SE Europe
Programme

i Npoypuppn
) NA Evponng

'EAIAMEN

Greek-Bulgarian
Relations:

Present State and
Future
Challenges

Authors:

p i
. ] EQNOQKHE







CONTENTS

ABOUT THE SOUTH-EAST EUROPE PROGRAMME .......oeerneeerssesrsnsssssssssssssssssssssssssssssess s ssssssssssssessssssessssssnes 5
ABOUT THE AUTHORS ..o eteeterreeeerusesessssesesssssesesssssessssssesssssssesssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssesssssssesssssssesssssssesssssssesssssssesesssssssssssnes 6
PREFACE ..ot eeeetteseessseeeessssesesssssesesssseesesssseesess st 488 8RS 4R RS R RS R RS R RS R RS RS RE SRR RE R R RS R R R R0 7
INTRODUCTION: HISTORICAL CONTEXT ..oovueeermsereerssesesssssesesssssssessssesssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssesssssssssssssasesssssssesssssasessssanesses 8
Traditional enmity and the gradual rapProCheMENt ... eerieereerneeernreseerse e ssss s ssses st sssass 8
Greek foreign policy after the end of the COld WA ...t sssssesssssssesssssssssssssssssans 9
Bulgarian foreign policy after the end of the COld WA ......ceeeeeeeesseeesseesssssssssssesssesesssesssssesssssesssssesssssssssssesess 9

1. POLITICAL AND DIPLOMATIC RELATIONS ... iiiierrerssrerssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssnessss 11
1D310] (0] 0 U (ol /=] = U o) o U 11
Greece and Bulgaria’s accession to EUrOPean UNION ... ceeeeereesseessseessesseesssssessssesssssssesssesssessssssssssssessanes 16
Signing Of DIlateral AGTEEIMENTES ... cceeereeesreerreeseeessees s sees s seesssess s s sess s s s ssse s R bR s R a s e s s e sennaes 18
Greece, Bulgaria and relations with the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia (FYROM) .....ccccccnrerernnens 18
Greek and Bulgarian perceptions of FYROM and the Macedonian qUEStION ........coeeeeernmeeeeeseessseesseesnnes 18
Greek-Bulgarian cooperation on FYROM Within the EU ....eeeecsresseeesesssssesseesssessseessesssssssessnes 20

2. BILATERAL PROBLEMS AND DISPUTES......ooitetreeetusseessssesessssesesssssesssssssessssssesssssssssssssssesssssssesssssssesssssssessssssesssssssessssssnes 22
DISPULES OVET NEITEAZE ..o ceurerseemseerreeseersseesseessseesssessseesssessssesssees s ss s ssess e ssses e s e R R R AR bR R R R R R R 22
The return of the “Slavonic-Bulgarian History” to Athos (1998).....ereeereeeeeseessneeseessessssesssesssesseees 22

The issue of religious relics removed from monasteries in Northern Greece.........enenenneeneees 22
Bulgarian archives and documents KEPt il GIEECE .......wuuceeereesreerreesseessseessessseesssesssesssesssssssssssssesssesssssssssessessaes 24

W AT INIATIAZEITIENE cvvuveeeuseeeuseessseeesseeessseessseeessseeesssesesssesesss et eb e E R8RSR AR SRR R AR SRR RS E AR 24
INESTOS/ IMESEA w.cvvureeruseesseesssesssseessssessssssess s s s RS RERS RS E R R SRS RS ERRRE00s 25
SEIYINIONAS / SEIUINA w.vvereevuseersseessseessssesssssesssssesssesess e ssse s s RS S RS RSRRERRERR RS S AR 0s 26
EVIOS / IMATTEZA ...euveeeueesseeseesseeesseeseseseesssesssesssseesssesssessssessseesssesssesesessssess e esseesssess e sss s as R R Rt R R e e R n e s s 27

3. ECONODMY .coterreetuseeeessseseessssesesssssesssssssesesssssesssssss e sss e e8s 58808 E SRR RS RS AR R £ R AR R SRR 28
Economic relations and foreign inVESTMENT ... ssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssans 28
The Hellenic Plan for the Economic Reconstruction of the Balkans (HIPERB) .....c.coeneeneenneesneeenseesseeesneees 31

4. ENERGY AND INFRASTRUCTURE ...oositertesteseetseesetseressseessssssssessssessesssessssssssss s ssesssssssesssssssssssssssssssssesssssssessssssssssssasssns 33
ENEIZY ISSUES w.ouiterititssctstsssssss bbb s bbb bbb bR R R bR R 33
The Burgas-Alexandroupolis 0l PIPEIINE ... ecerrerseerreessereseerseesesssssessesssess s sesssessssess s ssssssssssssasssssssseses 33
Interconnector Greece-Bulgaria ([GB) ... errersssessssesssssesssssssssssssessssssssssssssssssssssssssesssssesssssessssessssesess 35
Liquefied Natural Gas (LNG) terminal, AleXandroUpOLis ......ceeeremseessneessssessssessssesssssssssessssesssssessssesess 35

00 = ] 0 (ot L P 36
The opening of NEW DOTAET CIOSSINES .uuvuurererrermeeeiesseessseessesssssesssessessssssssesssessssssssessssesssssssssssssesssesssssssssssssasssssssseses 36
RATIIWAY S ...vurrevuseerseeessseess s esssse s ss s ss s s R R R R R SRR AR RRRRRRReEn 36

5. SOCIETY wooveueeereseeeesssseeesssesessssesesssssesssssssesssssssesssssssesesssssesesssssessessssesesssssesesssssesssssssesssssssesssssssessassssessesssessesssessssssessssssssssssssssssasnss 37
L == U 1) o LT 37
National iIMAaZe ANd STETEOLYPES ..ccuurerurrerureruerersersssesssssesssssesssssesss e ssssssssssss s sss e s s R s R s E st E b b 38

6. EDUCATION AND CULTURE .coueeereereersseseesssseseessssesesssssesssssssesssssssesssssssesssssssesssssssessssssssssssssesssssssesssssssesssssssssssssssesssssssessssssnas 40
Educational issues and teaching of Greek in BUularia .....ceeeernneeeesssesssessessssesseesssesssssssssssssssesssssssssssssssanes 40




Teaching Of BUIZATIAN 1N GIEECE ... eeeeersererssesesssesessesesssesssssesssssesssssesssssssssssessssesssssesesssessssssssssesssssesssssesssssesssssesssssesssssesess 40

CUIEUTAL INTETACTION c.evueeercenieeeeesseessseseessseesssesssessssessses s s ssse s s R RS ESAEEER R R bR AR bbb 41
UniversitieS and RESEAITI CENETES ......oviererreeseeesseeseessesssesssessssesssesssssssssssssessssssssssssesssss s s sssesssssssssesssasssssssssssssasssnes 41
7. GREEK PUBLIC OPINION .couitutueeeuseessseeessseeesssessssseesssesssssesesssesesssesssssesssssesssssesssssessssssssssssssssesesssesssssessssssssssesssssesssssesssssesssssasssans 43
8. MEDIA REPRESENTATIONS ....ititetueetueeerssesesssesesssesssssesssssesssssesssssssssssssssesssssesssssasssssassssssssssesssssasssssasssssesssssasssssasssssasssssasssans 48
Representations in Greek media before the €CONOMIC CriSIS .. essessssesssesssessssessssssssssnss 48
Representations in Greek media since the start of the eCOnomMic CriSis .....cornmrennernnneinrenseseesesssesssessesns 50
9. IMPACT OF THE ECONOMIC CRISIS ON GREECE’S STANDING IN THE REGION .....ooveoniererereeeresesseessseeesans 53
OVETESEIMATEA TO1E7.couieeeeuieeeeeuectereseersseessseesseessse s ssse s b s s s bR SRR ER R R AR R bbb 53
Bulgarian perceptions Of the GIEEK CIiSIS .....reeeseesssseessseesssessssessssesssssesssssessssssssssssssesssssesssssesssssesssssesssssess 53
10. RECENT PROBLEMS AND CHALLENGES. ......oitetteresesessssessssseesssssssssssssssesssssssssssessssssssssssssssssssssesssssesssssesssssesssssessss 57
The Greek farmers’ protests and the closure of the border CroSSings .......———— 57
The refugee/migrant crisis and its impact on bilateral relations .......eeceeeeeeeeeseseeeeesseeseees 59
COINCLUSIONS...coueeetueeessseessseesssseesssesesssesesssesesssesssssesesssesesssesssssesssssesssssesssssessssesssssesssssesssssesssssesssseassssesssssesesssesesssesesssesssssasssssesssssasssans 61
APPENDIX: GREEK NEWSPAPER ARTICLES USED FOR MEDIA REPRESENTATIONS ANALYSIS ...cosnevernneeens 63



ABOUT THE SOUTH-EAST EUROPE
PROGRAMME

The South-East Europe Programme of the Hellenic Foundation for European & Foreign Policy
(ELIAMEP) was set up in October 2011. Research and policy analysis on Balkan affairs has a long
tradition in ELIAMEP going back to its founding in 1988. The Programme intends to follow that
legacy of high quality scholarly and policy work.

More specifically, the Programme aspires to:

e Provide structure to ELIAMEP’s diverse work on South-East Europe and to systematise
its approach.

e Enrich ELIAMEP’s work on regional international relations with a thorough investigation
of the domestic context of Southeast European states.

e Combine policy analysis skills with theoretical knowledge and rigorous methodology to
achieve research excellence.

e Promulgate policy recommendations for the promotion of security, democracy and
economic development in South-East Europe.

e Publish policy reports, briefing notes, background guides, academic articles and other
relevant publications.

e Communicate research findings to wider audiences and raise awareness about
ELIAMEP’s research on Balkan affairs.

e Build collaborations with important organizations and think tanks in South-East Europe
and beyond.

The South-East Europe Programme promotes the debate on key Southeast European issues by
frequently organizing and participating in high profile events. In the context of the forum
‘Debating South-East Europe’ the Programme organizes closed sessions under Chatham House
Rule in which diplomats and policy makers, academics and journalists brainstorm on important
regional problems. The Programme also organizes international conferences in Greece, while its
members frequently give lectures and speeches in conferences held in South-East Europe and
beyond.

The South-East Europe Programme publishes policy analyses and research findings through the
standard publishing outlets of ELIAMEP. It also reaches wider audiences by publishing short
articles and op-eds in prominent Greek and international media and its news are communicated
to several thousand subscribers through the mailing lists of ELIAMEP and the South-East Europe
Programme as well as social media.

Last but not least, the South-East Europe Programme is associated with the scholarly journal
Southeast European and Black Sea Studies, which is published by Taylor & Francis publishers in
partnership with ELIAMEP.
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PREFACE

ELIAMEP’s South-East Europe Programme has for several years been researching Greece’s
difficult and complex relations with Balkan neighbouring countries. Over the years, innovative
projects have been implemented, bringing to light original and fascinating data, as for example
the attitudes of the Greek and neighbouring states’ public opinions, the formation and
reproduction of negative stereotypes through media representations or the perceptions that
opinion makers and media of the region hold about key developments in Greece. A certain ‘bias’
in all these studies has been the preoccupation with the ‘difficult’ issues, i.e. relations that are
tainted by serious bilateral disputes and/or heavy dozes of public and elite stereotyping and
prejudice.

In the present report we aim a different approach by focusing on a positive, ‘success story’ of the
region. Relations between Bulgaria and Greece had also historically been turbulent, and at times
quite hostile. But for several decades now, and despite the war and instability present in the
wider Balkan region, the two countries have managed first to achieve and then to preserve an
admirable level of political and economic relations. Our report, thus, aims at investigating exactly
that unique case of excellent bilateral relations. We do not so much focus on the historical
dimension of these relations or how these came about before even the end of the Cold War.
Rather, the aim is to examine the various parameters of multiple relations between the two
countries, to draw some conclusions about the persistence of the positive atmosphere and to
shed light to recent developments that may put strain on this success story.

Despite its length, this report is not exhaustive. We merely ‘touch upon’ or introduce some key
data about various aspects of the bilateral relations. Our aim is to offer a useful, first overview of
relations and to open up the debate for current state and future challenges of these relations. We
will consider this report successful if it manages to generate reflection and open dialogue, not
only about the merits of Greek-Bulgarian relations, but also about existing stains and future
problems and challenges.

Finally, we would like here to thank all our interlocutors and interviewees, some of who will
naturally remain anonymous. We would also like to thank Dr. Anastasis Valvis and prof.
Theodore Tsakiris for reviewing parts of our analysis. We did our best to discuss our work with
as many experts as possible, but unfortunately, given time restrictions, we could in the end only
manage to speak to a limited number of them. Future research, by us or other colleagues, ought
to extend the discussion with many more excellent experts and officials, who we were not able to
reach on this occasion. Last but not least, our special thanks go to the company Xanthakis SA for
making this report possible through a generous funding to ELIAMEP’s South-East Europe
Programme.



INTRODUCTION: HISTORICAL CONTEXT

Traditional enmity and the gradual rapprochement

No historian could possibly disagree with the assessment that from the last quarter of the 19t
century until well after the end of the Second World War Greek-Bulgarian relations would be
defined mainly as “hostile” and “confrontational”. The so-called Macedonian Question divided the
two countries, leading essentially to a war by proxies until 1912. Later, a deeply dissatisfied with
the territorial arrangement Sofia, would follow a revisionist foreign policy, challenging Greece’s
territorial integrity. During both World Wars, Bulgaria and Greece would be on the “opposite
sides”, while the Bulgarian occupation of large parts of northern Greece during the Second World

War was particularly harsh, leaving bitter memories to the local Greek population.! Support to
the left-wing forces by Bulgaria and other Balkan People’s Republics during the Greek Civil War
as well as the post-Cold War division in Europe, strengthened the security perception of the
“threat from the north” in Greece, while it intensified negative stereotypes on both sides of the
border.

The improvement of Greek-Bulgarian relations would be a slow process. In 1953, there was a
first agreement on their delineation of their border, while the following year diplomatic relations
were re-established. A next important step would be the signing of twelve agreements that
regulated a series on important issues for bilateral relations in 1964.2 It was, however, after
1974, that Athens and Sofia would embark in what could be described as a “historical
reconciliation”, reminiscent of the French-German reconciliation. It was a process of bilateral
rapprochement that began by Konstantinos Karamanlis (Kwvotavtivog Kapapaving) and Todor
Zhivkov (Tomop »KuBkoB) in the 1970s and continued by Andreas Papandreou (Avépéag
[Mamavdpéov) and the Bulgarian leader in the 1980s. Regional concerns in both Athens and Sofia
generated in particular by Belgrade’s and Ankara’s assertive foreign policies on minorities and
other issues, led the two countries to put aside the legacy of confrontation and any ideological
differences they had, and to build friendly bilateral relations.3 In fact, bilateral agreement on
issues of regional and international politics, in combination with the deterioration of Greek-
Turkish and Bulgarian-Turkish relations, during the second half of the 1980s, would generate the
impression of a “Greek-Bulgarian axis” in the Balkans.*

! See ZavBinmn Kotlayehpyn-Zopapn (ex.), H Boviyapueh Katoxf oty Avotolki Maxedovia kot 0 ©pékn
1941-1944 (®ec/vikn, 2002).

2 I'edpyroc Xpnotidne, Ta Koppovviotikd Bokkdvia. Eioayoys oTnv 60Tepikh kot EOTEPIKT TOMTICH 6TV
A)Bavia, Bovkyapia, MNovykoorofio kot Povpavia v nepiodo 1945-1989 (@eg/vikn: Baviog 2003), . 171-73.

% For the post-1974 development of Greek-Bulgarian relations see Kaovotavtivog Sordémovioc, H EALnvix
Tokitixy ota Badkavio 1974-1981 (ABnva, 1987), 6. 50-60- I'iévvng BoAnvaxkng, Eicaywyn oty EAAnviky
Elwrepucn Holitixn, 1949-1988, (O¢g/vikn: Hopatmpntig 1989), 6. 344-345- Xapdraumog Toapdavidng, Ltélog
Alepavtg, «H EALGda kot ot BaAkavikég Xmpec, 1974-1987», o A. Kaovortag, X. Tooapdavidng, Zoyypovy
Elinvikn Eéwtepiren Holimikn, Topog A’ (ABva: ZdakkovAag 1989) o. 318-321- Kvpidxog Kevipotmg,
«Boviyapion, oe ©. Bepéung, Balkdvia. Awo to dimolioud oty véa emoyn (Adva, 1995), 6. 397-399- Erenus
Kanunosa, Uckpa baesa. "brarapckure npexoau 1939-2005", Codust, 2006- Eprenus Kanunosa. "bankanckara
MoJUTUKA Ha bbarapus - npeansBukarencTsa ot 3anan u ot tor (1944-1989 r.)", B: U3cnenBanus no ucTopus Ha
coupanuama B beirapust 1944-1989, 1. 2, Codust, 2010, c. 712-813¢ Pymsina Mapunoa-Xpuctuau. ,,beirapus na
XKuskos u I'bpriust Ha Kapamamuic: Havanoro Ha eqHo npusitenictso (1974-1981)”, Mu a1 o, 2008, 4, c. 63-74.

* Emil Tsenkov, “The Geopolitical Dilemmas of a Former Satellite”, Bulgarian Quarterly, Winter 1991, Vol.1,
No.3, p.58. A similar perception could also be found in Greece, although there were those that disagreed, for
example Xtélog Ahewpavtig, Bovlyapioa. ta didfjuuaza puog véag exoyns, (ABnva: Eyprivn Iodviog 1993), 6.45.
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Greek foreign policy after the end of the Cold War

It is not an exaggeration to say that for Greece the post-Cold War era has been a great missed
opportunity.5 Despite some domestic political and economic problems, Greece found itself at the
start of the post-Communist era in a unique diplomatic, political, economic and social position,
compared at least to its Balkan neighbours undergoing difficult, or even bloody, transitions. As a
result, from the start of this period, political elites and intellectuals in Greece excelled in
rhetorically advocating for a special role in the region. But rhetoric was far from reality. For a
number of reasons - from the dispute with FYROM to fearful and nationalistic public reactions to
Balkan developments and to support to Milosevic’s Serbia during a good part of the 1990s -
Greece failed to realize its potential in the region and make use of its advantages for the good of
the entire Balkan region.

This negative picture was partly moderated in the latter half of the 1990s and in the subsequent
decade when Greece fully promoted the goal of the Europeanisation of the Balkans. During that
period, Greece managed to improve its image in the region and to partly make up for the lost
years of the early post-Communist era. Several problems remained, more prominently the
unresolved dispute with FYROM. But, still, a more comprehensive, both politico-diplomatic and
economic, bilateral and multilateral, approach was adopted during this period. It did not make
Greece a regional hegemon as many had erroneously hoped. But it largely made Greece into a
solid partner of Balkan neighbours to their European and Euro-Atlantic integration processes. In
recent years, the tables started to turn again. On the one hand, bilateral disputes, not having been
resolved in better times, started to fester, leading to controversial diplomatic stand offs; the issue
of FYROM’s accession to NATO and the EU is a case in point. On the other hand, the deep
economic crisis weakened Greece’s image and severely decreased its economic potential in the
region.

Bulgarian foreign policy after the end of the Cold War

From 1945 until 1989 Bulgaria had followed with consistency the same foreign policy line of
attachment to the Soviet Union and the Eastern Bloc, gaining the reputation of the most loyal
ally/‘satellite’ of the Soviet Union in Eastern Europe.® The end of the Cold War, that coincided
with the removal of Todor Zhivkov from power, in November 1989, ushered in an era of
important changes in Bulgarian foreign policy. Faced with the disintegration of the Eastern Bloc
(Warsaw Pact, COMECON) and the substantial deterioration of the Bulgarian economy, Sofia did
not have many alternatives: while maintaining close ties with the Soviet Union, it made a
concerted effort to improve Bulgaria’s relations with the West, seeking in particular financial
support.” The termination of Bulgaria’s close relationship with the Soviet Union in August 1991
left Bulgaria in a “security void”8, that would only intensify the realization that relations with the
West had to be improved and developed. All Bulgaria’s political forces agreed on that; even the

® For comprehensive analyses of Greece’s Balkan policies in the post-Cold War era, see: Zotipng BoAvtév, «H
EAMéda oto Bakkdvia kat tov kéopo 1995-2003: 0 dHokohog EKOVYYPOVIGHOS TNG EEMTEPIKNG TOMTIKNG», ABNva,
2004, ®gpého. Zotipng Boivtév, «H Bakkavikr Holtwcr g EALGSog. Kpitikdg Amoroyiopog g
Metanoiepkng [epddov ko [poortikégy, oto [avayinwtng Todkwvag (em.), Loyypovy Elinvikn Eéwtepixn
Tokitixy, Mio. Zovoiixn Ilpocéyyion, ABnva, 2003, Ziwdépnc. Mopiléva Konrd, «EAANvikr Bodkoviky [ToAticn:
Tpiévra xpovia petd», oto Kavotavtivog ApBovitdénoviog kor Mapiréve Konrd (emy.), Tpiavea Xpovia
Elinvikng Eéwteping [olitikng 1974-2004, ABnva, 2005, Afavn. Zotpng Zépumnoc, «EALGSa ot Avtucd
Bakkdvion, oto I'évvng Bainvaxng (em.), H EAAnvikn Eéwtepixn [olimiky 1990-2010, ABnva, 2010, Zidépng.

® On Bulgaria’s reputation in the West during the Cold War Era, see for example J.F. Brown, Nationalism,
Democracy and Security in the Balkans (Dartmouth, 1992), pp.111-126.

" Duncan M. Perry, “A New Era: Looking Westward”, Report on Eastern Europe, 28 December 1990, Vol. 1, No.
52.

8 «Security of Bulgaria: Regional and European Dimensions”, Special Report by Nikolay Slatinski, Chairman of
the National Security Committee of the Bulgarian Assembly, to the Defense and Security Committee of the North
Atlantic Assembly, Bulgarian Military Review, Vol.2, No.3-4, Autumn-Winter 1994.
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Bulgarian Socialist Party (BSP), the former communists, who had maintained power after the

first democratic elections in 1990, did not disagree.? In March 1993, Bulgaria would sign an
Association Agreement, known also as Europe Agreement, with the European Union (EU), that
would form the legal basis of Bulgaria’s relations with the EU from 1993 until 2000, when
Bulgaria would begin its negotiations for joining the EU. Bulgaria’s integration into the EU and
NATO would accelerate following the formation of the Ivan Kostov government, in April 1997,
that declared a strong commitment to Euro-Atlantic integration, defining membership into the
EU as a “strategic goal”.10 The decision by the Kostov government to provide support to NATO
during its military operations against the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia, in the spring of 1999,
was not left unrewarded: in EU Summit in Helsinki of December 1999, Bulgaria was invited to
open accession negotiations with the EU; in 2004 Bulgaria joined NATO and in 2005 it signed its
Accession Treaty to the EU, while it formally joined the Union on 1 January 2007.

® Perry, op. cit.

10 See Petar-Emil Mitev, “The European Orientation in Political and State Documents of 1997”, in Mitev (edit.)
Bulgarian Youth Facing Europe, International Centre for Minority Studies and Intercultural Relations, Sofia 1999,
pp.65-80.
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1. POLITICAL AND DIPLOMATIC RELATIONS

Diplomatic relations

The end of the bipolar confrontation in Europe undermined the “geopolitical usefulness” of both
Greece and Bulgaria, forcing them to look for a new role in the emerging post-Cold War Europe,
with Bulgaria being certainly in a much more difficult position, as it was on the side “of those who
lost the Cold War”. Given the tense state of Bulgarian-Turkish relations existing at the time, as a
result of the so-called “regeneration process” against the ethnic Turkish minority (1984-1989)
and the mass exodus of ethnic Turks in the summer of 1989, Sofia would view relations with
Athens as part of a trilateral relationship: “already at the onset of the democratic process in the
country, the conviction prevailed that relations in the Sofia-Athens-Ankara triangle would be of
decisive significance for its regional security, as well as for the pace and reforms of integration in
Europe”.11 Two schools of thought econcerning policy vis-a-vis Greece and Turkey emerged in
Sofia at the time: “the pro-Greek one which regards the consolidation of the old Sofia-Athens axis
as the most direct route towards Bulgaria’s integration in Europe, and the pro-Turkish one
which, besides arguing the need for close Bulgarian-Turkish cooperation, also holds that this
kind of choice would also markedly correspond to the American notion of Bulgaria’s
incorporation in international life”.12 During the 1990s, BSP13 and the Armed Forces!* were
widely seen as closer to the (“pro-Greek”) first school, while President Zhelyu Zhelev (?Kenro
XKenes) (1990-1997)15 and the Movement for Rights and Freedoms (MRF) of Ahmet Dogan as part
of the (“pro-Turkish”) second one.16 The Union of Democratic Forces (UDF) claimed to follow a
policy of “equidistance”, a claim that generated a lot of skepticism in Greek quarters in the 1990s,
both times UDF held power in Bulgaria - during Filip Dimitrov’s (January - November 1992) and
Ivan Kostov’s government (1997-2001).17

The BSP governments of Andrey Lukanov (Auape# Jlykanos, January - November 1990),
“stepping upon” the good level of political relations that had already been established in the
1970s and 1980s!8, sought to further develop Greek-Bulgarian relations, having two main aims:
the provision of security guarantees from Greece and Greek mediation on Bulgaria’s relations
with the West and in particular the European Community (EC). Sofia asked, unsuccessfully, for
the evolution of the 1986 Declaration in the direction of bilateral military cooperation; Athens,
due to NATO objections, was reluctant to agree to such intensification of military cooperation
with Sofia.1® Athens, however, was much more willing to provide its good services in advancing
Bulgaria’s relations with the EC. Thus, when Lukanov, during his official visit in Athens on 17 May
1990, asked his counterpart Konstantinos Mitsotakis (Kwvotavtivog Mntootdxng) to assist
Sofia’s desire in establishing “as much as possible close relations with the EC”, he received a

! Emil Tsenkov, “The Geopolitical Dilemmas of a Former Satellite”, Bulgarian Quarterly, Winter 1991, Vol.1,
No.3, p.61.

2 ibid, p. 61.

13 Assessment provided by various interviewees in Sofia and Athens.
¥ Adewpavtig, op. cit., o. 39.

% ibid, o. 50.

18 “The arguments of the second school have been openly expressed by Ahmet Dogan, the leader of the Movement
for Rights and Freedoms of the ethnic Turks, who declared that for Bulgaria “... the road to Europe passed through
the Bosporus”. Tsenkov, op. cit., p. 62.

17 Assessment provided by various interviewees in Athens and Sofia.

18 With the most notable example being the Declaration of Friendship, Good Neighborhood and Friendship,
signed in September 1986. It was under Art 2 of the Declaration that the Greek Foreign Minister Carolos
Papoulias travelled to Sofia for “consultations” with his Bulgarian counterpart, during the crisis of March 1987
that brought Greece and Turkey to the brink of war. Xapdlapmog Toapdavidng, Xrékog Alewpavric, «H EALGda
Ko ot BoAkavikég Xdpeg, 1974-1987», in Zoyypovn Exinvicn EEotepucn TToArtikn, Topog A, og 319-320.

¥ Adewpaveig, Boviyapia, 6. 47.
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positive response.20 During the European Council of 18-19 October 1990, the Greek Premier
asked for the provision of EC assistance to Bulgaria.2! The same period, Athens also responded
positively to the Bulgarian request for the provision of humanitarian assistance, at particularly
testing times for many Bulgarians.22

In January 1991, Greek Premier Mitsotakis visited Sofia and held talks with the new Bulgarian
Prime Minister, Dimitar Popov (JumuTsp [lonos), whereby “both sides underlined... that Greek-
Bulgarian relations... are a truly stabilizing factor in the Balkans “.23 In October 1991, a Treaty of
Friendship, Good-neighborliness, Co-operation and Security was signed, a document described as
“notable and advanced”?4, containing important security guarantees in the context of collective
security.2> [t was the dissolution of the Socialist Federal Republic of Yugoslavia, and in particular
the declaration of independence of the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia (FYROM), that
caused the first serious, post-1989, diplomatic differences between the two countries. In
September 1991, Sofia refused to participate in a trilateral meeting in Athens, a diplomatic
initiative of the Mitsotakis government, stressing that “it did not wish to participate in a meeting
concerning Macedonia’s future” without the participation of representatives from FYROM.26
While the decision by the Philip Dimitrov (®uaun JumMutpoB) government in January 1992 to
recognize FYROM with its constitutional name, caused serious tension in bilateral relations, as
the Greek MFA Antonis Samaras (Avtovng Zapapdg) had an agreement with the Bulgarian MFA
Stoyan Ganev (CtosiH 'aHeB) for a “coordinated action on the independence moves of Greece’s
northern neighbor”.27

During roughly the same period political elites in Athens started to view Bulgaria as part of the
emerging ‘anti-Greek’ axis that was allegedly being formed at the time in the Balkans, with the
inclusion of Turkey, FYROM and Albania. Bulgaria was perceived as being prone to Turkish
influence due to the newly elevated political role of Turkish minority and the attempts of the
post-communist political elites to break away from the country’s image as a Communist-Soviet
stronghold. Such views partly reflected irrational tendencies that started to spread among
political elites and in the public opinion due to the Balkan crisis and the independence of FYROM.
Nonetheless, the truth of the matter is that for a while political elites in Athens had serious
concerns about perceived Turkish revisionist tendencies and Ankara’s attempts to extend its
political influence in the broader Balkan region through Muslim populations and friendly
governments; this was often spoken of as the “Turkish-Muslim arc”, which extended to Bulgarian,
FYROM and Albania, thus ‘encircling’ Greece (Serbos 2010: 94).

