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Foreword 

 

Regine Schubert, Head of the Office Bulgaria, Friedrich-Ebert-Stiftung 

 

 

In the context of the recent geo-political developments, South East Europe faces the emergence 

of new and old division lines. Nowadays we see the Balkan - Black Sea space again as a focal 

point of security threats and challenges. Therefore, the Friedrich-Ebert-Stiftung considers it 

necessary to offer platforms and opportunities for a constructive dialogue among experts and 

policy makers in order to analyze these security challenges and thus contribute towards the 

strengthening of regional and multilateral initiatives and formats, which will hopefully help to 

overcome these new and old security threats and risks. 

The recent security challenges have their origins outside as well as inside the countries of the 

region. A constructive and sustainable response to these challenges requires not only the 

cooperation and concerted initiatives from Washington, Brussels and Moscow, but also the 

active participation and support from within the countries of South-East Europe. History has 

taught us the lesson that the Balkans and the Black Sea cannot continue to be the object of 

interventions by international and global actors, but has to be a partner and subject of joint 

efforts in the construction of a common European Household. 

Hopefully, the Varna Forum is becoming an annual opportunity and a space for the thinking 

together of experts and policy-makers from the Balkan and the Black Sea countries on security 

issues, and an incubator for ideas and initiatives for strengthening the role of the region in 

achieving the above-mentioned objectives. 

I would like to thank the co-organizers of the first Varna Forum – the Solidarity Society 

Foundation and the Economics and International Relations Institute in Sofia for their fruitful 

cooperation. 
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Introduction 
 

Georgi Pirinski, Member of the European Parliament, Program Director of the Solidarity 

Society Foundation 

 

 

 

Today policy makers, analysts and concerned citizens throughout Europe and the world over are 

confronted by the overriding challenge to develop new thinking in order to successfully 

overcome what can be termed as the extraordinarily complex multiple crisis of the post-Cold war 

world. Over the last two years, the Balkans-Black sea space has emerged as one of the principal 

focal points of this manifold crisis, presenting a set of especially urgent and potentially 

devastating threats. 

This understanding of the gravity of the challenges and the need for adequate responses led to the 

initiation of a first gathering at the end of May 2015 of concerned experts and politicians in the 

format of the Varna Forum (VF) – a venue convened under Chatham House rules with the 

purpose precisely of engaging in an exercise of fresh thinking on these threats and on the viable 

approaches for overcoming them. 

The initial impulse to establish such a forum as a permanent platform for an on-going security 

debate in South Eastern Europe came from a shared conclusion that much of the conferences and 

discussions on the challenges facing the region had been conducted within the increasingly 

unsatisfactory framework of ”us – them”, that is “we” – the EU Member States (versus) “them” 

– the countries off the Western Balkans and Turkey. In the course of preparing the VF it became 

clear that the region of the Black sea would also have to be included in the subject matter of the 

conference. 
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Thus the overarching theme of the Thinking Together Varna Forum became “The Balkan-Black 

sea Crossroads – New Departures?” with the subtitle “The BBS space – recurrent periphery or 

regional security platform?” The discussions were organized around three panel themes – on the 

reemergence of war, on energy security and on regional cooperation. The main points made in 

the course of the discussions may be found in the Summary, included in the present compendium 

of the Varna Papers. 

Here it would be worthwhile to highlight the following principal findings: 

- The reemergence of war as both a reality and a possible policy option in 21st Century 

Europe was recognized as the critical new development with hugely devastating 

potential for international peace and cooperation way beyond the Balkan-Black sea 

space. Equally worrying, the inability to make peace irreversible by democratic means 

has emerged as a major deficiency of contemporary international politics; 

- On the issues regarding energy it was noted that the new energy realities, such as the 

oversupply of gas, the spreading of new technologies, the consideration of new routs 

(North-South corridor), as well as the increasing role of companies in shaping policies, 

are changing the “rules of the game”. These require an up-to-date pragmatic approach to 

decisive energy issues, yet at present such an approach is being mostly overshadowed 

by value-based judgements; 

- The idea of creating a new Balkan-Black sea European Macro Region was put forward 

in the course of the discussions as a possible novel approach, aimed at building an 

inclusive framework for cooperation by all countries and sub-regions in the space 

indicated under an overall pro-European perspective. 

The intervention by Hannes Swoboda, who was the key speaker at the forum (former president 

of the Progressive Alliance of Socialists and Democrats in the 7th European Parliament – 2009-

2014), provided a most comprehensive and forward looking perspective, covering virtually the 

full range of issues discussed. He underlined that what is now needed is a new logic of greater 

pragmatism, reminiscent of the Helsinki step-by-step process. Value-based positions on major 

issues should not be discarded, but they should not prevent the development of collaborative 

approaches and policies: from Helsinki 1 to Helsinki 2! 

The Energy basket could provide a major impulse towards new connectivity. The idea of a trans-

European trade and economic cooperation area should also be revived and elaborated. 

A new multiple security strategy ought to be developed around a new enhanced role for the 

OSCE, with Russia an integral part of an all-European security system. Such a system should 

also include a corresponding military format involving NATO. 

Much of the present thinking in the course of the on-going EU Global Foreign Policy Strategy 

Review and the review of the European Neighborhood Policy and Enlargement Negotiations 

seems to more or less repeat the defining underpinnings of the present strategic paradigm – that 
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is the overall aim of achieving societal and regime transformations through corresponding 

conditionality and “more-for-more” practices, with support depending on a particular type of 

reform implementation. Another feature of this paradigm is the objective of drawing the partner 

countries “closer to the West””, i.e. of increasingly isolating Russia. 

However, it should be increasingly evident that strategies of this sort have proven to be largely 

ineffective and even counterproductive regarding both the internal development of the respective 

countries and the overall objective of enhancing European stability and security. Therefore a 

renewed foreign and neighborhood strategy with any chance of overcoming the present policy 

impasse must give most careful consideration to the alternative approach of engaging in 

comprehensive bilateral cooperation programs with the countries in transition, coupled with a 

new inclusive partnership approach also involving Russia. 

The shared purpose of the participants in the first Varna Forum was to provide relevant insights 

and useful approaches towards developing a truly new and productive security and foreign policy 

vision and practical approaches that would represent a realistic response to the present grave 

security challenges by choosing the option of cooperation and rejecting the path of mounting 

military confrontation. 

At the conclusion of discussions, the feeling was shared that the proceedings and the findings 

outlined represent a realistic basis for turning the VF into a periodic annual gathering, capable of 

productively serving the fundamental interests of European citizens for preserving peace 

throughout Europe and making it irreversible, as well as for promoting and enhancing good-

neighborly relations, progressive reforms and welfare in all  countries of the European South 

East and East – the true path towards lasting security and cooperation throughout Europe and far 

beyond. 
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The Balkan-Black Sea Crossroads – New Departures? 

The Balkan–Black Sea Space: recurrent “crisis periphery” or regional 

security platform? 

 
Radoslav Deyanov, Expert, RAD Consulting 

 

1. Introduction 

This paper provides a starting point for considering issues related to the economic, political and 

military challenges to the climate of security and cooperation that Balkan-Black Sea 

(BBS)/South East Europe-Black Sea (SEE-BS)1 countries (space) currently face.  

The prospects for lasting peace, political stability and economic prosperity of the BBS countries 

are widely seen as heavily dependent on the “twists and turns” of the geostrategic competition. 

Disputed energy supplies, changing patterns of international trade, political transformations and 

resurgent military hostilities are increasingly raising difficult questions concerning the climate of 

regional cooperation for common security and economic prosperity. Governments and civil 

societies in the BBS space currently struggle to address a number of challenges, which already 

have serious implications for their national security.  

While the EU Members in the BBS space are obliged to look at these challenges from the 

perspective of EU strategies and policies, whenever relevant “acquis” do exist and really 

function, they also need to give due attention to their vital national interests and sometimes go 

their own way when other preferred options are not proceeding. This is particularly valid when 

EU policy debates remain blocked or absorb too much political energy to produce pragmatic 

solutions that actually matter.   

