minister Angelov.
Anyu Angelov: Regarding the Advisory Council on National Security
meeting, I'm no longer a member of this board, but I know that there is not a report
from the Chief of Defence on the possible measures that could be undertaken in
the terms of the military security. What we can do, and was outlined by Dr.
Shalamanov, is to activate Article 4, because the Russian flights in our airspace are
not unintentional. At one point they could enter the airspace, accidentally or not,
and then we will be unable to react.
Dontcho Doykov: I will make a final remark just to assure the audience that
NATO conduct regular trainings based on planning scenarios. For Bulgaria and the
Bulgarian army is very important to develop capabilities in this area, as the key
element is the preservation of the personnel that have served in NATO
Headquarters. skills in this area. A key element is the development and
preservation of personnel, served in the headquarters of the Alliance.
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FORUM FOR THE FUTURE:
NATO FOR THE FUTURE OF EUROPE;
BULGARIA FOR THE FUTURE OF NATO
MODERATOR DR. TODOR TAGAREV
Minister of Defence (March-May 2013
Welcome to the Futures Forum, that will discuss the meaning
of NATO for the future of Europe and its Southeast European
region, what Bulgaria means for the future of NATO; what we
need to do to achieve a future status, corresponding to our
vision, in the way it has been formulated.
Four distinguished senior experts will take part in this
discussion. Let me start by presenting them. I am glad that at the end we have a
lady on one of our panels. Mrs. Assya Davidova is Director General, Political
Affairs at Bulgaria‟s Ministry of Foreign Affairs. She served as deputy minister of
defence in the last year‟s Caretaker Government, March-May 2013.
Our next panelist is Prof. John Kriendler – a diplomat who currently utilizes
his rich experience mostly by teaching future leaders at the George C. Marshall
Center for European Security Studies in Garmisch-Partnekirchen, Germany.
Mr. Chavdar Penkov is “National Security Projects” manager at ITA Group
Bulgaria. He is member of the Association of Communications and Information
Specialists and former director of Directorate “Protection of Means of
Communication” in the Ministry of the Interior, as well as national representative
to NATO‟s information security sub-committee.
And finally, the person who least needs to be presented – Dr. Velizar
Shalamanov, deputy minister of defence for policy and planning from November
1998 till June 2001, a period that was crucial for NATO membership and Bulgaria
managed to make a breakthrough in the respective preparation. For the last five
years he is Director in the NATO Communications and Information Agency
(formerly NATO C3 Agency).
Let me start with a short list of ideas for discussion in our last panel. In my
opinion, today‟s conference, the discussion and the spirit we all witness underline
the importance of NATO. After the end of the Cold war, this importance was
proven in the 1990s in the Balkans and the consequent peacekeeping operations,
by the united efforts against the global terrorism and medieval fundamentalism in
Afghanistan. We can be sure, that NATO will perform its role as a protector of the
sovereignty and the integrity of its European members, and will continue to serve
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as main pillar of the security architecture in the Euroatlantic space in the 21st
Century.
All that is of extreme importance for the security of Bulgaria, the economic
development and the prosperity of the Bulgarian society. It is in our vital interests
that NATO continues to evolve as a cohesive, effective alliance of democratic and
prosperous nations. We need to work towards that vision and to be proactive in the
formulation of respective policies. The main form in the realization of this national
interest of Bulgaria is to continue to evolve rigorously as a solid, reliable ally, with
active and effective contribution to the allied defence and security capabilities.
What is needed for this to happen? Being certain that the Forum already
generated numerous ideas, and our panel discussion will add new ones, I will use
the opportunity to share with you some of my views.
First, we need to eliminate the dependencies on unreliable partners in the
maintenance of defence capabilities. This is crucial for air defence capabilities and
elements of the command and control system. It applies as well to the defence
industrial base of the country and the need to eliminate dependencies on licenses,
deliveries from unreliable partners and to integrate the national defence industry
into the European defence technological and industrial base. We all understand that
this could not happen in two or three years, but is a realistic goal for the next ten
years. We need to start working towards this goal already today.
The second issue is how are we going to exploit our strengths in order to
provide a more visible and efficient contribution to the Alliance capabilities.
Usually the answer is sought in terms of specialization – both in the framework of
NATO‟s „Smart Defence‟ concept and in the corresponding concept of “Pooling &
Sharing” of the European Union. One of the possible areas of specialization,
reflected in the composition of our panel, is the area of cyber security and cyber
defence. There are other possibilities that need to be carefully assessed, for
example in the domain of special operations and some of their components, in
field medical support, in components of chemical, biological, radiological, and
nuclear defence, e.g. in the field of bio-defence. It‟s been ten years since I started
to talk publicly on the need for and the opportunities for specialization, and some
of these opportunities are not available anymore. It is time to assess particular
opportunities, and to turn assessment into practical activities, so that in a few
years, and certainly in the next ten years, we will see the effects of Bulgaria‟s
specialization in at least two areas – specialization that is based on solid,
competitive clusters involving scientific research, development of technologies,
industrial solutions and military capabilities that are all competitive on a global
scale.