The negative political atmosphere, however, did not cause any serious damage nor did it last for
long. During Philip Dimitrov’s talks in Athens in May 1992 it was stressed that although the two
sides disagreed on the issue of FYROM’s recognition, this “had not affected their friendly
relations”; “It is (only) natural for true friends to disagree in specific issues” the two Premiers
stated characteristically.28 The fast, post-1992, development of bilateral economic ties2? and
Athens steady diplomatic support to Sofia’s efforts to advance its relations with the EU were

buttressing bilateral relations. Thus, in March 1993 an agreement was signed for the mutual

2 Kvpiékog Kevtpotig, «Bovkyapion, in ©. Bepéung, Batkdvia. Awé to dimolioud oty véa exoyr (ABiva: Tvdon
1995) o. 400.

2 ibid, . 401.

22 Apart from the Greek government, humanitarian assistance was send to Bulgarian by the Greek Red Cross, the
Church of Greece and various NGOs. Ibid, . 403.

z Kevtpotg, 6.1., 6. 403.

2* Interview with a former senior Greek diplomat, 10/2/2017.

% Adepavric, op. Cit., oc. 47-48.

% Tsenkov, op. cit., pp. 64-65.

2" Interview with a former senior Greek diplomat, 10/02/2017. For the same issue see below.

28 «Bulgarian Prime Minister Dimitrov on Visit to Greece”, BTA, 21 May 1992, BBC SWB, EE/1392 A1/1, 28 May
1992.

% By 1993 bilateral trade was around $400 ek., making Greece Bulgaria’s third most important trade partner, after
the Russian Federation and Germany. Nikog Xioc, «Zg 0yog pexdp o gundpio pe t Bovkyapion, H Kabnuepivij,
13 Moptiov 1994.
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promotion and protection of investments3?, while in October 1993, the Bulgarian Foreign
Minister Stanislav Daskalov, in an interview to a Greek newspaper, expressed his country’s
gratitude for “the support and assistance of the Greek side” to Bulgaria’s efforts to “gradually
integrate into European structures”.3! Following the formation of the BSP government under Zan
Videnov (?Kau BuzeHoB), in January 1995, there was a substantial development of bilateral
relations, certainly helped by the ideological proximity of the two parties in power in Athens and
Sofia, and a good personal chemistry existing between Prime Minister Andreas Papandreou and
his much younger Bulgarian colleague.32 The exchange of official visits intensified, while a
number of important agreements were signed: like the agreements concerning the opening of
three new border crossings and the agreement on the waters of river Nestos/Mesta, both signed
during the visit of the Greek Foreign Minister Karolos Papoulias (KapoAog [TamovAiag) in Sofia, in
December 199533, While in June 1995, during a meeting in Moscow there was a first agreement
on the construction of the oil pipeline Burgas-Alexandoupolis.3* The Greek President Kostis
Stefanopoulos (Kwotng Zte@avomovirog) also visited Bulgaria in November 1995. According to a
senior Greek diplomat of the time, the speech that President Stefanopoulos gave to the Bulgarian
Parliament was of particular importance because it clarified that Greece was willing to support
Bulgaria’s entry to Western institutions, and especially the EU, without expecting benefits from
Bulgaria in return; it was rather the support to a friendly neighboring country in its time of
need.3> Overall, the statements of the Greek President reflected the cordial atmosphere of the
visit:

"From now on the only thing we have to do is to open new objects of cooperation which
will strengthen the two countries' relations. I would like to stress that there are no
obstacles, but just the opposite, all the conditions are right for promoting our relations.
This statement, of which I was assured, was confirmed at today's talks".3¢

Following the formation of the new UDF’ government, in April 1997, under Ivan Kostov (UBan
KocroB), there is a noticeable absence of high-level contacts between the two sides, for the next
two years, generating the impression of a cooling off of bilateral relations, as Sofia was seeking to
upgrade its relations with Ankara.3” It was only after Kostov’s visit to Athens, in July 1999, that
the climate would change, as Sofia sought again Athens diplomatic support in its efforts to
advance its relations with the EU. The time was not coincidental: following NATO’s intervention
in Kosovo, and the support that Sofia had provided, Bulgaria’s image in Brussels had improved
considerably and so its chances to get an agreement for the start of accession talks with the EU.38
The Bulgarian Premier declared that Greece was Bulgaria’s “most important political partner in
the Balkans”.3° The new confidence built in the bilateral relations was such that during FYROM'’s

¥ See «Zoppavio Meto&d g Kupepviioeng e EAnvikig Anpokpartiog kot g Kupepviioeng e Anpokpotiog
g BovAyapiog yioa v [Ipodbnon kot Apoifaio [pootacio tov Enevdvcewvy, Exctnpido Auvvrrns &
Eéwrepixne Iolitikng 1995, EXMnviko Tdpovpo Evponaixng kot EEotepikng TTohttikng, Abfva 1995, og. 275-282.

31 Nikog Xioc, «Méow g EAAGS0g apopotbvet 1 Zogia Ti¢ evpondikéc Sopécw, H Kabquepvi, 31 Oxtofpiov
1993.

%2 Assessment shared by various interviewees in Athens and Sofia.

* For more on both issues see below.

* See below.

35 Interview with a former senior Greek diplomat, 10/02/2017.

36 Reports of the Greek President’s visit, available at http://www.hri.org/news/balkans/bta/1995/95-11-21.bta.html
(last accessed: 14/02/2017).

37 See Nurcan Ozgur, «Ot oyéoeic Tovpkiac-Boviyopiag amd to 1989 péypt ofuepoy, in Faruk Sonmezoglu (ed.)
Mbbog xou Hpayuotikotnra. Avalvon e Tovpkikng Eéwtepixng Iloditikng, translation from Turkish Xprotog
ToBulioyrov Topog A’ (Abnva: Ivpoyvopwv 2001), og. 506, 512, also Petko Bocharov, “Bulgaria: Turkey Opens
New Chapter in Relations With Neighbor”, RFE/RL, 9 December 1997.

% Vesselin Dimitrov, “Learning to Play the Game: Bulgaria’s Relations with Multilateral Organizations”,
Southeast European Politics, VVol.1, No.2, December 2000, p.106.

¥ .E. Aovdovpn, H adyypovy Boviyapia. Hpofiiuara ko apoortikéc, (AOMva: Itk 1999), 6. 92.
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serious inter-ethnic conflict of 2001, it is reputed that Sofia suggested to Athens a coordinated
dispatch of military forces into FYROM, a proposal turned down by the latter.40

It could be argued that by the beginning of 2000s bilateral relations had acquired a dynamic of
good, working relations irrespective, at large, by the political changes in both countries. Thus,
following the election of Simeon Saxe-Coburg-Gotha (Cumeon Cakcko6yprrorcku) as Bulgaria’s
new Prime Minister, in July 2001, there were differences between the two sides concerning
shares in the company that would run the Burgas-Alexandoupolis pipeline, or on the issue of the
closure of the nuclear reactors at the nuclear power plant at Kozloduy.#! Nevertheless, when the
Greek Premier Kostas Simitis (Kwotag Inuitng) visited Sofia, in January 2002, he stressed Greek
support for Bulgaria’s accession to NATO and the EU, there was an agreement for the avoidance
of double taxation, while the Greek Premier announced the Greek plan for the reconstruction of
the Balkans, a project that also included Bulgaria.#? It was, however, bilateral economic relations
that were “pushing relations forward”: by 2004 around 1,100 Greek companies were present in
Bulgaria providing employment to around 85,000 people43, Greek tourists in Bulgaria were
spending annually around $130 million, Greek students another $20 million, while it was
estimated that around $400 million were sent annually to Bulgaria by Bulgarian migrants in
Greece.** Bulgaria’s and Romania’s entry into the EU, in January 2007, was greatly welcomed in

Athens, as finally Greece was acquiring common borders with the rest of the EU.45 During the
same period, the new Greek government of Kostas Karamanlis (Kwotag Kapapaving), and the
new Bulgarian government of Sergei Stanisev (Cepre#t Ctanumen) finalized the agreement

(March 2007) on the Burgas-Alexandroupolis pipeline.*®

Since the start of Greece’s “debt crisis” its image has taken a hit in the Balkans (see separate
section). Bilateral relations between the two countries continued despite the introversion of the
Greek political system as a consequence of the crisis. Despite the negative publicity that Greece
receives in the Bulgarian press, Bulgarian politicians are quite reserved in their judgments and
do not, with some exceptions, appear to play down the role of Greece in the region and relations
between the two countries. In fact, there are occasions when senior Bulgarian politicians openly
expressed their support to Greece in its time of need; such was the case of former Deputy Prime

Minister Meglena Kuneva (Mersiena Kynesa).4”

There were also observers and opinion makers in Greece who considered that, with the severe
weakening of the Greek position in the region, Bulgaria will be seeking to take advantage of the
situation in order to increase its own influence both in regional affairs and in the context of
multilateral organizations like the EU and NATO.48 However, this is not the message that one gets
from the Greek MFA. A senior diplomat with knowledge of the Greek-Bulgarian relations insisted
that relations between the two countries have considerably strengthened in recent years. The
same diplomat also stressed that the current Greek political leadership considers relations with

40 See below.
41 See below.

42 Nikog Mapdxng, «H atlévta tov k. Znuitm otn Bovlyapion, TO BHMA, 20 Tavovapiov 2002. For the project
see below.

B (31a 3,2 d1c. Aohdpuo ot ENAVIKEG emevdvoelg ot Bovkyapion, Hugpyoia, 8-11 Anpihiov 2004.

* Ibid, also Dnevnik, “Greek Business in Bulgaria”, Dnevnik Foreign Investments Supplement, Monday, 23 June
2003.

%5 See below.
46 See below.

*T Conference “Duality of the crisis in Europe: Solidarity and foreign policy to a test”, European Council on
Foreign Relations, Sofia Office & European Debates, an initiative of the Deputy Prime Minister for European
Policies Coordination and Institutional Affairs, Sofia, 5 February 2016. Kuneva also reminded the audience in the
conference that Greece had supported Bulgaria in difficult times and that Bulgaria should respond in kind.

“8 Interview with a former senior Greek diplomat, 10/022017.
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Bulgaria as being of “strategic importance” for Greece and that even at the personal level there
has been ‘chemistry’ between the top officials that is beneficial for strengthening of relations.*?

Greek diplomatic sources also stress the importance and uniqueness of the High Level

Cooperation Council between Greece and Bulgaria.>? The Council kicked off in July 2010 under
Yorgos Papandreou (I'wpyog Mamavépéov) and Boyko Borisov (Bofiko BoprcoB) governments.
Its second session took place in Athens in December 2012 and included meetings between the
PMs of the two countries, Samaras (Zapapdg) and Borisov. The third session took place in August
2016 on the occasion of Greek PM Tsipras’ (Toimpag) visit to Sofia. The economic crisis affecting

Greeceis a reason cited for the four-year lull in the political dialogue.>! But PM Boyko Borissov
stressed as such the continuing importance of bilateral relations: “though they may belong to
different political families, the two governments are ‘unquestionably of one mind in all critical
spheres’ and have always supported one another in times of crisis”.52 A few days before the visit
Greek government sources were quoted as saying that “Turkey’s destabilisation will act as a
catalyst” in the developments in the region”, while Tsipras wrote on twitter before his departure

that “Bulgaria is our closest partner in the Balkan”.53 The joint statements issued by the two
Premiers “pointed to the role of the two countries as pillars of stability within the surrounding
region, at a time of generalised destabilisation in their neighbourhood, and noted their
agreement for deeper cooperation within the EU and NATO in order to strengthen this role and
to ensure security, stability, peace and growth in the regior1".54 It is, thus, clear that this Council
and bilateral relations in general have continued to operate throughout the turbulent period of
the Greek debt crisis and under different governments.

It's worth also noting that other developments in recent years have put relations between the
two countries to test or in other cases reaffirmed their common interests. One example of the
former is the refugee and migrant crisis of 2015, which became one of the most serious political
and security crises in the EU in recent decades and brought the Schengen zone to the verge of
collapse. During the crisis, the Hungarian diplomacy and the Viktor Orban, the unofficial leader of
the Visegrad 4 in their attempt to challenge the European mainstream, repeatedly attempted to
‘recruit’ the Bulgarian government and to convince them of the need to isolate Greece. PM
Borisov, despite his anxiety over the consequences of the crisis and his occasional ‘strict rhetoric’
on the issue, rejected the offers made by the Visegrad countries. According to diplomatic sources,
he stressed that there cannot be a solution to the crisis that does not include also Greece.>> While
Greece is naturally a ‘frontline state’ for the EU when it comes to mixed migration waves, it is
clear that for Bulgaria also the problem is a potential source of serious policy problems,
economic consequence and security concern. Thus, the 2015 crisis showed that both countries
should intensify their collaboration in the EU and beyond.

Another example is how both Bulgaria and Greece found themselves left out of the so called
‘Berlin process’, an initiative of the German Ministry for Foreign Affairs aiming to maintain the
EU accession momentum in the Western Balkans. Neither Greece nor Bulgaria have been invited
to participate in this process. And this is despite the fact that this initiative got extended in time

* Interview with a senior Greek diplomat, 9/02/2017. This point is confirmed also by sources in the Bulgarian
diplomacy.

% Interview with a senior Greek diplomat, 9/02/2017.

%1 Stoimen Pavlov, “Second Tsipras visit to Bulgaria buoys up Bulgaria-Greece relations”, Radio Bulgaria, 3
August 2016, http://bnr.bg/en/post/100722507/second-tsipras-visit-to-bulgaria-buoys-up-bulgaria-greece-relations
(last accessed: 15/2/2017)

52 1
Ibid
%% Saranthis Mihalopoulos, “Tsipras to ‘upgrade’ ties with Sofia after Turkish turmoil”, EurActiv.com, 1 August

2016, https://www.euractiv.com/section/transport/news/tsipras-to-upgrade-ties-with-sofia-after-turkish-turmoil/
(last accessed: 15/2/2017)

% N. Lionakis, “Greece and Bulgaria can be an axis of stability, Tsipras and Borisov agree”, 40yvaiio
Moxedoviko Ipoxtopeio Eidjoewv, 1 August 2016, http://www.amna.gr/english/article/14688/Greece-and-
Bulgaria-can-be-an-axis-of-stability-- Tsipras-and-Borisov-agree (last accessed: 15/2/2017)

% Interview with a senior Greek diplomat, Athens, 9/022017.
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(running now for a fourth year), in scope and gradually attracting several EU member states with
role and stakes in the Balkan region (UK, France, Italy, Austria, Slovenia, Croatia). These
developments reveal that Greece and Bulgaria should continue to put a premium in their
coordination and collaboration in issues of common interest both in the region and in the context
of multilateral organisations.

Greece and Bulgaria’s accession to European Union

Bulgaria’s and Romania’s accession to the EU in January 2007 was hailed in Greece, as shaping a
new “geopolitical reality” in the SE of Europe, beneficial to Greek diplomatic and economic
interests - promoting commerce and tourism and safeguarding Greek investments in both
countries.>® It is, thus, important to look into the background to accessions and to understand the
role that Greece played in aiding Bulgaria’s accession process.

With the decision for the accession of the ten new members to the EU and the exclusion of
Bulgaria and Romania, which was based on objective assessment of their progress in fulfilling
conditionality reforms, it became clear that the main challenge would be to keep the realistic
accession prospects alive despite the looming ‘enlargement fatigue’.57 Both countries aimed at
maintaining the momentum for accession, continue negotiations and secure end dates for the
finalization of the process and the eventual accession.>8 Their aims coincided with the broader
goal of the Greek government of ensuring the continuation of the Balkan accessions. The Greek
government of the time worked systematically during the period between the decision for the
fiftth wave of enlargement (2002) and the accession of Bulgaria and Romania (2007) to
strengthen the agenda of the Balkan accessions.

Before Greece’s 2003 Council Presidency, the Greek diplomacy worked to maintain the case of
Bulgarian and Romanian accession high on the EU agenda. In May 2002, Greece submitted to the
Council a non-paper in support of the accession process of the two countries, which was well-
received by the rest of the EU members. The non-paper outlined the main arguments in favour of
continuing the process, while providing proposals such as specific end dates for the finalization
of negotiations and the actual accession as well as a generous increase in the pre-accession funds
available for the two countries in the period 2004-2006.5° Moreover, during the same period, the
Greek diplomacy contributed to the success in the finalization of certain ‘sticky’ chapters of the
accession negotiations. In particular, it contributed to the closure of the energy chapter in
November 2002, despite the challenge posed by the requirement for the partial close down of

Kozloduy nuclear plant.®0

It is worth recounting in some detail the issue of the Kozloduy nuclear reactor. Following the
Chernobyl nuclear accident in 1986, there was growing concern in Western Europe that Soviet-
build nuclear power stations all over Eastern Europe were “unsafe”, posing a real danger for the

% See, for example the following article: «H EALGSa, £0¢ ThpO YEOYPAPIKT EDPOTAIKN VoIS 0T
Notoovatoikny Evpdnn, eveopotdvetatr otov yepoaio edapikd kopud g EE péow g Bovdyapiog kot g
Povpaviog. AToktd evponaiKy vooydpo., arpdcoKonT TPOSPact oTig TapadoLVAPles TePLOYES, TOVG 03LKOVG KoL
gvepyelakos dladpopovg mov cuvdéovy v EE pe tig ayopég g mpodny Xopietikng Evoong, evéd to Apdvi g
Beccolovikng £pyeTol To Kovid otov Aovvafn, tov peydio owtd vddtvo dicvAio HEc® Tov omoiov Stakivodvtat
ayafd kot epmopevpato oo ™ dvutikr) Evpdan mpog g Mavpn @dracca kot tov Kadkaco kot avtictpo@a.
[Tépa avtdv, dtacparilovtat ot TAODOLEG EMANVIKES ETEVOVTIKEG SPUCTNPLOTNTES GTIG OVO QVTEG XDPES,
dnuovpyovvtat TPoHToBEGELS Y10 AKOUN TTLO EDKOAEG OUKOVOLKES GUVOALAYES, EVE O TOVPIGHOS, EIOKE 6TN
Bopeia EAALGSa Oa Tovebei». Ztavpog Tipac, «H E.E. anoktd votioavatoikd molavar, H KaOnuepiviy, 15
OxtwpPpiov 2006, c. 12.

" This section is based largely on Sotmpng Baivtév (Wallden), «Ta Batkavia ot ehdnvuch IIpogdpio g
Evponrawic Evoong (2003)», oto Tacog I'avvitong (em.) H Térapty EAnvixy Ipoedpio otnv Evpwmaikh
Evwon, ABva, 2005, Kprriky

%8 Bavtév, op. cit., p.54.
% Ibid, pp. 54-55. The non-paper is available at Twvvitong, op.cit.
€ Bodwtév, op.cit. pp. 54-55.
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Continent. The International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) inspected for the first time Kozloduy
in 1992 criticizing both the management and the maintenance of the station as “sloppy” and
‘inadequate”. As a result, the fate of the Kozloduy power station would become an issue in the
negotiations between the EU and Bulgaria. The EU would be asking for the closure of four of
Kozloduy’s reactors, out of a total of six reactors. Successive Bulgarian governments however,
refused to agree, investing instead significant sums of money for the upgrading of Kozloduy,
estimated at around $200 million until 2000. Sofia was arguing that Kozloduy was vital for the
Bulgarian economy, supplying as much as 40% of the electricity domestically, while Bulgaria was
also exporting electricity all over the Balkans, to countries like Turkey, Greece, the Federal
Republic of Yugoslavia and Albania. Sofia was arguing that the shutdown of the four reactors, as
demanded by the EU, would cost the Bulgarian economy as much as $6.5 billion, both in lost
exports and in the imports of electricity that Bulgaria would have to make in order to make up
the domestic electrical power deficit. In its refusal to agree to the closure of the four reactors,
Sofia had the solid support of Bulgarian public opinion. Many Bulgarians felt that Brussels were
condemning their country to economic ruin as the price of entry into the Union. Various surveys
indicated that a strong majority of Bulgarians (as high as 75%) were opposing the closure of the
four reactors and would support postponing their shutdown, even if that delayed Bulgaria’s entry

into the EU.61

Returning to the question of Bulgaria’s accession to the EU, during the European Council in
Copenhagen (December 2002), the Greek proposals were largely adopted. It was decided that
2007 would be the target year for accession of Bulgaria and Romania. Moreover, an increase of
30% on average for the period 2004-2006 was agreed for the pre-accession aid to the two
countries. However, no indicative date for the finalization of accession negotiations was adopted
due to reluctance from several member states. During the period 2002-2003, Greece collaborated
intensively and held meetings both at diplomatic staff and ministerial level with both candidate

countries in view of better preparation for their accession process.62

The implementation of the newly adopted strengthened pre-accession strategy for Bulgaria and
Romania became one of the priorities of the Greek EU Presidency (Jan-June 2003). During the
signing of the Accession Treaty of the ten new member states, which took place in Athens in April
2003, a declaration favourable to the quick accession of Bulgaria and Romania was adopted by
the 25 old and new members. This move aimed to ally the fears that new member states would
create obstacles to the accession process of the two Balkan candidates. In May 2003, the Council
adopted revised accession partnerships with the two countries. Moreover, during the Greek
Presidency the negotiating chapters with Bulgaria on transport policy and the environment were
closed; by the end of the Greek Presidency on 30 June, Bulgaria had closed 25 of the 31

negotiating chapters.63

The Greek Presidency was also beneficial to the aim of fixing a date for the finalization of the
accession negotiations and for the handling of the ‘tough’ negotiating chapters that had fiscal
implications.®% Especially for the latter, the Greek Presidency worked to ensure that the
finalization of the Bulgarian and Romanian accessions would not be impeded by the fact that
their expected entry date would come after the expiration of the previously agreed fiscal
framework that covered the accession of the fifth enlargement wave. The Greek Presidency
worked laboriously to achieve a detachment of the accession negotiations from the tight fiscal
framework previously agreed upon. Overall, as Wallden points out, the successful outcome of the
Greek diplomacy’s wording could be clearly seen in the wording of the conclusions Presidency

® Elena Yonceva, “Bulgaria Backtracks on Reactor Closures”, Institute for War and Peace Reporting, BCR,
No0.375, 21 October 2002, www.iwpr.net/index.pl/archive/bcr2 (last accessed: 15/01/2003).

82 Bavtév, op.cit. p. 55.
% bid. pp.55-56.
® bid. pp.56-57.
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after the Thessaloniki Summit, which were favourable to the two countries’ unimpeded accession
process:0°

“Bulgaria and Romania are part of the same inclusive and irreversible enlargement
process. Following the conclusions of the European Council in Copenhagen and
depending on further progress in complying with the membership criteria, the objective
is to welcome Bulgaria and Romania as members in 2007. To this end, the pace of
negotiations will be maintained, and these will continue on the same basis and principles
that applied to the ten acceding states with each candidate judged on its own merits.
Building on significant progress achieved, the Union supports Bulgaria and Romania in
their efforts to achieve the objective of concluding negotiations in 2004, and invites them
to step up their preparations on the ground. Discussions or agreement on future policy
reforms, or the new financial perspective, will neither impede the pursuit and conclusion
of accession negotiations nor be prejudged by the outcome of these negotiations. The
European Council in December 2003, based on the regular reports from the Commission
and the strategy paper, will assess progress achieved with a view to setting out the

framework for the conclusion of accession negotiations”.66

Signing of bilateral agreements

Bulgaria is the only country in the Balkan region with which the crisis-ridden Greece has
increased agreements, memoranda, and protocols of cooperation both at the political and
economic level.” The two countries have completed numerous projects and initiatives- bilateral
or within existing EU frameworks- dealing with various parameters affecting directly or
indirectly their economic relations, such as facilitation of transport, the improvement of
infrastructure (roads, communication networks, cross-border passages), the twinning of cities
and the easier circulation of citizens, especially in the period before the EU accession of Bulgaria.
Many of these initiatives were realized through EU funding. There were and still are initiatives
and projects on a strictly bilateral basis, such as the lifting of visa restrictions for Bulgarian
citizens in 2001 and the Hellenic Plan for the Economic reconstruction of the Balkans (HiPERB).

Greece, Bulgaria and relations with the former Yugoslav

Republic of Macedonia (FYROM)

Greek and Bulgarian perceptions of FYROM and the Macedonian question

Both Greece and Bulgaria have had a close involvement with the so-called Macedonian Question
in its various historical phases, since its appearance in the last quarter of the 19t Century as part
of the wider Eastern Question. Bitter adversaries, that had fought each other a number of times
during the first half of the 20t Century over Macedonia, managed by the 1970s to overcome their
historic antagonism and to establish friendly relations. With the Socialist Federal Republic of
Yugoslavia facing a worsening crisis during the first half of 1991, both Athens and Sofia were
called upon to deal with the prospect of a Yugoslav disintegration, viewing developments in
Yugoslavia with apprehension but in a fundamentally different way. Athens expressed its support
for the preservation of Yugoslavia’s unity, as Yugoslavia constituted the main export route for

% Ibid. p.57.

% Council of the European Union, Thessaloniki European Council 19-20 June 2003, Presidency Conclusions,
11638/03, Brussels, 1 October 2003. Available at: file:///Users/ioannis/Downloads/76279.pdf (last accessed:
13/02/2017).

%7 Ritsa Panagiotou and Anastasios Valvis, “How is the sovereign debt crisis affecting Greece's relations with the
Balkan countries and Greece's standing in the region? An initial impact assessment”, ELIAMEP, 2014, 138 p.
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Greek products to the EC, and because the disintegration of the Yugoslav state would open the
way for the emergence of an independent “Republic of Macedonia”. The internal, political
dimension of the Yugoslav crisis was absent at large from Greece’s public debate. In Bulgaria’s
case, its political class expressed at large sympathy for the democratic movements in Slovenia
and Croatia, including their demands for self-determination and independence - Slobodan

Milosevi¢, by contrast, was seen as “the figurehead of oppressive Serb nationalism, bent on

hegemony in the area”.68

When the Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia declared its independence in September 1991, Greek
and Bulgarian responses were quite diverse. The great majority of Greeks were more than
certain that the new state had irredentist pretensions towards Greece’s northern part of
territory; that the state’s irredentism was expressed via the name Macedonia, articles in the
Constitution as well as symbols; and finally that the name Macedonia belonged to Greek historical
and cultural heritage and that the Slavs living in that state had no right in using it. Athens will use
its diplomatic power, seeking to block the international recognition of the new state until it had
effected a change upon its constitutional name. In fact, diplomatic efforts to achieve that aim will
dominate Greek foreign policy, from the end of 1991 until the signing of the so-called Interim
Agreement in New York in September 1995, “overshadowing” the main preoccupation for Greek
foreign policy and Greek public at large since 1974, namely the “Turkish threat”. In Bulgaria’s
case, in discussions that took place in the parliamentary Committee for National Security &
Foreign Policy during the second half of 1991, the view gained ground that Bulgaria ought to be
one of the first countries to recognize the independence of the “Republic of Macedonia”, and that
it was the right thing to do s0.69 This view was supported by the UDF, by the country’s President

Zhelyu Zhelev, and a section of the BSP.70 The merits of recognizing its newly-independent
neighbor under its constitutional name were founded on the expectations that recognition would
further reduce Serbian influence in the country, opening the way to a rapprochement with
Bulgaria that would allow “the Bulgarian consciousness of the Slav population of the Former
Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia to be awakened” - a view that reflected “extremely powerful
emotional currents” that had surfaced in Bulgarian society since late 1989, and which had to do

with the identity of the Slav Macedonian population.”!

