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The contemporary history of Russia, from the collapse of the Soviet Union to the establishment of
the Russian presidential political system in the 1990s, has been the subject of historiographical,
social and political debate both in Russia and beyond. Despite the numerous interpretations, the
Bulgarian diplomatic perspective on post-Soviet Russian political processes has, as yet, not been

examined.

The topic of contemporary Russia in the Bulgarian diplomatic archive (1990-1999) comprises a
new, specific perspective based on a rich documentary collection, unexplored in both Bulgarian

and European historiography.

Aims and objectives

The aim of the dissertation is to explore the process of emergence of modern Russia in the period
between the collapse of the USSR (1990-1991) and the end of the 20th century through the
analysis of the Bulgarian diplomatic archive of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs — a huge array of

diverse sources that the author has brought into scholarly circulation.

The object of research is not Bulgarian-Russian relations, but the Bulgarian diplomatic
interpretation of contemporary processes in Yeltsin’s Russia — a unique analytical and prognostic

view, described in real time, drawing on professional diplomatic experience and specific fieldwork.

As a valuable complement to the diplomatic analysis of contemporary Russia, the Bulgarian socio-
political resonance of key events such as the August Putsch (1991) and the October Coup (1993) is

also examined.
Chronological boundaries

The chronological boundaries of the dissertation encompass the last decade of the twentieth
century, from the final years of the USSR (1990-1991), marked by the battle between the Soviet
and Russian centres (Yeltsin’s RSFSR vs Gorbachev’s USSR), which catalysed the processes of
political, economic and ideological disintegration, to the end of Yeltsin’s Russia (1992-1999), when

the new Russian political system was established.

Of course, by implication, any in-depth study of diplomatic documents contributes to a more
accurate understanding of historical processes, including by the author of the study. From this

point of view, the dissertation is unlikely to be an exception.

Sources



Unpublished archival documents

The Diplomatic Archive of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, from which 213 archival documents have
been brought into scholarly circulation, is the main source for the topic of the dissertation. The
archives studied are those of the analytical departments in the MFA responsible for the USSR and
later for Russia and the post-Soviet space for the period 1990-1999: the USSR and Baltics
Department, the Eastern Europe and CIS Countries Department, the CIS Countries Department, the
Coordination and Analysis Department (or the Political Planning Department, under the strict
supervision of Ambassador Peter Vodensky, Head of the Coordination and Planning Department
for the period 2001-2005!). The examined archival documents originate from the Bulgarian
embassies in Moscow, Kiev, Minsk, Kishinev, etc., as well as from the consulates general in St.

Petersburg and Odessa, and the consulate in Syktyvkar.

The diplomatic archival documents examined for the purposes of the dissertation constitute a

variety of source materials of different types:

1) ‘elaborations’ comprising analytical and prognostic tasks with an in-depth examination, broad

chronology and thematic aspects;

2) ‘information’ with up-to-date assessments of events, trends, socio-political situation, political

and party leaders;

3) ‘memorandums’ informing on formal or informal meetings;

4) ‘reports’ on current affairs; ‘memos’ on preparations for upcoming events;

5) ‘briefs’ providing a brief historical and current overview of the country concerned and its

diplomatic relations with Bulgaria;

6) ‘points of reference’ providing concise information on key topics for upcoming inter-state

meetings, prepared by experts on the respective region for the political actors involved;

7) ‘political portraits’ analysing the profile of high-ranking political figures along with biographical

data and professional details;

8) ‘statements’ on proposals from a country in which a Bulgarian politician is due to pay an official

visit, with specific examples of the protection of Bulgarian interests.

1 BodeHcku, 1. A nHauve aunaomaumaTa e cepmoseH 3aHaat. Codusa, 2024, c. 186
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The information channels between Russia and the Bulgarian diplomatic corps serving to clarify

Russian positions in the nineties can be divided into two lines of information: public and unofficial.