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Thirdly, I have no doubts that in short term NATO will undertake actions to
support the enhancement of Ukraine‟s defence potential. We may use the time in
this session to discuss, inter alia, how Bulgaria could contribute to the
strengthening of Ukraine‟s defence.
And the final issue I want to pose in the launch of this panel discussion is the
necessity of a deeper cooperation in a regional and other formats in the process of
integration of Bulgaria‟s military into the NATO force structure.
All these issues will be discussed by the panelists. Allow me to give the floor
first to Mrs Davidova to share her views with us. She will decide whether to
engage the institution she represents or not.
ASSIA DAVIDOVA
Deputy Minister of Defense (March - May 2013), General
Director Political Affairs, Political Director, Ministry of
Foreign Affairs
I would like to briefly outline what would be the future
relevance of NATO, with the intention to have more time for
discussion.
I would start with saying that Bulgaria, as a NATO member
country, should remain fully committed to the effective
implementation of the three NATO‟s core tasks, formulated in the Strategic
Concept – collective defence, crisis management and cooperative security, or
development of the partnerships.
As to the first core task, collective defence – I guess you have already
discussed that in the previous panels and I would probably repeat things that have
already been said. When touching upon the defence transformation, I would only
mention the need for Bulgaria for adequate participation in the Smart Defence
projects and in the Connected Forces Initiative. Moreover, with the transition next
year for NATO from operational to preparedness mode with the end of ISAF
operation in Afghanistan, the need is raising to sustain well trained and educated,
highly interoperable and ready to act forces, as well as the whole spectrum of
needed capabilities.
When we speak about the acquisition of critical capabilities, the problem with
the available resources inevitably needs to be touched upon. These are well known
problems not only for Bulgaria but for the most of the Allies as well. So far the US
provide the great deal of the critical capabilities and in order to share this burden
the relevant initiatives have been launched aiming at collective acquisition of
capabilities. For us, in national terms, the issue is – to what extent we have a clear
vision, to what extent we are able to prioritize within the available resources and to
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what extent we are undertaking to remove the possible legislative obstacles that
prevent our country from taking part in collective defence projects.
The Connected Forces Initiative also needs a proactive position on our part, and
probably this question has already been tackled. We have these joint facilities
[Bulgarian-US] that could be used, we need to come with the relevant initiatives
our armed forces could only benefit from.
Following the NATO‟ core tasks, I will touch upon the crisis management and
the drawdown of the biggest NATO operation – that in Afghanistan. The end of
ISAF operation does not mean in any case that NATO as an organization and
Bulgaria as a NATO member country will end their engagement in Afghanistan.
Still, there is a lot of unfinished business. NATO is engaged through so called
Enduring Partnership which is a long-term commitment to Afghanistan, through a
midterm commitment for sustainment of the Afghan National Security Forces, and
through relatively short-term Resolute Support mission, expected to be launched
after the end of ISAF. We all know the still existing problems that slow down the
proper planning of RSM. But it needs to be clear that if we want to consolidate
what has been achieved so far in Afghanistan we need to make it irreversible.
NATO and the international community could not afford to withdraw their support
for Afghanistan. Of course, the developments will depend very much on the
administrative capacity of Afghanistan and strength of its state institutions, the
further development of the ANSF, as well as on the responsibility the country takes
for the security. But undoubtedly Afghanistan will long need the international
support including in the security area. In this context I hope very much that the
Bilateral Security Agreement between US and Afghanistan will be signed soon
thus clearing the way for the further RSM planning. It is clear enough that these
obstacles are driven by the internal political context linked to the presidential
elections so I am optimist in this regard and think that there will be enough time to
continue the appropriate planning of RSM due to start after 2014.
Bulgaria has already taken at the end of last year a decision by the Council of
Ministers with regard to our participation in RSM outlining the parameters of our
engagement. This is clear evidence that our position is one of a responsible and
reliable ally.
Finally I will touch briefly on the third core task according to the Strategic
Concept – cooperative security. Certain trends that emerged in the recent years will
continue to develop - namely development of the individualized partnerships with
countries that are not part of the traditional NATO partnership formats. The first
established partnership format, Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council is somehow
exhausted due, to the great extent, to the fact that most of its members became
NATO members; the Mediterranean Dialogue encountered certain difficulties with
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the problems in the recent years between Turkey and Israel; the Istanbul
Cooperation Initiative didn‟t show enough activity – with all these developments
in mind it is only natural to conclude that, in order to act accordingly NATO needs
to make maximum use of its cooperation with countries that, on one side, share
the values underpinning the Washington Treaty, and on the other – have the
necessary capabilities, including financial resources, to help NATO succeed in
certain operations and missions. This is a logical tendency followed by NATO in
the recent years and that is to be further strengthened – to cooperate with countries
able to contribute with their armed forces and capabilities to NATO operational
objectives.