On 15 January 1992, the Bulgarian government announced the recognition of the “Republic of
Macedonia”. However it proved to be a hasty decision, taken without proper internal
consultations.’2 Not only that, speaking on television, President Zhelev expressed his agreement
with the government decision, adding at the same time however that it was the “Macedonian
state” that Bulgaria was recognizing, not the “Macedonian people”. While in a press conference a
few days later, on 10 February, Foreign Minister Stoyan Ganev stated that Bulgaria “does not
recognize the existence of a Macedonian nation and the presence of a minority linked to the
Republic of Macedonia”. He also insisted that the “leadership of the Republic of Macedonia should
give clear guarantees that the Republic had no territorial claims against Bulgaria, and that it had
no intention of raising the issue of the existence of a (Macedonian) minority either in Bulgaria, or
in Greece, or anywhere else”.”3 It was clear for many that Philip Dimitrov had proceeded with the
recognition hastily, without Sofia having secured first any kind of commitment concerning
Skopije’s specific positions and practices on matters that concerned Bulgaria; and although Sofia
was unsuccessful in its delayed attempt to obtain the guarantees it sought from Skopje, there

8 For Sofia’s policy see F. L. Altmann, ‘Ex-Yugoslavia’s neighbours: who wants what?’ The World Today 48.8-9
(Aug.-Sept.1992), p. 164.

8 YKemo Kenes, B corsvama noaumuxa (Copus: Tpyx, 1998) , c. 152.

" ibid, c. 153.

™ Maria Bakalova, “Bulgarian ‘Macedonian Nationalism in the post 1989 Decade”, New Balkan Politics, Issue 6,
www.newbalkanpolitics.org.mk/Oldsite/issue_6 (last accessed 5/11/2004).

2 The decision was taken by a close circle of advisers of Fillip Dimitrov without however a government consensus
regarding its timing. Alexandrov (ed.), Bulgarian Foreign Policy after 10 November 1989 (Sofia: Intela 1997), p.
72.

'3 ‘Bulgaria does not recognize ‘Macedonian nation’, wants Balkan charter’, BTA, 10 February 1992, BBC SWB
EE/1302 |, 12 February 1992.
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were a series of initiatives to support FYROM in 1992-199474, as Sofia was attempting to bring
closer the two countries, a policy dictated at large by the idea of “one people, one nation, two

countries”.”5> By 1994 the emergence of the so-called “language dispute” between Sofia and
Skopje would put a “freeze” at bilateral relations until 1999, as the latter made recognition of the
“Macedonian language” by Bulgaria, essentially, a sine qua non for developing bilateral

relations.”®

Sofia’s decision to recognize FYROM under its constitutional name generated the first serious,
post-Cold War crisis in Greek-Bulgarian relations: the Greek government of Konstantinos
Mitsotakis made it clear to Sofia that it had to stop counting on Greek support vis-a-vis the EC, at
a time when Bulgaria was facing serious economic difficulties.”” The crisis, however, proved
temporary, and was soon over’8, as for both sides it was paramount to safeguard the good level
of bilateral relations enjoyed since the 1970s.7° The two countries, however, continued to often
have divergent views on key issues. Sofia disagreed with embargoes imposed by Athens on
Skopje, in August 1992 and in February 1994; Sofia offered to place the country’s ports at
FYROM’s disposal.8? During the inter-ethnic conflicts that broke out in FYROM in the first half of
2001, the Bulgarian Prime Minister Ivan Kostov suggested unsuccessfully to his Greek
counterpart, Kostas Simitis the dispatch of military troops by the two countries in FYROM, with
the prior consent of the FYROM government8l, Athens rejected in principle the idea of Balkan
countries getting involved militarily in regional conflicts82, a position that had already been
formulated during the Bosnian crisis (1992-1995) when Greece objected Turkey’s proposals in
favor of a military intervention in the conflict. In Bulgaria they would also watch with unease
how, following the signing of the Interim Agreement of New York, in September 1995, Greece
would expand its economic presence in FYROM, turning itself into one of the most important
economic and trade partners of FYROM.83

Greek-Bulgarian cooperation on FYROM within the EU
In July 2006 the Bulgarian Foreign Minister Ivailo Kalfin (MBaiisio Kanpun) stated that Sofia

would support Skopje’s European ambitions, provided that Skopje ceased its “hostility towards
the Bulgarian nation and its history” and “showed respect for the common historical and cultural

" See I'edpylog Xpnotidng, «H Stapdppmon g Povkyapikiic eEmtepikic molrtucic amévavtt oty IITAM, 1989-
2006%», 610 A100Td0EIS THS HETAPOONS KOl 1] EDPWTAIKY TPOOTTIKI TWV YWwpwV ¢ Boikavikng, [poxtucd A’
Emompovikod Xvvedpiov tov TBED, (Becoarovikn 2007), . 179-180

™ Interview with a former senior Greek diplomat, 10/022017
® Xpnotidng, «H S1apdpemon g PovAyapikig eEMTEPIKHG TOMTIKAG omévavtt ot TITAM, 1989-2006, o. 181.
i Kevtpotg, on. map., c. 411.

"8 See for example the statements and the results of Dimitrov’s and Ganev’s visits to Athens in May 1992.
“Bulgarian Prime Minister Dimitrov on Visit to Greece”, BTA, 21 May 1992, BBC SWB, EE/1392 A1/1, 28 May
1992 «ou “Bulgarian Foreign Minister Visits Greece: Economic Protocol Signed”, BTA, 26 May 1992, BBC SWB,
EE/1395 A1/2, 1 June 1992.

™ As the Bulgarian Foreign Minister Stanislav Daskalov (Cramucias Jackanos ) stated in October 1993:
“Differences between Bulgaria and Greece concerning the new state have their historical explanation and are
expression of a sovereign policy. It’s important however not to become a wider, regional problem”. Quoted in
Nikog Xiog, «Mécm g EALGS0g apopoidvel ) Zogio Tig evponaikés dopécy, H Kalnuepivii, 31 Oktoppiov
1993.

80 X protidng, «H S1opdpemot] Tng PovAyapikig eEOTEPIKHG TOMTIKYG omévavtt otnv ITITAM, 1989-2006, o. 181

8 70 BHMA, «Tnhe@dvnpa pie onpooio yia to Skomay, 9 Maptiov 2001, cited in Apiototéhng Towapmipng,
«EMmvuc) E€otepucn TToArtikn ko Makedovikd Znpa, 1991-2002», [avayuwtg Todkmvog, Zoyypovn
Elnviky E€wtepien Holrtixny. Mo Xovolikn Ipooéyyion Topog B’ (Abnva: Zidépng 2003), 6.484.

8 |nterview with a former senior Greek diplomat, 10/2/2017

8 During the official visit of the Bulgarian President in FYROM on 26-27 February 2002, an article in the
authoritative Bulgarian newspaper Kapital noted characteristically that “in practice Greece has signed a few
agreements with Skopje (less than we have), but the share of Greek companies in Skopje is huge”. Cited in Ulrich
Buechsenschuetz, “Are Macedonian-Bulgarian Relations Improving?”, Balkan Report, RFE/RL, Vol.6, No.12, 8
March 2002, www.rferl.org/balkan-report/2002/03/12-080302.html, (last accessed: 11/3/2002).
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past, and good-neighbourliness towards Bulgaria”84- the very first time, after FYROM’s
independence, that Bulgaria’s head diplomat had expressly linked Bulgaria’s political support for
FYROM”s European ambitions with matters of history and culture. Kalfin’s statement made clear
a feeling that had been present for some time in various Bulgarian circles - historians, diplomats
and journalists - and in public opinion at large, i. e., that Sofia had followed a policy of one-way
support for FYROM, without getting much in return, especially on sensitive issues such as
historical heritage and minorities.8>

Nonetheless, no Bulgarian government raised, until 2012, any objections in EU institutions
concerning FYROM’s European ambitions. A change in the Bulgarian position appeared to have
taken place in 2012: describing his country’s position in July 2012, regarding Greece’s dispute
with FYROM, the Bulgarian President, Plevneliev, delivered the following warning:

“Concerning the name, Bulgaria does not get involved in the dispute. We are sure that a
solution will be found in the context of UN’s process. When this happens we state that
the name should not create preconditions for territorial pretensions, whether from the
one or from the other side... We support Macedonia’s European ambitions and its access
to NATO. We, however, believe that when someone wants to become member of a family,
he should prove that he respects every member of the family. That he appreciates the
past, history and, of course, EU’s general principles regarding good-neighborliness... We

judge what the officials do from their actions”.8¢

Sofia’s threat of withdrawing its support from FYROM'’s EU ambitions was “materialised” in
December 2012. During an EU meeting that discussed opening accession talks with FYROM,
Bulgaria stated that “it could not support a country that had failed to nurture good-neighborly
relations”87, siding in effect with Greece that during the meeting had underlined, once more, that
it could not consent to setting a start date for membership talks, on the grounds of the well-
known dispute. Bulgaria’s support was “not unconditional” Bulgarian President Plevneliev and
Prime Minister Borisov warned, accusing FYROM “of waging an anti-Bulgarian campaign and of
replacing historical facts”.88 Furthermore, during the last one and a half years, Athens and Sofia
have actually supported each other in insisting in EU organs on the need for Skopje to fully
respect the principle of good-neighborly relations.89

8 Quoted in X. Huxomos, "Ha xopm3oHTa- "kpaii Ha uctopusta” o 6sirapeku”, Hoaumuxa, 11-17 asryer 2006,
8 See B. Jumutpos, "Maxenonckust ['opaues Bw3en", [lonumuxa, 28 romu - 3 asryct 2006- K. Y3yHoB,
"Makenonus - rpobuiero Ha wiosuute", Tpyo, 2 asryct 2006.

% Interview of R. Plevneliev to Zrawpoc T¢ipac, «Ta Skéma vo oepactodv 6ha to péin g E.E.», H KaOnuepivij,
8 Tovhiov 2012, 6. 16

87 Sinisa Jakov Marusic, “Bulgaria and Greece Block Macedonia's EU Talks”, BIRN, Balkan Insight, 12 December
2012, http://www.balkaninsight.com/en/article/bulgaria-joins-greece-in-blocking-macedonia-s-eu-bid, (last
accessed: 5/7/2016)

% Reportedly, before the meeting Sofia had set out three terms for its neighbor in exchange for its support in the
EU: the signing of a friendship and cooperation deal, joint government sessions as well as an agreement for joint
celebrations of notable personalities and events “in our common history”. Ibid

8 Information provided by a senior diplomatic source.
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2. BILATERAL PROBLEMS AND DISPUTES

Disputes over heritage

The return of the “Slavonic-Bulgarian History” to Athos (1998)

On 12 January 1998, Bulgaria’s President Petar Stoyanov ([letsp CrosiHoB) and the Bulgarian
Minister of Culture, Emma Moskova (EmMmma MockoBa) announced the return to the Zografos
Monastery in Athos of the stolen “Slavonic-Bulgarian History” (Mctopusi cnaBsHoGBATapcKa)

book, written by the Bulgarian monk Saint Paisius of Hilendar (Ceseru Mawucuii
Xunengapcku) in the 18t century and considered as one of the most influential works of the
Bulgarian national revival. The manuscript was removed in 1985 from Zografos monastery in

Mount Athos by the Bulgarian State Security (abp>aBHa curyproct).?? The monks took notice of
the fact that the manuscript was missing only at the beginning of the 1990s, while in 1992 a
former agent of the Bulgarian State Security claimed that the manuscript was kept at the office of
the Head of the Bulgarian National Intelligence Service (HanuonasnHa PasysHaBaTtesnna Cayx6a).
In 1996 Brigo Asparoukhov (Bpuro Acnapyxos), the Head of the Bulgarian Intelligence Service,
delivered the book to the Director of the National Historical Museum in Sofia, Bozhidar Dimitrov
(boxkupap Aumutpos), where it was put on public display. Petar Stoyanov took the decision to
return the so-called “History” to its rightful owners at Zografos Monastery, receiving

considerable criticism at home for “betraying” Bulgarian national interests.!
The issue of religious relics removed from monasteries in Northern Greece

The issue of the stolen religious relics goes back to the First World War, when in 1917 numerous
relics were removed by force from two monasteries in the region of present-day Serres - the
Timiou Prodromou Monastery (Movn} Twuiov [Ipodpdpov) and the Monastery Ikosifinissa (Iepa
Mov1} Eikoowpowvioong) - and transferred to Bulgaria; a total of 691 ecclesiastical manuscripts
and various utensils were stolen from the two monasteries. In 1920, based upon the
Treaty of Neuilly (November 1919), 259 manuscripts were returned to Greece. During the
Second World War, there was a further looting of the two monasteries by the Bulgarian
occupation authorities. Following the end of the Second World War, the issue of the religious
relics did not figure in the negotiations concerning the re-establishment of diplomatic relations
(1954) between Greece and Bulgaria, neither was part of the important 12 agreements that were
signed by the two countries in 1964. The issue of the “missing relics” would be reportedly
discussed by Konstantinos Karamanlis and Todor Zhivkov in the 1970s, while in the 1980s it was
raised by high-ranking Greek officials, like President Christos Sartzetakis (Xpnotog
Yaptletakng), MFA Karolos Papoulias, and Stelios Papathemelis (EZtéAtog ITamaBepeAng). On 22
August 1990, during an international meeting organized by the Research Center for Slavic-
Byzantine Studies “Ivan Dujcev” in Sofia, many “lost manuscripts” of the two monasteries were
presented to the public, while it became known that other religious relics belonging to the two
monasteries were kept at the National Historical Museum in Sofia, where some have since been

put on display.?2 In 2014, during preparations for the high-profile Bulgarian celebrations of the

% The precious book was taken, and replaced by a copy, by agents of the Bulgarian State Security. The planning
for the operation, code-named “Marathon”, began in 1972, as there were “fears” in Sofia that the Zografos
Monastery could pass under “Romanian control”, with only 6 elderly Bulgarian monks left in it, while Romanian
monks were moving in; until the fall of the communist regimes in Eastern Europe the Greek state would not allow
monks from the eastern Bloc to come to Athos. In addition, it was claimed by the Bulgarian State Security that
“criminals were planning to steal the book and sell it in Western Europe”. For an account of the “Marathon”
operation see Xpucro Xpucros, Onepayus Mapamon (Codus: Ciela 2012).

% 1bid, c. 258

%2 For a brief history of the looting of the relics see the official webpage of the Bishopric (Iepé Mntpomoing
Zeppdv ko Niypitng) http://www.imsn.gr/mitropoli/istoria/keimilia. For a useful background information on the
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1000 years since the death of Czar Samuel, negotiations between Athens and Sofia, concerning
the return of the relics in exchange for the bones of Czar Samuel, took place. According to a media
report on the issue:

“On occasion of the important anniversary, the Bulgarian side wanted the cloth and the
bones to arrive in Bulgaria, pressing the Greek side to grant them, but not providing
reasonable assurance that they would return the church relics in exchange for them.
Athens did not object to this exchange but it did not approve the celebrations planned by
the Bulgarian side in Prespa, including the erection of statues, marble crosses,
patriarchal liturgy, in the presence of the political and state leadership of the country
and did not allow the events to take place. The unspoken reason is that the Greek side
does not want to turn Prespa into a place that is permanently linked to Bulgarian
nationalism, thus challenging the Greek identity in the region... However, the door to
negotiations was not closed, nor did Athens and Sofia intend to disrupt the excellent
bilateral relations on the issue. The talks continued at a rapid pace as the Bulgarian side
was rushing to achieve results before the celebrations and the negotiations reached
Cardiff, Wales and Baku, Azerbaijan. Greek Prime Minister at the time Antonis Samaras
and Bulgarian President Rosen Plevneliev talked in Cardiff, during a NATO summit, and
the Greek Prime Minister stated before the  Bulgarian President that the
commemoration could not be held in Prespa. They continued the talks on Samaras’
plane while travelling to Baku... The two statesmen agreed on Rosen Plevneliev bowing
to the bones and the cloth in the Archaeological Museum of Thessaloniki, as a symbolic
gesture and on the dialogue to continue at the level of delegations led by Ambassador of
Bulgaria to Rome for the Bulgarian side and Chief Secretary of the Ministry of Culture
Lina Mendoni for the Greek. However, when Lina Mendoni went to Sofia in October
2014, she established during the meetings that there were strong centres opposed to the
return of the relics, which did not seem to comply with the political will of the
government, and at the highest level at that. Lina Mendoni even told her associates that a
senior leader in the field of archaeology, who had a strong influence on the Bulgarian
spiritual and political class, made very rude remarks regarding the diplomats involved in

the negotiations and even the President himself, firmly stating, "you will take nothing".?3

There has been obviously considerable internal opposition to the return of the relics in Bulgaria,
while there has been apparently difficultly on the Greek side “in defining with accuracy its
demands concerning the artifacts it wanted to be returned”.?4 On 9 November 2015, Ecumenical
Patriarch Bartholomew (BapBoAopaiog) statements at the presence of the Bulgarian President
Rosen Plevneliev (Pocen IlneBHesnmeB) - while he was awarded the highest state medal in
Bulgaria “Stara Planina” - concerning the return of the looted relics, caused a “storm”, with the
leader of the BSP, Mihail Mikov (Muxaun MwukoB), accusing the Patriarch of “challenging the
autonomy” of the Bulgarian Orthodox Church and of “insulting behavior” at the expense of the
Bulgarian people.?> Evidently, the issue remains open for the Ecumenical Patriarchate, which, it

issue see mupog Kovlvomovrog, «Ta «Elyivela tng Moxkedoviogy, 70 BHMA, 19 Maiov 2002,
http://www.tovima.gr/culture/article/?aid=142670 (last accessed: 1/6/2016).

% «Samuel bones in exchange for Greek church relics”, GRReporter, 16 November 2015,
http://www.grreporter.info/en/samuel_bones_exchange greek_church_relics_failure/13576, (last accessed:
1/6/2016).

% Information provided by a diplomatic source

% From his side President Plevneliev stated that “issues like these are dealt by diplomatic means. .. Bulgarian
politicians and diplomats have been aware (a long time now) of the problem and, according to my opinion, it has
been resolved a long time now”. For the reactions caused by Bartholomeu’s statements see Fokus, 9 HoemBpu
2015, http://www.focus-news.net/news/2015/11/09/2149234/vselenskiyat-patriarh-vartolomey-i-poiska-balgariya-
da-varne-otnetite-po-vreme-na-voyni-sveshteni-bogosluzhebni-tsennosti-v-severna-gartsiya.html, (last accessed
20/12/2015), Fokus, 11 HoemBpu 2015, http://www.focus-news.net/news/2015/11/11/2150355/mihail-mikov-bsp-
povedenieto-na-vselenskiya-patriarh-vartolomey-i-skandalizira-tsyaloto-obshtestvo.html, http://www.focus-
news.net/news/2015/11/11/2150034/mihail-mikov-bsp-tsyalostnoto-povedenie-na-vartolomey-i-v-balgariya-
beshe-obidno-za-balgarskite-grazhdani-i-hristiyani.html, (last accessed 20/12/2015), Fokus, 11 HoemBpu 2015,
http://www.focus-news.net/news/2015/11/11/2150100/prezidentat-rosen-plevneliev-problemat-s-pretentsiite-na-
vselenskiya-patriarh-vartolomey-i-e-reshen-otdavna.html, (last accessed 20/12/2015).

23


http://www.tovima.gr/culture/article/?aid=142670
http://www.grreporter.info/en/samuel_bones_exchange_greek_church_relics_failure/13576
http://www.focus-news.net/news/2015/11/09/2149234/vselenskiyat-patriarh-vartolomey-i-poiska-balgariya-da-varne-otnetite-po-vreme-na-voyni-sveshteni-bogosluzhebni-tsennosti-v-severna-gartsiya.html
http://www.focus-news.net/news/2015/11/09/2149234/vselenskiyat-patriarh-vartolomey-i-poiska-balgariya-da-varne-otnetite-po-vreme-na-voyni-sveshteni-bogosluzhebni-tsennosti-v-severna-gartsiya.html
http://www.focus-news.net/news/2015/11/11/2150355/mihail-mikov-bsp-povedenieto-na-vselenskiya-patriarh-vartolomey-i-skandalizira-tsyaloto-obshtestvo.html
http://www.focus-news.net/news/2015/11/11/2150355/mihail-mikov-bsp-povedenieto-na-vselenskiya-patriarh-vartolomey-i-skandalizira-tsyaloto-obshtestvo.html
http://www.focus-news.net/news/2015/11/11/2150034/mihail-mikov-bsp-tsyalostnoto-povedenie-na-vartolomey-i-v-balgariya-beshe-obidno-za-balgarskite-grazhdani-i-hristiyani.html
http://www.focus-news.net/news/2015/11/11/2150034/mihail-mikov-bsp-tsyalostnoto-povedenie-na-vartolomey-i-v-balgariya-beshe-obidno-za-balgarskite-grazhdani-i-hristiyani.html
http://www.focus-news.net/news/2015/11/11/2150034/mihail-mikov-bsp-tsyalostnoto-povedenie-na-vartolomey-i-v-balgariya-beshe-obidno-za-balgarskite-grazhdani-i-hristiyani.html
http://www.focus-news.net/news/2015/11/11/2150100/prezidentat-rosen-plevneliev-problemat-s-pretentsiite-na-vselenskiya-patriarh-vartolomey-i-e-reshen-otdavna.html
http://www.focus-news.net/news/2015/11/11/2150100/prezidentat-rosen-plevneliev-problemat-s-pretentsiite-na-vselenskiya-patriarh-vartolomey-i-e-reshen-otdavna.html

should be reminded, maintains still canonical jurisdiction over the dioceses of Northern Greece.
More recently, on 17 February 2016, the issue of the removed relics was raised at the Greek
Parliament by Kostas Gioulekas (Kwotag I'kiovAgkag), MP for New Democracy and head of the
party commission for culture.?® According to media reports, an “exchange agreement” - the
bones of Czar Samuel for the relics - was expected to be part of the third meeting of the High

Level Cooperation Council between Greece and Bulgaria held on 1 August 2016 in Sofia.?”
Bulgarian archives and documents kept in Greece

An issue that is almost unknown in both countries and demands further clarification is that of
Bulgarian archives and documents kept in Greece: for example, the archives of the Bulgarian
High School for Girls (bwarapcka geBudyecka rumHasus "CB. BiaroBemeHue") operating in
Thessaloniki until the aftermath of the Second Balkan War, and kept today at the National
Library in Athens, or Bulgarian documents kept at the Greek General Archives (Fevikd Apyeia
tou Kpatoug) in Komotini. Yura Konstantinova (lOpa KoHncranTusnoBa), a Bulgarian Historian at
the Institute for Balkan Studies in Sofia, has suggested that artifacts and documents that are seen
as objects of "cultural patrimony" and are kept by the other side should stop being "hidden",
should be recorded and, most importantly, be free to access by researchers and the wider
public.?8 The same historian has suggested that the time has come to look at the “dark pages” of
our bilateral relationship, by examining the controversial aspects involved in the era of
confrontation, beginning with the establishment of the Bulgarian Exarchate in 1870, up to the
end of the Second World War. There are many “difficult issues”, involving in particular
persecution and crimes committed against civilians during that period, that historians from each
country should examine, on the basis of “each side” examining its “own dark pages”. The
community of historians in both countries is mature and professional enough, to conduct such an

examination without inflaming public opinion, or damaging bilateral relations.??

Water management

The majority of Northern Greece’s rivers originate in neighboring countries, with Greece being
the downstream country in four out of the five shared rivers. Roughly 25% of Greece’s renewable
resources being are “imported”190, making management of transboundary rivers an important
issue particularly for Northern Greece and its local economy. Among the four rivers that flow into
northern Greece from neighboring countries, three originate in Bulgaria - Nestos/Mesta,
Strymonas/Struma and Evros/Maritza - a fact that underlines the importance of a smooth
relationship with Sofia.

% According to Mr Gioulekas the discussions on the issue were “frozen” at the end of 2014, while the new Greek
government formed, following the January 2015 elections, “failed to display any interest on the issue”. Mr
Gioulekas called upon the government to examine all possible means, including legal recourse. See «Ze vopko
aymvo, Yo, TV ETLeTPoen 1epdv Keuniiov and ™ Boviyapia kakei o K. T'kiovdéxacy, To Iovrixt Web, 18
DePpovapiov 2016, http://www.topontiki.gr/article/160236/se-nomiko-agona-gia-tin-epistrofi-ieron-keimilion-
apo-ti-voylgaria-kalei-o0-k, (last accessed 20/5/2016)

%7 "Heperren mpo6iem. U xoctute Ha Camym cpex Temute 3a obcbxmane”, Tpyo, 30-31 romx 2016 , ¢. 3
% Interview with Yura Konstantinova, Institute for Balkan Studies, Sofia, 13 February 2017.

9 Thus it should be mentioned that the Institute for Balkan Studies in Sofia, established by the eminent historian
and former Ambassador to Greece, Nikolai Todorov (Hukomnaii Togopos), signed in 1975 an agreement of
cooperation with its Greek counterpart, the Institute for Balkan Studies in Thessaloniki (known in Greek as
Tdpvpa Meretdv Xepooviioov tov Aipov — IMXA). As a result of that agreement a total of nine scientific
conferences were organized during the period 1975-2007, with the participation of around 250 scholars from both
countries. Information provided by Yura Konstantinova

100y ‘Mylopoulos, E. Kolokytha, D. Vagiona, E. Kampragou & E. Eleftheriadou, “HY DRODIPLOMACY IN
PRACTICE: TRANSBOUNDARY WATER MANAGEMENT IN NORTHERN GREECE”, p.2,
http://www.srcosmos.gr/srcosmos/showpub.aspx?aa=8348 (last accessed: 25/6/2016)
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Negotiations between the two countries concerning the allocation and water management of the

transboundary rivers have a history, described as “long and difficult”101, beginning in the 1960s.
On 9 July 1964, Athens and Sofia signed a bilateral agreement according to which “the riparian
countries are bound inter alia not to cause significant damage to each other by constructing or
operating projects and installations on these rivers”, while they also agreed to exchange

hydrological and technical data.l92n 1971, following the signing of a bilateral agreement, a
committee was established to deal with electrical energy issues and the use of the waters of the

trans-boundary rivers.193 In November 1991, a protocol was signed by the joint Greek-Bulgarian
Experts Committee for quantitative and qualitative monitoring of the transboundary rivers: the
protocol included the establishment, on the Bulgarian side of the river, of four fixed monitoring
stations - Strymon (Dragodan site), Nestos (Kremen site), Evros (Simeonovgrad site) and Taouza
(Elhovo site). It also included the establishment of four mobile stations, one on each of the rivers

and two chemical laboratories in Blagoevgrad and Dimitrovgrad.104

Growing EU attention on the issue of water protection affected positively Greek-Bulgarian
cooperation on the issue. 105 In 2002, a new agreement between Greece and Bulgaria was signed
introducing “cooperation on environmental protection”. One of the “most innovative
characteristics introduced by the 2002 agreement was the engagement of a broader network of
actors including civil society, NGOs, universities, research institutions etc”.1° During the first
meeting of the High Level Cooperation Council between Greece and Bulgaria, on 27 July 2010,
there was special emphasis on transboundary water cooperation!%?: on the same day the two
Ministers of the Environment signed in Sofia a Joint Declaration, confirming “the intention of the
two countries to cooperate in the water resources management issues in the transboundary
basins”, and establishing a Joint Expert Working Group, that held several rounds of talks, in 2011-
14,_108

Nestos/Mesta

Negotiations concerning the allocation of the Nestos/Mesta waters began in 1964 and were
resumed in the 1970s, failing however to produce any agreement.109 Negotiations continued in

102 Interview with Lyubomir Kuchukov (moGomup krouykos), Bulgarian ex-diplomat, and Director of the Institute
of Economics and International Relations, Sofia, 31/1/2017.

102 Anastasios Valvis, “Chapter 6: The Maritza-Evros-Meric River”, Transboundary Freshwater Resources
Management: Greece and its neighbors towards Cooperation or Conflict?, unpublished PhD thesis, 2016,
University of the Peloponnese, pp. 147-217.