                                                           
1 References to the “Balkan-Black Sea” (BBS) space/countries and the “South East Europe-Black Sea” (SEE-BS) space/countries are used 

interchangeably throughout this paper with the same meaning. This is done out of respect for both traditional approaches and a new 
reference convention inspired by 21st century approaches.   
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Participants in the Varna Forum are encouraged to begin discussing the common challenges 

facing the SEE-BS countries in the 21st century. In doing so, they may wish to address the 

incomplete list of specific questions raised below or put forward in the preliminary programme 

of discussions, together with any other issues related to the subject-matter under consideration. 

The main purpose of the paper is to facilitate these discussions, assist in focusing the debate in 

the direction of forward-looking conclusions, and possibly provide suitable policy prescriptions.  

The clustering of the matters described below is a tentative one, implying no preferred order of 

consideration. Participants may choose to look at these issues as further elaborated upon in three 

interrelated annexes to this general introduction, as time permits, or be prepared to offer other 

subjects for consideration. 

2. Present security challenges in the BBS space: resumed confrontations or novel 

developments? 

Upsurge of traditional rivalries between states? 

While certain parts of the BBS space enjoy peace, stability and relative prosperity secured by 

existing Euro-Atlantic structures, other areas in the East European periphery currently experience 

a great deal of volatility. The upsurge of traditional rivalries here seems to result from a 

multitude of reasons, which require comprehensive approaches to bring about normalization and 

to secure stability. Both the Ukraine conflict and the savaging hostilities initiated by the Islamic 

State of Iraq and al-Sham (ISIS) in the Middle East generate clear and present dangers for the 

security of BBS countries and, indeed, for the entire European continent. Political risks and 

economic stagnation do not just result from predominantly local instabilities. They seem to be 

increasingly caused by unrestrained competition in the globalization process, which leads to 

strained relations and even military confrontation.  

As tensions between great powers increase with no end in sight, damages inflicted to global trade 

significantly affect “non-targeted” countries in the BBS area. The existing mechanisms of 

international (UN-related) and European (OSCE-affiliated and NATO-based) security and 

cooperation have revealed serious limitations. The security of the so-called “front countries” in 

the BBS area is thus most directly affected. The common objectives of sustainable security and 

economic prosperity remain outstanding issues for almost all BBS governments. Non-traditional 

cooperative approaches need to be considered in addressing these issues in a manner acceptable 

to all. 

Outbreak of crises due to new dividing lines across societies? 

Resurgent ideological and/or religious affiliations have brought about new dividing lines in BBS 

societies, thus making international reconciliation efforts even more difficult to develop the 

necessary momentum. Some divergences result from the genuine quest of large groups of people 

to adapt their post-communist societies to democratic values and integrate them with prosperous 
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parts of Europe. This often involves intense political clashes, if not open hostilities, with those 

who have interests in preserving oligarchic methods of governance or are determined to defend 

more ancient social values. Other lines of divergence remain inspired by deeply rooted religious 

beliefs. The latter have already been seen as being abused, thus breeding extremist ideologies 

and terrorist activities claiming innocent lives. They also prevent people from redefining national 

values and placing regional cooperation on a pragmatic foundation.  

Against this background, there seems to be a clear need for new regional approaches to economic 

cooperation and political integration for the benefit of all people in the BBS space. Political 

leaders are expected to find common ground among divergent postures and seek to enlarge 

mutual understanding and cooperation. Overcoming the perceived “conceptual incompatibility” 

of the EU Partnership process for BBS countries with similar economic integration plans to 

bridge European and Asian societies would require fresh political thinking. If there were a will to 

reconcile ideological differences based on greater mutual respect of legitimate interests, there 

would certainly be a way to moderate extremist approaches and unite around pragmatic common 

values.  

Impact of out-of-area global forces and developments? 

The BBS area has always been a crossroad where competing great powers seek to assert their 

global interests. National security objectives in the area have often been frustrated by strategic 

goals. Times of relative regional stability have thus alternated with periods of instability and 

intense hostilities.  

There are certainly observers and commentators who would argue that there is an increasing 

volume of evidence that the 21-st century ideological and/or religious confrontation in the BBS 

space, or the neighboring volatile part of the Middle East, result largely from the continuing 

rivalry between geopolitical actors serving globalist economic ambitions and seeking to gain 

decisive political and economic control. The natural desire of many BBS countries to deal 

efficiently with energy deficiencies, for instance, faces great powers’ efforts to retain existing or 

acquire new advantages in this respect. Some military hostilities in the BBS space openly 

involve “private armies” fighting for the economic and political interests of the oligarchic groups 

or state agencies. The resulting migration of large groups of “war refugees” to neighboring BBS 

countries forces local governments to set aside scarce national resources to mitigate humanitarian 

crises.      

Local governments continue to find it difficult to ignore the continuing great powers’ rivalry, 

which sometimes constrain regional options of BBS nations. Many of them face the challenge of 

how best to balance divergent political strategies and moderate the pursuit of independent 

national avenues for economic, social and political development. They can hardly expect that 

great powers would easily give up their strategic ambitions.  
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The need to address this challenge in a sustainable way remains vital today. Such consideration 

may have to involve analysis of the following matters:  

 Who are the “main players” in the current strategic instability in the Black Sea (BS) 

space - Russia, USA, Ukraine, Turkey, the European Union, particularly some EU 

Members, and possibly China, and what are their individual strategies in the area at 

this moment of history?  

 Should the BS space be seriously considered - in the current politico-military 

circumstances - as a “southern pivot” for a new “Cold War” Baltic-to-Black Sea 

nexus? 

 Alternatively, should the different history, cultural and economic cooperation 

records/realities in the BBS space justify fostering a lower degree of “forced politico-

military confrontation” and serious consideration of more relaxed “common defence” 

measures, compared to those preferred in the northern part (i.e. by the Baltic countries 

and Poland)?  

 What type of balance between local and geostrategic interests could jointly be 

perceived by BBS counties as suitable in seeking lasting peace and beneficial 

economic cooperation in this area?  

 Which are the prevailing factors they need to be addressed in the BS space, with a 

view to designing balanced approaches to peace stability, regional security and 

economic prosperity, and, in this context, could there be pragmatic ways to reconcile 

national and strategic perspectives with impact on the on-going confrontation? 

 Could there be suitable regional structures that might secure the local economic, 

social and political objectives in some synchrony with great powers’ long-term 

interests?  

 To this end, what could be the elements of a long-term Road Map and a Joint Action 

Plan to building a BBS framework for regional security and cooperation? 

3. "21-st century approaches to security and cooperation: blending the traditional 

with the transformational?" 

Constitutional pluralism and civil society – sufficient for lasting security? 

The comprehensive approach to national security encompasses many aspects of a nation’s life in 

the 21st century. The concept refers to the ability to preserve the nation's physical integrity and 

territory by non-military and military means: to maintain its economic relations on reasonable 

terms, to preserve its nature, values, institutions and governance from disruption, and to control 

its borders, internal law and social order. Emphases on certain aspects of national security 

become increasingly relevant at times of emergence of specific threats to the capacity of the 
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nation to control domestic and foreign conditions that the society believes necessary for its 

overall well-being and prosperity.  

“Constitutional pluralism and civil society” are indispensable tools for political governance in a 

democratic society, capable of securing a widely shared sense of freedom and justice. These 

instruments are necessary but they are far from sufficient for a nation to insure vital components 

of its overall security, including its economic prosperity, availability of adequate energy and 

natural resources, infrastructural systems, environmental safety, educational resources, armed 

forces capability, law enforcement efficiency, diplomatic capacity, and social security. In all 

these areas of national security, the society needs to be assured in the absence of vital threats, 

and the state has to be ready to defend effectively and efficiently the prevailing values and 

overall well-being of the nation.  

The territorial imperative – old-world aberration or undeniable reality? 

Territorial integrity has long been recognized as a key prerequisite for safeguarding national 

security and nurturing cooperation for regional stability. In this respect, the territorial imperative 

is an undeniable reality, but its role seems to have gradually diminished in day-to-day 

cooperation due to the impact of EU values and principles. The EU notion of free movement of 

people, ideas and financial capital codified in “EU acquis” is appealing also to countries aspiring 

to become full EU Member States.  