Along with that and taking into account the constantly emerging new threats
and hotspots of insecurity and tension, the need NATO, according to the existing
resources and capacity (recently becoming very limited), to render more focused
support to fragile states comes to a forefront; countries like Libya that are
characterized by significantly insecure environment. This would be a significant
NATO contribution to the achieving of an adequate level of the security
environment there.
In the context of the recent developments in Ukraine and as Dr. Tagarev
mentioned, the issue is how NATO can support this country in these difficult
moments. Given the Distinctive Partnership that NATO has with Ukraine from
1997 – it is only natural for NATO and its member states to help Ukraine with the
development of its defence capacity and further reform in the defence sector.
I will stop here; I would prefer to have more time for discussion after the
interventions of the other panelists. Thank you.

JOHN KRIENDLER
George C. Marshall Center for European Security
Studies
It is a pleasure and an honor to be back in this room
which I last visited in 1991 to listen to the speech by
Secretary General Wörner during his first visit in Sofia.
And it is a great pleasure to be here on such an important occasion.
I have to start out with a brief caveat and a confession. The caveat is
that I am not an official, not a US official nor a NATO official. I am an
academic and my views are my own and they shouldn‟t be imbued with
greater authority than they merit. The confession is that I was, please note
the past tense, a reformed Cold Warrior but I would slip occasionally into
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residual suspicion. I am now a reformed reformed Cold Warrior, and I am
suspicious almost all the time and very much concerned.
In addressing NATO‟s future and the next ten years and Bulgaria‟s role,
it seems to me quite clear that the most important issue is how NATO and
NATO allies, like Bulgaria, will respond to the current paradigm shift in the
security environment which affects us all. If we are successful in dealing
with it in a way which assures no further aggression but keeps open the
door open, as Dr. Kennedy mentioned, to Russia becoming a member of the
family, then it seems to me our success is assured and our future is assured.
If we are not so successful then the future is more in question.
What I thought would be the interesting way to talk about NATO‟s
future was to look at some of the key issues that will be considered by allies
at the Wales Summit in September from the perspective of the impact on
those issues of what is happening in Crimea and what will hopefully not be
happening in the rest of Ukraine, to consider the impact of those issues.
And I want to start, of course, with the most obvious issue. It is one we
referred to already in our discussions which is a policy, a new NATO policy
concerning relations between NATO and the Russian Federation. The
policy has been, as you know, to build strategic partnership. But we have,
during the course of the day heard the Russian Federation referred to as an
“adversary,” a term which by the way I believe is correct, but also even the
term “enemy” has come up few times. So I think that it is very important
that allies at the level of heads of state and government agree very clearly
what it is they seek to achieve with Russia and what the different elements
of the policy should be. As of right now, NATO has stopped all practical
normal cooperation with Russia, but has not ruled out the possibility of
meetings of the NATO Russia Council. I think that the approach that formal
US ambassador to Moscow Michael McFaul has recommended of
containment but also engagement seems to be the right mix. The secret is to
be firm enough so that the Russian Federation has no doubt about the
consequences of any further aggression in Ukraine, on the one hand, but, on
the other hand, not in fact to do things that will close the door on future
engagement and eventual achievement of the goal that allies have agreed at
the Lisbon Summit; that is, a strategic partnership with the Russian
Federation. Russia is not going away, Ukraine is unable to change its
geographic position, Bulgaria is also not planning on going anywhere, and
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I want to close by telling you, Bulgaria, what you should do to try to
assure that NATO‟s future is a bright one, because it is so important for
Bulgaria. You should continue to be a good ally. You should do all the good
things that the NATO representatives here today said you were doing. That
is, you should seek to increase the size of your defense budget, however
difficult that is. You should continue to contribute to NATO operations. You
should continue to demonstrate willingness to compromise because without
that NATO doesn‟t function well. I have heard a lot of very positive things
about Bulgaria, about the process of the last 10 years, but also some
negative things. The degree to which you can address those problems
successfully and continue therefore as as important a contributor to the
Alliance as possible will help NATO, and it will help you.
Thank you very much.
VELIZAR SHALAMANOV
Director Demand Management, NATO Communications and
Information Agency
It is a real pleasure for a person, while on his vacation, to
participate in such a useful discussion. I am saying this to point
out that, whatever opinion I express at this forum is a personal
point of view and not an official position of NATO‟s
Communication and Information Agency.
We often mention NATO. The most important statement that one can hear in
Brussels, Mons and in other places is that NATO- this is the nations. The Alliance
is not an abstract thing, as it is nothing different than the nations‟ will to work
together for defending values such as liberty, democracy, the rule of the law and
the dignity of the citizens of its member states. The real power of NATO is that it is
union of free and sovereign states.
As I have already mentioned in one of my questions, it is the short Washington
treaty that consists of only 14 articles, every single one of them very important and
the significant article 9 creates a structure and bodies which guarantee the treaty‟s
implementation and ensure the NATO‟s vitality and adaption possibilities in an
unpredictable world after 65 years of existence.