193 ibid

104 ibid

105 On 23 October 2000, the "Directive 2000/60/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council establishing a
framework for the Community action in the field of water policy" or, in short, the EU Water Framework
Directive (WFD) was adopted. As part of the WFD, a River Management Basin Plan is a requirement, containing
“a detailed account of how the objectives set for the river basin (ecological status, quantitative status, chemical
status and protected area objectives) are to be reached within the timescale required”. See “Introduction to the new
EU Water Framework Directive”, European Commission, http://ec.europa.eu/environment/water/water-
framework/info/intro_en.htm (last accessed: 17/1/2017).

108 \zalvis, op. cit.

107 See Interview of the Greek President, Karolos Papoulias, to Radio Bulgaria, 16 November 2010,
http://bnr.bg/el/post/100114242/- (last accessed: 20/5/2016)

198 The Group initially met in Drama on 16 May 2011, in Sofia on 12 October 2011, in Thessaloniki on 23 April
2013, and in Athens on 8 May 2014. “Report on the implementation of the Water Framework Directive River
Basin Management Plans. Member State: GREECE”, COMMISSION STAFF WORKING DOCUMENT, European
Commission, Brussels, 9.3.2015, SWD(2015) 54 final, p. 12, http://ec.europa.eu/environment/water/water-
framework/pdf/4th_report/MS%20annex%20-%20Greece.pdf (last accessed: 16/1/2017).

199 For Athens, Sofia had “arbitrarily created obstacles to the flow of Nestos/Mesta river in Greek territory”
through a number of technical projects, reducing its total quantity from 1,500,000 to 1,100,000 cubic metres.
Furthermore, information concerning impending technical projects in the Nestos/Mesta basin in Bulgaria only
intensified Greek worries. See Kovotavtivog Zpoiomoviog, H EAnvikn [loAitiky ota Balkavio 1974-1981
(ABnva: Evpoekdotikn 1987), . 58.

25


http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:32000L0060
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:32000L0060
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/water/water-framework/info/intro_en.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/water/water-framework/info/intro_en.htm
http://bnr.bg/el/post/100114242/-
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/water/water-framework/pdf/4th_report/MS%20annex%20-%20Greece.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/water/water-framework/pdf/4th_report/MS%20annex%20-%20Greece.pdf

the 19805110 and in the beginning of the 1990s, with no agreement on the “crucial issue” of
water allocation, as Athens was asking for a minimum of 33 percent of Nestos/Mesta water to
flow into Greece, while the Bulgarian parliament adopted a decision, according to which no more
than 25 percent of Nestos/Mesta water should be allowed to flow into Greece.111 It was only on
22 December 1995, that an agreement was reached - at a time when Athens and Sofia were
intensifying their co-operation in all fields112 - allowing a 29 percent of Nestos/Mesta water
flow to enter into Greek territory, with the agreement remaining in force for 35 years.113 On 26
March 1996, during the debate for the ratification of the agreement at the Bulgarian Parliament,
the Bulgarian opposition, the Union of Democratic Forces, voted against it, decrying the BSP
government of Zan Videnov for a “sellout” of national interests.114 The agreement has also
received criticism in Greece, for being characterized by generalities, while it has been claimed
that “the lack of a clear mutually based concept for regional development may create potential
conflicts in the future”.115 Cooperation between the two parties in data exchange has also been
problematic. According to Professor Ouzounis (Ou{oUvng) of the Technical University of Thrace,
“the Greek side has expressed strong complaints over the absence of official and regular
information from the Bulgarian side about any waste discharges into the river and any retaining

of the water”.116
Strymonas/Struma

Although there has never been an agreement over the allocation of Strymonas/Struma waters,
over the years there have been a number of bilateral co-operation efforts. A protocol between
Greek and Bulgarian experts for flood control was signed in 1980 and the preparation of a
common proposal in EU for a joint monitoring system for the measurement of quantity and
quality parameters of the river took place in 1991.117 More efforts have taken place since,
especially concerning “efficient environmental protection”, although there has not been an
international River Basin Management Plan (RBMP), as Bulgaria had already submitted its RBMP
to the EC before Greece - Greece has also adopted its own RBMP for the Strymonas basin.118
There is concern that “the absence of an integrated management plan for the total river basin and

110 Meetings between representatives of the two riparian states took place in 1982 and 1988, where the allocation
of the rivers flow was one of the dominant issues. In March 1988, Bulgarian and Greek experts met in Sofia to
discuss “all relevant issues regarding water resources” of the Nestos/Mesta River. The outcome of the meeting was
the agreement of the two parties to establish a bilateral Committee. In April 1989, Greece presented at Haskovo
the so-called “long-term Program of Economic, Industrial, Scientific and Technological Collaboration”, involving
a wide range of issues concerning the water resources of the river Nestos/Mesta. Valvis, op. cit.

11 \/echeslav Tunev, BTA, 27 May 1992, BBC SWB, EE/1395 A1/2, 1 June 1992.

112 For the intensification of Greek-Bulgarian ties following the formation of the Zan Videnov government see
Yorgos Christidis, “AxueHTn B rpbLKo-0barapekute otHouenus ciaen 1990 r.”, Meocoynapoonu omuowienus, KH.
2-3, romura XXXIV, Codwus, 2005, c. 159

113 «According to the agreement both parties are bound to exchange information concerning the water status and
any development plans that would affect the natural flow of the river. International conventions, standards and
European guidance are also applicable for the improvement of water quality and the conservation of the
ecosystem. Moreover, a cross-border Commission of Hydroeconomy will be established, responsible for the
observation and control of the application of the agreement. The commission will also be the intermediary factor
for any possible disputes and in case of failure the matter will be forwarded to a governmental level”.
HYDRODIPLOMACY IN PRACTICE”, p. 3.

14 «gofia ratifies important agreement”, Diaspora Newsletter, Vol. I11, No.50, 26 April 1996, p. 2.

115 The agreement has received since then a lot of criticism, since “it was characterized by generalities... The
agreed allocation scheme seems a result of political bargaining rather than aiming at meeting the requirements of
the local population. For this reason, the agreement has not received the necessary public support so far. The co-
operation of the two countries is problematic in relation to information exchange and so it fails to set the
background conditions for future development of a common water management plan. No special attention was
given to water quality issues or alternative allocation scenarios in cases of extreme phenomena”.
“HYDRODIPLOMACY IN PRACTICE”, p. 3.

118 valvis op. cit.
W«HYDRODIPLOMACY IN PRACTICE”, p. 6.

118 «Report on the implementation of the Water Framework Directive River Basin Management Plans. Member
State: GREECE”, p. 12.
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of a joint water body may raise significant problems in the near future concerning the

environmental protection of the river”.119

Evros/Maritza

Past Greek-Bulgarian efforts of transboundary co-operation for Evros/Maritza (and Meric in
Turkish) date back to 1964 - there have also been agreements between Greece and Turkey
concerning the control of hydraulic works on both banks of the river129, while between Bulgaria
and Turkey there is a recent agreement (2012) on cooperation on water resources management.
The construction of dams in the Bulgarian territory has caused problems to both Turkey and
Greece, affecting the quantity of water that ends up on the downstream part of the basin, while
floods in the Greek and Turkish parts of the river basin have caused growing problems for the
local economies. Thus, floods in 2014 and 2015 in the Prefecture of Evros caused extensive
damage to the local economy. In November 2015, the mayor of the city of Soufli, Evagellos
Poulilios (Evayyelog [TovAdi6g) declared that he was consulting with a law firm in Athens, in
order to move legally against the Bulgarian state. Mr Poulilios accused the Bulgarian government
of having ceded the management of dams to the private sector that was grossly mismanaging the
dams “by not releasing gradually the water from the banks (as before)”. The Soufli mayor also
accused Greek governments of having failed to come to an agreement with the Bulgarian state
over transboundary co-operation for Evros/Maritza in the last 25 years.121 During the third
meeting of the High Level Cooperation Council between the two countries in August 2016, it was
reported that the “Bulgarian side on its part promised to keep dam reservoirs on Bulgarian
territory 80 percent full so as to prevent flooding in Greece caused by Maritsa River”, while “in

the meantime, Bulgaria will be working on its early warning systems”.122

119 “HYDRODPLOMACY IN PRACTICE”, p. 7.

120 ibid, p. 6

121 (Sra Swcaothpla het o SfHpapyog Toveriov t Boviyapio yio tic mAnpudpec otov Efpon, e-Evros, 3

Noepppiov 2015, http://www.e-evros.gr/gr/eidhseis/3/sta-dikasthria-paei-o-dhmarxos-soyflioy-th-boylgaria-
gia-tis-plhmmyres-sto-dhmo/post28176, (last accessed: 25/6/2016).

122 pavlov, op. cit.
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3. ECONOMY

Economic relations and foreign investment

The evolution of post- Cold War economic relations between Greece and Bulgaria followed a
pattern similar to the bilateral diplomatic relations: intense and multi-level cooperation, search
for mutually beneficial solutions and the capacity to uphold and enhance ties even in times of
crisis (i.e. the first years after the collapse of Communism in Bulgaria, 1991- 1995 or the period
of the Greek economic crisis, 2009-2016).

Scholars agree that the end of the Cold War unleashed a great potential for cooperation between
the two countries based on historical and cultural ties.123 The period between 1989 and 1995
could be characterized by a cautious and modest activity of Greek enterprises, which somehow
reflected the more general climate of suspicion towards the Balkans in the Greek media and the
political elites due to the Yugoslav wars and the “Macedonian” question. As Tsardanidis and
Karafotakis have argued, whereas Greek enterprises saw opportunities in former Communist
Balkan states, Greek media and the political elites saw risk and danger.124 The cautious entry of
Greek enterprises in Bulgarian economy between 1989 and 1995 was also the result of the
turbulent situation in Bulgaria itself (political instability, lack of a clear legislation for foreign
investments, problems with privatizations and rapid decrease of the population's financial
resources). It was this instability, however, which kept major Western enterprises from investing
immediately in Bulgaria, and thus gave the Greek companies an advantage, despite the initial
hesitancy.125

The second period, which started in the mid-1990s and lasted until the beginning of the Greek
economic crisis (2009-10), saw the intensification of the economic relations between the two
countries. During the late 1990s, it was the time of the major Greek companies to initiate and
very rapidly broaden their scope of activities in Bulgaria (banks, telecommunications, food and
beverage industries and energy). As Katsikis et.al. point out, during the period 1997-98, large and
major Greek enterprises created vertical and horizontal partnerships while in the period 1998-
2000, major Greek enterprises participated intensively in the Bulgarian projects of
privatization.126 By the year 2005, Bulgaria had established itself as a very reliable business

destination for Greek enterprises.127 To measure the extent of this activity one has to note that in
2010 there were as many as 4.100 enterprises of Greek or Greek-Bulgarian interests registered

in Bulgaria with 650 being the most active.128

For most of the post-Cold War period, Greece was consistently among the top foreign investors in
Bulgaria and in 2002-2003 it was the single most important foreign investor.12? It is estimated

123 Charalambos Tsardanidis and Evangelos Karafotakis, “Greece's Economic Diplomacy towards the Balkan
countries”, Perceptions Journal of International Affairs, 2000, Vol. 5, No. 3, pp. 78-95. Vassilis Monastiriotis and
Achilleas Tsamis, “Greece's new Balkan economic relations: policy shifts but no structural change”, Hellenic
Observatory, London School of Economics and Political Science, 2007, 40 p.

124 Tsardanidis and Karafotakis, op.cit.
1% |bid.
128 | 0annis Katsikis, Gary Fragidis, Dimitrios Pashaloudis, “International and cross-border entrepreneurship: the
case of Greece and Bulgaria”, Business Systems and Economics, 2013, Vol.3, No. 1, pp. 58-68
127 H

Ibid.
128 |bid.
129 George Voskopoulos, “Greek-Bulgarian Relations in the Post-Cold War Era: Contributing to Stability and
Development in Southeastern Europe”, Mediterranean Quarterly, 2008, Vol. 19, No. 4, pp. 68-80. According to
data published be the National Bank of Bulgaria, in the course of the period 1992-2016, the average of Greek

foreign investments in Bulgaria ranks in the 3™ position in a total of 36 countries. Data available in the following
address: http://www.investbulgaria.com/FDIByCountry.php
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that the total sum of direct Greek investments over the last 20 years is around EUR 3 billion, with
Greek companies being well represented in the fields of metal processing, metallurgy, glass
industry, beverages and construction materials.130 Until 2015 there was also a substantial Greek
presence in Bulgaria’s financial sector, as one in four Bulgarian banks had majority Greek
ownership131, holding 18.56 percent share of the total banking assets of the country.132
Bulgarian investments in Greece, traditionally in real estate and in small hotels (in northern
Greece), a more recent development, have increased in 2015 “both in reserves and size and
reached respectively EUR 47.2 million and EUR 13 million”.133 Bulgarian exports in Greece as
well as Greek exports in Bulgaria present a constantly growing trend that resulted in the steady
increase of the total trade between the two countries even in the midst of the Greek economic
crisis.134In 2015 Greece was Bulgaria’s fifth most important export destination, covering 7
percent of its total exports, while imports from Greece covered 3 percent of the total Bulgarian
imports.135 Tourism has been another important area of bilateral economic activity. In 2015,
there were 192.490 Greek tourists in Bulgaria (mainly in winter resorts, like Bansko), while a
total number of 1.024.526 Greek citizens visited Bulgaria.13¢ During the same year, 1.043.078
Bulgarian citizens visited Greece, while the number of Bulgarian tourists was 459.165 (mainly in
summer resorts in northern Greece) or 42.35 percent more than in 2014.137

Needless to say, economic relations were not problem-free. There were a number of factors
which impeded to a certain extent the economic interaction between the two countries: violation
of customs laws (smuggling, fake exports, false declarations), low traffic capacity of border
crossings, lack of infrastructure, bureaucracy, legislative problems, companies’ difficulties in
adjusting to a new environment.138 Nevertheless, such factors did not undo the dominant trend
of the intensification of economic relations between the two countries.

More recently, the crisis affecting Greece has evidently slowed down or limited Greek

investments in Bulgaria.139 For instance, the total amount of Greek investments reached their
highest peak in 2007- 2008 with EUR 875 million, while in 2011 it returned to the levels of 2004

and EUR 180 million.140 However, it is worth noting that the total amount of trade between the
two countries, which reached its first highest peak in 2008 with over EUR 2.5 billion, was only
temporarily slowed down by the Greek crisis and already in 2012 it surpassed the 2008
levels.141 Such data confirm that during the post-Cold War period the economic ties between the
two countries became irreversibly strong and vital for both countries.

When it comes to the amount of Greek investments and the presence of Greek enterprises in
Bulgaria since the beginning of the economic crisis there is an important qualitative difference
with respect to earlier periods. In the early 2000s the expansion of Greek enterprises in Bulgaria
was a strategic choice aiming at securing benefits from the modest yet existent economic growth
in the newly liberalized former Communist economies. Since the beginning of the economic

130 «y ecarbook 2016-2017”, Hellenic Business Council in Bulgaria, Sofia, p. 74.

131 United Bulgarian Bank Bulgaria S.A, Eurobank Bulgaria S.A., Piraeus Bank Bulgaria and the Alpha Bank
Bulgaria.

132 «y earbook 2016-2017”, p. 76
138 |pid, p. 75
134 panagiotou and Valvis, op.cit.
135 “yearbook 2016-2017”, p. 68
136 |hid, p. 80
%7 Ihid, p. 80

138 Maria Boyadjieva, “Greek- Bulgarian Trade and Cross Border Cooperation: Future Perspectives”, Paper
submitted for the International Conference: “Restructuring stability and development in Southeastern Europe”,
South and East European Development Center, VVolos-Greece, 2001, 8 p.

139 Katsikis et.al., op.cit.
10 Katsikis et.al., op.cit.
%! panagiotou and Valvis, op.cit.
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crisis, there is an unprecedented exodus of Greek enterprises, with even medium and small-scale
businesses leaving Greece for benefitting from a more stable and beneficial economic
environment in Bulgaria. Thus, during the last quarter of 2015, social security contributions for
the private sector were 18 percent in Bulgaria (25 percent in Greece), corporate tax 10 percent,
tax on dividends 5 percent, tax on interest rates 8 percent, VAT 20 percent (23 percent in Greece)
and that only for companies with turnover more than 25,000 euro (in Greece from 10,000 euro);
in addition, the average salary in Bulgaria was 449 euro, and the basic salary 194 euro.142 The
exodus of Greek businesses existed in the years before the Greek economic crisis, but took in
recent years alarming proportions.

The figures are revealing. According to various Greek media, the number of enterprises of Greek
interests in Bulgaria in late 2016 ranges between 15,000 and 17,000.143 According to the
Bulgarian National Statistics Institute, at the end of 2015, 15,500 Greek enterprises were
registered in Bulgaria, while during 2015, almost 6,000 Greek companies transferred their
operations to Bulgaria;144 the imposition of capital controls in Greece in the summer of 2015 as
well as the wider uncertainty surrounding Greece’s future in the Eurozone was major factors
behind companies’ decision to leave Greece.145 Thus, reportedly, following the introduction of
capital controls in Greece, the Bulgarian authorities received - by November 2015 - more than
60,000 new applications by Greek citizens, concerning either the registration of a company, or
opening a bank account (personal or business).146

There was a tremendous increase in the number of Greek companies registered in Bulgaria after
2010. This trend reveals an important disinvestment in Greece and inversely an important gain
for Bulgaria. However, there is another key aspect regarding this emigration of enterprises and
individuals. In the course of 2016, the Greek authorities announced their intention to verify how
many of these enterprises have been really transported to Bulgaria and how many have created a
virtual and nominal tax identity in Bulgaria, while they still operate fully in Greece. The goal of
such an action for an enterprise would be to maintain all economic activity in Greece (including

profits) but to be taxed according to Bulgarian laws, which in many cases violates tax laws.147

According to data of the Greek Ministry of Economy, published in the Greek Parliament since
December 2014, “most of the companies that have fled to the Balkans, including Bulgaria, present

zero activity while they do not appear to have any employees”.148 According to the same data,
9,000 out of 11,0000 Greek enterprises in Bulgaria have no employees at all, while 6,000 among

the same 11,000 present zero activity.14? As the Greek media have repeatedly reported in 2016,
Greek authorities have secured the cooperation of Bulgarian authorities in order to verify the

number of such “ghost” companies in Bulgaria.l50 Furthermore, the Greek authorities mean to

12 @gvov Toipov, «Moalkn euyn EMnvik@v gtouplodv ota Bakkaviow, H Kabnuepivi, 22 Nogpfpiov 2015, 6. 19
143 See for instance the following articles: «15.000 elnvikég emysiprioeis Bpiokovtor §dn otn Boviyapio- Tok
otV owovopioy, iefimerida, 19 Oxtoppiov 2016, «Eemepvoiv Tig 17.000 o1 eAnvikég entyelpioeis pe £dpa.
Bovyapia», CNN.gr, 24 Noepppiov 2016.
144 ““Yearbook 2016-2017”, p. 76, see also «Ot Bovkyapot tpifovv ta yépia Toug yia Tig vées Béoelg epyaciog,
Ta Néa, 15 Maprtiov 2016, «15.000 eAAnvikég emyeprioetg Bpickovtat 116n otn Bovdyopic- Lok otnv otkovopion,
iefimerida, 19 OxtwPpiov 2016. According to data provided by the Greek Embassy in Sofia-also cited in the
above mentioned article of Ta Néa, the number of Greek enterprises in Bulgaria in late 2014 reached 14.400.
145 Assessment provided by various interviewees, businessmen, in Athens and Sofia.
146 |

Ibid.
47 bid
148 For more information see: TIpokdnng Xat{nvikoddov, «EAeyyot yio eikovikég enyelpnioeilg o€ Boviyapio kat
Konpo a6 to YIIOIK», KaOnuepivi, 15 Avyodotov 2016. ‘Edeva Atoctoridov, «T1 ompdyvel TG EAANVIKES
emyeipnoelg ot Bovkyapion, Maxedovia tne Kopiaxig, 29 OktmpBpiov 2016.
149 Ibid

150 For more details on the matter see the following articles: «Eleyyot yio ewcovikés enyeipfiogig oe Bovdyapio
kot Kompo oo to YIIOIK», KobOnuepivij, 15 Avyovotov 2016 kot Bovpydve Mapia, «Emyeipnon...
Boxkavilotép: Maldko yio eAAnvikés etapeieg oppayida ota Baikdvian, EONOZ, 9 defpovapiov 2017.
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impose considerable penalties to those companies.>! However, regardless of the important
number of such enterprises, the loss of investment for Greece is undeniable and in fact such a
massive effort to avoid taxation in Greece is the clearest indicator of a highly unstable economic
environment.

The Hellenic Plan for the Economic Reconstruction of

the Balkans (HiPERB)

According to Charalambos Tsardanidis, in the mid-1990's Greece became progressively more
aware of its status as a regional power (politically and economically) in the Balkans and took
steps for the improvement of its relations with neighboring countries, thus adopting a politico-

economic approach.152 In the aftermath of the Kosovo war (1999), Greece consolidated its
position as a bridge between the EU and Balkan states, since it fully supported the EU integration
process for the entire region and participated in all major regional and EU initiatives aiming at
the improvement of regional cooperation and at bringing the region closer to the EU (i.e.
Southeast European Cooperative Initiative-SECI, Southeast European Cooperation Process,
Regional Cooperation Council-RCC, Stability Pact for SEE). The Hellenic Plan for the Economic
Reconstruction of the Balkans (“HiPERB”, known as EAAnvikd Xxé€8io yia tnv Owkovopikn
Avaovykpotnon twv Badkaviwv-EX0AB in Greek) epitomized Greece's strategy to build upon its
economic growth in order to serve both the country's and the EU's interests for political and
economic cooperation in the Balkans.

At a general level, HIPERB can be regarded as an example of economic diplomacy in the context
of the post-Cold War era. Tsardanidis notes that “the primary goal of economic diplomacy is to
promote the goals of foreign policy via economic means. It, therefore, constitutes a part of a
country's foreign policy”.153 From its initial conception by the Greek Ministry of Economy in
1999, HiPERB aimed at “providing funding for the creation or maintenance/repair of
infrastructure in the transition economies of the Balkan area, as well as to facilitate Greek direct
investment in those countries”.154 Apart from the political and the economic ambitions of this
conception, HiPERB was the clearest sign of Greece's will to act according to its obligations as a

member of OECD's Development Assistance Committee (DAC).155

The implementation of the program was troublesome. From 1999 until 2002, the program
showed very little results due to bureaucracy, the lack of coordination between the two
ministries responsible for implementation (Economy and Foreign Affairs), financial problems
and also deficiencies regarding the administration and infrastructure of recipient countries.156 A
fresh start was given to the program in 2002, when the corresponding legislation was adopted in
the Greek parliament. The budget of HiPERB rose to 550 million euros for the period between
2003 and 2007. The recipient countries were the following: Albania, Bosnia-Herzegovina,
Bulgaria, Montenegro, FYROM, Romania, Serbia and Kosovo.157 It was determined that Bulgaria

151 Ibid

152 Tsardanidis and Karafotakis, op.cit. Also, Xapéiapmog Toapdavisng, «Owovopiky Sumhopation, in A.
Tpravtaporrov, K. Yeovtig, E. Xattnviucoddov, diebveic Zyéoeig, Loyypovn Oeuoroloyio ko mpooeyyioeig,
ABnva: [Manalnong, 2008) c. 485-511.

153 Tsardanidis, op.cit.

154 panagiotou and Valvis, op.cit.

155 Greece was admitted to this committee in 1999. For more on the history of Greek development assistance see:
Aotépng XovMdpag, «Ta entd mopddoéo g eMAnvikig kpatikng Bondeiacy, Ayopd Xwpic Zovopa, Topog 9 (2)
2003, 0 91-104.

1% panagiotou and Valvis, op.cit.

157 According to the 2002 legislation and the specification of the project's goals for the 5-year period between
2003 and 2007 the recipient countries were to receive the following economic assistance: Albania (EUR

49,890,000), Bosnia-Herzegovina (EUR 19,530,000), Bulgaria (EUR 54,290,000), Montenegro (EUR
17,500,000), FYROM (EUR 74,840,000), Romania (EUR 70,430,000), Serbia (EUR 232,500,000), Kosovo (EUR
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was to receive EUR 54 million (about 10 percent of the total budget) with the most significant
amount of money being allocated to Serbia (EUR 232 million, or 42 percent of the total budget).
For each country the allocation of the funds followed the same scheme, with 79 percent of the
amount per country intended for the public sector and large project activities and 20 percent
intended for the private sector and particularly projects involving Greek enterprises across the

region.158

Despite efforts made, the program had not really taken off until 2005-2006. In 2006 it was given
a 5-year extension (2006-2011). In 2013, the Greek government, amidst efforts to cut public
spending due to the economic crisis, notified all foreign governments concerned that any
HiPERB-funded project that had not started to date would be cancelled.15? Evidently, this second
extension (2006-2011) did little to improve the efficacy of the program. According to Houliaras
and Tsardanidis, during the 1st period of implementation (2003-2007) very few of the initial
promises were materialized and there was effectively a significant gap between promises and
real deliverables: “Perhaps rarely in the world history of development assistance was there such
an important gap between promises and achievements. These inconsistencies seem to be
independent of the political party in power as the leaderships of both biggest parties supported it

at the level of declarations, but seem incapable of implementing it”.160

In the case of Bulgaria, there have been various projects both in the public and private sectors
financed in the context of HIPERB. According to the annual report on the evolution of economic
and trade relations between Greece and Bulgaria, the major projects financed by HiPERB in the
public sector dealt mostly with provision of medical equipment in health institutions or the
creation of clinics.161 Another important project in the public sector was the financing of the
“SeeLight Program” for the creation of a network of optical fibers and the interconnection of
Universities.162 When it comes to projects in the private sector, the report notes: “The amount of
subsidies reached EUR 10,765,361. Therefore, the absorption quota with regard to the total
amount of funds for the financing of private investments in Bulgaria reached 99.1 percent. The
number of employments created with the materialization of the above-mentioned investments
reached 1,961 (of which 334 were seasonal)”163, Among the projects that did not materialize was
the railway connection between the port of Lom (North-Western Bulgaria) and the port of
Thessaloniki.164 In the end, HiPERB managed to finance projects that added up to EUR 20

million165, which means less than half of the initial figure of EUR 54 million. The program failed
to achieve the entirety of what was initially promised; yet, one could not underestimate the value
of the projects successfully completed.

15,000,000). There was also a sum of EURO 16,020,000 for administrative reasons. Source: www.ypex.gov.gr or
http://old.mfa.gr
158 panagiotou and Valvis, op.cit.

159 panagiotou and Valvis, op.cit.

180 X apéinapmoc Toapdavidng kat Aotéptog Xovdpag, «H dvodog kot 1 Tthon Tov EAAVIKOD oXediov yio TV
01KOVOUIKT avacuykpdtnon tov Bakkaviovy, Ayopd ywpic avvopa, Todpog 11 (1), o. 34-58

161 For more details on the projects financed by HIiPERB in Bulgaria and their budgets see: The annual report on
the economic developments and the evolution of economic and trade relations between Greece and Bulgaria
during 2015 and the first half of 2016, Embassy of Greece in Sofia, pp. 56-57.