Public channels of information are: analytical and prognostic reports presented for a wide
audience, such as the Foreign Intelligence Service report ‘NATO Enlargement Prospects and
Russia’s Interests’ (1993); official documents: Foreign Policy Concept (1992), Military Doctrine
(1993); public lectures by Russian politicians; informal meetings of Russian politicians, public
figures, and intellectuals with diplomats, held at the Moscow Cinema House; roundtables involving
the diplomatic corps and entitled the ‘Moscow Diplomatic Roundtable’; press conferences;

meetings of Russian diplomats from Foreign Ministry departments with their foreign counterparts.

Informal information channels operate through ‘working meetings’ with diplomats, politicians and
public figures. An interesting unofficial information channel is the Moskovskie Novosti Confidential
Club, established in October 1994 on the initiative of Viktor Loshak, editor-in-chief of Moskovskie
Novosti newspaper, which sends out ‘Confidential Letters of the Editor-in-Chief’ twice a month to

its subscribers, including various embassies.

The Moskovskie Novosti Confidential Club organizes monthly meetings with its members, including
diplomats, and press officers are allowed to invite one guest at their discretion. In the estimation

of our diplomats, the Moskovskie Novosti Confidential Club provides ‘highly interesting and varied
information’ that is verified and cross-checked by alternative sources, with the club’s main function

being to act as one of the channels through which ‘official Moscow awaits unofficial reactions’.2

Published documents

Published sources used in this dissertation include transcripts from the archives of the National
Assembly of the Republic of Bulgaria; transcripts from the archives of the State Duma of the
Russian Federation; documents from the archives of the Alexander Yakovlev Foundation, the

archives of the Gorbachev Fund, the archives of the Yeltsin Centre.

American archival materials concerning the history of modern Russia and U.S.—Russian relations
during Yeltsin’s rule were also examined, including declassified documents from the CIA archive,

the U.S. National Security Archive, and the U.S. National Archives.

2 Information on details requested by urgent telegram relating to a cyphergram — Archives of the Ministry of Foreign
Affairs, Case 5. File 51-3. Archive unit 79. Moscow, 1994. p. 48.
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Published declassified memos from the Politburo of the CPSU, KGB reports, and official documents

have also been analysed: laws, concepts, reports, decrees, etc.

The dissertation includes materials from the periodical press of the 1990s, more specifically
Bulgarian (‘Duma’, ‘Democracy’, ‘Trud’, ‘24 hours’), Soviet and post-Soviet (‘lzvestia’, ‘Nezavisimaya
Gazeta’, ‘Nash sovremennik’, ‘Russkiy sever’, ‘Kommersant’, ‘Novaya gazeta’, ‘Rossiyskaya gazeta’,
‘Menshevik’, ‘Moskovskie novosti’, ‘Sovershenno secretno’, ‘Moskovskiy komsomolets’, ‘Ogonyok’,

‘Moskovskiy demokrat’, etc.) publications, as well as interviews.

Additional sources on Yeltsin’s Russia used for the purposes of the dissertation are memoirs and
articles by direct participants in the events from across the political spectrum: Leonid Abalkin,
Pyotr Aven, Alfred Kokh, Vadim Bakatin, Yegor Gaidar, Stanislav Govorukhin, Aleksandr Zinoviey,
Vladimir Zhirinovsky, Nikolai Leonov, Mikhail Poltoranin, Eduard Rossel, Andrei Sakharov, Aleksandr

Solzhenitsyn, Anatoly Sobchak, Sergei Stepashin, Eduard Shevardnadze, Aleksandr Yakovlev, etc.

Scientific examination of the problem

Bulgarian studies of post-Soviet Russia based on official documents have been carried out from a
historical-political point of view by Iliana Mircheva3 in her monograph; research carried out by
Petya Dimitrova4 examines the theoretical aspect of Russian foreign policy strategies. The
ideological aspect of perestroika and Russian democracy is explored by Asya AtanasovaS; the

symbolic aspect of historical memory through the Immortal Regiment is analyzed by Tina

3 Mupuesa, X. PyckaTa beaepaums B AMHAMUYHWA CBAT Ha Hali-HOBOTO Bpeme (MCTOPUKO-NOAUTONOrMUYECKO
uscneasaHe). Cogpus, 2010.