The three main matters I am going to discuss in today‟s panel are: Firstly,
Bulgaria can, is capable - we succeeded in joining the Alliance exactly as it was
foreseen in The 2004 Plan (Bulgarian plan) and as NATO‟s member it actively
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therefore constructive relations with Russia are in the final analysis
essential.
What are some of the other issues? One that has been already mentioned
is collective defense. This has been high on the agenda for a long time
because there are some allies who required reassurance. That was certainly
the case for the Baltic allies, Poland and the Czech Republic, and that is
why in the wake of the Russian invasion of Georgia a number of important
steps were taken to provide reassurance. First of all, contingency planning,
which we have heard about was undertaken. Second, there were exercises
such as Steadfast Jazz 2013 which was held last November in the northern
part of the Alliance. And third there has been a clear focus on having the
capabilities required for collective defense that had not a focus for a long
time because of the alliance‟s very significant focus on expeditionary
operations. And clearly more of that is required, a greater focus on
capabilities, more exercises and, I certainly agree with what has been said
earlier, contingency planning, not just for the Baltics and Poland, but for all
of the allies that feel threatened. And I am certainly reassured to see that in
president Obama‟s statement on Wednesday he indicated that contingency
planning for all allies that feel threatened is something that would be
pursued.
There are other things that have been considered, as well, in the area of
reassurance, some of which have been mentioned here. They are the
redeployment and increased readiness of NATO forces. This is something
that General Breedlove, Supreme Allied Commander Europe, mentioned
just few days ago. Exactly how that will play out is not clear at this stage,
but it is certainly something under consideration.
Something else that has been considered is the cutting off of defense
exports by allies to Russia. The UK, Germany and the US have already
taken steps in that regard, and that seems like something that will be very
useful to pursue. These are steps, among others, that hopefully will have a
significant impact, but I think it is also important to reassure Russia of an
understanding that in the final analysis Ukraine needs to have good
relations with the West, but also with the Russian Federation. And that the
West does not have designs on Ukraine.
There are some other issues on the Wales agenda I would like to
mention. First, missile defense which has come up a couple of times today.
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It is important to keep in mind two things about missile defense. One of the
problems has been Russian opposition to NATO missile defense. That
opposition you can now pretty much forget. It will continue, but it will not
be as important anymore. In any case it has not really delayed the process.
The second aspect is related to the suggestions at our conference that there
should be missile defense emplacements here in Bulgaria. It is very
important to remember that NATO‟s missile defense system is designed to
intercept missiles from Iran and that the interceptors being put in place in
Poland and Romania are not useful against missiles from other countries. I
am not mentioning any particular one, but you know what I have in mind.
What about cyber, another issue that has been raised a number of times
and will certainly be on the Wales agenda. The Russian Federation is a
cyber- superpower, one of the most advanced countries in the world in
terms of its cyber capabilities, and it has certainly demonstrated clearly its
willingness and ability to use those capabilities in very troubling ways. And
I hope therefore that what is going on will provide an additional impetus for
NATO efforts to assure that allies have all the protection they require
against the cyber threat.
Perhaps just two more topics. What about partnership? Partnership, in
my opinion assumes an even greater importance in the light of the new
problems that we face. Partnership, in particular, between Ukraine and
NATO, but with other partners as well will be a focus of continuing and
intense interest. This was a key issue already on the agenda for Wales, and
in my opinion it importance will certainly not be diminished by the new
problems we are facing now.
And finally - enlargement. You remember that after the Chicago summit
it was said that it should be the last summit which did not focus explicitly
on the issue of enlargement. And one of the reasons why there was some
delay in deciding on holding the Wales Summit in September was lack of
enthusiasm by some allies to address the issue of enlargement. I think this
lack of enthusiasm to discuss enlargement has now evaporated, and a very
interesting political issue is what will happen at Wales regarding Georgia?
Georgia is not going to become an ally, in my opinion, but will it get a
Membership Action Plan?. I do not know the answer, but at least some
analysts think it is not unlikely (to use a double negative) that Georgia will
get a membership action plan, which would be a significant step forward.
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contributes for the Alliance‟s success that was proved by all the speeches,
including the one of Minister Anguelov and LTG Zapryanov.
Secondly, NATO has transformed significantly in the recent years as a result of
the initiated reform in the end of 2009. As a person involved in all the reforms that
have been implemented in Bulgaria in 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001 and further, I could
share with you that there is a lot of common in all these changes no matter of the
past 10 years period. Exactly as we had started with the National Security Strategy
and Military doctrine, NATO has started with new strategic concept. It was
followed by Command structure review and reform aimed at its reduction while at
the same time, the attention was focused on the force structures where the member
states voluntary establish multinational formations, maintaining the necessary
capabilities in case of Washington treaty Article 5 activation, as well as for crises
management and cooperative security.