162 Ibid, pp. 56-57

163 Ibid. pp 56-57.

184 Toapdavidng kar Xovidpag, op.Cit.

165 This figure is based on the data available at the site of the Greek Ministry of Foreign Affairs.
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4. ENERGY AND INFRASTRUCTURE

Energy issues

The Burgas-Alexandroupolis oil pipeline

The construction of an oil pipeline, connecting the Bulgarian port of Burgas in the Black Sea with
the Greek port of the Alexandroupolis in the Aegean Sea has been the main energy project that
preoccupied Athens and Sofia for most of the two decades since the end of the Cold War. The idea
of building a pipeline between the Bulgarian port of Burgas in the Black Sea, and the Greek port
of Alexandroupolis in the Aegean Sea, for transporting Russian oil was born as a private

initiativel6®, as a means of bypassing the congested Turkish straits. Already by the end of 1993,
following a series of accidents at the Bosporus, Ankara had introduced restrictions to the
navigation of tankers through the Bosporus, citing environmental dangers.167 On 20 December
1994, an initial memorandum concerning the construction of the Burgas-Alexandroupolis
pipeline was signed in Moscow .168 However, from the very beginning the whole project was
hindered by various problems, with one of them, and the most public one, concerning
percentages between the three participating states in the company, Transbalkan Oil Pipeline
(TOP), that would undertake the construction and operation of the pipeline.16? At the same time,
the project did not enjoy the crucial endorsement of Washington that supported, instead, the

construction of the Baku-Thbilisi-Ceyhan (BTC) pipeline.170

In 2003, an agreement was reached on the percentages between the three participating states in
TOP, with the Bulgarian share raised to 33.3 percent.l7! Despite the breakthrough that was
achieved in 2003, when Moscow agreed in principle that the three states participating in the
project should have an equal share in the international company that would run the pipeline, the
project effectively was stalled. Moscow backtracked, demanding a larger share for Gazprom,
Rosneft and Sibneft, i.e. the three Russian companies participating in the project. In a meeting
between Putin, Parvanov and Karamanlis held in Athens in September 2006 it was decided to
accelerate the talks and to find a solution to all remaining open issues: guarantees that Moscow
had to provide concerning the necessary volume of oil passing through the pipeline annually;
Russian demands that Russian companies had to control the 285 km pipeline passing through
Bulgarian and Greek territory; and, finally, after Moscow had succeeded in increasing the share of
the three Russian companies to 51 percent, the Russian side insisted that the Greek and
Bulgarian share of 24.5 percent in the international company should be reduced even further, as
part of it should be given to other companies like the American Chevron that was involved in the
exploitation of oil reserves in Kazakhstan. The negotiations that took place in November and
December 2006 proved quite difficult - Greek officials would not comment, but a Greek
businessman involved in the project would privately complain about Moscow’s arrogance

166 1t was a close associate of the Greek businessman Latsis (Adtonc), N. Grigoriadis (Nikog Ipnyopiédng) that
conceived the idea, in the beginning of the 1990s, of building a pipeline from Bulgaria to Greece, in order to
transport Russian and Central Asian oil and to bypass the congested Turkish straits. Grigoriadis’ idea was adopted
by the Latsis business group, which in 1994 together with another Greek business group, that of Kopelouzos
(Komehovlog), established ®©PAKH A.E, a company for the realization of the project, and began lobbying the
Greek, Bulgarian and Russian governments. See «Boowoi Ztafpoi ot [opeia tov ‘Epyov», H Kalnuepivij, 3
YentepPpiov 2006.

167 Kyriakos D. Kentrotis, “The Geopolitics of Energy in Southeastern Europe. The case of oil and gas pipelines”,
Balkan Studies, 39, 2, Thessaloniki, 1998, p. 326

168 ibid, p.328-329

189 For the disagreements around percentages in the Transbalkan Oil Pipeline company and other issues affecting
the project see Kentrotis, ibid, pp. 327-329.

170 Assessment shared by various interviewees in both Athens and Sofia

171 AT, Xprotodovhdxn, «Emi Evpov akpig 0 meTpelaiaymydg Mmovpykag-AeEavpodmorny, TO BHMA, 3
Noepppiov 2002.
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(“Moscow’s behavior in energy issues has always something imperial, it follows the logic that we
want everything”). Finally, an agreement was reached and was initialed in Burgas on 7 February
2007.172

On 8 March 2007 the Burgas-Alexandroupolis oil pipeline project was finally signed in Athens at
the presence of Russian President Vladimir Putin, Bulgarian Premier Sergei Stanishev (Cepreii
CranumieB) and his Greek counterpart Kostas Karamanlis (Kwotag Kapapavarg). According to
the timetable included in the agreement, the pipeline would begin to be built in 2008 and
concluded by 2011. It would transfer between 35 and 50 million tones of oil annually (with
Russian companies holding 51 percent, and Bulgarian and Greek companies 24.5 percent of the
shares of the international company that had to be established to run the pipeline).173 There was
also understanding that Bulgaria and Greece would sell part of their share to third companies
involved in the exploitation and transfer of oil.174

The new GERB government that was formed in Bulgaria following the June 2009 elections
displayed a rather ambivalent attitude towards the energy projects involving Russia, an attitude
no doubt assisted by Brussels and Washington’s policy of reducing Europe’s energy dependency
on Russia. Already during the his first meeting with Vladimir Putin in September 2009 in Poland
PM Borisov asked for a “postponement” of the big energy project.17> In December 2011, Sofia
decided to abandon the Burgas-Alexandroupolis oil pipeline project, “citing environmental and
supply concerns”.176 Reportedly, the Bulgarian government had initially tried to terminate the
agreement with the mutual consent of Moscow and Athens; failing to do so, it terminated the
agreement unilaterally, with the action approved by the Bulgarian parliament on 12 March 2013,
despite BSP opposition.177

There was some speculation about the possible revival of the pipeline project after the crisis in
Russian-Turkish relations caused by the shooting down of the Russian military plane in
November 2015. The justification for this was Moscow’s search for alternatives following the de
facto suspension of the Turkish Stream. Moscow apparently approached Sofia and Athens. Greek
Minister for Energy and the Environment Panos Skourletis ([Idvog XkoupkAétng) stated in
January 2016, following a trip to Moscow, that he had “the impression... that the Russians really

want [the pipeline project], and that they are looking for alternative routes via Bulgaria”.178 Sofia
on its part was looking for prior American consent to re-start the project!’?, underlining, once

more, the decisive American influence on the issue.180 In July 2016, Nikolai Tokarev, the
president of Russia's Transneft oil transport company, stated that "Our Bulgarian partners have
pleasantly surprised us. Just recently, we received an official notification that they support

172 Havoyiotng Nohoatodrog, «@ovptodva yia to tvkep», Ta Néa, 6 ZentepPpiov 2006, 6. 6, T'idpyog
Dvtikdkng, «Iloyvidt t@v Pdoov yio tov aymyd Mrovpykdc-AleEavdpovmoingy, Ta Néa, 16-17 Aekepppiov
2006, o. 3,5, I'. dwtikdkng, «Pdown vapkn otov aywyon, Ta Néa, 22 Aekepfpiov 2006, 6.53, Xpdoa Atdyyov,
«Avtiotpogn pétpnon yia tov aywyd Mmovpykdc-Aleavdpodnoingy, H Kabnuepivii, 3 ®efpovapiov 2007, . 5,
X. Audryyov, «XT0 KAOUT TOV IGYVPAV YOPOV TG evEpyelag ewoépyetor | EALGSon», H Kabnuepivn, 11
Defpovapiov 2007, 6. 5.

X, Adyyov, «H EALGSa prike ot okakiEpa Tov netperaiovy, H Kabnuepivij, 18 Maptiov 2007, 6.4

174 See Acen Taray3os, ,,JIbpprkaBaTa MOXe Jia OCTaHE CaMO ChC 3J7IaTHA aKius Ha Hedromposoxa”, interview of
Asen Gagauzov (Acen 'aray3os), Minister of Regional development and Public Works, ITorumuxa, 2-8 dbespyapu
2007, 6p. 147, c. 21.
8 Kpnpurka Kpapuroa, ,,EBpo-pyckust neGrot Ha Boiiko”, cn. TEMA, romuna IX, 6p. 35 (410), 7-13
cenrremBpu 2009, €.20
176 Kyril Drezov, “Hard Bargaining amongst Friends: An Overview of Contemporary Russian-Bulgarian
Relations”, in Russian Analytical Digest, No 125, 25 March 2013, p.13,
http://mercury.ethz.ch/serviceengine/files/ISN...359d.../RAD-125.pdf, (last accessed: 10/04/2013)
Y7 ibid, p. 13
178 Hiag Mréhog, «Eavavoiyet o Apopog yia tov oyayd Mmovpykdc-AieEavSpovmoingy, 3 lavovapiov 2016,
http://www.kathimerini.gr/844364/article/oikonomia/epixeirhseis/3ananoigei-o-dromos-gia-ton-agwgo--
mpoyrgkas---ale3androypolhs (last accessed 7/1/2017)
179 i

ibid
18 This is also confirmed by diplomatic sources in Athens.
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keeping the Burgas-Alexandroupolis project alive. They are against dissolving the operator that
had been created to implement the project. Its activities were later frozen. Now, everyone is
interested init, including the Bulgarians".181 Furthermore, In June, the Bulgarian Finance
Ministry had said that the project's operator company, Trans Balkan Pipeline BV, “would not be
dissolved”182, The new provisional Bulgarian government that was sworn in by the new
Bulgarian President Rumen Radev (Pymen PazeB), following the resignation of Boyko Borisov’s
government!83, announced on 1 February 2017 that it had decided to raise the Bulgarian share
in the Trans Balkan Pipeline, generating anew speculation about the fortunes of the project.184

Interconnector Greece-Bulgaria (IGB)

On 10 December 2015 Athens and Sofia signed an agreement to build a natural gas pipeline, after
a delay that had mobilized American and EU diplomatic pressure. The Interconnector Greece-
Bulgaria (IGB), known also as Komotini-Stara Zagora pipeline, was high on Washington’s and
Brussels’ energy diplomacy agenda since 2009 as its construction would reduce the dependency
of Bulgaria, and of potentially other Southeastern European countries, from Russian energy giant
Gazprom’s gas.185 The IGB will have an initial annual capacity of 3 billion cubic metres (bcm) per
year, with an estimated to cost about €220 million - partially financed by an EU grant of €45
million. Bulgaria’s state owned energy holding company BEH has a 50 percent in the joint
venture, while Greek state energy firm DEPA and Edison hold 25 percent each.186 A further
agreement on the construction of IGB was signed on 1 August 2016, during the third meeting of
the High Level Cooperation Council. 187

Liquefied Natural Gas (LNG) terminal, Alexandroupolis

During the third meeting of the High Level Cooperation Council in August 2016 the two Prime
Ministers agreed that Bulgaria would participate in the construction of a liquefied natural gas

(LNG) terminal near the port city of Alexandroupolis.188

181 “Bylgaria to keep Burgas-Alexandroupoli Pipeline Project for Russian Oil”, Sputnik, 15 July 2016,
https://sputniknews.com/europe/201607191043276478-bulgaria-burgas-oil-pipeline/ (last access 8/1/2017)

18 jbid

183 The Bulgaria's parliament approved the resignation of Prime Minister Boiko Borisov's center-right government
on 17 November 2016, following the victory of Rumen Radev during the second round of Bulgaria’s presidential
elections. On 20 December 2016, following repeated failed attempts to form a new government, it was decided to
establish a provisional government until the organization of new elections. Under the Bulgarian constitution
however, President Rosen Plevneliev, whose term expired on 22 January 2017, was barred from dissolving
parliament because he was in his final three months in office. It was up to his successor, Rumen Radev, to dissolve
the assembly and declare parliamentary elections within 60 days.

184 «“Cr1yeGHOTO MPaBUTENCTBO peaHMMHUpa poekTa , Byprac-Anexcanapymomuc”, News bg, 2 bespyapu 2017,
https://news.ba/politics/sluzhebnoto-pravitelstvo-reanimira-proekta-burgas-aleksandrupolis.html (last accessed:
12/2/2017)

185 For US and EU diplomatic pressure on the issue see Chryssa Liaggou, “US diplomacy to push for the Greek-
Bulgarian gas pipeline”, e-Kathimerini, 13 October 2015,
http://Amvww.ekathimerini.com/202487/article/ekathimerini/business/us-diplomacy-to-push-for-the-greek-bulgarian-
gas-pipeline, (last accessed: 1/7/2016), also Wnuu Laues, "TonsiMata Gbiarapo-rpblika ra3osa csarba", Kamura,
21-27 maii 2016, ¢ 18-19

186 “Bulgaria and Greece start building gas interconnector”, EurActiv, 11 December 2015,
https://www.euractiv.com/section/energy/news/bulgaria-and-greece-start-building-gas-interconnector/, (last
accessed: 1/7/2016)

187 \assilis Nedos, “Energy tops agenda as Tsipras, Borisov meet in Bulgaria”, e-Kathimerini, 1 August 2016,
http://www.ekathimerini.com/210925/article/ekathimerini/news/energy-tops-agenda-as-tsipras-borisov-meet-in-
bulgaria (last accessed: 9/8/2016)

188 ibid
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Infrastructure

The opening of new border crossings

It was in December 1995, during Greek Foreign Minister Papoulias visit to Sofia, that the opening
of three new border-crossings, scheduled until the end of 1998, was agreed. The three new
border crossings would connect Haskovo with Komotini (MBa#soBrpag/Kumpivog), Gotse
Delchev with Kato Nevrokopi (HUaunpgen/E€oxn) and Smolyan with Xanthi (3.1aTorpaz/0£pueg)
- adding to the two ones that already existed (Kynata/Ipopayxwvas and Kanutan IleTko
BoiBoa/0ppévio). The opening of new border crossings however was delayed, and took place
only in the 2000s. Administrative and technical obstacles and delays, not unusual in the region18?,
affected negatively the opening of the new border crossings. At the same time, there were official
circles in Athens that had reservations about the new border crossings, due to “possible
implications arising by the greater possibilities for communication and contact between the
Muslim populations in both sides of the border, affecting national security in Western Thrace”.190
The opening of the new border crossings however has not endangered national security in
northern Greece, proving to be a largely positive development, contributing to expanding trade
and economic ties.1?1 There were also voices in Athens advocating using the opening of the new
border-crossings - eagerly wanted by Bulgaria - as a tool in sticky negotiations about

transboundary river issues.192

Railways and Borisov stressed the need to step up the construction of a
railway link

In August 2016 in Sofia, Tsipras between Alexandroupolis and Burgas, connecting the Aegean
with the Black Sea, boosting trade prospects in the region.193 This was an old idea that during the
talks was “further elaborated upon and supplemented with projects for building two logistics

centres”.194

¥%For example, an agreement on the opening of a new border crossing between Bulgaria and FYROM, signed in
1999, was never materialized with people on both sides of the border bitterly complaining about the
implementation of a project first talked about thirty years ago. Cvetlana Vasileva, “Ot 30 godini lazhat Balgari I
Makedontsi, che shte im otvoriat KPP”, Tpyo, 7 suyapu 2017.

1% |nformation provided by a senior diplomatic source
19 Interview with a former senior official of the European Commission, 9/2/2017
192 Information provided by a senior diplomatic source

193 For Athens the construction of such a railway line was seen as also improving trade prospects with Russia. “PM
Tsipras in Bulgaria for Council of Cooperation meetings”, 7O BHMA, 1 August 2016,
http://Awww.tovima.gr/en/article/?aid=819172 (last accessed: 9/8/2016)

184 pavlov, op. cit.
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5. SOCIETY

Migration

Greece became one of the first destinations for Bulgarian migrants after the democratic changes
of 1989-1990, welcoming around 7 percent of the total migrant Bulgarian population, and
becoming the fourth most important destination for Bulgarian migrants after Germany, the
United States and Canada. This was due to the geographical proximity - a particularly “important
fact in cases of immigrants who left underage children and family behind”- and the employment
prospects it offered. This “first wave of migration” to Greece was largely illegal, taking place
through tourism agencies: “Bulgarian ‘tourists’ would enter Greece legally, mainly with group
visas and pre-paid tourist packages and the buses would return half-empty, as the “tourists”
remained in Greece”. By 1993, there were already 7,000 Bulgarians living in Greece. In 1997-98
the first “major wave” of Bulgarian migration to Greece took place. Pushed by the severe
economic crisis that hit their country in 1996-97, thousands of Bulgarians sought to migrate. It
was also around that time that Greece introduced its first law legalizing irregular migrants in the
country (adopted in November 1997, entered into force on 1 January 1998). At that time, many
Bulgarians received “information and encouragement to enter the country from friends and
acquaintances already working in Greece”. A second “major wave” of Bulgarian immigrants was
recorded around 2001. According to the population census of 2001, there were around 35,000
Bulgarians residing in Greece, the second largest nationality of immigrants, following the
Albanians. The third “major wave” of Bulgarian migration to Greece, was recorded following the
country’s accession to the EU, in 2007. By 2009, it was estimated that the Bulgarian immigrants,
legally residing in Greece, numbered approximately 77,000, “while their total number (including
those without an official residence permit) must have been double that number, i.e.
approximately 150,000 persons”. Their majority settled in urban centres, with approximately

1/3 of the population of Bulgarian migrants residing in Athens.195

Bulgarian migration to Greece has been primarily “female in gender”, women between 40 and 60
years of age, of whom a large percentage are divorced or widowed who have left underage
children and/or elderly parents behind.1%¢ And whereas in Bulgaria they worked as skilled
employees or workers in the public or private sector, in Greece “they were employed as unskilled
personnel, in most cases at the private premises of their employer”197, mostly in positions in
domestic elderly care and secondarily in the farming sector and tourism. They also faced
exploitation, “mainly related to undeclared employment (and the consequent absence of social
insurance) and to payment lower than the legally established minimum wage”.198

A case at point, that attracted a lot of media publicity in Greecel?9, was that of Konstantina
Kuneva (known in Greek as Kwvotavtiva KoVveBa and in Bulgarian as Kocraguuka KyHesa)
who was the Secretary General of the Pan-Attican Union of Cleaners and Domestic Workers
(avattikny Evwon KabBapiotwv/-otpiwv kat Owktaxot Ilpoowmikov). Due to her trade union
activity, she was the victim of a vicious attack with vitriol in December 2008. Her case became
the focus of a criminal investigation. In May 2014 Kuneva was elected to the European
Parliament from the candidate list of radical left’s Syriza.

1% Information and data on Bulgarian immigration retrieved from “Report on Bulgarian Immigrants in Greece”,
Institution of Social Innovation, Athens, December 2011, p. 1-7, http://www.participation-
citoyenne.eu/sites/default/files/report-greece.pdf, (last accessed 20/12/2016).

1% Ibid, p. 8
7 Ibid, p. 9
1% Ihid, p. 14

199 gee for example the special documentary produced on her case by the investigative program «Ot Néot
Daxelow at SKAI TV channel, http://folders.skai.gr/main/theme?id=78&locale=el
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In 1991, the first Bulgarian association in Greece was established in 1991 under the name “Paisii
Chilendarski”, including Bulgarians from mixed marriages and Greeks born in Bulgaria who were
repatriated during that time. “The incentive for creating the association was mainly to maintain
contact with Bulgarian culture”.200 The first organized association of Bulgarian immigrants in
Greece was established in late 1997 under the name “Vasil Levski”. In 1999, the editor of the

newspaper “Bulgarian Voice”201 founded an association named “Greek-Bulgarian Association of
Friendship”. In 2001, another association, called “Bulgarian Community”, was founded receiving

significant support from the Greek Communist Party (KKE).202 In 2005, the “Bulgarian Cultural
Centre” was established, mainly aiming at covering the cultural needs of the Bulgarian
community in Greece, being essentially, “an extension of the activity of one of the Bulgarian

newspapers published in Athens and addressing Bulgarian immigrants”.203 By 2011, there were
five existing organisations of Bulgarian immigrants in Athens, with three of these organisations
operating mainly “as social networking centres, which also operate Bulgarian language schools,
financed by the Bulgarian state, that facilitate contact with the language and culture of Bulgaria
and, for children that wish to be repatriated, provide the necessities for smooth re-entry upon

return to Bulgaria”.20% Generally speaking, the participation of Bulgarian immigrants to
Bulgarian associations in Greece has been limited primarily to sending their children to the
Sunday schools, as the Bulgarian community in Greece (and not only) “is characterized to a great

extent by a lack of culture of collective assertion and political organization”.205

National image and stereotypes

At the beginning of the 1990s there was certainly insufficient information in Bulgarian society
concerning Greece. “The average Bulgarian saw Greece as a mixture of ancient Greek grandeur
and capitalist affluence. Bulgarian migrants that arrived in Greece soon realized Greece’s true
image”.2%6 Still Greece’s image in Bulgarian society in the 1990s was largely positive: “Greece was
regarded, and rightly so, the most developed Balkan country, enjoying privileged ties with the
West. It was considered as a destination for finding employment, while its enhanced image had a
positive effect upon Greek language, generating improved prospects for its teaching”.207

Poor information and knowledge also characterized the image most Greeks, and in particular

Greek businessmen who ventured in the country, had about Bulgaria in the 1990s.208 Negative
stereotypes were also present in both societies, concerning “the other”. In Greece, negative
stereotypes about Bulgarians were rather dominant in the 1990s, especially the ones concerning
Bulgarian women.2%° On the other hand, the two main negative stereotypes concerning Greeks in
Bulgaria were that were “lazy” and the adjective “Byzantine” (Bu3anTuer) as someone who is

200 «Report on Bulgarian Immigrants in Greece”, p. 20
201 First published in Athens in 1999

202 «The Communist Party supported the activity of the association by providing its immigrant members with
services such as: Provision of information on the requirements for legalization by a specialised attorney of the
party, networking for seeking employment, organisation of cultural and recreational events, such as excursions to
various Greek locations, organisation of a poetry club, a painting club, a choir, events with prominent Bulgarian
guests, etc”. “Report on Bulgarian Immigrants in Greece”, p. 21

203 |hid, p. 21

2% |bid, p. 24

205 |bid, p. 25, an assessment also confirmed by a Bulgarian freelance journalist working in Greece. Interview,
Athens 9/2/2017

206 |nterview with an independent Bulgarian Analyst, Athens, 8/2/2017

27K Ntivag, T. Zovtotov, A. Xor{nmavayiotidn, I. Xpnotidne, «<H EAAqvoyrooon Exknaidevon ot Povpavia
kot otn Bovkyapion, EAIAMEIL, Pébvuvo, 2011, . 159.

208 |nterview with a Greek businessmen with business activities in Bulgaria, Athens, 8/2/2017

2% They were widely seen and regarded as women of “low morals” («g0koAec»). See Ioannis Armakolas,

“Affinities, distance and unfulfilled promise: the paradoxes of Greece’s Balkan entanglement”, Lecture delivered
at the University of Leipzig, 9 June 2015.
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cunning and untrustworthy.210 Greeks were also seen as the “spoiled kids of Europe”, that were
thus allowed to join the EU despite Greece not being ready.211

219 |nterview with a Bulgarian journalist, working in Greece, 9/2/2017
21 Interview with a former senior official of the European Commission, 10/2/2017
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6. EDUCATION AND CULTURE

Educational issues and teaching of Greek in Bulgaria

After 1990, there was a re-emergence of organized community life among Greeks in Bulgaria,
especially in the Black Sea region. Beginning in 1992, a number of “Bulgarian-Greek Friendship
Associations” were allowed to be established in a number of Bulgarian cities and towns,
especially in the Bulgarian Black Sea region, by the “remnants” of the vibrant Greek communities
that existed in the region until the anti-Greek riots of 1906, in places like Pomorie, Sozopol,
Burgas, Byala, Meseber, Obzor and Varna. Most of those associations operated dance and chorus
groups, and provided Greek language courses (usually every Saturday) for adults and children.212
At the same time, a growing number of Bulgarians expressed an interest in learning Greek, as a
growing number of them intended to migrate to Greece. In a survey conducted in 1997 among
995 respondents of 15 to 28 years of age, in the question “Which foreign language is it most
promising to study in Bulgaria?” 5.2 percent answered “Greek”, putting it in 6t place, below
English, German, French, Russian and Spanish and above Italian and Turkish.213 Classes of Greek
Language as a foreign language were introduced in Bulgarian state schools, while courses of
Modern Greek were introduced in Bulgarian universities.214

More recently, the economic crisis in Greece has had an impact on the issue, seriously
undermined the teaching of Greek in Bulgaria. The crisis has hurt Greece’s image and has
undermined its attraction as an employment destination, reducing the interest for learning Greek
among both Bulgarians and the children of mixed (Greek-Bulgarian) families living in Bulgaria.2!s
It also reduced the material support provided by the Greek state (through, for example, reduced
scholarships and secondment of teachers) undermining the operation of Greek courses in
Bulgaria.216

Teaching of Bulgarian in Greece

Bulgarian immigration in Greece also led to the establishment of Sunday schools teaching the
Bulgarian language in Greece. The first one appeared in 2007 and their number increased after
2009, when the Bulgarian Ministry of Education began financing the operation of such schools
abroad.?17 There are three such schools in Athens and one in Thessaloniki (bbarapcko nesento
yuuauige "CBetu BenukombueHuk [eopru 3orpad"). Their teachers are being paid by the
Ministry of Education, with the ones teaching in Thessaloniki by the Zografos Monastery in
Athos. Graduates of the schools have the right to participate at the entry examinations of
Bulgarian universities.218 Moreover, Bulgarian is thought as one of the key foreign languages in
the Department of Balkan, Slavic and Oriental (BSOS) Studies of the University of Macedonia in

212 gee «H EAMmvoyhmoon Exknaidevon otn Povpavia kot otn BovAiyapion, 6.162

Although official Bulgarian censuses registered a fall in the number of Greeks in the country in the 1990s — 4,930
in 1992 and 3,408 in 2001- there were unofficial estimates of around 25,000 Greeks in Bulgaria. For example see
BAdong Aytlidng, «Ot EAlnveg g Bovkyapiogy, oe Kdotag Aovkepng, Kupraxn [etpdxn (emyt.) Ot dpopor twv
EMnvev. H iotopio twv elAnvikoy kovotitwv otig mévie nrasipovg (Adnva: Polaris 2010), o. 326.

23 Survey carried out in the period 17 August — 1 September 1997. Cited in Petar-Emil Mitev, “Europe, the
Europeans and the European values in the eyes of young people in Bulgaria”, Bulgarian Youth Facing Europe,
International Center for Minority Studies, Sofia, 1999, p. 21.

2% From the mid-1990s a growing number of Bulgarian pupils at school would choose Greek as a second/foreign
language. The courses would be taught by Bulgarians, graduates of Bulgarian university departments with a degree
on Greek. See «H EAAnvoyAmoon Exnaidevon ot Povpavio kot ot Boviyopio», o. 166.

215 See «H EMMvOoyAwoon Exnaidevon ot Povpavia kot ot BovAyapiay, . 177

28 ibid, 6. 177

217 «“Report on Bulgarian Immigrants in Greece”, p. 22

218 |nformation provided by a Bulgarian journalist working in Greece, 9/2/2017
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Thessaloniki. In recent years, a Bulgarian language teacher seconded by the Ministry of
Education in Sofia also supports the teaching of Bulgarian at the BSOS.

Cultural interaction

In 2008, the Hellenic Foundation for Culture (EAAnvik6 16pvua Iloditiopot) opened a branch in
Sofia seeking “to contribute to the development of cultural relations between the two countries...
to highlight the common cultural elements that unite the two countries and... to promote the
various aspects of Greek civilization in its historical evolution”.219 Beyond the organization of
various cultural activities, like exhibitions, The Hellenic Foundation offers also Greek language
courses. In 2016 the Greek-Bulgarian Cultural Association “Aristotle a Bridge of Culture”
(«AplotoTédng - yépupa molTtiopoU») was established in Sofia sponsoring various cultural
activities.220 However, with the start of the economic crisis things have changed dramatically;
there was a sharp reduction of Hellenic Foundation for Culture’s budget by the Greek Ministry of
Culture, at the beginning of 2012, has not left unaffected the operation of the Sofia branch.221

Universities and Research Centres

It has not been possible to establish the number of Bulgarian students who have studied in Greek
state universities in recent years; but given the large number of Bulgarians living and working in
Greece the number must be noteworthy. Another important destination of Bulgarian students is
the private universities in Thessaloniki. Furthermore, there have been innovative forms of
cooperation that have been introduced, for example by the City College, the Thessaloniki-based
outlet of the University of Sheffield, which has established outlets in Sofia and other capitals in
the region. A significant number of Bulgarian students study in Thessaloniki and the Sofia-based
outlet of City College:

The International Faculty of the University of Sheffield, CITY College - Number of active
students who are nationals of Bulgaria and FYROM per academic year (sums of students
studying in Thessaloniki and Sofia)?222

Academic year Bulgaria | FYROM
200%-10 88 55
2010-11 74 47
2011-12 120 62
2012-13 158 56
2013-14 179 74
2014-15 187 97
2015-1¢ 155 95

219 statement in the webpage of the Hellenic Foundation for Culture, Sofia, www.hfc-sofia.com (last accessed:
7/7/2011).

220 5ee for example Bivra ipdvicoo, «IIpdn cuvaviio Tov EAAVOBOLAYEPLCOD GUVSEGHO Y10 TOMTIGTIKN
avtodlayn «AplototéAng» otn Zoglon, Radio Bulgaria, 6 June 2016, http://bnr.bg/el/post/100701684 (last
accessed: 12/2/2017)

221 Nikog Xethbic, “To EAMvikd 18popa Moltiopod tpoet ta maidid tov”, TO BHMA, 7 ®efpovapiov 2012,
http://www.tovima.gr/culture/article/?aid=442307 (last accessed: 2/7/2016).