4 lumumposa, 1. Pycna mexay M3Toka n 3anaga: BbHIWHONOANTAYECKM CTPaTerMm Ha npara Ha XX| sek. — B:
lMpobnemvm N3mok—3anad. lpesbnavuwjeHue 8 HO80 U Hali-Hoso speme. C., AKag,. n3a. ,,Mpod. M. ApuHos”, 2005, c.
244-263; Jumumposa, I1. Pycua n nocT-tOrocnasua: mexay ,,CnaBaHCcKaTa conmaapHocT” u nparmatusma (90-Te r. Ha
XX BeK). — B: bvazapus u Pycus mexody npusHamesaHocmma u npaamamusma. C., 2009, c. 752-764.

5 AmaHacosa, A. B caHKaTa Ha lopbayos. — B: XXIX Enuckon-KoHcmaHmuHosu yemeHus, LWymen, 2023, 173-186;
AmaHacosa, A. MuUT v e aemokpaumaTa B Pycua? — B: Ucmopukuu. T. 14, Bennko TopHoBO, 2021, 122-141.



6

Georgieva$. Bulgarian-Russian relations through the history of national diplomacy during and after

the Cold War are studied by lliana Marcheva.”

Russia-NATO relations in the late 1980s and 1990s, based on official and unpublished archives, are
analysed in Nadia Boyadjieva’s monograph,® as well as in Angel Apostolov’s dissertation on

military-political aspects of Russia-NATO relations (1992-2002).°

Research on important aspects of the Bulgarian perspective on the geopolitical transformation in
the last years of the USSR, based on new archival documents, has been carried out by Irina
Yakimoval0 — regarding the place of Bulgaria between the USSR and the West during the
perestroika (1985-1991), and by Evgenia Kalinova and Iskra Baeva on Bulgarian transitions
(1944-1999)11 in their respective monographies. The topic of Bulgaria and the USSR specifically for
the period (1985-1991) is examined by Iskra Baeva.12 An analysis of the history of Bulgarian and
Soviet intelligence, based on unpublished secret archival documents, is summarized by Yordan

Baev!3in his monograph.

6 [eopauesa, T. "beccmepTHbIM NOAK" 1 Bb3poaeHaTa NnameT 3a BolHaTa. — B: BolHaTa 3a uctopuara. 75 rogmMHm ot
Kpas Ha BtopaTa ceBeToBHa BoitHa. Codusa, 2023, c. 183-197.

7 Mapuesa, M. LUTPUXM U3 UCTOPUM HAPOAHOMN AMNNOMATUKN B BONTrapCKO-POCCUACKUX OTHOLLEHWIA BO BPEMS
XONI04HOM BOMHbI U Nocne Hee. — B: boseapus — Poccus. 140 nem dunaomamu4ecKkux OmHoweHul: ucmopus,
cocmosHue, rnepcrekmussl mamepuassi tobuneliHol 6onzapo-pocculickoli KoHpepeHyuu (0506 utona 2019 2.) C6. cT.
2020 © HAHO BO «MML,», 2020, c. 269-282.

8 bosdxcuesa, H. Pycua HATO u cpeaata 3a curypHocT cneg, CTyaeHata BoiHa. Yact nbpsa, 1989-1999. Codua, 2013.

9 Anocmosnos, A. BOEHHO-NOAUTUYECKM acneKTU Ha oTHoleHuaTa HATO—Pycua (1992-2002). AucepTtaumsa 3a
npuaobusaHeTo Ha obpa3oBaTeniHaTa M Hay4YHa cTeneH A-p no ucropua. Copusa, 2021.

10 gkumosa, M. Bbvarapusa mexxkay CCCP 1 3anaga B enoxaTa Ha rNnobanHOTO reonoIMTUYECKo NpeycTpoiicTeo (1985—
1991). Codums: Napagmrma, 2019.