This reform was applied also on institutional level by improving the
mechanism for consultations and decision-making where NATO‟s strength is on
the first place. We have also discussed that- each member state can take advantage
of these mechanisms and can receive advice, support or solidarity, seeking
consensus - a powerful decision that is made by 28 countries.
One of the reforms, where I am involved, has been applied for NATO‟s
agencies transformation. The member states have decided not only to cut down the
number of agencies from 14 to 3, focusing on their capabilities necessary for
NATO, but also to be able to support the modernization and transformation plans
and programs of each member state and of each operational partner country that
has arrangements with NATO. As Mrs Davidova said, for partners to cooperate
with the Alliance and have at their disposal the required capabilities to do that is
essential for NATO.
This is why all the new initiatives, such as the Connected Forces Initiative,
Smart Defence and NATO Forces 2020 are open for partner- countries. NATO‟s
commitment to work with partner countries is of crucial importance. All that
which is outside Article 5 of the Washington treaty is practically open including
consultation with partners such as Sweden and Finland which are EU members but
not NATO‟s and have long years of capability development programmes using the
experience and potential, developed by the Alliance. This is their instrument for
maintaining interoperability and operational partnership that is their security
guarantee outside Article 5, counting on the participation in NATO operations,
training and consultations and this way receiving protection (as in the case of
Kosovo crisis for Bulgaria in 1999). This is a very important oppotunity also for
Ukraine if Government decides to use it, taking into account the maintained
special relations with the Alliance. Actually. NATO gave the same opportunity to
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Russia that has decided not to make use of it, and instead choose the path of
challenging the Alliance and international order. In conclusion for the second
area, in my opinion as result of all the changes in the last 5 years, NATO is far
more prepared for today‟s challenges than it was before that.
The third area is what can Bulgaria receive as member state of this effective
and successful alliance? I would not address political and economic aspects. Will
restrict my statement in one dimension that is part of my job in the last 5 years development of the capabilities for Command, Control, Communications,
Computers, Intelligence and Surveillance (C4ISR) with provision of related
services. These are the crucial capabilities for rapid reaction and performing of
the three missions of the Alliance as in the Strategic Concept.
To be more precise, I will mention the experience of some member states that
are also NATO founders. For instance, the United Kingdom decided trough the
Strategic Defence Review to develop a policy called „NATO First‟ because even a
state like the UK, with developed economy, considers the fact that there is no
European country that have the capacity to build all new capabilities alone, only
with its national industry and therefore searches for an opportunity to use NATO
as a platform, where financial resources of common funding invested for NATO
solutions (contributed as percentage of the countries‟ GDP) for building UK
national and NATO multinational capabilities. I already pointed out the example
of Sweden and Finland that are partner countries and are following the path of
using NATO capacity developed for 65 years in order to acquire the best possible
capabilities in the shortest possible time at minimum price, not only for success of
their military activities but also for cooperation with counties they have shared
values and trust with.
What could Bulgaria do? We should learn from the experience of such
countries and develop a 10-year or 5-year programme that is to include the
capability areas that I have already mentioned. Fortunately, the logo of the agency
that I am working for is that we do everything- from missile defence to cyber
defence. Of course, two areas could be related to the missile defence and air
policing, taking into account Bulgaria‟s participation in АCCS (Air Command
and Control System). Bulgaria could use the experience of Poland, the Czech
Republic, Hungary and the Western Balkans for developing programme for
replacing the radars, as again I would like to stress at the shortest possible time
and at minimum price, achieving interoperability and missile defense capability
(that is specific opportunity, when replacing radars).
Another area could be cyber defence within the Smart Defence Initiative,
where Canada is lead nation along with Norway, Denmark, the Netherlands and
important to stress – our neigbour Romania which are all participants in
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multinational project for developing capabilities for cyber defence. Not only that,
but Romania is considering the opportunity to be lead nation in multinational
project for developing capabilities for rapid reaction in case of cyber-attack where
staff could assist the other member states. In this way a cluster of projects related
to cyber-defence will be created that allows to use the full potential of NATO for
building and maintaining capabilities in the member states that will ease the
cooperation. We know that in this area the cooperation between the countries is of
utmost importance.
That list could be very long- as it could cover projects for Land forces, Air
forces, Special forces, the Navy, trainings ranges / simulation centers, the Center of
Excellence for crisis management and even parts that are outside of the Defence
sector – using IT with impact on security.
I will finish my statement with another example. Right before flying to Sofia,
our General Manager signed an agreement with the first German-Netherlands
Corps in Munster for adapting their C4ISR system to be certified for participation
in the NRF (NATO Response Force) in 2015. There are a lot of examples like this
one. Fortunately, more countries benefit from these opportunities and the next ten
years for NATO will be years of modernization at minimum price and maximum
cooperation between the member states based on the experience from Afghanistan,
as well as on all the scenarios that are developed in the process of NATO defence
planning. These are all opportunities for Bulgaria that I personally would like to
see implemented in the next 10 years and where a lot of young people will be
involved, as well as the Bulgarian industry and the research institutes. This is a
guarantee for us that there is minimal probability that we‟d be surprised and the
possibility to react in all the conditions will be maximal and I consider that the
next 10 years deserve the implementation of such a programme.