222 Data from the The International Faculty of the University of Sheffield, CITY College. We would like to thank
Mr. Nikos Zaharis, Director of the South-East European Research Centre, for assisting us to obtain the data.
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The same private university in Thessaloniki has also developed a number of collaborations with
Bulgarian organisations in the context of the implementation of EU-funded research

programs.223

Fewer Bulgarian students have taken up the opportunity to study in Greek departments that
have programs focusing on Southeast European Studies. At the Department of Balkan, Slavic and
Oriental Studies of the University of Macedonia, three students from Bulgaria have followed the
postgraduate program ‘Politics and Economics of Contemporary Eastern & South-Eastern
Europe’ (taught in English) and one the program ‘History, Anthropology and Culture in Eastern
and Southeastern Europe’ (taught in Greek) since the inception of the two programs.224 At the
Department of Political Science and Public Administration of the University of Athens, 25
Bulgarian students have attended the MA Program in Southeast European Studies since its
inception.225

Moreover, an innovative initiative promoting the study of Bulgaria in Greece has been introduced
at the Department of Balkan, Slavic and Oriental Studies, University of Macedonia. For four
consecutive years, a student essay competition is being organised in collaboration with business
communities and associations maintaining links to Bulgaria. The initiative is very successful and
a significant number of students participate with essay entries, demonstrating increased interest
and good understanding of the Bulgarian economy and the Greek-Bulgarian business and

economic connections.226

Since 2011 there has been a significant rise in the number of Greek students, studying in
Bulgarian universities, a development largely unrelated to the Greek crisis. Bulgaria’s geographic
proximity, the significantly lower fees paid in Bulgarian universities, in comparison with other
EU countries?27, and the fact that Bulgarian diplomas are automatically recognized by the Greek
state, all contributed to a substantial rise of Greek students in Bulgarian universities. Thus, their
number increased by 30 percent in 2012 and by a further 10 percent in 2013.228 More Greek
students studied in Bulgarian universities by 2013-2014, than any other time (the 1980s and
1990s), while the Greek student community in Bulgaria is the second most numerous in Bulgaria,
after the Turkish one: for the academic year 2013-2014, one in four foreign students in Bulgaria

was Greek, a total of 2,510.229

223 5ee more details at: http://www.seerc.org/new/index.php?option=com_entities&view=track&ltemid=67
224 See more at: http://mabsos.uom.gr/

225 See more at: http://www.see.pspa.uoa.gr/

228 For the Department and its work, see more at:
http://www.uom.gr/index.php?newlang=eng&tmima=8&categorymenu=2

27 In particular in relation to UK universities, that had dominated the market for Greek students in the 1990s and
much of the 2000s, where however there has been a significant rise in student fees since 2010.

28 (> TPO®H I'lA ZIIOYAEZ XTA BAAKANIKA AEI», Edudu Admin, 16 NoguBpiov 2013,
http://Aww.edu4u.gr/Comments.aspx?qld=45618, (last accessed: 2/7/2016).

229 Official data of the Bulgarian Statistical Service. Cited in «Ze moiéc ydpeg 6movdatovy ot EAMveC Qortntég -
Agite avalotika!», Porntika Néa, 29 AskepPpiov 2014, http:/www.foititikanea.gr/@ortntg/2389-@uyn-
eMvov-pountdv-yio-petamtuylokd, (last accessed: 2/7/2016)
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7. GREEK PUBLIC OPINION

There is generally a shortage of polls focusing on foreign policy questions and/or attitudes
towards neighbouring nations; but even the few existing ones tend to focus on Greece’s relations
with Turkey, the Cyprus question and the dispute with FYROM over the name Macedonia. Thus,
data about attitudes towards Bulgaria and the Bulgarians are scarce. In this section, we briefly
present evidence from studies conducted in the first two decades since the end of the Cold War
before we turn our attention to recent polls conducted by ELIAMEP’s research projects.

Various polls establish that Greeks do not see contemporary Bulgaria as a threat.230 Given the
turbulent history between the two countries, this first finding is important and promising. We
should, however, delve deeper the few existing studies to elaborate more on the relationship
between the two countries.

Limited information can be found in a study about the perceptions of ‘other’ conducted in
1993.231 In the study, respondents were asked to express their level of affinity with a number of
countries from the Balkan region and beyond. Bulgaria is found in the lower half of the list; it is
the third least liked country measured, after Turkey and Albania. Feelings of affinity with
Bulgaria are at 8.6 percent, while feelings of antipathy at 57.7 percent. The difference in
percentages is, thus, at -49.1 percent, with Turkey being at -80.5 percent and Albania at -67
percent. The mean for Bulgaria is at 3.6 (with 1 being total antipathy and 10 being great affinity).
This is higher than the mean for Albania and Turkey (2.6 and 1.7 respectively), but lower than
the mean for Russia, and much lower than the mean for Serbia, Great Britain, Germany, Italy, the
USA and France.

What is interesting, however, is that these attitudes were likely determined mostly by historical
feelings of affinity or antipathy, including a traditional distrust towards Slavic nations/countries,
and not so much about developments in the post-Cold War era that were later to significantly
Greeks’ attitudes. We may draw this conclusion, for example, by the fact that Bulgarians are not
among the nations that spontaneously came to mind when respondents were asked to identify
other nationalities. That means that, back in 1993, Bulgarians were pretty much ‘invisible’ as
“foreigners’ to the average Greek, in contrast, for example, to Albanians, who were the first
foreigner that came to mind to 40.5 percent of respondents of the survey. One more finding of the
same study supports the argument that the negative attitudes to Bulgaria in 1993 were largely a
product of historical experience. Together with Turkey, Albania and Bulgaria, as the three
countries with the most negative perceptions, negative balance in percentages also had Russia,
Serbia and Great Britain. In contrast, France, the USA, Italy and Germany had positive balance in
percentages of affinity/antipathy. In subsequent years, levels of affinity with most Western
partners and allies would drop drastically, while levels of affinity with Serbia and Russia would
rise (see more below).

Moreover, interesting but limited data can also be found in the regular Eurobarometer surveys.
These surveys measure a wide array of social and political issues in EU member states and
candidate countries. Unfortunately, questions measuring attitudes towards neighbouring states
and nations are typically not included. One question that is included and may give us some
insights into the way Greeks perceive Bulgaria is the attitudes towards countries’ accession to the
EU. The Greek public opinion was a consistent supporter of Bulgarian accession in the years

20 gee, for example, findings in polls conducted on behalf of ELIAMEP. In a 2013 poll Bulgaria does not register
as a threat at all. Ioannis Armakolas, “The Greek public opinion towards Albania and the Albanians — Social
attitudes and perceptions”, Athens, 2013, ELIAMEP. In a 2016 poll Bulgaria is seen as a threat by a mere 0.5
percent of respondents. Ioannis Armakolas and George Siakas, “Greek public opinion and attitudes towards the
‘name dispute’ and the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia”, Athens, 2016, ELIAMEP and University
Research Institute, University of Macedonia.

2L Bovkyapng, A. Addoc, 1. Kagetlig, X. Avpwilic, K. Miyatomoviov, H. Nikorokomovrog, M.
Yrovpdordkng kot K. Toovkords, «H tpdsinyn tov ‘Alkov’ ot onuepivi EALGda. Iopiopata epmeipikig
épevvagy, EAnvikn Emibecdopnon Iolitikng Emotiung, tevyog 5, Ampihiog 1995, pp. 81-100.
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before the country’s entry in 2007. Between 2002 and 2006 the support of Greeks to Bulgarian
accession was between 59 and 66 percent. Greeks’ support to Bulgarian accession was also at
well higher rates than the mean of the EU, i.e. between 10 (July 2005) and 23 (October 2002)
percentage points higher.

Data for support to Bulgaria’s accession to the EU232

Eurobarometer Greece (%) | EU(%)
No.57 —Oct 2002 59.2 36.1
No.58-Dec 2002 66 49
No.43 - July 2005 40 50
No.64-Dec 2005 64 48
No.646-Dec 2004 62 44

Comparative data of Greeks’ and EU’s support for select countries’ accession to the EU233

Eurobarometer Bul - Bul- Rom — Rom - Yug/ Yug/

Greece

(%) EU (%) @ Greece  EU (%) Serbia- Serbia -

) Greece(%) | EU(%)

No.57 - Oct 2002 59.2 36.1 55.3 33.8 62.3 29.8
No.58-Dec 2002 66 49 &7 44 /0 4]
No.43 - July 2005 &0 50 64 45 n/a n/a
No.é4-Dec 2005 64 48 68 43 n/a n/a
No.66-Dec 2006 62 44 64 41 72 37

Greeks’ support for Bulgarian accession was not unlike the support extended to Romania or
Yugoslavia and (later) Serbia. In fact, with the exception of only one survey (October 2002),
Greeks’ support to Romanian accession was higher than support to Bulgarian one by rates that
ranged from 1 to 4 percentage points; and support to Yugoslav/Serbia accession was higher by
rates that ranged from 3 to 10 percentage points. Greeks’ support to Romania and
Yugoslavia/Serbia was higher than the EU mean by between 19 and 25 percentage points and 29
and 35 percentage points respectively. Interestingly, and in contrast to the Greek public opinion,
the EU mean support was typically higher for Bulgaria than it was for Romania (between 2 and 5
percentage points) and much higher for Bulgaria than it was for Yugoslavia/Serbia (between 6
and 9 percentage points). The analysis, thus, shows that Greeks supported Romanian and Serbian

22 Data from Standard Eurobarometer (Nos.58-66), Full reports, National Reports — Greece, available at:
http://ec.europa.eu/public_opinion/archives/eb_arch_en.htm (last accessed on: 22 January 2017)

23 Data from Standard Eurobarometer (Nos.58-66), Full reports, National Reports — Greece, available at:
http://ec.europa.eu/public_opinion/archives/eb_arch_en.htm (last accessed on: 22 January 2017)
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accessions even more than they supported the Bulgarian one. Especially, in the case of
Yugoslavia/Serbia, which was still a rather unpopular potential candidate in Europe even after
the fall of the Milosevic regime, the support is much higher. This is consistent with Greeks’

greatly positive attitudes towards Serbs and Serbia that we have found also in other surveys.234

It should also be noted here that at the period in question the Greek public opinion was in
general much more supportive of enlargement than the EU average (in recent years this trend
has been reversed). The only exception to Greeks’ general support for accession were the three
neighbouring countries with which Greece had (and continues to have) various bilateral
disputes, namely Turkey, FYROM and Albania. Support for Bulgarian accession does not appear
to be particularly noteworthy since Greeks supported the accession of all Balkan states that
Athens did not have disputes with. Thus, Greeks supported also the accession of Croatia,
Montenegro and Bosnia-Herzegovina, sometimes at higher rates than their support to Bulgaria
(e.g. Eurobarometer No.66, December 2006).

Overall, the data of the Eurobarometer illustrate that the Greek public was in favour of Bulgarian
accession to the EU more than most other European publics. But this was likely more a
consequence of a general pro-enlargement ‘bias’ towards all potential candidates, except of
‘unfriendly’ neighbours. In fact, possibly due to remnants of historical animosities or due to
economic and other considerations, Greeks’ support was more moderate than the one
demonstrated towards other candidates.

In a recent poll (December 2015) by the agency Public Issue, Greeks were asked about their
preferred countries for closer cooperation.235 Bulgaria is favoured by 75 percent of respondents,
with 21 percent of respondents being against such cooperation. Preferences for cooperation with
Bulgaria are lower than ones for cooperation with Cyprus (95 percent) and Egypt (80 percent)
and higher than ones for cooperation with Israel (66 percent), Albania (56 percent), FYROM (53
percent) and Turkey (52 percent).

Turning now to recent studies conducted by ELIAMEP’s South-East Europe Programme, there are

a number of useful data. More specifically, in a 2013 survey236, we measured the importance that
public opinion assigns to bilateral relations with Bulgaria using a 10-point scale in which point 1
equals ‘no importance’ (kaB6Aov onpacia) and point 10 equals ‘maximum importance’ (u€ylotn
onuaaoia). The mean of importance that Greek public opinion assigns to relations with Bulgaria is
6.35. This is the third highest after Serbia (6.93) and Turkey (6.56) and is higher than the mean
for relations with Albania (5.61) and FYROM (5.41). Importantly, Greek respondents consider
Turkey a threat, in contrast to Bulgaria that is not perceived as a threat. Thus, Bulgaria can be
seen as the second favourite country, after Serbia, at least among the five that we measured in
the particularly study.

The data illuminate how different segments of the population view relations with Bulgaria. More
specifically (in parentheses the mean rate):

- Male respondents assigned more importance to relations with Bulgaria than female ones
(6.59v.6.12).

- The age groups 25-34 (6.55) and 55-64 (6.54) assigned more importance to relations with
Bulgaria than age groups 18-24 (5.83), 35-44 (6.04). The age groups 45-54 (6.42) and 65+
(6.37) were slightly above the mean.

- Higher education respondents (6.77) considered relations as much more important than
respondents with middle (6.06) or basic (6.12) education.

234 E.g. lannis Konstantinidis and Ioannis Armakolas, “How Greeks view Kosovo: The findings of a public
opinion survey”, in Kosovo Foundation for Open Society, Being Greek, Being Kosovar... A report on mutual
perceptions, Pristina, 2014.

235 pyblic Issue, IToAtiké Bopopetpo 151, «H EXLGSa & ot yeitoves. TTaoelc amévavtt oTic Siuepeic oyéoelc e
EMLGd0g e TG YEITOVIKEG YDPES & TG YMdPES TG evpLTEPNG TtEpLoyng — Edwkd Apiépopa: EEmtepucn [ToAtucy,
Aexépfprog 2015.

2% Armakolas, 2013, op.cit.
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- Students (7.71), public sector employees (6.69) and pensioners (6.49) assigned more
importance than self-employed (6.24), unemployed (6.24) and housewives (5.74).

- Respondents living in semi-urban considered relations as slightly more important than
respondents in urban and rural locations.

- Respondents living in the regions of Epirus (7.19), South Aegean (7.04), Crete (6.80),
Western Greece (6.68), and East Macedonia-Thrace (6.66) assigned more importance to
relations; respondents in Thessaly (5.96), lonian Island (5.89) and the Peloponnese (6.02)
were well below the national mean. Respondents in the regions of Western Macedonia and
Central Macedonia (6.27 and 6.41 respectively) were close to the national mean despite the
relative proximity to the borders with Bulgaria. Moreover, respondents from the
Thessaloniki area (6.59) and the Athens area (6.18) were above and below the national mean
respectively.

- Respondents self-identifying with the left (6.89), centre-left (6.73) and centre-right (6.68)
were above the national mean, while those self-identifying with the centre (6.15) and the
right (6.06) were below the national mean.

- Finally, predictably, more cosmopolitan respondents favoured with Bulgaria much more
relations than less cosmopolitan respondents.

Another poll was conducted by University Research Institute of the University of Macedonia on

behalf of ELIAMEP’s South-East Europe Programme in 2013.237 Among the issues examined was
the existence of strong stereotypes towards members of neighbouring Balkan nations.
Respondents were asked to associate people of certain national origins (nationals of Albania,
Kosovo, FYROM, Serbia and Bulgaria) with a distinctive attribute. The options provided were:
‘criminal’, ‘business associate’, ‘worker’, ‘tourist’ and ‘student’. In all the nations that were
measured, the label/attribute that was the most popular was ‘worker’. Bulgarians had the second
highest (after Albanians) rate of the label ‘worker’ surpassing 55 percent. For Bulgarians, all
other labels, both negative (‘criminal’) and positive (‘business associate’, ‘tourist’, ‘student’), were
at rates below 10 percent, with the label ‘student’ being below 5 percent. These figures were
much better than the rates of Albanians (with 20 percent of Greeks associate them with the
attribute ‘criminal’). Interestingly, on balance, rates for Bulgarians were slightly worse than those
of nationals of FYROM. The figures for Bulgarians were also much more negative than those for
Serbs. Greeks associate Bulgarians with the attribute ‘worker’ by more than 20 percentage points
compared to the rates for Serbs; they assign to Bulgarians the attribute ‘criminal’ more often
compared to Serbs; and they associate Serbs with attributes ‘business associate’, ‘tourist’ and
‘student’ much more compared to Bulgarians.

Interesting data can finally be found also in a more recent opinion poll, which was conducted in
2016 by the University Research Institute of the University of Macedonia on behalf of ELIAMEP’s

South-East Europe Programme.238 Among other issues, this study measured the personal stance
of respondents towards various neighbouring countries, major powers and international
organisations. Half of the public opinion (50 percent) had neutral attitudes towards Bulgaria.
Positive attitudes were at 18.5 percent and very positive at a miniscule 0.5 percent. In contrast,
the negative attitudes were at 26 percent and very negative at 3 percent. In other words, the
cumulative positive attitudes totaled 19 percent, while the cumulative negative attitudes totaled
29 percent. Thus, on balance the attitudes of the Greek public opinion towards Bulgaria tend to
be either neutral or more negative than positive. It’s little soothe that in that particular study it
was shown that, with the exception of Russia and Serbia, Greeks tend to have negative opinions
about all partners, allies and neighbours, irrespective of whether bilateral disputes exist or not.
By way of comparison, the cumulative negative attitudes for Turkey were at 69.5 percent, for
Albania at 42.5 percent, for FYROM at 42 percent, for Kosovo at 35 percent, for Germany at 56
percent, for the USA at 34 percent, for the EU at 51.5 percent and for NATO at 42 percent. Thus,
Bulgaria has the lowest rate of negative attitudes in the Greek public opinion, at least among
those that on balance have a negative tally. But given the high levels of political and economic

27 Konstantinidis and Armakolas, op.cit.
238 Armakolas and Siakas, op.cit.
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relations and collaboration between the two countries such a fairly neutral picture is quite
frustrating.

In the same study, rather negative attitudes were registered also towards Bulgaria with regards
to the opinions of governmental migration policies. It's important to note here that Bulgaria’s
role in the recent refugee and migrant crisis was not reported much by Greek media. Yet, in the
survey Greek respondents considered Bulgaria’s migration policy as negative (41.5 percent) or
very negative (12.5 percent). This cumulative 54 percent of negative attitudes is toped only by
Turkey (87.5 percent negative attitudes) and FYROM (77.5 percent). Germany’s policies were
seen as negative by 51.5 percent and Greece’s policies by 39.5 percent.

What do we make of all these data? Clearly, it would be much more useful if polls focusing
exclusively or mainly on relations with Bulgaria were available. But even if taking into account
only the above-mentioned studies a number of interesting observations can be made here. The
lack of serious bilateral disputes, and consequently the lack of very negative media coverage,
means that negative attitudes towards Bulgaria are not particularly pronounced, at least not to
the extent that negative attitudes are reserved for Turkey, Albania and FYROM. Moreover,
Bulgaria does not make the list of countries that are perceived by the Greek public opinion as
security threats. This is totally understandable given the lack of serious bilateral disputes, but it
is still a welcome feature given the often-turbulent historical relationship between the two
countries. However, despite the strong political and economic links between the two countries,
Bulgaria remains fairly invisible in the Greek public and surely not a particularly favoured
neighbour. Consistently in the above-mentioned studies that covered a period of more than two
decades, Bulgaria and the Bulgarians rated better than ‘problematic’ neighbours, but were still
not perceived in highly favourable terms. Whenever they were compared to countries and
nations other than the three with which Greece has serious disputes, Bulgaria and Bulgarians
tended not to be among the most popular options. Clearly, more solid conclusions could be
drawn through a survey that would focus mainly on Bulgaria, and this is a study that should be
pursued in the future. But, the preliminary overall conclusion here is that Greeks’ attitudes
towards Bulgaria and the Bulgarians is not hostile, but not particularly friendly either.
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8. MEDIA REPRESENTATIONS

Representations in Greek media before the economic
Crisis

If we focus on the issue of the representations and more generally the coverage of neighboring
Balkan countries in Greek newspapers during the post-Cold War era, a key remark to keep in
mind is the constant emphasis and the priority given to the coverage of the countries of former
Yugoslavia for more than a decade (1989-2001). From this point of view, the coverage of
Bulgaria by Greek newspapers, during this period, bears a lot of similarities to that of Albania and
Romania, in the sense that it appears to be more sporadic compared to the coverage of the area
of the former Yugoslavia. For instance, many Greek newspapers engaged permanent or special
correspondents in the former Yugoslavia. In contrast, the coverage of Bulgaria depended mostly
on reports provided by the international (AFP, Reuters, AP) or Greek press agencies (Athens
Press Agency-Macedonian Press Agency). And they focused on major developments mostly
related to politics and economy (elections, relations with neighboring countries, progress of EU
integration), while more interested was exhibited in cases of bilateral political or economic

relations.239

In the period that followed the conflict in FYROM (2001), Greek newspapers started to cover
Bulgaria more systematically, with a growing interest in bilateral relations with Greece and other
key political and economic developments (i.e. the activities and opportunities for the Greek
enterprises and the progress of Bulgaria's EU integration process.240 Taking the case of left-wing
daily EAevOepotumia, between 1999 and 2007 many of the articles dealing with bilateral
relations between Greece and Bulgaria manifest a clearly positive disposition especially when it
comes to Greece's support for Bulgaria's integration into the Euro-Atlantic structures.241 When it
comes to the economy, many of the articles of EAcv6epotumia focused primarily on the dynamic
presence of Greek enterprises in Bulgaria.242 Other articles highlighted the beneficial role of
Greek investments for the Greek as well as the Bulgarian economy.243 It is worth noting here that
one of the most recurrent catchwords used in relation to the intensification of Greek economic
activities in the Balkans was that of El Dorado (e.g. «BaAxoaviko EAvtopavto yia EOvikn», 14
December 2003).244

2% panagiotis Paschalidis, op.cit. La reconstruction des Balkans: Analyse des discours politiques et mediatiques,
Doctoral thesis obtained in December 2012, Universite Paris I11- Sorbonne nouvelle. The complete text of the
thesis is available at the following Internet address: http://www.theses.fr/2012PA030173.

240 1pid

241 See, for example, «<H Bovkyapia 8éhet va pmet oto NATO péow EAAGSagy, 21 October 1999, «Ymootipién
ot Bovyapia yio NATO-EE-npotdoeig yio aywyd», 2 November 2001, «Abnva onpdyver Zoguo ot E.E.,
NATO», 30 November 2001, «BiCa téhog pe Boviyapion, 11 April 2001, «Enicrevon yio Povpavia, Boviyapio
BAémer o npitngy, 22 January 2003, «Enpitng-Kootde cuppovoiyv yua ) Avon ota Zxomaw, 4 April 2001,
«EAMGS0. kot Bovkyapio £xovv koo dpopo mpog to péArovy 17 November 2001. For a more elaborate analysis of
ElevOeporvria’c coverage of Bulgaria between 1999 and 2007, see: Paschalidis, 2012, op.cit.

22 e, for example, «H EXAGS0, 3% emevoug ot Bovkyapia amd v E.E.», 7 August 1999, «Bovkyapikn kot
Tovpkikh Tpdokinon npog EAAnveg emyeipnpatiesy, 3 November 1999, «Enévévon aoceadeiog n Bovdyapior, 7
November 1999, «Apdpot, pedpa kot aépio pe Povpavio, Bovkyapion, 20 April 2004, «ITalapedet o OTE pe
Bovkyapiox, 28 January 2000, «Néo Gvorypo Eurobank otn Bovkyapion», 24 December 2003.

23 5ee. for example, «ZvpPor Tov EMVIKGY enevdboemy otn yewalopevn Boviyapion, 22 October 1999, «Zta
oLV o1 EAnvikég eEaywyég ota Balkdviay, 16 December 2001, «BoAkaviki ovaco 610 EUTopikd pag 16oloyon,
27 January 2002.

244 El dorado (Spanish for the “Golden one” is often used as a metaphor of a quest for a valuable prize. The term
“El dorado” can be found in 30 of the articles of EAevfeporomia pertaining to the coverage of the Balkans between
1999 and 2004, a rather important frequency given the strong connotations of the term. However, in all cases it is
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On the other hand, one finds a much smaller number of articles evoking the negative aspects of

the Greek companies' economic involvement in Bulgaria.24> At a more general level,
EAsvOepotumia referred quite frequently to the economic hardships that Bulgarian society

endured due to its lengthy post-communist transition and the efforts to join the EU.246 Another
aspect of economic relations between Greece and Bulgaria that was covered regularly by
EAevOepotumia, mostly after 2003, was the transfer of Greek companies, from Northern Greece in

particular, to Bulgaria.247

Bulgaria’s official admission into the EU was undoubtedly viewed as a major development by
Greek newspapers. In the months of December 2006 and January 2007, numerous articles dealt
with the issue and presented various parameters associated with the political and economic
profile of the country. The coverage could be characterized as generally positive.248 There were,
however, articles that demonstrated a more skeptical approach as to the readiness of Bulgaria to
integrate the EU and moreover the effect that this development would have on Greece's

economic relations with Bulgaria.?4? A very indicative passage is found in the report «/Idco
emnpealet tnv EAA&Sa n évtaén tng Povuaviag kat t¢ BovAyapiag otnv E.E.: Metpdue ta ovv Kat
ta mAnv»: “The EU accession of Bulgaria and Romania creates a new economic environment in
the Balkans and forces the Greek economy (both the public and private sectors) to adjust to the
new and less beneficial situation. The accession of the two countries will gradually limit the role
held by Greek enterprises, according to financial experts, as it will reinforce the presence of
powerful countries of Central Europe”. Another passage from the report «BovAyapia kat
Povuavia uag BAémovv ap’ vihnlov kat pag kovrpdapovy otig eéaywyéc» explores a similar theme:
“Our national pride and the perception of a vital space, of the conquest of the Balkan hinterland
start to receive important blows. Romania and Bulgaria are realizing that for the promotion of
their ambitious plans they should rely not so much on neighbors such as Greece but on the
powerful of Europe”.

In summing up, between 1989 and 2009 Bulgaria was not covered as systematically and
exhaustively as countries of former Yugoslavia in the Greek press. However, one notices a
growing interest for bilateral relations in the period from 2001 onwards, a tendency associated
with the intensification of the activities of Greek enterprises and the close cooperation between
the two countries in the context of Bulgaria's EU accession. Interestingly, the 2007 Bulgarian
accession to the EU gave the opportunity to the Greek newspapers to revisit and rethink Greece's
economic presence in the Balkans. The corresponding articles indicate a strong sense of
uncertainty as to Greece's status in the wider economic region, which could also be seen as a
growing realization of problematic aspects, such as social cost of the migration of Greek
enterprises in neighboring countries, including Bulgaria.

used in relation to the Balkans as a whole (i.e. “Balkan El dorado” and not in relation to a specific country and
Bulgaria in particular. For more see: Paschalidis (2012), op. cit.

25 See, for example, «BapPopn expetdrievon: achdotot ot’EA\nveg pacovioteg ot Boviyopion, 5 May 2004,
«Zoplo: Ameidn yio Bovdyopia o OTE», 23 February 2000, «Enevévoeig yhddtng mpopoing tov OTE ota
BoAxaviay, 8 June 2000.

246 gee, for example, «15 ypovia poxpid a6 o gupd N Boviyopion, 7 July 1999, «Amd ) podpn ayopdlel 1
Bovkyapiay, 24 May 2000, «Nekpoi and to kpbo ot Bovkyapion, 5 January 2000, «Zkknpég avéncelg ot
Bovkyapio», 21 August 2001, «Bovryoapia: ‘Zdote ta moudid pag and tnv neivay, 31 January 2000.

247 gee, for example, «Tdpa petavactevovy ot enyelpnoelg pac» 7 May 2003, «Metavaotedel To EAANVIKO
xpfpoy, 14 December 2003, «1,200 etoipeieg petavaotevoay Ta tehevtain xpovia oto Baikdaviay, 11 May 2003,
«Mokedovia EakovoTr)...ToV avEpyoL 1 xdpay, 6 January 2006.

28 e, for example, EAcvbeporvmio: «Kapapoviic otn Boviyopikh TV: Evtuyeic yio v éviaéh oog otnv E.E.»,
3 January 2007, Ka@nuepivij: «ITo wyvpn E.E. pe mv évtaén Bovkyapiog- Povpaviagy, 28 December 2006, «H
EAMGSa opi&e v €vtaén pog», 31 December 2006, «H EALdda arnoktd véovg Evporaiovg yeitovesy, 31
December 2006, «<H EALGSa S1e0vng emevovtikn Baon yia Povpavia kot Boviyapioy, 6 January 2007.