11 KanuHosa E. baesa . Bbnrapckute npexoaun: 1939-2010 r. Codusa, 2010; baesa, Y., E. KanuHosa. 16-a penybanka

? U3cnenBaHna U AOKYMEHTU 3a 6barapo-CbBETCKUTE OTHOLWEHUA cned BropaTta cBeToBHa BoMHa. M3Tok—3anag, C.,
2017.

12 paesa, M. Bbnarapma 1985-1991 r. — oT Hai-BepeH catenuT npu Togop HKurBKoB A0 obpbliaHe Kbm 3anaaa v Hadvano
Ha AemoKpaumaTa. — Mcmopuyecku npeaned, 2016, N 5-6 (LHHII), c. 111-132; baesa, Y. Bbarapus n CbBeTckna cbios/
Pyckata depepauma npen npeansBMKaTencTsaTa Ha HOBUA cBeToBeH peg, cnes 1989 r. — B: bbarapusa n Pycusa mexay
npusHaTenHoctTTa M nparmatusama. ®Popym ,Bvarapusa—Pycua“, MM-BAH, UHcTuTyT no cnassHoseaeHune—PAH, OA
L»Apxunsun“, Codua, mapt 2008, c. 722-732; baesa, M. TpaHchOpMaLMOHHA KpU3a B CbBETCKO-Ob/IrAapPCKUTE OTHOLWEHMA
1989-1991 r. — B: Mcmopusama, koamo ycmuxea. CO0pHUK B nameT Ha npod. PymsHa Kywesa. Mapagurma: Codus,
2014, c. 196-216; baesa, U. Ponsita Ha CbBETCKMA CbiO3 3a pasnagaHeTo Ha M3TouyHus 6aok. — B: Pycus, EBpona um
cBeTbT. COOPHUK C maTepuann OT MeXAyHapoaHa HayyHa KoHdepeHuma, Copusa, 28—-29 centemspm 2009. C., YU ,Cs.
KnumeHT Oxpuacku”, 2012, c. 356—-365; baesa, M. Pyckata nonuMTudecka cucTema, nornegHata OTBbH. — B:
Mpe3naeHTckn n3bopm Pycna2012. Quo Vadis... CoopHuK. YU ,,Cs. Kn. Oxpuackun”, C., 2012, c. 9-21.

13 Bges, 1. KI'b B Bbarapus. ChTPYAHUYECTBOTO MEXAY CbBETCKUTE U BbrapckuTe TaiiHu cnyk6u (1944-1991). Codus,
2021. baes, M. Victopus Ha 6bArapckoTo BOEHHO pasy3HasaHe. T. 2. (1955-2018). Codusa, 2019.


http://imc-ph.ru/f/bulgaria-russia_140_years_old_2020-02-04_print.pdf
http://imc-ph.ru/f/bulgaria-russia_140_years_old_2020-02-04_print.pdf
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Voin Bozhinov4 has performed a historical analysis of contemporary Balkan issues — late Yugoslav
and recent Macedonian, related to Russia and Bulgaria, based on unpublished archival documents
of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. Philip Uzunov!5 has researched the political science perspective
on aspects of the modern history of Bosnia and Ukraine from the point of view of ‘local wars and

frozen conflicts’.

Vihra Pavlova’s dissertation6 presents a theoretical model of new methods and practices in
geopolitical forecasting — a study, which will be useful for anyone who studies analytical and
forecasting documents, such as diplomatic works from the archives of the Ministry of Foreign

Affairs.