That approach is working successfully in the Scandinavian countries, Western
and Central Europe and makes me wonder why it could not be working in the
Southeast Europe, and particularly in Bulgaria. Italy is one of the countries with
very successful multi-year programme of work in command, control and
communications with the NATO Communication and Information Agency and is
one of the member states that participate in the South-East European Defence
Ministerial process. In near future I expect such a multi-year programme with
Ukraine if its citizens decide to be part of the free world. I am sure Bulgaria,
Croatia, Hungary, Poland, Romania, Slovakia could play important role in such a
program from NATO and EU side. Thank you!
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DR. CHAVDAR PENKOV
Manager N
" ational Security Projects ," ITA Engineering Ltd.,
Association of communication and information professionals
Ladies and gentlemen,
I will try to briefly stop on the cyber security issue. It is a
component of the national security that is developed in all
NATO member-states, as well as in concrete structures and
bodies that are responsible for protecting us from cyber attacks.
In fact the cyber security is informational security i.e. it ensures the prevention
of information leakage. This is the security of information that is exchanged
between different bodies and governments of the member states.
The development of the information and communication technologies in full
force drive to the opportunity for everyone to exchange data in real time, longdistance communication and transfer of information that is important for the
different bodies. Especially, in the security bodies the information should be
transferred keeping all the characteristics of good information, as it should be
sufficiently accurate, accessible for the users and its integrity and confidentiality
preventing the disclosure of information to unauthorized individuals or systems
should be kept.
This last character- the confidentiality actually is related to the cyber security.
We all know some good examples of violating the confidentiality as the ones in
Georgia and Estonia that violated the government information. Also, existing
examples are the ones in which hackers or state Special Forces disclose
information from different bodies and violate its integrity. Everyone could
imagine what would happen if a concrete structure that is carrying out military
operation discloses information that is exchanged in the Headquarters and is
received by the enemy. That would mean the life of the militaries that are acting in
the mission is threatened and probably will cost their lives.
That kind of information leakage we witness today in Ukraine. We should
become conscious on the goal of developing the cyber security, as we should be
aware of the basic elements that such an objective possesses:
Firstly, cyberspace is "the notional environment in which communication over
computer networks occurs."
Secondly, cyber warfare on one hand is the attempt to obtain information from
enemies using illegal exploitation methods on internet, networks, software and or
computers, but on the other hand it is the ability to protect your own information
data and systems. In this kind of war- there are cyber attacks that target is to
destroy computer information systems, infrastructures and computer networks.
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And finally, the cyber defence that actually become very popular and consists
of applying technical and legal measures for protecting the cyberspace and the
components of concrete critical infrastructure that should be determined by risk
analysis. In cyber defence terms are included all kind of measures- from technical
to procedural and mechanic for preventing information leakage that is of crucial
importance for state and organizations bodies.
Becoming conscious of all these elements and fighting for preventing the
leakage of information, the increase of the cyber attacks risk and defending the
communication and information systems is actually the manual for securing our
cyberspace.
As you know, when Bulgaria was preparing for accession to NATO, we had the
obligation to accept legal mechanisms and legal instruments - that was the Law on
the protection of classified information, with all the regulations for generating,
processing and transfer of classified information. These tools came into effect, but
they were not sufficient for ensuring effective data protection. These problems
appeared unexpectedly in different countries as Estonia, Georgia, South Korea
where different structures were attacked as we witnessed the leakage of
information. So in 2009 was adopted the cyber security vision that should have laid
down the base for securing our information and some decisions were taken for
creating national structures, adopting security strategy and policy action plan
against cyber attacks in each one of the member states. In most of the NATO
member states that was completely done - such strategies were adopted and were
organized national bodies active in the protection of national networks to prevent
leakage of such information.
We are still on the road, working in this direction. The first thing that was done,
perhaps with the help of Mr. Anu Angelov, it was a center in the Bulgarian
Ministry of Defence to address computer incidents, but we should notice it is
center only in the terms of defence. We still do not have national structure.
Hopefully, we will soon have such conversations for adopting cyber security
strategy for assuring our country security.
Thank you!
DISCUSSION
(QUESTIONS, STATEMENTS, COMMENTS)
Zlatogor Minchev: As the topic of the conference concerns the next ten years
ahead for Bulgaria in NATO and taking into account the mentioned cyber security
issues, I would like to ask the following question: when Minister Tagarev was head
of the Ministry of Defence in the caretaker Government in 2013 was initiated the
development of Strategy for National Cyber Security- a project that will be of
crucial importance in the next 20 years as we are living in an information society,
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so what happened with it?