As regards the BBS space, the territorial factor retains its traditional dominant role in some of its 

peripheral parts, where on-going hostilities are generated by the desire to exercise full control 

over natural resources and are tied to maintenance of internal order. Hence, the BBS space would 

continue to be an arena of influence of a mix of political and economic factors that place 

different importance on the territorial imperative. Any long-term initiative seeking to identify 

shared regional concerns in the BBS area and to suggest suitable regional frameworks of 

cooperation would need to consider this situation. There will continue to be a clash of ideas as to 

how much the territorial factor would matter in view of the growing competition to secure 

energy and natural resources.   

New security role for regions – dead-end notion or insight? 

The regional approach to security seems to acquire increasing relevance and cannot “a priori” be 

dismissed as a dead-end notion. In this context, the EU emphasis on regional approaches, 

including macro-regional cooperation arrangements, deserves a closer look. The “regional 

security notion” refers to transnational cooperation to secure peace, stability and higher 

prosperity of local societies united by specific regional concerns and shared interests. Successful 

projects inspired by such objectives need to be based on a common understanding of the benefits 

for each regional power involved. Political and legally binding arrangements among interested 

parties can provide the foundation for long-term, lasting patterns of regional cooperation.   
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4. Regional comprehensive security options for the BBS space: unattainable illusion or 

required alternative? 

“Real world” “hard” security policies of arms buildup entailing political deadlock – the 

only “game in town” or reversible scenario? 

The on-going arms buildup in the eastern part of the BBS space seems likely to remain a 

consequence of the prevailing security situation for some time. The EU and OSCE peace-

building involvement centered on the Minsk Agreements might assist in shortening this 

development. The challenge would be how to achieve a stable disengagement and agree 

politically on the basis for recognition of the legitimate interests of all parties involved, including 

local, neighboring and global powers. The BBS states will have a stake in such normalization 

and might benefit from uniting their efforts to ensure that their national security and regional 

stability would not be adversely affected.  

The typical EU instruments of influence - diplomatic mediation, development and technical 

assistance, prospective trade offers, conditioned market access - could well be applied to 

facilitate the search for mutually advantageous solutions through the involvement of BBS 

countries, particularly the East European Members. In a perspective, there will probably be a 

parallel process of redefining EU security policies founded on a shared understanding of 

sufficient European defence, crisis management capacity and cooperative security arrangements. 

Until the key actors pay equal respect to these three elements, it would be difficult to make 

serious progress towards stability and rebuilding security.  

The established 20th century collective security framework covering the area from the Atlantic 

to the Ural seems to be tottering, and other means need to be found to address the 21st century 

threats to common security. The CFE and Open Sky arrangements and the confidence- and 

security-building measures in place for more than a quarter of a century, are already seen by 

some as having been condemned to the ash heap of history. While this may seem appropriate 

now, and there is no doubt that current circumstances and their impact on mutual trust will take 

time to redress, there seems to be no need for such a rush to judgment unless one has already 

decided to give up entirely on diplomacy. 

The territorial changes having resulted from the continuing Ukraine crises have forced the EU to 

confront the fact that its post-modern “dream order” is not going to take over the continent, let 

alone the world. Whilst the EU has done better than its critics imagined in holding together in the 

face of threats of aggression, Europeans have not united around a strategy for moving beyond the 

current disorder. The EU might need to focus its transformative political energy on consolidating 

its own political space, which is now seen by some to extend to the Ukraine, Moldova and 

Georgia. Europe could also wish to find a way to help Russia redirect itself from its path of 

dangerous isolationism. The EU may have to accept coexistence with its powerful nuclear-

weapon neighbour by deterring aggressive patterns of communication in the European space and 
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by cooperating with Russia’s own integration project, the Eurasian Union. This might at least 

offer another option for shifting Russia’s activities from the predominantly military to the 

preferable economic sphere. The BBS countries will need to consider such a perspective while 

designing their own collective ways ahead. 

“Soft” security digressions, cyber and media warfare – irreversible practices or manageable 

challenges? 

Military hostilities in the 21st century are obviously different from those of distant times. 

Methods involving cyber-attacks and media wars are increasingly becoming part of attempts by 

state and non-state actors to gain control of valuable economic assets and to dominate relations. 

Rivaling parties in global competition or regional conflicts apply asymmetric measures and 

counter-measures to acquire influence. Plans for geostrategic expansion often use power 

struggles between local oligarchs to secure decisive political control in corrupt societies. In this 

process, mass media domination is frequently abused to distort facts, hide actual driving forces, 

and “justify” subversive destabilizing actions.  

BBS countries may wish to address collectively questions that might help them strengthen global 

and regional capacity to manage risks and prevent destabilizing developments. “Mischievous 

endeavors” presented as normal international practices have to be recognized and redressed 

successfully, using pre-established remediation mechanisms, if they are not to escalate. 

Questions that might be raised in this context include: 

 How can the international community identify early enough the activities that aim at 

such destabilizing results?  

 Where is the threshold of “legitimate trade expansion” when common security and 

economic stability risk to get out of control?  

 What is the point in a process of economic, military or electronic modernization when 

“preventive measures of defence” acquire “offensive capability” that could be 

perceived as a threat to legitimate security interests and regional stability? 

Energy Security Challenges Affecting the SEE–BS Space 

Energy security is currently a “hot potato” of political debates in Europe. Many of the on-going 

economic, trade or military disputes seem generated by or focusing on the resolution of the 

energy sufficiency problem. Member States in the EU periphery covering the South East 

Europe–Black Sea (SEE-BS) space are already heavily affected from the lack of a credible EU 

energy strategy and related policy. It seems that their governments, while awaiting completion of 

the process of establishing the political and legal foundations of the desired EU Energy Union, 

are also considering possible interim mechanisms. They are setting up new formats for sub-

regional cooperation (e.g. the “Craiova Troika” consultation process) to facilitate the 

coordination of their approaches and to enhance their voices at relevant EU debates. It seems that 
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the quest for guaranteeing an uninterrupted and possibly diversified and non-discriminatory flow 

of natural gas and/or crude oil to all EU Members constitutes one of the most important 

challenges to the comprehensive national security of each nation.  

The European Commission has published its Framework Strategy that describes its rationale for 

a European Energy Union. The document points out that energy insecurity in the EU has two 

main sources: (a) gaps in the integration of the European energy market, especially in regions 

such as Central and Eastern Europe, and (b) recurrent disruptions of energy imports. To combat 

these problems, the strategy focuses in two of its five dimensions on removing energy islands 

and bottlenecks from the infrastructure map of Europe, and on developing solidarity mechanisms 

for preventive planning and emergency responses for scenarios in which supply is disrupted. Part 

of the aim of the Energy Union is to diversify the EU’s gas supplies away from Russia, which 

has twice so far threatened to cut supplies in an attempt to influence political and/or market 

events, and which is foreseen again as a likely consequence after the outbreak of the Ukraine 

conflict.  

The Commission has thus acknowledged the foreign policy implications of energy policy and the 

need for a coordinated energy approach, something that was largely under-emphasized in 

previous discussions about the future of EU energy security. The Energy Union strategy suggests 

a number of measures to boost Europe’s energy security, both internally and externally. One of 

the external aspects involves granting the Commission a watchdog role in the process of the 

renegotiation of Intergovernmental Agreements (IGAs) with third countries to ensure compliance 

with European rules and security of supply criteria. This would enable the Commission to raise 

concerns about projects such as South Stream, having already affected some SEE countries, 

whenever they fail to accommodate European interests. The other aspect provides an answer to 

the problem of excessive dependency on Russian gas. 