29 gee, for example, Kabyuspivij: «Evpomaisg pev, gtoxés ¢...», 3 January 2007, «H Balkoviky TEpUTETELR TG
E.E.», 31 December 2006, EAcvOeporomia: «Exovv avantu&n, avepyla kot gtdyeian, 27 December 2006, «Ze
AVOTNPY EMTHPNON Yo pia Tpietion, 27 December 2006, «I16co ennpedlet v EAAGSa n évtaén g Povpaviog
kot ™G Boviyapiag oty E.E.: Metpdype ta ovv kon ta minv», 31 December 2006, «BovAyopio kot Povpavia pog
BAémovy ag’ vynlod kot pag Kovipdpovv otig eEoywyés: Tdpa eipaote ko gpeic Evporaiow, 27 December 2006.
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Representations in Greek media since the start of the
economic crisis

An overview of the coverage of Bulgaria by Greek press during the economic crisis indicates that
key characteristics in coverage have not changed. The coverage of Bulgaria depends heavily on
the reports of international and national press agencies, whereas when there is a bilateral aspect-
particularly in politics and economy- newspapers tend to engage correspondents as well as
columnists. Greek newspapers continue to show a great interest in the economic aspect of Greek-
Bulgarian relations, but as of recent, mostly with regard to the massive exodus of Greek

companies to Bulgaria. One finds many articles on the subject.250 In general terms, it could be
argued that when it comes to bilateral relations at the political level, the Greek newspapers
frequently emphasized the intense cooperation between the two countries, notably on the
occasion of visits of government officials in either country.251 For the bigger part of the period of
the economic crisis, one notes the continuation of a coverage that affirmed the overall good
relations between the two countries.

On the other hand, there were signs of tension due to intensification of the refugee crisis (2015-
2016) and the negative impact of the mobilization of farmers in Northern Greece (February
2016), whose decision to block the border station of Promahonas (Prefecture of Serres)
provoked the strong reaction of both the Bulgarian government and many Bulgarian

enterprises.2>2 The Greek newspapers paid strong attention to Bulgaria's reactions and
criticism.253

Apart from the emphasis of the negative feelings towards Greece, one also notes the effort of
Greek newspapers to interpret the reasons behind such dispositions. An indicative passage is
found in the opinion of pro-opposition newspaper Kafnueptvij: “Our northern neighbors roughen
their stance”: “Those who had believed that the refugee crisis would not affect relations with our
northern neighbors were proven wrong. Instead of coordinating its action with Sofia, Skopje,
Tirana and Belgrade, Athens simply assumed the role of a traffic controller. (...) Athens' inability
to contain the refugee flow was interpreted by leaders of neighboring countries prone to
conspiracy theories, such as Prime Minister Borisov and [FYROM’s] President Ivanov, as a
malevolent Greek plan to destabilize their respective states”. Evidently, the analysis of Greek
newspapers did not focus particularly on Bulgaria, but rather on the wider problem of Greece’s
isolation from its Balkan neighbors.

In the case of the mobilization of Greek farmers (February 2016), there are numerous articles
that reflect the tension in the relations between the two countries.25* Interestingly, Ka@nueptvij

20 gee for example, pdro Oéua: «Aéka eMnvicég etatpeieg Tnv nuépa Wpvovtar otn Boviyapian, 15 March
2016, KoOnuepiviy: «Malikn QuYn ETUPELOV KoL ETOYYEALATIOV Y10 VO. AOQVYOVV TV DIEPPOPOAOYNON», 30
January 2017.

Bl gee KobOnuepvn: «Ot aymyol pépvouv kovtd EALGSa- Bovkyapiay, 18 October 2013, «Zvvavinon Kotlid-
Mitog yio v evepyetokn moltikr) EAAGdac- Bovkyapiagy, 14 May 2015, «Anpovpyia Stakpatikod eAAnvo-
Boviyopticod dayepiotikod popéa tov motapol ERpovy, 22 December 2015, «I1. Kappévog: ToEo otabepotnrog
Boviyopio kot EAAGSax», 26 July 2016.

%2 See more below.

23 See KaOnuepvii: «Yydver oplyn kot 1 Bovkyapion, 25 March 2016, «Enifeon Mropicoe katé the EAAGS0c»
13 April 2016, «IToMtikny 6&uvong and tovg fopetovg yeitovég pog», 30 April 2016, «H Boviyapia 0o amotpéyet
™V £l60d0 peTovaoTOV 6T0 £6090G TG amd v EAAGSan, 29 May 2016, Ilpwto Oua: «Mmopicoe yio
mpoouykd: Ta komia cvpneptpépovtat vedBuva eved 1 EALGda oxw, 26 March 2016, «H BovAyapia otivet
opaytn 484 yhopétpav pe v EALGSa», 10 August 2016, «Enifeon Mnopicoo: divete Aeptd otnv EALGSQ Yo
T0 TPOCSPLYIKS enEdN 0 enitpomog eivat EAAnvag!», 15 September 2016.

24 See [Ipdrro Oéua: «Avtimowa amd Bovhyapove viahiképndeg yia o prhoko- Exheloay to sovopa e Ty
EAGSa», 16 February 2016, «Mag mfpov 610 Wikd ot Boviyapot- H EAALGSa dev eivat kpdtog mov Agttovpyei Aéet
0 Mnopicog», 19 February 2016, «H BovAyopia {nté napépBacn g EE yia ta aypotucd pmidkon, 19 February
2016, Kabnuepivij: «Amethodvtat ot oyéoels pog pe t Bovkyapiay, 20 February 2016, «Ackolv to. Tpaktép
e€mtepikn moltikn;», 26 February 2016.
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focused extensively on the negative impact of the disruption of transports with Bulgaria via the
wider scope of Greek-Bulgarian relations: “The ongoing blockage of the border stations with
Bulgaria by the Greek farmers threatens to damage bilateral relations with Bulgaria at a time
when Athens seeks and enjoys Sofia's support on the refugee crisis. (...) The traditionally pro-
Greek (piAeAAnvikn) public opinion in Bulgaria appears to be irritated and presses the political
leadership to take measures against Athens, seen by media in Sofia and government cycles as
indifferent and fearful” (Ka@nuepiwvrj, «Ametiovtal ol oxéoels pag pe ™ Bouvdyapia»). An even
more critical- towards the Greek side and positive towards the Bulgarian side- view is found in
the opinion “Do the tractors eexercise foreign policy?”: “What do the Greek farmers do to achieve
their goals? They turn against Bulgaria. They punish their colleagues, businessmen, seasonal
workers and pensioners... (..) Greek farmers are like kulaks opposite their Bulgarian
counterparts who receive petty European subsidies, starvation pensions, who work hard on their
fields and rightfully ask why they should suffer due to a Greek problem. (...) The Bulgarian public
opinion, the leadership and the media are criticizing us and this is very dangerous in the difficult
period that we go through. For, it is the only people in our neighborhood with whom we do not
have conflicts over history. The Bulgarian government is the friendliest towards Greece”.
KaOnuepwvn, contrary to Ilpwto Ofua, which often presents its stories with sensationalist
overtones, seized the opportunity given by the dramatic situation due to the blockage, in order to
remind its readership not only of the good relations between Greece and Bulgaria but also of
their strategic significance. Thus, taking into account that the farmers' mobilization marked the
highest point of tension between Greece and Bulgaria, it is interesting to note that it was
presented-at least by a newspaper with certain horizontal approval as Kafnuepivij - not in
conflicting terms but as a potentially harmful factor for the bilateral relations between the two
countries.

A final aspect that should be taken into account regards the numerous references found in Greek
media (both print and electronic) to-what is termed «BovAyapomoinan» of Greek society due to
the gradual deterioration of living standards, of the lowering of wages in the private and public
sector and more generally to the pauperization of a very important part of the population. As it
was already mentioned above, such a discussion is seen in Bulgaria as particularly offensive as it
seems to regenerate negative stereotypes about the country and its society. Our research
approaches the matter under three perspectives: a) a historical, aiming at determining the time-
frame marking the emergence of such references, b) a semantic, aiming at mapping key meanings
of the notion, and c) a social, political and cultural, aiming at situating such a phenomenon in a
wider context.

Beginning with the historical perspective, it is observable that with very few exceptions, the
references to the «BovAyapomoinon» of Greek society are found in the context of the Greek
economic crisis. The multiplication of such references in newspapers consulted in the context of
this study (TO BHMA, KaOnuepwvy) and Ipwto Oéua) occurs in the course of 2011 and carries on
frequently until present time. In other words, the notion of «BovAyapomoinon» as it is found at
present in the media is inextricably associated with the period of the Greek economic crisis. That
is not to say that negative stereotypes were absent in the previous period but that such
perceptions were not formulated in a similar manner, in other words a direct analogy and
metaphor regarding Greek social realities.

In terms of semantics, one finds various expressions that seem to form a family of meanings
associated with Bulgaria (i.e. BovAyapomoinon, “We will become Bulgaria: Oa yilvoupe
BouAyapia”, “Bulgarian wages- MioBoi BouvAyapiag”).255 In the vast majority of cases, the
dominant meanings implied by such expressions connect the drastic lowering of living standards
for the Greek society with the experience of Communist and post-Communist Bulgaria. However,
in most of these articles the association with Bulgaria is not explained and remains implicit. In
other words, the meaning that should be made of the expression seems to be almost taken for

255 Some indicative headlines coming from Ilparo Oéua: «H Bovkyaponoinon tng EALGSac», 28 September
2011, «Kt av dev yivovpe Boviyopia, propovpe kdAiioto va potdoovpe otn Bopeia Kopéan, 23 February 2013,
«MtoBovg Boviyapiog yio to dnpdcio kot tov wiotikd topéa PAénet o TYPIZAy, 14 February 2013.
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granted.256 The fact that such powerful connotations are not really discussed or debated is
perhaps the stronger indication of a stereotype whose origins could be traced in the perception
of Greek society with regard to the socio-economic hardship of Bulgaria and the differences in
comparison to Greece.

With regard to the wider social, political and cultural context of these references, one must take
into account the depth of transformations that Greek society is undergoing in the context of the
economic crisis. There is a widespread sentiment of insecurity, which in some cases was
formulated as a fear of becoming something different/else, something worse. Bulgaria is by no
means the only country that has become a means of projecting such fears. Our research has been
able to identify 20 to 30 countries that have been referred to in a similar manner (i.e. in Latin
America: Argentina, Venezuela, Colombia, Cuba; in Africa: Zambia, Uganda; in Asia: North Korea,
China, India; and in Europe: Balkans, Albania, Ukraine, Romania, Estonia and others). On the
other hand, in quantitative terms, Bulgaria along with the Balkans (“balkanization of Greece”- H
BaAkaviomoinon ¢ EAAGSag, “We will become Balkans” - @a yivoupe BaAkavia) and Albania
(“albanization”, “Hoxha's Albania”) are by far the most recurring metaphors or elements of
comparison and analogy. This could be seen as the result of the important familiarization of the
two countries and societies (immigration, economy, tourism, cooperation).

To sum up, the references to the probability of a «BovAyapomoinon» of Greek society should be
thought in a wider context, not as an exception, but as a symbolic confirmation of a widespread
and deep sentiment of insecurity characterizing the Greek society. From this perspective, it is
interesting to note the reversal of perceptions regarding Greece's standing in the Balkans, the
idea of the El Dorado having turned into a fear of experiencing the hardships that all of the
peoples of former communist countries had to endure in the course of their post-Communist
transition. From a cultural point of view, such a perception seems to confirm the traditionally
ambivalent disposition of Greece towards the Balkans and its proper Balkan identity. In the
context of the economic crisis, such perceptions regard not so much the elements of
differentiation but the elements of similarities when it comes to the downgrading of living
standards.

256 The examples confirming this trend are numerous: i.e. “It won't be easy to find 11 billion Euros until June.
The option of reaching the level of the wages of Bulgaria won't solve the problem”, «Zoywidng: Ot ool
Boviyapiag de 6o Avoovv to TpdPfAnuar, TO BHMA, 4 April 2012.
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9. IMPACT OF THE ECONOMIC CRISIS ON
GREECE'’S STANDING IN THE REGION

Overestimated role?

When considering an evaluation of the crisis’ impact one has to take into account the fact that
Greece held an inflated self-perception of its diplomatic role in the Balkans; in other words,
Greece’s positive role in the region was probably not as significant as Athens was perceiving. In a
mini survey of Balkan opinion makers conducted by ELIAMEP’s South-East Europe Programme
the discrepancy between Greece’s perception of its diplomatic importance in the region and the
opinion of these opinion makers became clearer.257 Overall, the attractiveness of Greece during
the decade of 2000 is fairly high (53 percent attractive and very attractive). However, this image
likely rested more on the appeal of Greece as an economically strong country of the region and
less on the attractiveness or effectiveness of its policies. A good percentage of these opinion
makers, when asked whether Greece had a leading role in the Europeanisation of the Balkans in
the period 2000-2008, were rather neutral (40 percent) and on balance more negative than
positive (35 percent non-leading role v. 25 percent leading role). On the questions of whether the
role of Greece during the same period was overestimated, 45 percent were neutral, while the
majority of the remaining respondents thought that the role of Greece was indeed overestimated.
When it comes to Greek diplomatic activity in the period 2000-2008, the responses at totally
balanced: 30 percent neutral, 35 percent active and very active, and 35 percent inactive and little
active. Thus, it becomes clear that the assessment of Greece’s role in the region during the
‘golden years’ is not as positive as it is often assumed in Greece.

The same opinion makers confirm that since the start of the economic crisis the image of Greece
has taken a significant blow. According to opinion makers who participated in the survey, 85
percent of the media coverage of the Greek crisis was negative, while 52 percent thought that the
comments made by politicians and opinion makers in response to the crisis were negative and
very negative (with 45 percent saying the comments were neutral). These findings show the
potential for negative impact of the crisis on the image of Greece in the region. Indeed, one in two
(49 percent) respondents in the same survey thought that the Greek crisis has greatly or
somewhat affected the image of the country in the region, while only one in four (24 percent)
thought it was little or not at all affected. In fact, another 49.5 percent thought that the Greek
debt crisis affected also the image of the EU as a whole in the region, while only one in four (26.5
percent) remained neutral on the question and another one in four (24 percent) thought that the
image of the EU was not affected. Finally, the Balkan opinion makers surveyed thought that the
crisis has also affected Greek diplomatic activity in the region. More than one in two (55.5
percent) thought than Greek diplomacy was inactive or little active since 2008 and only a 15.5
percent thought that the Greek diplomacy remained quite or very active.

Bulgarian perceptions of the GreeKk crisis

The beginning of the debt crisis in Greece was closely watched by Bulgarian society and the
political world, with initial statements by Bulgarian officials declaring that “what happened to

Greece could not happen to us”.258 Bulgarians were in particular worried about the possible

BT Toavvng Appakdrog kot Avactéong BaPng, «Otkovopikt kpiot kot EAANVIKT eEQTEPTKY TOMTIKA oTa
Bokavia: to anoteléopata pog oladtkTuakng épsuvacy, Adnva, Keipevo Epyaciog vo.52, Avyovotog 2014,
Abnva, EAIAMEIL

258 gee for example one of the first statements of Bulgarian officials, in May 2010, by Foreign Minister Nikolai
Mladenov (Hukouait MnageHos) where underlined that “Sofia follows closely the situation in Greece” and that
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effects of the crisis on Greek banks in Bulgaria, given their important place in the Bulgarian
banking sector.259 By 2011, Bulgarians were observing how the crisis was forcing a growing
number of Greek businesses and capital to move into Bulgaria260, while labor unrest in Greece
was also benefiting the Bulgarian economy in other ways, for example in the case of the port of
Burgas gaining new clients that stopped using the port of Thessaloniki because of labor
protests.261 As crisis deepened, in November 2011, new worries about the effects on the
Bulgarian banking system surfaced, while there were calls for a serious debate in Bulgaria,

“instead of silence and assurances”.262 By 2012, Athens’ inability to deal with the debt crisis, the
aggravated socio-economic situation and the prospect of Greek “exit” from the euro, were forcing
Bulgarians to examine all possible scenarios and their impact on Bulgaria:

“Even in the most optimistic political development, compliance with the... measures
imposed by Brussels would mean continuous recession in Greece... And that affects
Bulgaria in a number of ways. Greece is still among its main trading partners, and many
forms depend upon the Greece market. The export sector has been finding (for some
time) alternatives and is turning its attention to the East; however that can only alleviate
the negative effects, not to eliminate them. And these (negative effects) are
particularly strong in the border regions, and in particular among medium and small
size businesses that cannot find easily alternatives. A number of south Bulgarian cities
depend upon winter and shopping tourism by Greeks that and that will probably
weaken.... The Bulgarian financial sector is dominated by Greek institutions... In the
most optimistic scenario they will manage gradually to recapitalize and will stop hang by
the Greek Central Bank and the European Central Bank... From the worsening situation
in Greece we could expect and certain positive effects, however, it is naive to think that
they can compensate for the negative ones. Foreign and Greek forms could prefer to
move their headquarters in Bulgaria, because of its higher stability, lower taxes and
more liberal labor market. However, the main pillars of the Greek economy are tourism
and agriculture and they can hardly move to Bulgaria, thus the effect cannot be huge.
While at the same time, the continuous insecurity will probably push away investors
from the whole region.” Scenario No1: “Aide, to Remain Together”. “The effects from the
apocalyptic scenario for Greece in all its aspects are almost unforeseen both for
Europe and for Bulgaria. If there is one thing certain, that is that the hardest hit will be
felt first by the banking sector... In an eventual removal of Greece from the Eurozone, the
Greek banks will probably sell their Bulgarian branches to a new owner. Scenario No2:

"Goodbuy and Thank you for the Euro".263

The new uncertainty over Greece’s position in the Eurozone in the first 9 months of 2015, and the
deterioration of the economic climate in Greece - with the imposition of capital controls by the
Greek banks in the summer of 2015 - generated anew intensive interest and speculation in
Bulgaria, with a feeling of general amazement about developments taking place in the

neighboring country.264 In social media Bulgarians would comment that Greeks had been living

“Greece could not happen to us” as “the Bulgarian economy and the structure of its financial system are quite
different (from those in Greece)”. Quoted in Kpacumupa TemenkoBa, "MnaseHoB cMeHs TuMy3HHa ¢ Masna",
Cmanoapm, 8 mait 2010, €. 5

%9 Spe Cperocmas CriacoB, "(MUHAHCHCTHTE y HAC CA CIIOKOMHH - TPBIKHTE Gaky HaMami npobnem”, cir. TEMA,
6p. 25, 27 rouu-3 romm 2011, c. 12-13

20 jbid

26! Kanuna Topanosa, "[o6pe pouut, kouteiinepu”, Kanuman, 23-29 1omn 2011, ¢. 24
262 Kowmenrap, Kanuman, 5-11 noemspu 2011, c. 1

%63 Kanuman, 19-23 mait 2012 c. 26-27.

%64 According to the Bulgarian economist Giorgi Angelov (Ieoprur Anrenos), “during the last thirty years we got
used to see Greece as a rich and developed country, where everything is better than in Bulgaria. That’s why now
we can hardly believe that all that is collapsing within a few days”. Quoted in Tarsina Bakc6epr, “200 xumsian
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beyond their means “and now it was time to pay for all that”, while there were also those who

would remark that “despite the crisis, Greeks continue to live better than us”.265 There were,
again, worries concerning the effects of developments in Greece over the Bulgarian banking

sector266, with the Bulgarian Premier Borisov, reassuring Bulgarian public, stating that the crisis
in Greece could not threaten the Bulgarian banking sector.267 At the same time, the Bulgarian

Premier declared that the Greek crisis might discourage Bulgaria from joining the Eurozone.268
There were also worries concerning the effects of the crisis upon the 200,000 Bulgarians working

in Greece (among them around 80,000 seasonal workers)269, with the assessment being that
those being employed in the tourism sector or in agriculture faced less risk of losing their jobs,

than in other sectors.270

Bulgarians also watched with irritation how Greek politicians would use in domestic public
debate Bulgaria as an example of poverty and backwardness inside the EU and “where the
country (Greece) was potentially heading for, the so-called BovAyapomoinon (roughly translated
as ‘turn into/become Bulgaria’)”. Two in particular statements by two high ranking Syriza
politicians received a lot of attention in Bulgaria: the Syriza MP and Vice President in the Greek
Parliament, Alexis Mitropoulos (AA&&ng MntpomovAog) state in July 2015 that “we are at a tragic
situation... The dilemmas that the creditors have put on the table are either enforced
Bovlyapomoinon of Greek society or exit and termination of relations with us”271; Rena Duru
(Péva Aovpov), Governor for the Attica region, stated in the same period that “we are not going
to find a solution, if the plan for my country is to reduce pensions at the level of Croatia and other
Balkan countries or to throw us out of the EU. You cannot have Bulgaria and Romania as

members of the EU and Greece thrown out of the European family”272, The two statements drew
a variety of responses in Bulgaria:

“There is no way for Greece’s Balkan neighbors to feel particular happy by statements
like these. At the same time, those insinuations are a poisonous mix of arrogance and a
lack of interest. Even if we accept that the busy Syriza politicians did not intent to say
anything wrong about their neighbors, we again come to the conclusion, that they openly
expressed what most Greeks truly believe: that the poor Balkan neighbors deserve less
respect, attention and prosperity than the Greeks. It is also scandalous that politicians
from a supposedly left wing political party are feeding similar, old-fashioned nationalist

Obyirapu B cTpaHara Ha Opyranuus mwok”, Deutsche Welle (DW), 7/7/2015, http://www.dw.com/bg/200-xusiiu-
ObJIrapu-B-cTpaHaTa-Ha-OpyranHusa-iok/a-18565778 (last accessed: 15/7/2016)

285 Mapko ApHar, "W B Kpu3a IbpIHTE KHBEST MO-106pe oT GBirapute”, DW, 3/08/2015,
http://www.dw.com/bg/u-B-KpH3a-rbpiTe-KHBEsT-10-100pe-0T-Obarapure/a-18623280, (last accessed:
29/7/2016)

%8 Following the Greek elections of January 2015, the Bulgarian regulatory authorities had asked all Bulgarian
subsidiary banks to move their capital assets from Greece to Bulgaria. “200 xunsau Gbirapu B cTpaHaTa Ha
OpyTasHUs MIOK”

X1 g, Jlusos, “Ille 3apasu au I'spuust u Bearapust?” DW, 2/7/2015, http:/www.dw.com/bg/nie-3apa3u--rppims-
u-Obirapus/a-18557570 (last accessed: 15/7/2016)

268 «If we were now in the Eurozone, we would have to pay for Greece — in other words one poor country would
have to finance a richer country. In that there is no logic. Until the countries of the Eurozone do not become more
disciplined, I don’t see a reason to hurry joining the Euro”. Quoted in “Ille 3apa3u mu ['bpriust u bearapus?”

%9 Data by the Bulgarian Minister of Labor Ivailo Kalfin (Maiino Kandun), cited in “200 xumsiau Gbirapu B
cTpaHara Ha OpyTaigHus MoK

210 <200 xpmsm OBJITapu B CTpaHaTa Ha OpyTaJIHHS OK™

21 Quoted in Teopru IManaxoues, “Briurapus n ['bpIHs - KaKBO I CBEp3Ba 1 pazgens”, DW, 12/8/2015,

http://www.dw.com/bg/6birapusi-u-repuusi-KaKBo-ru-cBbp3Ba-u-pasens/a-18642472 (last accessed: 15/7/2016).

22 Quoted in ®. Xpodumuar, A. Anapees, "Boarapmsamus” B I'sprms? He ceecem. DW, 10/7/2015,
http:/www.dw.com/bg/Obirapusanus-B-repuus-ue-cbacem/a-18574889 (last accessed: 15/7/2016).
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http://www.dw.com/bg/българия-и-гърция-какво-ги-свързва-и-разделя/a-18642472
http://www.dw.com/bg/българизация-в-гърция-не-съвсем/a-18574889

prejudices. As far as [ can remember, the leftists were internationalists and protected the

rights of the poor and the defenseless”.273

Similarly, in August 2015, the Bulgarian PM Borisov characteristically stated: “our neighbors, if

they have the courage and the decency, they should come out publicly and apologize for the

insults they have made at our expense in their political, populist appraisals”.274

Turning to Bulgarian media representations of the Greek crisis, the picture has been mixed.
There have been those that have expressed sympathy towards Germany and criticism against the
“Greek inability” to implement the agreed reforms. Among left-wing media there was
disappointment from Tsipras deference to the creditors.2’5 There were also cases of crude
misinformation of the Bulgarian public opinion, with most characteristic example the days after
the June 2015 agreement between Greece and its creditors with certain Bulgaria media claiming
that “Bulgaria and the other 8 member-states that are not in the Eurozone, will participate in
Greece’s salvation...”, or that “Bulgaria will also have to pay for the urgent salvation of
Athens”.276

28 Anexcannpp Angpees, “Korato kbluata Ha cheena ropi...”, DW, 24/07/2016, http://www.dw.com/bg//koraro-
KblllaTa-Ha-cheena-ropu/a-18605512 (last accessed: 27/7/2016).
274

Quoted in “Bbarapust u ['bpiius - KakBo I' CBbpP3Ba U paszneis’”

275 "|] g KpH3a IHPIKTE KUBEAT 0-106pe OT Ghrapure”

2% Quoted in Scer Bosmkues, “Konekrusrara 6bnrapeka ncrepus”, DW, 27/7/2015,

http:/www.dw.com/bg/konekruBHara-obarapcka-ucrepus/a-18608921 (last accessed: 29/7/2016)
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10. RECENT PROBLEMS AND CHALLENGES

The Greek farmers’ protests and the closure of the
border crossings

On 25 January 2016, Greek farmers demonstrating against proposed fiscal measures by the
Greek government began a series of “dynamic protests”, involving the closure of roads and of all
the 6 border crossings between Greece and Bulgaria.2’’ The protests disrupted transportation
and commerce between the two countries and caused serious damages to a whole range of
businesses. Three weeks after the beginning of the blockades, around 80 Bulgarian transport
firms were preparing documents to claim losses from the border blockade, estimated at around
EUR 150 every day for every lorry owner or EUR 300-400,000 daily for the Bulgarian transport
sector; 278 around 30 Bulgarian bus companies that conduct regular, daily trips between the two
countries, reported losses from the border blockade estimated between 25 to 30,000 leva
daily.27? There was also a negative effect on winter tourism in Bulgaria. In the town of Bansko,
the well-known Bulgarian winter resort, mayor Giorgi Ikonomov (I'eopru UkoHomoB) reported
at the end of February that the number of Greek tourists visiting Bansko during February 2016
was reduced between 15 and 20 percent;280 at the end of February 2016, Bulgarian tour
operators calculated their losses from the 40-day blockade of the border crossings at around 1
million dollars, with the cities of Melnik, Bansko, Sandanski and Smolyen being among the worst
affected;281 there were also reports of a Greek firm stop buying Bulgarian tobacco from the

region of Gotse Delchev.282

The arbitrary closure of the borders by the Greek farmers and the evident inability of the Greek
government and the authorities to safeguard a basic EU principle, that of the free movement of
people and products, generated a lot of discontent in Bulgaria. Many Bulgarians were incensed
that following for 45 years that an undemocratic regime had denied them their freedom of
movement, they once more faced obstacles due to the actions of a interest group in a neighboring
state.?83 In media and social forums there was no shortage of articles raging against “Greek
impertinence”:

27 Kulata-Promahonas (Kynara-TIpopayovog), Ilinden-Exohi (Mmnunen-E&oy), Kapitan Petko Voivoda-Ormenio
(Kanmran ITetko BoiiBoga-Oppévio), Zlatograd-Thermes (3natorpan-@éppec), Ivailograd-Kiprinos (MBaiinosrpan-
Kvmpivog) and Makasa-Nimfaia (Makaza-Nopgaia).

28 To 150 eBpo Ha JeH I'yOH BCeKr COGCTBEHHK Ha KAMIOH TpH Glokaxa”, Kanuman, 4 Gespyapu 2016,

http://www.capital.bg/politika_i_ikonomika/bulgaria/2016/02/04/2698172 po_150_evro_na_den_gubi_vseki_sobs
tvenik_na_kamion_pri/ (last accessed: 15/5/2016), “Koiito ncka aa xoau B I'bpiiust, 1a CH U3MHUCIIS IPYTH
MapuipyTH, npenopbya Mockoscku”, [Jnesnux, 18 dhespyapu 2016,
http://www.dnevnik.bg/bulgaria/2016/02/18/2706992_koito_iska_da_hodi_v_gurciia_da_si_izmislia_drugi/ (last
accessed: 15/5/2016).