We are working already 10 years in the area of information technologies and
the last 5- actively in the area of cyber security. I am coming today at this forum
exactly after I came back from a conference organized in Bucharest by NCIA in
partnership with AFCEA which focused on the cyber security issue. There, the
colleagues outlined the critical infrastructure and the communication as priorities.
My question is: “Do you consider that it will be appropriate for Bulgaria to
participate actively in this process, as we have a lot of high- qualified computer
specialists and traditions in this area? For me, it is concerning the opinion of Mr.
Shalamanov that we are leaving behind in this area, missing the opportunity to use
the capacity of our computer specialists. It is truth that is an issue dependent on
legislative framework, but Bulgaria as member of NATO, could specialize exactly
in the cyber security. Thank you!
Todor Tagarev: I did on purpose prioritize the cyber defence and the cyber
security as possible areas for Bulgaria‟s specialization in capabilities building.
There is definitely a necessity of this and Bulgaria has the capabilities at its
disposal. The biggest hurdle now is probably to find the institutional model of how
to do it. In this regard, it is really important for us to have a Strategy for Cyber
Security. Now the majority of the NATO member states have such strategies and
again NATO, through its Center of Competence in Cyber Defence in Tallinn
prepared an analysis, which is extremely useful and outline the main issues that
each cyber-security strategy need to respond to. The obstacles are currently the
fighting between institutions in Bulgaria and the permanent process of structural
change, especially in those organizations that have responsibilities in this area.
I think that one of the results of our conference could be to point out the need in
short term period, until a year or two, to come to a decision for the adoption of
such a Strategy for Cyber Security.
Chavdar Penkov: I am really sorry that we really did not come to the decision
for adopting a Strategy for Cyber Security. Also, I regret that in the conference
today there is not a single representative of the State Commission on information
security.
Long time after the creation of the State Commission, we were trying to do an
organization that is responsible for information security (as I want to outline that I
am not a member of the Commission). But unhopefully, as Mr. Tagarev said
various structures of government were fighting for the leadership and we could not
organize properly this process and all we could do was this team who is struggling
with computer incidents in the Ministry of Defence.
That was a great achievement. After a long struggle, I could say that maybe it
was personal achievement of the Minister and the structure which was responsible
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for information security. I hope, however, that NATO position for developing
national strategies, building of such structures that can tackle the problems in
computer networks will gain the hand over the national institutional fighting.
Thank you!
Assya Davidova: I would like only to add in answer of the last question that I
think that the Strategy on Cyber Security is almost developed. There is an
interagency group that works on this issue. The Ministry of Foreign Affairs is not
included in it, but the Ministry of Defence is included. Maybe there are no peers
who could say something more. I have no knowledge whether the strategy is
finalized, but I know it was to finish.
My request is to get back to something I intentionally left for the discussion‟s
part of the panel with the thought that it will be subject of discussion. But as far as
Mr. Kriendler already addressed the issue, I do not want to miss it. What I am
talking about is the NATO Opeen Door Policy- an issue of crucial importance for
Bulgaria. There is no need to say that Bulgaria is a strong supporter of this policy
led by the belief that NATO expansion in recent years have contributed to security
in the Euro-Atlantic area.
In the context of the upcoming NATO summit, although at the moment the
issue of enlargement is not part of the agenda for the meeting in September, our
position is that the Open Door Policy is absolutely legitimate point that should be
pointed out in the agenda of the NATO summit in September.
In our opinion a concrete progress can be achieved in two countries Montenegro, which is now ready to receive an invitation for membership. And the
other country that is candidate for membership - Georgia. I also consider that
Georgia showed great progress in recent years and political maturity as the
transition of power after the presidential election that were held some time ago,
was done in a civilized, smooth manner. Georgia actually deserves to be rewarded
for the progress it has made in recent years – I am not talking about membership,
but getting the long-awaited Action Plan for membership. This is what I wanted to
add. Thank you!
Anyu Anguelov: I would like to mention that there was also an interagency
working group during the previous government time, headed by the Secretary of
the Security Council - Mr. Milanov that came to a concrete proposal about creation
of National Agency for Cyber Security. Unfortunately, this idea was not
implemented. The report identified steps about what to be done. I think that the
leading structure in the terms of cyber security is the State Agency "National
Security”.
We sent Bulgarian computer specialists of our Center on Cyber security twice
in Tallinn. We had a concrete purpose and it would be better if the current
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leadership of the Ministry of Defence and the Ministry of Interior arrange to
implemented it and in this regard send our representative in Tallinn, at the Center
for Cyber security.
Regarding the Open Door policy, I also think that Montenegro deserves from a
long time to become NATO‟s member, as it implemented all the goals of its Plan.
We must not forget to mention also Macedonia.
Iliya Nalbantov: I am really pleased to hear that Georgia will receive its
Membership Plan. But this raise the following issue: Could the leaders of these
small countries unite and begin the process of developing joint projects for
rearmament, or what are those difficulties that must be overcame - in diplomatic
and political terms, in order to be initiated this process?