Against this background, it should be noted that, while the affluent part of Europe enjoys a 

greater stability of natural gas imports from Russia or other sources, its SEE-BS part is already a 

victim of the renewed geostrategic clash at the European border with Asia. The “counter 

economic sanctions” of Russia are already hurting the EU “front countries”. In anticipation of 

the EU Energy Union that might be concluded in the distant future, the SEE-BS countries – both 

EU Members and EU Partnership countries - seem to have a common interest in finding their 

own efficient ways to mitigate the growing threats and huge economic damages they currently 

incur. They would need to generate a critical national consensus encouraging them to focus 

regional debates on the specific SEE-BS energy interests, thus trying to insulate themselves from 

further “geostrategic fallout”. This could also demonstrate the common resolve of the EU 

Members in the SEE-BS space to help base the building of the EU Energy Union on the stable 

pillars of pragmatism, instead of blindly serving narrow political goals with geopolitical flavour.  
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The regional search for mutually acceptable approaches to energy security, involving all SEE-BS 

countries, might need to refocus on finding new grounds of pragmatism that would be more 

“economically fertile”. Questions that might need to be addressed to this end include:  

 How to secure uninterrupted and non-discriminatory access to natural gas resources 

that used to be part of traditional economic arrangements;  

 Where should the transiting corridors of supply pass to enable them to serve as factors 

for further development, thus helping to discontinue the peace erosion process and 

contribute to trans-regional stability and common security;  

 What are the sustainable integration-oriented energy policy options for the SEE-BS 

countries; and  

 What is the place of the western Balkans/SEE energy community format within the 

EU Energy Union Framework? 

Migration Pressures to SEE – BS Countries  

Migration pressures on Europe are growing rapidly. While affluent European countries has 

always been a target destination for “economic migrants” seeking a better life and generous 

social care, the 21st century has brought significant waves of “war refugees” from volatile parts 

of Northern Africa and the Middle East. The continuing savagery of terrorist activities by ISIS in 

Iraq and Syria forces huge groups of local people to flee away and seek refuge first in SEE-BS 

countries (among others, of course), with further possibilities to move on to more central parts of 

Europe. The migration surge has also increased the chances for SEE-BS countries to facilitate 

inadvertently the flow of jihadists from West Europe to the hostile areas and back, and to 

become targets of acts of jihadist terrorism (e.g. the relatively recent terrorist act by jihadist 

against Israeli tourist in Bulgaria).  

The SEE-BS countries, particularly their EU Members, have already started absorbing this 

“human flow heat” resulting from tactical relocation of “smuggling channels” from the 

Mediterranean zone to the SEE-BS space. This comes, inter alia, in response to the most recent 

introduction of stronger EU “border protection” measures covering the seashores of Southern 

Europe. In addition, the Ukraine conflict has created risks for EES-BS countries to find 

themselves forced to accept and treat huge groups of “war refugees" seeking shelter from on-

going military hostilities in the Ukraine, which houses a highly politicized multi-ethnic society 

under fire. Once again, the “SEE-BS crossroads” have actually turned out to be a factor crating 

insecurity rather than serving as a bond of cooperation fostering economic stability and human 

friendship.  

The European Union has already recognized migration to Europe, including its SEE-BS space, as 

a complex problem that needs urgent but also comprehensive long-term solutions. At this 

moment of debates in Brussels, the first priority for European leaders is to stop the death toll of 
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incoming illegal migrants drowning off European seashores, and to strongly discourage North 

African refugees to accept dangerous offers by greedy smugglers. Naval patrol search and rescue 

operations in Mediterranean and Black Sea and other maritime waters in Southern Europe need 

to be fully supported by EU “crisis funds”, with a mandate and level of financing that fully 

match the scale of the current “humanitarian emergency” situation.  

This initial campaign should not diminish in any way the urgency of the required additional EU 

funding - based on a fairer “burden sharing” amongst EU Members - for “front migrants 

receiving countries”, which are already absorbing the first hit of the new “migration wave” 

coming from the battle fields of Syria, Iraq, Libya, and the Ukraine. Currently, the EU seems 

committed to do what it can to help reverse these developments, but there will obviously be no 

easy or short-term solutions. In the meantime, all EU leaders must understand that attempts at 

migration to the countries at the “European periphery”, including the BBS space, will continue 

on a large scale, and that the EU must accordingly develop a range of measures that reflect both 

EU values and its financial and organizational responsibilities. 

Emergency and long-terms “migration relief measures” have recently been proposed for the 

Mediterranean area, which can well be applied to SEE-BS countries as well. In this context, the 

EU and interim BBS-relevant processes of developing appropriate “policy frameworks”, which 

obviously have to be interrelated and complementary, might need to include the following 

elements: 

 How consideration of the idea of “restoring and expanding search and rescue 

operations” in the Mediterranean and the BS space, enjoying  a suitable mandate and 

level of funding, could be organised and advanced in a “politically correct” manner; 

 What could be the basic principles underpinning additional pragmatic understandings 

for a “fairer migration-burden sharing” that covers the entire European continent 

(including its BS space), which could inspire the official setting up of a system of 

resources relocation within the EU, thus reducing the weight of the burden falling 

only on a handful of EU Member and EU partner-countries;  

 How could implementation of the notion of “promoting and funding temporary 

accommodation of refugees outside the EU through the construction of safe and 

decent facilities in third countries” facilitate BS countries in their dealing with the 

current large-scale “migration wave” in this space?  

 Could the EU proposal to “increase the UNHCR quota system” concerning migrants 

to Europe be applied on an equitable basis vis-à-vis the BS space? 

 How the EU-related suggestion for “launching a cooperative law enforcement effort 

to break trafficking networks, confiscate or destroy their assets and prosecute those 

involved” be applied in the BS space?  
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 Do these and other measures seem necessary, and uniformly applicable throughout all 

affected European maritime areas, to ensure that the EU’s approach to the complex 

challenge of migration is sustainable, equitable and humane? 

 Would the SEE-BS nations affected by the unusually high “migration wave” only 

benefit if the SEE-BS governments become actively involved in the all-European 

process aimed at a “better regulation and protection of the European sea and land 

borders from the current migration pressures”?   

Creation of a “Balkan-Black Sea” European macro-region - “pipe dream” or promising 

new departure? 

The EU policy of promoting macro-regional strategies and formats is increasingly seen as an 

effective instrument of involving countries with differing backgrounds and status in joint sector-

specific programs to the benefit of their nations. In this context, the idea of a “Balkan-Black Sea” 

European (BBSE) macro-region seems to generate a great appeal and new hopes for fruitful 

cooperation to secure more stable peace, stability and higher prosperity. It could be expected that 

such a project would look like a “pipe dream” - at least for a while, but no one can deny its 

significant potential to become an adequate framework for addressing shared security concerns. 

The on-going review of the EU Neighbourhood Policy might also be a promising avenue for 

defining the benefits from developing a BBSE macro-regional cooperation process. 

It is clear that most of the BBS countries face a common threat of becoming victims of the on-

going Ukraine conflict, either by a migration wave of war refugees seeking asylum or by a 

spillover of military hostilities to NATO countries. Providing heavy arms to the Ukrainian 

government helps Kiev very little in view of the enormous capacity of separatist forces to get 

additional support needed to neutralize such a development. The only likely result would be a 

higher level and intensity of military operations with no end in view. Military confrontation thus 

remains a meaningless option unable to offer any lasting solution. It also seems obvious that 

continuing economic sanctions on Russia are hurting a lot EU Member States located in the BBS 

space. In addition, these sanctions do not appear to produce the desired policy effect.  

Questions that might need to be addressed in this context seem to include the following 

inconclusive list:  

 Should SEE-BS countries and all EU Members indeed, seek 21st century security 

solutions by offering an important role to Russia?  

 Alternatively, do these countries should try to resolve their respective security 

problems related to the Ukraine conflict without or even against Russia, e.g. within 

NATO only to which many of them belong? 

 Or, perhaps as some have suggested, should the SEE countries better try to use all 

“negotiating arenas” – the EU, the all-European “common security”, and NATO fora 



18 
 

- in an interrelated and non-provocative manner – in an attempt to assert, on the basis 

of their vital national security interests, particularly crucial issues of their economic 

prosperity (irrespective of priorities that the North European “front countries” find 

appropriate to impose within the EU and NATO)?      

 (b) Would “pushing Russia further to the East”, whether politically, economically or 

militarily, be a wise and promising course of joint action from the perspective of 

achieving lasting peace, political stability and economic prosperity for SEE-BS 

countries?  

 Do the European political space and the current EU enlargement limits coincide, and 

if yes, should they be revised?  

 Should the Ukraine become an EU Member but remain outside NATO, in order to 

diminish the sense of a continuing unrestrained “Western expansion” process and of 

attempts by a rivaling super powers’ to control politically neighboring countries in the 

SEE-BS space that are seen as vital for Russia’s geostrategic security?   