219 Statements by the President of the National Association of Bus Carriers, Galia Topalova (Ians Tonanosa) to
Agency Fokus. Quoted in “OmnacHocTta 0T HOBa GJIOKa/[a HA IPAHKIATA OCTaBa, 3aryOHTe TEbPBA IIe Ce
npecmstar”’, Juesnux, 22 dpespyapu 2016,
http://www.dnevnik.bg/biznes/companii/2016/02/22/2709738_opasnostta_ot_nova_blokada_na_granicata_ostava/
(last accessed: 20/5/2016).

280 Pymen XKepes, Kynara cBo6osHa, pepmepute nsrernuxa rpakropure”, Monumop, 29 despyapu 2016,
http://www.monitor.bg/a/view/44632-%D0%9A%D1%83%D0%BB%D0%B0%D1%82%D0%B0- (last accessed:

1/7/2016).
281

,JIsiTHa Onokaza Ha ['bprums, ako He HU wiatu 15 miH. EBpo”, Tpyo, 22 despyapu 2016,
http://www.trud.bg/Article.asp?Articleld=5318878 (last accessed: 10/8/2016).

%82 «“OpacHoCTTa OT HOBA GJIOKA/A HA IPAHMIATA OCTABA, 3aIyOHTe TCIbPBA IIE CE IPecMsTaT”.
283 Interview with a member of the Hellenic Business Council, Sofia, 14/2/2017
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“Since last year Greece has surpassed itself in impertinence. As we all know, it was facing
bankruptcy (and) the EC literally offered it EUR 60 billion, clearly understanding that
they would never be returned. By and large, since Greece joined the Union, it has turned
into its spoiled child; and as it is well known, the spoiled child becomes capricious - it
wants more than it gives. In this case, Greek farmers have been entrusted with this

role”.284

Outraged Bulgarian lorry drivers285 would respond with their own border closure with public,
government consent, with old stereotypes resurfacing:

“We know your Byzantine tricks, you are preparing the next trap. We are  not going to
lift the blockade, until you move your tractors from Promahona. Your impertinence is
unlimited - your tractors are a gift from the EC, you got your petrol until now for free,
(while) until two years ago you did not know what it meant to pay taxes. The time has
come to return those 400 millions, which you have drunk and eaten all those 30

years”.286

Ministers of the Bulgarian government did not hide their irritation at both the behavior of the
farmers and the stance of the Greek authorities, with the Bulgarian Transport Minister Ivailo
Moskovski (MBaitsio MockoBckH) characteristically stating “I've never seen in my life such a big
mockery at the expense of Bulgarians”.287 Another time, following a failed attempt of negotiations
to lift the border blockade, Minister Moskovski declared, that “There is no way to conduct
negotiations with a few hundred drunken farmers, while Greek authorities have abdicated of
their responsibilities”288, Premier Borisov could also not hide his annoyance with the Greek
government:

“It turns out that during the 21st Century this is the only way [referringto the reaction
of Bulgarian lorry drivers to close the border crossings with Greece on the
Bulgarian side]. In states that are functioning normally... and [ am sorry, but Greece right
now is not such a state, as much as they feel insulted. When a Prime Minister calls the
other, he expects some decision. I called him [Mr Tsipras] twice for the same thing and
they don’t send the police... to open a corridor. They should have done that a month ago.
The Greek Premier said: Boyko, I am sorry I don’t have any control over the situation.
Then, why don’t you close the ports, close them inside the country. Why do you give a
hard time to Bulgarians? And (all that) at a time when I am refusing money to... put up a

24 Ipog. Oparomup Jlparanos , “BajkaHCcKOTO XpHCTHAHCKO Gesymue”, 24 Chasa, 20 despyapu 2016,
https://www.24chasa.bg/Article/5313436 (last accessed 10/8/2016).

285 Bysinessman Vasil Tilev (Bacun Tunes), owner of a TIR firm from the city of Sandanski, would
characteristically state “Greeks like always, but especially now have shown that they are the parasites of EC... The
Greeks are grossly violating our rights, we are nevertheless living in the 21% Century, they don’t respect any rule.
What an insolence”. Pymen XKepes, “BI modrsopu 6nokupaxa [Ipomaxon”, Monumop, 9 despyapu 2016,
http://www.monitor.bg/a/view/22055-%D0%91%D0%93- (last accessed 2/7/2016).

28 statement by Bulgarian lorry drivers, blocking the Kulata-Promahonas border crossing, responding to proposals
by Greek farmers. Quoted in Pymen XKepes, “Boii na TKIII "Ununpaen", Monumop, 17 Gpespyapu 2016,
http://www.monitor.bg/a/view/34116-%D0%9F%D0%B8%D0%BB%D0%B5-%D0%BD%D0%B5 (last accessed
2/7/2016)

27 Quoted in “Crex mpoBall Ha OIHTA 32 PEroBOPH GIIOKaKATa Ha rpaHuuata ¢ ['spuus octasa”, Juesnux, 20
¢bespyapu 2016,
http://www.dnevnik.bg/bulgaria/2016/02/20/2708837_sled_proval_na_opita_za_pregovori_blokadata na/ (last
accessed: 20/5/2016).

288 Quoted in “MOCKOBCKH [OCHBETBA 6I0KAIATa OT OBITAPCKA CTPAHA HA TPAHHLATA ¢ ['BPIA 12 IPOXBIKH,
Hnesnux, 17 dpepyapu 2016,
http://www.dnevnik.bg/bulgaria/2016/02/17/2706892_moskovski_posuvetva_blokadata ot_bulgarska_strana_na/,
(last accessed: 20/5/2016)
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fence at the border with Greece. [ am refusing the assistance of my colleagues in order to
» 289

show loyalty to my neighbors”.
On 19 February 2016, the Bulgarian parliament, following a proposal by the parliamentary
committee of foreign affairs, adopted unanimously a resolution calling upon the European
Commission “to legally move against Greece” as a result of the continuous blocking of Greek-
Bulgarian border crossings by the farmers protests, and the failure of the Greek authorities and
the Greek government to protect the principle of free movement, causing substantial losses upon

Bulgarian transporters.290 It was the first time since Bulgaria’s entry into the EU that the
Bulgarian parliament had adopted such a declaration, underlying the negative repercussions
caused by the protest actions of the Greek farmers.

The prospect of new protests by Greek farmers, at the beginning of 2017, mobilized Sofia. The
Bulgarian Minister of the Interior Rumyana Bachvarova (Pymsina bruBapoBa) send a letter to her
Greek colleague Nikos Toskas (Nikog Tookag) expressing her concern about a potential closure
of the border, and recalling an agreement at the last meeting of the High Level Cooperation
Council of the two countries, whereby the two governments “will take preventive measures to
avoid any tension at the borders”.2°1 Furthermore, in a letter to EU officials, Bulgarian MEP and
Internal Macedonian Revolutionary Organization (IMRO) deputy leader Angel Djambazki, (Aaren
Jxamb6asku) urged “EU institutions to do their best to prevent a blockade of the Bulgarian-Greek
border by discontented Greeks farmers and other citizens because this will affect thousands of

EU transport companies and citizens again”.292

The refugee/migrant crisis and its impact on bilateral

relations

Migration flows have become recently another issue in the agenda of Greek-Bulgarian relations.
The number of migrants that have entered Bulgaria is relatively small - Bulgarian reception
centers had registered about 4,500 refugees by April 2016.293 Most migrants tend to steer clear
of Bulgaria, as it “has a reputation of being a country where vigilantes "hunt" refugees”, while
most migrants are trying to reach the "European welfare state"... and that happens to be in the
West”.294 Nevertheless, the growing influx of migrants has preoccupied Bulgarian public opinion
and politicians, with the worry being that the country could become an “entry point” for Middle
Eastern and other Asian migrants that would be “stuck” in the country, posing a threat for the
ethnic and religious balance. These concerns were often linked also to the acute demographic
problem facing Bulgaria as well as with the ever-present concern about the demographic vitality
of the ethnic Turkish and Roma minorities.

Sofia refused to join the so-called Visegrad initiative (the Visegrad 4 plus Austria) in advocating
the “reinforced protection” of EU borders - in practice “fencing” its borders with Greece. At the

28 Quoted in “ITbana 610Kaga Ha GBIrapo-IPbLKATA MPAHALA, BOPHCOB MOAKpEIst akumsTa”, Juesnuk, 19
¢despyapu 2016, http://www.dnevnik.bg/bulgaria/2016/02/19/2707943 _pulna_blokada na_bulgaro-
gruckata_granica_borisov/ (last accessed: 15/5/2016)

20 CETA, 20 dbespyapu 2016, ¢.3, also Muna MapuHoBa, Pymen XKepes, “HC: I'pblIKUTe BlacTy 1a BAUTHAT
6nokanara”, Monumop, 19 despyapu 2016 http://www.monitor.bg/a/view/10175-%D0%9D%D0%A1 (last
accessed: 10/8/2016)

201

«Aviovym N ZOe1a Yo To EVOEYOUEVO OTOKAEIGHOD TV EAAVOPBOVAYAPIKAOV GUVOP®V amd aypOTESY,
Nawrteumopixij, 18 Tavovopiov 2017, http://www.naftemporiki.gr/story/1195094/anisuxi-i-sofia-gia-to-
endexomeno-apokleismou-ton-ellinoboulgarikon-sunoron-apo-agrotes (last accessed: 17/1/2017)

292 “Bulgarian MEP Warns EU about Possible New Blockade of Border with Greece”, BTA, 18 January 2017,
http://www.bta.bg/en/c/DF/id/1501215 (last accessed: 20/1/2017)

28 Mariya Ilcheva, “Why few refugees want to stay in Bulgaria”, DW, 27/04/2016, http://www.dw.com/en/why-
few-refugees-want-to-stay-in-bulgaria/a-19218637 (last accessed: 27/7/2016)

24 bid
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same time, Bulgaria has constructed a fence in part of its borders with Turkey295, while on 5 May
2016, Sofia and Ankara signed a protocol, according to which Bulgaria “will be able to send back

migrants who have crossed its border with Turkey illegally from June 1”,29¢ which however has
not entered into force yet. Criticism by Sofia against Athens and its policies on the migrant issue
has been present. Talking to the Parliament on 25 March 2016, the Bulgarian Premier Borisov
warned that his country was expecting a refugee wave from Greece, criticizing their living
conditions in Greece:

“(For Bulgaria) the greatest danger of a refugee wave comes from Greece and
not from Turkey... Their living conditions in the camps are horrible... Right now, groups
of around 1000 are getting organized (in order to come to Bulgaria), because they know
that we cannot stop them easily”

Borisov noted his “indignation” for the fact that Greece had received 700 million euro for the
refugee crisis, without having fulfilled its obligations.2%7 Bulgarian policemen participate in the
FRONTEX force patrolling in the island of Lesvos (for the period 1-5 May and 1-5 July 2016).298
The negative developments of EU-Turkey relations following the failed coup d’ etat in Turkey on
15 July 2016, and the prospect of a collapse of the EU-Turkey agreement of 18 March 2016, has
further increased fears in Sofia about growing migrant flows coming from Turkey. Thus, the
refugee crisis was discussed by the Prime Ministers of Greece and Bulgaria on 1 August 2016,
and in particular “the need for Greece and Bulgaria to play a constructive role within the EU in
order to preserve the EU-Turkey agreement and keep refugee flows low, while continuing to put
pressure on EU countries to continue relocation programmes”.2%9

%5 The construction of the security fence began in January 2014. It is around 140 km long.

2% Maria Cheresheva, “Bulgaria to Return Migrants to Turkey from June 17, BIRN, Balkan Insight, 06 May 16,
http://www.balkaninsight.com/en/article/bulgaria-%D1%82%D0%BE-start-sending-migrants-back-to-turkey-
from-june-1-05-06-2016 (last accessed: 25/7/2016)

27 Tpyo, 26 mapr 2016, c. 3

298

MBP npamia nonunan Ha octpoB Jlecboc”, Tpyo, 30-31 romu 2016, C. 2

2 Mihalopoulos, op. cit. The Bulgarian Premier also stated that “Bulgaria and Greece are faced with a huge
problem - I shared that with my colleague Alexis Tsipras... while he was in Sofia. They can’t take any more, they
have around 50 to 60,000 at the moment...” Interview of Boyko Borisov, "3amiaimiBa Hi MUTpaHTCKa CyIIep
kpu3a'", Tpyo, 13-14 asrycr 2016. c. 4-5

60


http://www.balkaninsight.com/en/article/bulgaria-%D1%82%D0%BE-start-sending-migrants-back-to-turkey-from-june-1-05-06-2016
http://www.balkaninsight.com/en/article/bulgaria-%D1%82%D0%BE-start-sending-migrants-back-to-turkey-from-june-1-05-06-2016

CONCLUSIONS

o Athens and Sofia have managed to significantly expand their bilateral ties since
1989: flourishing social and economic relations and a common membership to the
EU and NATO have buttressed a good, working diplomatic relationship that had
developed already in the 1970s and 1980s. Energy cooperation has been added
recently as another important dimension in the bilateral relationship.

e History and geopolitics “keep alive” certain sensitivity in both countries vis-a-vis
their powerful Eastern neighbor, Turkey, whose growing assertiveness and
domestic authoritarianism and instability, makes them feel unease. The issue of the
refugee flows coming through Turkey has underlined once more the need for closer
cooperation between Bulgaria and Greece.

e Economic co-operation (trade, investments, energy and tourism) remains the most
“dynamic element” of the bilateral relations. The Greek economic presence in
Bulgaria has been reduced lately (for example in the financial sector with the sale of
Greek owned banks), but overall it remains considerable. Bulgarian investments in
Greece are at their infancy, but they are increasing (especially in northern Greece)
and will probably continue to grow as Bulgaria’s GDP is steadily growing. Energy
cooperation has added another important dimension to bilateral relations, despite
the rather disappointing failure of the Burgas-Alexandroupolis pipeline project. The
contribution of tourism to both economies cannot be stressed enough with
thousands of Bulgarians spending their holidays in summer resorts in northern
Greece and Greeks visiting winter resorts in south Bulgaria.

e Athens and Sofia have followed a fundamentally different policy vis-a-vis FYROM
since the collapse of Yugoslavia. But in both countries there is a strong disapproval
of the newly promoted nationalism in FYROM as well as serious concerns about the
domestic and regional consequences of the process of ‘antiquisation’, which is seen
as not only challenging history and cultural identity, but also the notion of “good-
neighborliness”. In recent years, Greece and Bulgaria seem to be on the same page
with regards to using their EU membership as a tool for moderating FYROM’s
nationalist excesses.

e Despite the establishment of the High Level Cooperation Council in 2010, political
dialogue between the two countries was, until recently, far below its “full potential”.
The countries could potentially cooperate much closer on regional issues as well as
in promoting their common interests in Brussels, on issues such as EU structural
funds or migration pressures. It is encouraging that political dialogue between
Athens and Sofia has intensified as of recent, as it was underlined by the third
meeting of the High Level Cooperation Council in August 2016.

e Both countries are going through a phase of protracted crisis. In Bulgaria’s case, the
crisis of course is much longer. Although the period of transition (that has
preoccupied so much public debate) came to an end with Bulgaria’s accession into
the EU in 2007, the country hasn’t managed to deal with the deep-seated socio-
economic problems, generated by the transition since 1990. In Greece’s case, the
debt crisis that began in 2010 continues, with the country appearing unable to
recover from the crisis. In the meantime, Greece begins to suffer from issues, well-
known to Bulgaria, such as widespread contempt for the political system and the
political elite, brain drain, a deepening demographic crisis, and growing trend of
depopulation and abandonment of the countryside.
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The debt crisis in Greece and the inability of successive Greek governments to deal
effectively with it has generated a variety of responses in Bulgaria, but overall there
is no doubt that it has harmed Greece’s image in the country. The “attraction” of the
Greek brand name has been reduced, as for example less Bulgarians are interested
in learning the Greek language since the onset of the crisis. The fact that many
important Greek businesses and banks in Bulgaria have been bought by third parties
has also strengthened public perceptions of a Greece’s reduced power and status.

The use of the demeaning term BovAyapomoinon in Greece, signifies also a major
shift in the bilateral relationship: standards of living are getting closer, as the
substantial differences that divided for more than two decades the two societies -
and led so many Bulgarians to look for a better life in Greece - are shrinking fast.
Now, it's Greeks that are looking towards Bulgaria: during the last six years, a
growing number of Greeks (businessmen, mixed families) have chosen to live and
work in their neighboring country.

Neither Athens nor Sofia have managed to duplicate their close relationship with
any other of their Balkan neighbors in the last two and a half decades. Athens, in
particular, does not enjoy a “problem free relationship” with any of its other three
immediate neighbors. In fact, such a good and stable relationship, as the one enjoyed
between Greece and Bulgaria, cannot be found anywhere in the Balkans (with the
possible exception of Albania and Kosovo, that however constitute an exception due
to their ethnic affinity). Given the general instability and turbulence in the post-Cold
War era and the long history of hostility, relations between Bulgaria and Greece
should be seen as a truly Balkan success story.

The close ties and good working relationship that the two counties have managed to
build are not however “immune” to the challenges they have appeared. As the case
of the protests by Greek farmers underlined, “unchecked” social protests that
unjustifiably harm the interests of the other side have the capacity to generate
substantial public discontent, harming and undermining bilateral ties. They also
bring to the surface negative stereotypes about Greece and Greeks (such as that of
the “cunning and untrustworthy Byzantine”) that although have largely retreated
from public domain, remain nevertheless “dormant” in Bulgarian society.
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APPENDIX: GREEK NEWSPAPER ARTICLES
USED FOR MEDIA REPRESENTATIONS
ANALYSIS

e ’'Eleva AmootoAiSou, “TiL ompwyvel TS €AMVIKEG eTXELPNOES ot BovAyapia”.
MakeSovia tng Kuplakng, 29 OktwpBpiov 2016

e Mapia Boupydva, “Emiyeipnon..Boaikavilatép: MTAOKO Yl €AANVIKEG ETOLPELES
oppayida ota Baikdvia”, '/EONOZX. 9 deBpovapiov, 2017

e 0Bavog Toipog, “Malikn @LYN EAANVIK®OV £TALPELWV oTa Baikavia”, H Kabnuepwn, 22
NoepBpiov 2015, 6.19

o IIpokomng Xatl{nvikoAdov, “EAgyyol yia elkovikeg emiyelpnoels o€ Bovdyapia kot Kumpo
amd to YIIOIK”, KaBnpuepvn, 15 Avyovotov, 2016

e ElevBepotumia, «H BovAyapia BéAel va pmet oto NATO péow EAAGSag», 21 OxtwfBpiov
1999

o Eleubepotumia, «Ymootpidn ot Boviyapia yia NATO-EE-mpotacels yia aywyod», 2
NoepBpiov 2001

e EAevbepotumia, «ABnva ompwyvel Zoela oe E.E., NATO», 30 Noepfpiov 2001,
EAevBepotuia, «Bila TéAog pe BouAyapia», 11 Ampidiov 2001

o Eleubepotumia, «Emiomevon yux Povpavia, BovAyapia BAémeL o Znpitne», 22 lavovapiov
2003

e Eleubepotumia, «Enuimg-Kootdép ocvp@wvolv yia tn Avon ota Xkomiar», 4 Ampidiov
2001

o Elevbepotumia, «EAAGSa kot BouvAyapia éxouv kowd Spduo mpog to péAAov» 17
NoepBpiov 2001

o ElevBeportumia, «H EAA&Sa 3og emevdutng otn BovAyapia and v E.E.», 7 Avyovotov
1999

o Eleubepotumia, «Bouvdyapikr) kat toupkikr TtpookAnon mpog EAAnveg emiyelpnpaties», 3
NoepBpiov 1999

e Eleubepotumia, «Emévduom ac@aieiag n BovAyapia», 7 Noegpfpiov 1999, «Apoduot,
pevpa Kal agplo pe Pouvpavia, Bovdyapia»

e Eleubepotumia, 20 Ampidiov 2004
e EXevbepotumia, «ITalapedel 0 OTE pe BovAyapio» 28 lavovapiov 2000
o E)evBepotumia, «Néo dvorypa Eurobank otn BovAyapio», 24 Aekepfpiov 2003).

e  E)evbepotumia, «ZuppoAn Twv eAANVIKWV emevdloewv ot xelpalopevn Boviyapia», 22
Oxktwfpiov 1999

e EAeubepotumia, «ZTa ouv oL eEAANVIKES eEaywyEG oTa Badkdviar, 16 Aekepfpiov 2001

e Elevbepotumia, «BaAkavikr avaca 6Tto gumopiko pag toollyo», 27 lavovapiov 2002
EAevBepotutia, «Baikavikdé EAvtopdvto yiax EOvikn», 14 AskepBpiov 2003

o Eleubepotumia, «BapBapn ekpetailevon: acvdotol ot ‘EAAnves @acovioteg ot
BovAyapia», 5 Maiov 2004

e Elevbepotumia, «Zo@ua: Ameldnl ywa BouAyapia o OTE», 23 deBpovapiov 2000,
EAevBepotutia, «Emevéioels xAlbatng mpoPoArs tov OTE ota BaAkavia», 8 louvviou
2001

e Eleubepotumia, «15 xpévia paxpiad amdé to evpw 1 BovAyapio», 7 lovAiouv 1999,
EAgvBepotutia, «ATd T papn ayopalst n Bovdyapiar, 24 Maiov 2000

e E)evbepotumia, «Nekpol amd to kpvo ot BovAyapia», 5 lavovapiov 2000
o Eleubepotumia, «ZkAnpés avénoels otn BovAyapia», 21 Auyovotov 2001

e E)evBepotumia, «BovAyapia: Twote ta madid pog amnd tnv neiva’», 31 lavovapiov 2000
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EAevBepotumia, «Twpa PETAVOOTEVOUV OL EMYEPNOES pag» 7 Malov 2003
EAgvBepotutia, «Metavaotedel To EAANVIKO xprjpa», 14 Aekepfpiov 2003

EdevBepotumia, «1,200 etaipeieg petavactevoav ta teAsutaio xpovia ota Baikdvio»,
11 Maitov 2003

EAgvBepotumia, «MakeSovia EakovoTn...TOV avépyou 1 xwpa, 6 lavovapiov 2006

EAevBepotumia, «Kapapaving otn BovAyapiwkr TV: Evtuxeis yia v évtaén ocag otnv
E.E.», 3 Iavovapiov 2007

EAgvBepotutia, «Exouv avamtuén, avepyla kot @twyelan, 27 Agkepfpiov 2006

EAevBepotumio, «Xe auotnpn emitipnon yw po tpletion, 27 Aeskepfpiov 2006,
EAevBepotumia, «Il6co emnpealet v EAAGSa 1 évta&n g Pouupaviag kat g
BovAyapiag ommv E.E: Metpdue ta ouvv kat ta TAnv», 31 AekepufBpiov 2006
EAgvBepotutia, «Bovdyapia kat Povpavia pag BAEmovv ag’ vmAov kal pag Kovipdpouv
oti§ eEaywyés: Twpa eipaote kat epeis Evpwmaiow, 27 Aekepfpiov 2006

KaBnuepwn: «Madikn @Uyn €TALPELOV KAl EMAYYEAHLATIOV YlX VA QTO@UYOUV TNV
umepopoArdynon», 30 lavovapiov 2017

Kabnuepwn, «Ilwo woxupn E.E. pe v évtagn BouvAyapiag- Povpaviag», 28 Askepfpilov
2006

KaBnpepwn, «H EAAGSa otipiée v évtaén pag», 31 Aekeufpiov 2006

Kabnuepwn, «H EAAGSa amoxktd véoug Evpwmaiovg yeltovegy, 31 Aekepfplov 2006,
KaBnpepwn, «H EAAGSa SieBvnig emevéutiky Bdaon ywx Pouvpavia kot BouvAyapia», 6
Iavovapiov 2007

KaBnpepw, «kEvpwmaieg pev, @twyés 6¢e...», 3 Iavovapiov 2007
Kabnuepwn, «H Baikavikny mepimétela g E.E.», 31 Askepfpiov 2006,

KaBnpuepwn, «Ou aywyol @épvouv kovtd EAAGSa- BouvAyapia», 18 Oktwfpiov 2013,
KaBnpuepwn, «Xvvavimon Kotlia-Mitop vy tnv evepyelakn TmoArtikr EAAGSag-
BouvAyapiag», 14 Maiov 2015

KaBnpepwn, «Anpovpyla Stakpatikoy eAAnvo-BouAyaplkol SLHXELPLOTIKOU (POPEN TOU
motapoV ‘ERpour, 22 Askepfpiov 2015

KaBnpepwn, «II. Kappévos: TdEo otabepdtntag BovAdyapia kat EAAGSa», 26 IouAiov
2016)

KaBnpepwn, «YPwvel gppdxtn kot BovAyapiar, 25 Maptiov 2016
KaBnpepw, «EmtiBeon Mmopico kata ¢ EAAGSag» 13 Ampidiov 2016
KaBnpepwn, «IloArtikn 6§uvong and toug fopelovs yeitoves pag», 30 Ampiiiov 2016

KaBnpepwn, «H BovAyapia Ba amotpéPel tnv elcodo PeTavaoTWV 0TO £6a@AG TNG ATO
™mv EAAaSa», 29 Maiov 2016

KaBnuepwn, «Ametdobvtal ol oxéoels pag pe ™ Boudyapia», 20 defpovapiov 2016,
KaBnpepwvn, «Ackolv Ta TPAKTEP EEWTEPLKT] TIOALTIKT);», 26 Defpovapiov 2016

[pwto Bépa: «Mmopico® Yl Tpoo@LYLkd: Ta ZKOTILK CUUTIEPLPEPOVTAL VTIEVBUVA EV®D
n EAAGSa 6x1», 26 Maptiov 2016

IMpwto BOféna, «H BovAyapia otivel @payxm 484 xopétpwv pe v EAAGSa», 10
Avyovotov 2016

[lpwto Ofpa, «EmiBeon Mmopico@: Sivete Ae@td otnv EAAGSa yia T0 TPoo@uYLko
emeldn o emitpoTtog elvat 'EAAnvag!», 15 ZemtepPpiov 2016

MMpwto Ofpa, «Aéka eAAnvikés etalpeieg v nuépa 8pvovtatr otn BouvAyapiar», 15
Maptiov 2016

[pwto Bfpa, «Avtimowa amd BoUAyapoug vraAképndes yia ta umAoka- ‘ExAeicav ta
ouvopa pe v EAAGSa», 16 deBpovapiov 2016

[Mpwto Bfpa, «Mag mpav oto PiAd ot BovAyapol- H EAAaSa Sev eival kpatog mou
Aettoupyel AéeL o Mmopicog», 19 ®eBpovapiov 2016

Mpwto Bépa, «H BovAyapila {ntd mapéufaocn ¢ EE ya ta aypotikd pmAdkar», 19
deBpovapiov 2016
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[Mpwto Bépa, «H Boviyapomoinon tng EAAGSag», 28 Zemtepfpiov 2011

Mpwto Ofua, «Ki av dev yivoupe Bovdyapia, pmopovpe KAAAOTA Vo UOLAGOUUE OTH)
Bopewa Kopéan, 23 deBpovapiov 2013

[Mpwto Ofpa, «MioBoug Bovdyapiag yia To Snpodclo Kot Tov WSLwTIKO Topex BAETEL O
YYPIZA», 14 deBpovapiov 2013

TO BHMA, «Zaywidng: Ot pieBoi BovAyapiag 6 Ba Avoouv to TtpoRAnua», , 4 Ampidiov
2012

Ta Néa, “Ot BovAyapol tpiouv ta xépla Toug yia Ti§ véeg Boets epyaaoiag”’, 15 Maptiov
2016

iefimerida, “15.000 eAAnvikég emiyeipriosls Bpiokovtat 1én ot BovAyapia- ok otnv
owkovopia”, 19 OktwPpiov 2016

CNN.gr, “Eemepvolv Tig 17.000 ot eAAnvikég emielpnoelg pe €5pa Bouvdyapia”, 24
NoepBpiov 2016

65






Hellenic Foundation for European & Foreign Policy (ELTAMEP)- SOUTH EAST EUROPEAN PROGRAMME

Vas. Sofias, 10676 Athens, Greece | Tel. +30 210 7257 110 | Fax +30 210 7257 114 | E-mail see_programme@eliamep.qgr
Learn more about our work - Visit our website at: http: i

ELTAMEP offers a forum for debate on international and European issues. Its non-partisan character supports the right to free and well-
documented discourse. ELIAMEP publications aim to contribute to scholarly knowledge and to provide policy relevant analyses. As such,
they solely represent the views of the author(s) and not necessarily those of the Foundation.