John Kriendler: Regarding Montenegro membership in NATO, we should
outline that the real hurdle is the insufficient support. There is not enough support,
as would it be desirable. However, the situation is not as bad as in Ukraine, where
only 18% of the population supported the NATO membership. But in Montenegro
the public support is also not enough, because as you know, NATO membership is
not just for free - it is associated with a specified price both political and costing
human life, in addition to financial costs. What I mean is that NATO is not
supported by the public and it is very difficult for the government to take the
necessary steps to become a good ally. Regarding Macedonia - it is definitely ready
for becoming a member, but there does still exist the dispute with Greece on its
name, as there is no progress. And nobody expects progress in the near future.
Chavdar Penkov: I agree with Gen. Angelov that cyber and information
security are different, but they are parallel because in cyber space the main product
is information. In this aspect the parallel between cyber and information assurance
is made. This is something that we must develop in NATO documents and
doctrines. We all know what the consequences could be if such an information
leaked. This is why I think that our governments should work in the direction of
building secure and reliable cyberspace.
Assya Davidova: First - regarding Montenegro, linking what Mr. Kriendler said
- I have very primary information since I was there 2 weeks ago and I understood
that in Montenegro is shown impressive progress in terms of the public support.
For several months it has increased from 30 to 42% support, which is really
significant and impressive data. This became a fact thanks to the decision of the
current political leadership to include the topic as priority in the political discourse
of all political leaders. The second point is that in Montenegro, we have a stable
political consensus and parliamentary 100% support for the Euro-Atlantic
integration. I always say that two things are very important in the context of the
Euro-Atlantic integration - political continuity and political agreement for the
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realization of this objective and public support. The public support is undoubtedly
very important, because as you said- the membership means not only benefits, but
also financial and other costs. It is also very important to have continuity of
political determination. For Montenegro, these two conditions are in power, so I
think that it really deserves to receive a membership invitation.
Unfortunately for Macedonia the case is not the same. Perhaps in Wales in
September, the leaders will repeat that until Macedonia meet the condition, which
is fixed by the 2008 summit-in Bucharest and the problem is not solved,
Macedonia will not have any prospects for fulfilling NATO‟s membership.
Velizar Shalamanov: A very interesting discussion started. I'll just say that the
Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, that is the official name used in NATO,
in partnership with Montenegro and Croatia as leading country participate in a
joint project to purchase modern air defense radars and their full integration as far
as possible with the NATO air defense system. This is a huge sign which comes
from Macedonia, and Montenegro, and Croatia, as a regional leader in the Western
Balkans.
Regarding the topic of the conference - because it's something as an
opportunity for last few words, I really hope that the next five years Bulgaria will
realize a multi-annual program for full integration in NATO forces, which seems is
actually EU force structure as the major nations - Germany, Italy, France, Spain
and the United Kingdom make no difference. Other nations such as Sweden and
Finland, definitely consider that participation in NATO Response Force, as the best
preparation for the European defence and European forces. So hopefully Bulgaria
will have such a program before Ukraine.
Todor Tagarev: I would like to point out 2, 3 more issues. There is definitely
necessity for capabilities development. We should continue to develop our
capabilities in partnership with our allies in different cooperation projects. I am
convinced that we will use these cooperation projects and the possibilities for
specialization. We should all work in this direction in the next 10 years to achieve
viable results and to strengthen Bulgaria‟s position as reliable ally.
Thank you for the attention! Thanks to all the participants in this panel. I am
giving the floor to Gen. Sabev for making some final remarks.
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Sabi Sabev: Ladies and gentlemen, As we wished at the beginning of this
jubilee conference, we still hope that its goal and level of ambition will start the
revival of the debate on the national security, the NATO future and Bulgaria future
in NATO in the Bulgarian society.
I think that the forum was very useful for all of us. I would like to thank to all
of the panel participants and I would like to thank to the foreign speakers, Dr.
Kennedy, Mr. Mason, and Mr. Kriendler, that were so kind to accept our invitation
and to take part in this event.
Also, I would like to thank to all the organizers that were engaged in the
conduction of the forum. After all to my colleagues from the ATLANTIC,
including Minister Tagarev, Deputy-minister Shalamanov, General Anguelov and
Lieutenant-colonel Nalbantov and Ambassador Rachev that ensured the
participation of the foreign speakers.
I would like to thank to our youth friends- the students for their attendance and
would like to say to them Welcome in the transatlantic community! You are all
welcome to all our events.
I am using the occasion to give the member cards of two members of oursMinister Tagarev and Deputy-minister Shalamanov.
I would like also to thank to the Ministry of Defence leadership and the Central
Military Club that provided us with a wonderful atmosphere, as well as the
colleagues from the company that provided simultaneous translation for this
conference. I would like also to thank to the catering companies. I express my
gratitude also to the sponsors of the event and the organizers that worked hard for
realizing this forum.
I think that the Bulgarian transatlantic community will continue to debate for
on the Bulgarian effective membership in NATO in the future
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