 Wouldn’t similar “crisis situations” off the shores of other super powers be naturally 

and militantly be seen in the same light, if other super powers attempt to expand 

accordingly their spheres of political influence or military presence?  

 Are there any relevant precedents in this context in the politico-military or diplomatic 

history of the super powers’ competition/confrontation that could serve as suitable 

source for wise and pragmatic approaches to this “conflict resolution”? 

 Does South Eastern Europe currently suffer from the syndrome of “too much Russia”, 

or of “too little EU”, or of both, and what are the relevant implications for their 

comprehensive national security interests?   

The Balkan-Black Sea Space: New European BBS Macro-Region as Pivotal Input towards 

a New European 21-st Century Security Architecture? 

EU-sponsored diplomatic initiatives and the avenues for regional BBS cooperation seem to offer 

the greatest hope for lasting military disengagement and stable peace in the Ukraine conflict 

based on mutual respect and a shared sense of pragmatism. The BBS space could cease to be 

looked upon as a “recurrent crisis” periphery, and could instead increasingly be perceived as a 

regional security platform for common prosperity.  

The territorial, economic and humanitarian dimensions of regional security -- particularly those 

requiring lasting peace agreements, energy security projects and adequate migration 

arrangements in the SEE–BS space -- might need to become an integral part of any 21-st century 

European security architecture covering the area from Lisbon-to-Vladivostok. It looks like a 

“win-win” perspective for all potential parties involved that would need to be placed in the 

political pipeline of the European integration process. Nothing should prevent the inclusion in 
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the SEE-BS multilateral cooperation framework other similar matters of regional significance, 

such as safety of maritime transportation, forward-looking environmental projects, joint trade 

agreements, tourist industry cooperation, etc.       

It may be a matter of serious consideration to what extent such an ambitious project could be 

built upon the strengths of existing regional arrangements, such as the South East European 

Cooperation Process (SEECP), the Black Sea Economic Cooperation (BSEC) activities, 

“Craiova Troika” arrangements, etc. The extensive positive and negative experience acquired by 

years of work of these multilateral arrangements could provide sufficient volume of useful 

“lessons learnt” to make worthwhile and promising yet another long-term process moving 

towards a new set SEE=BS multilateral arrangements.    

It is also worth exploring how best the BBS countries can apply – in their specific circumstances 

- the accumulating experience of the already functioning similar endeavors – the “Baltic macro-

region, the “Danube macro-region” and the newly established “Adriatic-Ionian macro-region”.  

In this context, an initial list of relevant questions would certainly need to be addressed by SEE-

BS countries before interested governments might wish to jointly embark on a new negotiating 

exercise, including: 

 What is it that really unites BBS nations and what are the benefits for those of them 

who wish to explore the potential of the EU macro-regional strategy in this peripheral 

part of Europe?  

 How might it be possible to apply the macro-regional concept to geographical areas 

going beyond formal EU boundaries, particularly when Russia is involved?  

 Would involving Russia become a “factor of inhibition” for such a SSE-BS project or 

it would actually facilitate the positive developments sought within the overall EU 

macro-regional strategy?  

 Could the existing regional cooperation expended to the BBSE area efficiently assist 

this larger group of nations in jointly addressing common security, economic and 

infrastructural challenges, or their unfortunate previous bilateral/regional hostile 

experience would actually make such a project very difficult to complete?  

 What are the specific matters of regional cooperation that are holding the most 

significant promise for further multilateral development from the present security 

perspective in the SEE-BS space? 
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Stability and Security in Europe: Back to the Power Games 

Hannes Swoboda, Former Chairman, S&D Group in the European Parliament 

 

 

Europe: values instead of power 

 The European Union wanted to decrease the influence of mere power and increase the role of 

values internally and in international relations. Not everybody was happy about the European 

Charter of Fundamental Rights and its inclusion into the Lisbon Treaty. But the majority view 

was, that these rights were the basis of the EU's internal development and of extending the EU or 

of integrating our neighbors into the EU. And as the European rights and values were also taken 

for universal rights and values - they were in fact based on the Universal Declaration of Human 

Rights- it was obvious to have them as foundation for the Common Foreign and Security Policy 

including the neighborhood policy. 

The EU as a community of values should gain strength out of its new orientation internally and 

externally. Postmodern international politics should overcome power and nationalism as the 

main determinants of bilateral and international relations. And the EU would be the first 

community to lead us into a post-modern, non-nationalist world. 

Perhaps this was just a dream, a dream I dreamt as well in the hope of a new world, which would 

overcome not only past wars and conflicts but also authoritarian governance and governments. 

As I said before, the dual strategy for transforming the domestic and international structures were 

the big promises of the European Union. Today we are confronted with challenges inside the EU, 

but also outside especially by Russia but also by Turkey. 
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Challenges for the European dream 

Inside the EU, we see rising political forces who want to bring nationalism back and want to 

reduce European commitments to a minimum. These forces are in general on the right side of the 

political spectrum. They are partly in opposition to the traditional forces of the centre, like Front 

National in France.  But they are also - like in Hungary - in government. It is not by chance, that 

these forces are either in alliance with Putin's Russia or at least soft in criticizing his policies. 

The exception to this alliance is the nationalist right wing in Poland and the Baltic countries, who 

are extremely anti-Russian and for whom Putin comes close to Stalin. 

Parallel to these internal challenges the EU is confronted with external challenges all around its 

borders by anti-European ideologies and forces. The biggest threat is Putin's Russia, which is 

regaining determination and strength. But we have to confess, that this is predominantly a 

reaction to a growing western influence by Europe and the United States of America. Seen from 

a EU perspective, with its values interpreted as universally binding, the enlargement of NATO 

and the EU it was just a reaction to the "unnatural" domination by Russia in the disguise of the 

former Soviet Union. 

But Russian conservative forces from Putin to the Orthodox Church see things differently. For 

them the destruction of the Soviet Union irrespective of the Communist regime - was the biggest 

mistake of modern times. And they want at least to stop further enlargements of EU and 

specifically NATO and recreate a zone of uncontested influence. Russia sees the development of 

the continent as a zero - sum game: what the West gains, Russia loses and vice - versa. 

Putin's dream versus European logic 

The main forces in Russia have another dream, contrary to the one of the main forces inside the 

European Union. We like to look into a new kind of future. For the Russia of President Putin the 

future must be built on some ideologies and aspirations of the past. The times of Russia as the 

defender and protector of the Orthodox community is not over. It is still - or again - a prime 

mover of Russia's foreign and domestic policy. 

Perhaps the EU has missed a chance to involve Russia in their own political reconstruction of the 

European continent. But the European strategy was based on the aim of transforming not only its 

member countries, but also of its neighbors. Who wanted to join the EU would have to stick to 

the EU's rules including the respect for the basic human rights and values. And in some respect 

this is also true for NATO. 

But even the neighborhood policies in a wider sense were pushed in the same direction. The 

logic of that policy was that a democratic transformation would be followed by a policy of peace 

and cooperation. It was definitely not guided by a logic of enhancing cooperating and common 

security in order to foster democracy and respect for human rights. This limited the effectiveness 

of all offers to Russia and of its chances to come to an agreement with Russia. 
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In a way, it was the inverse logic of the Helsinki process. The - finally successful - idea of the 

Helsinki process and agreement was that with a closer relationship and some basic principles of 

co-existence, one could support the domestic transformation inside the communist countries. Of 

course, the situation of 1975 cannot be compared to the situation after the breakdown of the 

communist regimes and the Soviet Union. The question is, if today we can and should go back to 

the strategy of 1975 which in some way would mean anew the recognition of power and national 

interests as basis of international, all - European politics. 

The case of Turkey 

 Before I will come back to the question of an all European security policy, I want to have a brief 

look to Turkey. Many national and international observers compare Erdogan to Putin. A rising 

nationalism connected with a nostalgia concerning the former Ottoman Empire and the rising 

role of the dominant religion - Sunni Islam - are definitely showing some similarities between 

Putin's Russia and Erdogan's Turkey. And the authoritarian media policy of Putin and Erdogan 

show also some similarities. Erdogan's dream of being a leader of the Sunni world at least in the 

region failed and as president of a democratic NATO country, he has a limited room of 

maneuver in sending troops into one of its neighboring country. 

Although there are some similarities in the strategies and philosophies of Putin and Erdogan, 

there are also stronger limits for Erdogan to effectively play a dominant role in the region of the 

Black Sea. In this connection, the EU should think how Turkey could be a strong partner - 

beyond some differences - in bringing peace and stability into our common neighborhood. 

Especially as Turkey is a link and joint between the Mediterranean and the Black Sea. But that 

would mean we have to look to Turkey not only from a perspective of accession negotiations 

based on community laws and values. 

Opposite value orientation 

 De facto the system of values have been developing in different and often opposite directions 

between the EU on one side and Russia, but also Turkey on the other side. While the EU has 

trying to overcome nationalism a new nationalism was enhanced by the leadership in Russia and 

Turkey. While traditional - family values and religion play a decreasing role in the EU, Russian 

and Turkish leadership enhance these values and the role of their respective religion - 

Orthodoxies for Russia and Sunni Islam for Turkey. And this is also the basis for the demagogy 

of Putin and Erdogan against the secular, immoral EU which is trying to impose homosexuality 

on their neighboring countries. But in spite of this clash of values, we have to find a pragmatic 

way to avoid conflicts and wars. 

And we always make exceptions to our value based foreign and security policy, if we find it 

necessary. For example, we negotiated with Iran on the nuclear file irrespective of values and 

democratic principles. And even more contradictory is the energy relationship between the West 

and Saudi Arabia. We like to have their oil and do not normally criticize them too much on their 
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miserable human rights record. And concerning Israel, because of our disastrous history towards 

Jews in Europe and especially due to the Holocaust, we disregard many human rights violations 

against the Palestinians. 

Universal values and Realpolitik 

 The big and decisive question we have to answer is how we want to handle our determination to 

defend human rights and universal values internally, promote them externally and have a strategy 

of Realpolitik and pragmatism in our international relations. It would be wise not to give up our 

aspiration to build a new Europe based on democratic values and to start with a European Union, 

which adheres to these values. Otherwise, our European project is doomed to fail. In addition, we 

should also use our possibilities and instruments to support forces in our neighborhood, which 

are interested and able to promote democracy and respect for human rights. 

But at the same time we should construct an all-European security system which can work also 

between the EU and some of its neighbors, especially Russia and Turkey, which have due to 

their present leaders, different core values as their political base. What we need are some 

common interests from energy and to market access.   

It would be important to find a way where we do not forget and deny neither our values nor our 

basic economic and political interests. The world around us did not follow our examples. Even 

we ourselves did not follow always our principles. Some military interventions like in Iraq, our 

migration and development policies and several other policies are not based on respect for 

international law or value oriented. 

In any case, in an interest driven world we cannot refrain from articulating and presenting our 

own interests, like peace and stability. In following these interests, it could be necessary 

sometimes to refrain from enhancing the transformations in our neighbor countries towards our 

values. In addition, in the long-run, peace and stability may be more instrumental for the spread 

of our values, than starting with the promotion of our values and putting them as conditions for 

closer cooperation and establishing a common security structure for Europe. 

Conditionality and More for More principle have limits 

The highly overestimated "conditionality" does not always work. The same is true for the 

principle: "more for more", which should work as an incentive for reforms, which would be 

honored by additional financial support and market access. In addition, Russia uses the principle 

"more for more" but in a different way. They promise financial support not for reforms and 

respect for human rights but for orientation to Moscow. That is often easier and less dangerous 

for the different elites, than democratic reforms, which could endanger them. 

 It was a mistake to see the development of peace and stability in Europe in a straight line 

parallel to the development of democracy and respect for human rights. In our conception both 
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democracy and human rights on the one hand and peace and stability on the other hand would be 

realized and implemented at the same time with democracy and human rights having always the 

priority and taking a step in advance. 

 The Helsinki process with the KSCE in 1975 and the following creation of the OSCE has taken 

the inverse turn. It started with peace and stability, and took Europe towards more democracy 

and respect for human rights and gave an enormous push for change. This cannot be repeated in 

the same way, but we should learn from it and give an upgraded OSCE a new chance. 

Pragmatism is possible 

 In fact, as I mentioned before, we can also be pragmatic if necessary. When the EU wants an 

agreement with Russia concerning the Ukraine situation, Chancellor Merkel and President 

Hollande are going to Minsk to meet one of the "outcasts" of EU neighborhood policy. Belarus is 

under sanctions and contacts with officials from Belarus were anathema and "forbidden". But if 

higher interests are at stake we overcome these policies of sanctions and shake hands with 

horrible dictators. 

Yes many of our neighbors, which are also neighbors of Russia, have no or a very limited 

democratic legitimacy - from Belarus via Azerbaijan to Kazakhstan.  From this point of view 

they are rather inclined to ally themselves with Putin's Russia. But they are not always interested 

to be dominated by their big neighbor. They know too well - from the communist past of the 

Soviet Union - how often Moscow lacks respect for the small neighbors. 

Therefore, all of Russia's neighbors have an interest in balancing the Russian dominance. And 

Europe has the chance to play that role and support them in having fair relations with them. With 

such a policy, the EU has also at least some influence on human rights and basic democratic 

behavior in these countries. It does not work the other way round, we should recognize that. 

Such a pragmatic strategy is still possible to achieve, although Russia has already done some 

steps towards Putin's pet project of the Eurasian Economic Union. We did not take this project 

serious, now we have to do it. We cannot deny other countries to do what we did in forming an 

economic and finally of a political community. But the EU is consisting of countries of different 

size and has a balance of some bigger countries and not one dominant force, even as for the 

moment Germany has the biggest weight. 

Inside the Eurasian Union, Russia is by far the biggest member country and there is always the 

danger of strong dominance by Moscow. This gives a chance for the EU to have a double track 

strategy, to negotiate and to find agreements with this new Union and to strengthen the ties with 

the different member countries of that Union at the same time. Of course we should also 

strengthen the ties with the countries, which want to stay outsized this new Russian led 

organization. 
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Multiple strategy needed 

The EU therefore must design and develop a multiple and pragmatic strategy for the wider 

European security and stability. This strategy must address Russia, the Eurasian Union, and the 

different countries inside that Union and in addition the countries outside the Union and here 

predominantly Turkey. It must not be an either - or strategy, no it must be a thoughtful and 

comprehensive strategy in promoting our interests and respecting the interests of our partners. 

Again, I do not suggest, that the EU should forget about human rights and universal values. But 

sometimes the indirect and slow way produces more results than the direct confrontation. In this 

respect, we must also strengthen the people-to-people contacts with the help of a more flexible 

visa policy. Visa liberalization should not be regarded as a gift to responsible leaders, but as an 

instrument to spread knowledge about the EU and its values to visiting students, business people 

and tourists. 

From Helsinki I to Helsinki II 

Such a comprehensive strategy should be done with the traditional instruments of the EU, but we 

should also use the only existing viable forum of dialogue between all sides - besides the Council 

of Europe - the OSCE. This organization, which is the result of the Helsinki process, should be 

renewed, uplifted and strengthened. With the present crisis in the Ukraine, it is the only body, 

where daily contacts can soften the harsh confrontation between the opponents. 

The OSCE cannot prevent crises and conflicts. But it can contribute to keep them in limits and 

finally also to solving them. We only can hope, that the existing Panel of Eminent Persons, who 

should come forward with proposals for a reform of the OSCE can produce some widely 

accepted document for creating a strong organization for a reset of European security and 

stability. 

Such a document should not - as sometimes Russia wants - do away with promoting human 

rights and free and fair elections - but should strengthen some security elements and cooperation 

in relevant fields. To the existing "baskets" an "energy basket" could be added. All member 

countries of the OSCE have a big interest in supplying, receiving or transporting without 

disturbances oil and gas. 

The free and uninterrupted flow of energy inside the OSCE area, at least in the wider European 

part of it, could be a common denominator for Europe's security. To develop such an agreement 

with some efficient mechanism of control and arbitration could be done outside a formal 

organization. But also inside a strengthened and deepened OSCE. And as we failed and missed 

to have direct supply from Central Asian countries for example via the originally planned 

Nabucco pipeline we have no alternative than to look for a multilateral agreement including 

Russia. But it could also be a chance to start a new and better European energy system. 
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Military security and the future of NATO 

All the efforts for a comprehensive and multilateral "soft" security system are no substitute for 

the military solutions we need in Europe. And here NATO is indispensable and should not and 

must not be discarded. And with NATO the US is part of the European military security system 

and even with the US more and more engaged in Asia, this will not change principally. But 

NATO has two choices for its future development. 

NATO could try to enlarge itself by new memberships from within the EU or from outside. This 

would definitely create new tensions, unless Russia is given an offer as well. For many this may 

be the solution for the present stalemate in Europe, but it will not be easy either to convince the 

Russia of today or even more to convince some of the new NATO members like Poland or the 

Baltic countries. 

The other alternative is to refrain from any enlargement, at least in the near future and to embed 

NATO into a wider European or even global security system. And of course Russia would be on 

board of such a system. Agreements on armament and disarmament would be easier found inside 

such a framework and new trust and confidence could be built up. With such a system the peace 

dividend which has been very small could be decisive and to the benefit of the citizens, alas not 

to the benefit of the armament industry in East and West.  

A Free Trade Zone from Lisbon to Vladivostok 

Trade could and should be another instrument to bring countries across Europe together. Of 

course, it is easier said than done. You would have to deal with standards and subsidies and 

many other issues. Europe has done already a lot of work on that, in order to create equal 

conditions in the different member countries. Nevertheless, one could start a longer process, 

which could offer an economic rapprochement going beyond the rules of the World Trade 

Organization. 

A free trade zone could be even an instrument of fighting corruption, unacceptable state 

intervention like subsidies etc. Important is not only to enhance trade but a – slow – closing of 

the different economic and economic policy gaps inside wider Europe. 

Stability and security is not appeasement  

 The European Union is definitely in doubt how to develop its neighborhood and foreign policy. 

It looks to different alternatives. What is needed is a new additive of realism and pragmatism, 

without giving up the value-oriented principle for its own development. But foreign and 

neighborhood relations cannot be built with the same bricks. Here we need a greater flexibility. 

EU's policy has to be built on two complementary tracks. 

The citizens of Europe need a new all -European security system. This could be born out of an 

updated and deepened OSCE. Especially energy in a new "basket" could play a binding instead 
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of a separating role. And we need to look for an enlarged military structure with NATO playing 

its role but without trying to enlarge NATO in opposition to Russia's strategic interest, at least as 

it sees it.  And even if Russia (and Turkey) are going into a different value direction, it is still 

time to come to some basic agreements for a new peace and security structure in Europe. 

Stability is not everything, but it is much better than war. And to try to preserve stability and step 

by step change is not appeasement. Transformation if it should sustainable needs often longer 

time than foreseen.  We should look to complement our strict rejection of border changes by 

three long-term elements of European security policy: 

1)  EU should study and design an offer of a free trade zone from Lisbon to Vladivostok, 

an economic area, which could close many economic gaps between the EU and the 

rest of Europe including Russia 

2)  EU should reenergize the OSCE especially with an energy basket or chapter to 

guarantee the free and unimpeded flow of oil and gas to the benefit of suppliers, 

consumers and transit countries. 

3)  New forms of military cooperation between NATO and CSDP of EU and Russia 

should be found to manage military security in wide Europe and our common 

neighborhood. 

All these proposals and their implementation must not hinder us from carefully observing and 

accompanying Russia's activity in our neighborhood, at our borders and inside the EU. We 

should not be naive in relation the present efforts by Russia to interfere in our internal affairs by 

influencing media and public opinion in general. That means that one of our main battles have to 

be fought at the domestic "front", where the value foundations of the EU has to be not only 

defended but also strengthened. The really dangerous appeasement would be with those internal 

forces which are ready to forget the founding values and human rights of the EU. 
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Summary 

Lyubomir Kyuchukov, Director, Economics and International Relations Institute 

 

 

The overarching theme of the Thinking Together Varna Forum was “The Balkan-Black Sea 

Crossroads – New Departures?” with the subtitle “The BBS space – recurrent periphery or 

regional security platform?” 

The discussions were organized around three panel themes – on the reemergence of war, on 

energy security, and on regional cooperation. Some of the main points made in the course of the 

discussions could be summarized as follows: 

1. On the Black Sea as an emerging focal point of geopolitical security challenges 

- Global security considerations are the determining factor for the region’s security 

challenges. These considerations are essentially about the relationship between Russia 

and the West. 

- General concern about the re-birth of the notion of war as a possible and even 

legitimate tool for solving international conflicts was raised. One participant pointed 

out that the memory of war is ever-present and is always there to be used for political 

purposes. The inability to make peace irreversible by democratic means has emerged 

as a major deficiency of contemporary international politics. 

- Several participants pointed out, that the new cold war is rather an anachronism, 

belonging to the bi-polar world, but that current escalation of tension has the potential 

to strongly deteriorate Europe security climate on a long-term basis. The necessity for 

political dialogue was evidenced, alongside the urge for containment of Russia, made 

by some participants. 
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- Many shared the view that the West was systematically “behind the curve” and that 

the EU was only responding to Russia’s moves. Furthermore, the West wasn’t 

speaking in the same voice. 

- Most of the participants shared the conclusion, that the EU failed to implement The 

Black Sea Synergy, launched by Germany in 2007 as an inclusive co-operation 

initiative for the region. A lack of strategic vision and financial backing was 

evidenced. Several participants insisted that Germany failed to “step up to the plate”. 

- The Eastern Partnership was launched in 2008, failing to include Russia as a partner 

country. Some participants underlined that the EP was badly designed, following 

Cold war containment approaches towards Russia. Others maintained that Russia on 

its’ part had increasingly adopted a confrontational course, setting itself the objective 

of destroying the EP. 

- A general conclusion was shared that a new approach and vision must be applied to 

the Russia-West relationship in order to successfully overcome the grave security 

challenges brought about by the on-going transformational geopolitical changes. 

2. On energy security in SEE as a determining factor for regional security 

- Energy supplies and energy security brought new strategic importance to SEE in view 

of recent geopolitical developments in the Black Sea region and the Middle East. 

Diversification of both sources and routes of supply within the frames of new Third 

EU Energy Package requirements pose serious challenges to the Balkan countries. 

- The NABUCCO pipeline project, meant to bring Azeri gas to Central Europe (one 

participant stated that from the outset Barroso’s notion of a new “silk road” in this 

regard was anti-Russian) failed due to the lack of necessary supplies and differing 

ideas among the shareholders. 

- On South Stream, some maintained that the EU in fact was not interested from the 

very beginning, perceiving it as a Russian vehicle to by-pass Ukraine. Others argued 

that Oettinger wanted to have the same rules for the small countries as those for 

Germany under the North Stream arrangement. The question was posed about the 

overall feasibility of the project and whether in fact Russia itself was really interested 

in implementing the South Stream project. The view, that South Stream’s fate was a 

part of the escalating EU-Russia confrontation, contrary to regional interests, was 

shared by several participants.  

- At present, Turkey is emerging as the regional energy hub in the context of close 

cooperative relations with Russia. 

- New energy realities, such as the oversupply of gas, the spreading of new 

technologies, the consideration of new routs (North-South corridor), as well as the 

increasing role of companies in shaping policies, are changing the “rules of the 

game”. These require an up-to-date pragmatic approach to decisive energy issues, yet 

at present, such an approach is being mostly overshadowed by value-based 

judgments. 
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- Instead of being a confrontation and rivalry field, energy could be made part of the 

positive agenda between EU and Russia on the basis of common interests and 

inclusive approach. 

3. On developing a new European Eastern Policy of inclusive cooperation. 

- EU never had a substantial debate and a real internal agreement on strategies. Some 

participants questioned the EU peace-making interventions and value-based efforts to 

introduce democracy as inefficient and even counterproductive. 

- Most participants shared the opinion, that the stalled process of EU enlargement in 

the Western Balkans has a negative overall effect on the region. This has led to 

shrinking support for EU membership, diverting public efforts from the necessary 

reforms. And although this might lead to a corresponding increase in interest for 

alternative affiliations, the main problem is “not too much Russia, but too little EU” 

in the Balkans. Enlargement strategy has to be reinvigorated. 

- Others highlighted the continuing critical situation in the South Caucasus, stating that 

the region is now virtually “shattered” with the prospect of new dividing lines 

deepening. It would be possible to reverse these developments only if the EU came 

forward with new ideas and a new impetus for practical benefits in answer to Russia’s 

material contributions (instead of words in the form of policy prescriptions).  

- One participant pointed out that the notion of value-based peace, stability and 

cooperation in a post-modern world that would overcome aggressive nationalisms has 

proven to be no more than a dream. Present European peace and stability are being 

challenged both from beyond its’ borders (by authoritarian regimes), as well as from 

within (by extremist forces). He further ventured that Russia sees interaction as a 

“we/they win” zero-sum-game – a concept that cannot provide the basis for durable 

security. On the other hand, the West’s approach of first transformation, than peace 

and stability, has also proven to be ineffective.  

- Regional cooperation (SEECP, BSEC) and more active European regional approach 

(e.g. Berlin process) are essential not only for keeping Balkan /BS region countries on 

track, but also for fighting rising nationalisms. Focusing the attention on socio-

economic dimensions of stability is essential for overcoming both internal and 

geopolitical challenges. 

4. Ideas and proposals 

- What is now needed is a new logic of greater pragmatism, reminiscent of the Helsinki 

step-by-step process. Value-based positions on major issues should not be discarded, 

but they should not prevent the development of collaborative approaches and policies: 

from Helsinki 1 to Helsinki 2! 

- The Energy basket could provide a major impulse towards new connectivity. The idea 

of a trans-European trade and economic cooperation area should also be revived and 

elaborated. 
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- A new multiple security strategy ought to be developed around a new enhanced role 

for the OSCE, with Russia an integral part of an all-European security system. Such a 

system should also include a corresponding military format involving NATO. 

- As an input towards such a new multiple strategy, one participant ventured the notion 

of building a new European macro-region encompassing the Balkans-Black sea space 

as a pragmatic format for bringing the countries in it together around major trans-

regional projects of common interest. Such an endeavor could integrate in a 

comprehensive way the existing South East European Cooperation Process and the 

Black sea Economic Cooperation in synergy with a new European Eastern Policy. 

- Transferring Varna Thinking Together Forum into an annual event might have a 

positive effect on regional security dialogue and cooperation. 
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Programme 

 

Friday, May 29 

 

Afternoon   Arrival of participants/ Registration/ Check in 

 

20:00 – 22.30    Dinner 

 

 

Saturday, May 30 

 

8:00-9:00   Breakfast 

 

9:00-9.20   Welcome Remarks by  

 Regine Schubert, Head of the Bulgaria Office, Friedrich-

Ebert-Stiftung 

 Michael Weichert, Head of the Regional Office  

South East Europe, Friedrich-Ebert-Stiftung 

 Georgi Pirinski, Member of the European Parliament, 

Program Director of the Solidarity Society 

Foundation,Former MFA, Bulgaria 

 Lyubomir Kyuchukov, Director of the Economics and 

International Relations Institute, Former deputy MFA, 

Bulgaria 

 

 

1st Discussion Round: The Black sea as an emerging focal point of geopolitical 

security challenges 

9:20-10.50   Moderator Kristian Vigenin, MP, Former MFA, Bulgaria 

 

IS WAR BACK? 

 The New Cold War – an anachronism, transferred into the 

future? 

 How deep is the EU-Russia Black Sea geopolitical fault line? 

 Main players’ strategies in the Black Sea – Russia, Turkey ... 

the rest? 

 Erecting a new Berlin Wall on the EU Black Sea coast – does 

this solve the problem. 

 

10:50-11:20   Coffee/Tee Break 
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2nd Discussion Round: Energy security in SEE as a determining factor for regional  

    Security 

11:20-13:00 Moderators:  Prof. Dinko Dinkov, University of National and 

 World Economics, Sofia, Bulgaria 

 

ENERGY = SECURITY? 

 The rules of the game – and the price for the rules? 

 Is security minus energy secure enough? (the South 

/Turkish Stream case) 

 The alternatives – how real they are in terms of timing and 

pricing? 

 

 

13:00-14:30   Lunch 

 

14.30-14.50   Key note speech: Towards Sustainable Stability and Security  

    in Europe 

Hannes Swoboda, Former Chair of the S&D Group in the 

European Parliament 

 

 

14:50-15:10   Discussion 

 

3rd  Discussion Round: Developing a new European Eastern Policy of inclusive  

    Cooperation 

15:10-16:40 Moderators: Gilbert Doctorow, Committee on E-W Accord,  

   Founder, European Office 

Lyubomir Kyuchukov, Director, EIRI;  

Former deputy MFA, Bulgaria 

 

HOW FAR EAST IS FAR ENOUGH? 

 Security with Russia or security without and against 

Russia? 

 The limits of European political space and the limits of EU 

enlargement – do they coincide? 

 Pushing Russia to the East – is this wise? 

 Is EU sincere about Ukraine’s integration? 

 Ukraine: buffer zone, frontline zone or new European 

macro-regional cooperation pivot? 

 EU Eastern Policy – a vehicle for neutralising Russia? 

 Southeastern Europe: too much Russia or too little EU? 
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16:40-17:00   Coffee/Tee Break 

 

17:00-18:00   General Discussion and Closing Remarks 

Moderators: Georgi Pirinski, Member of the European  

Parliament, Former MFA 

Michael Weichert, Head of the Regional Office  

South East Europe, Friedrich-Ebert-Stiftung 

 

20:00-22:00   Dinner 

 

 

 

Sunday, May 31 

 

9:00-11:00   Working Breakfast 

Brainstorming on the development of the Varna Forum as a venue 

of new thinking on Regional Security in the Balkan-Black Sea 

Macro-Region 

 

 

Departure  
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List of participants 

 

Country Name Institution 

Bulgaria Georgi Pirinski 

Member of the European Parliament, 

Program Director  of the Solidarity 

Society Foundation,  Former Minister of 

Foreign Affairs 

 Kristian Vigenin 
Member of Parliament,  Former Minister 

of Foreign Affairs  

 Lyubomir Kyuchukov 
Director, Economics and International 

Relations Institute, Former Deputy MFA 

 Dinko Dinkov 
Professor, University of National and 

World Economics 

 Chavdar Minchev 
Chairman, National Association for 

International Relations 

 Radoslav Deyanov 

Expert, RAD Consulting, Associated 

EIRI Member, Former Minister-

Plenipotentiary  

Albania Sotiraq Hroni 
Executive Director, Institute for 

Democracy and Mediation 

Armenia Styopa Safaryan 
Founder, Armenian Institute of 

International and Security Affairs 

Austria Hannes Swoboda 
Former Chairman, S&D Group in the 

European Parliament  

Croatia Dejan Jovic Professor, University of Zagreb 

Cyprus Zacharias Tzimitras 
Director, Peace and Research Institute 

Oslo, Cyprus Office 

Georgia Kornely Kakachia  Director, Georgian Institute of Politics 

Greece Panagiota Manoli 
Lecturer, University of the Aegean, 

Rhodos 

International Organisations Gilbert Doctorow 
Founder, European Office, Committee on 

East-West Accord, Brussels 

Moldova Victor Chirila  
Executive Director,  Foreign Policy 

Association 

Romania Andrei B. Tarnea 
Executive Director, Aspen Institute 

Romania 
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. 

Serbia Igor Novakovic 
Research Fellow, International and 

Security Affairs Centre 

Turkey Erkut Emcioglu 
Researcher, European Stability Initiative 

Istanbul 

 Sinem Akgul Acikmese 
Assistant Professor, Kadir  Has 

University 

Friedrich-Ebert- Stiftung Michael Weichert 
Friedrich-Ebert-Stiftung, Head of the 

Regional Project SEE 

 Regine Schubert 
Friedrich-Ebert-Stiftung, 

Head of the Office Bulgaria 