General Stoimen Stoimenov!? analyses the Bulgarian political perspective against the background
of Russia-Ukraine-NATO relations, based on declassified and official documents, from the point of
view of foreign intelligence experience and in the style of an analytical-predictive study. The
Ukrainian official perspective on contemporary challenges facing Kiev has been explored by Mikhail

Stanchev and Yuri Felshchynsky.18

The topic of Bulgaria’s socio-political development from the perspective of international relations

in Russian historiography on the Bulgarian transition and Russia, is addressed by Natalia Davidoval®

14 BoxwcuHos, B. Penybnnka MakegoHua B cbBpemeHHaTa reononuntuka. Codua, 2017. boxuHos, B. CoupanucTmyecka
lOrocnaeus B pasnag (1989-1992). Codusn, 2021. Bojinov, V. Why did Yugoslavia Break Up? A View From Outside. —
Tokosu ucmopuje, 2012, N 2, c. 265-271; Bojinov, V. Economic, Social and Political Situation in the Socialist Federal
Republic of Yugoslavia after Tito’s death (according to the notices of the Bulgarian diplomats in Belgrade). — B:
Tematski zbornik radova medunarodnog znacaja. Socijalna politika u Srbiji na raskrs¢u vekova. Beograd, 2019, pp.
273-283; boxuHos, B. Nouyemy pacnanacb KOrocnasua? KpaTkuit 0630p cobbiTuii U NnpuymnH oT Tuto Ao Munowesnya. —
B: Imagines Mundi. AnemaHax uccnedosaHuli sceobujeli ucmopuu XVI-XX es. bankaHuka. Bbinyck 2. EkaTepuHbypr,
2010, c. 248-257.

15 y3yHo8, ®. BocHa u YkpaitHa. JToKanHu BOMHM 1 3ampa3eHmn KOHGAMKTM OT Kpaa Ha XX 1 HavanoTto Ha XXI B. Beaunko
TopHOBO, 2023.

16 Maenosa, B. N. TpaHchopmaLMm B reONOAUTMKATA U HOBM METOAM M NPAKTUKM Ha reonoANTUYECKM NPOrHO3N.
[OucepTaums 3a npucbKaaHe Ha obpasoBaTenHaTa M HayyHa cTeneH a-p no ¢unocodpun. Codpus, 2018.

17 renepan Cmoumer CmoumeHos. Bbarapus 1 BoiiHaTa B YKpaiiHa: 3a/10)KHMK, OHOP, MULWEeHa, apeHa 2022—2024.
Coodums, 2025. feHepan CmoumeH CmoumeHos. Eckanaumata Ha BoiHaTa B YKpaiHa. Bbarapua Ha kpbctonst. Codus,
2024. lfeHepan CmoumeH CmoumeHo8. BoliHaTa B YKpaliHa. bbarapusa Hag Bcuyko. Codun, 2023.

18 Cmanues, M., ®eawuHcku, fO. TpeTaTa cBeToBHA. buTkaTta 3a YkpaiiHa. Codua, 2023, c. 53-80.

19 flasbidosa, H. O6LLECTBEHHO-NONUTUYECKOE Pa3BUTUE BOITapUM B KOHTEKCTE MEXAYHAPOAHbIX OTHOLIEHMIA.
AsTopedepart. JunnomaTnyeckasn akagemmsa MU, Mocksa, 2007.
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in her dissertation and by Tatiana Valeva20 in her own research. The topic of the activities of the
SDS (Union of Democratic Forces) from a Russian perspective is the focus of the dissertation of
Sergey Lavlinsky,2! and the peculiarities of contemporary Bulgarian political life are analyzed by
Luiza Umanskaya.?2 The evolution of Russian-Bulgarian relations in the field of energy is traced by
llian Petrov in his dissertation.22 A comprehensive picture of the Bulgarian transition from a
Russian perspective with a focus on the economic and political situation is presented in the

monograph of Nikolai Podchasov.24

As yet, no study of the work of the Bulgarian diplomatic corps in relation to contemporary Russia

has been carried out.

Dissertation structure

The dissertation consists of an introduction, three chapters, a conclusion, list of sources (213
unpublished archival documents from the Archives of the MFA, 114 published documents in
Bulgarian, Russian, English and Ukrainian; 107 titles from Bulgarian and Russian periodicals from
the 1990s; 44 titles of memoirs, diaries, publications; 20 interviews) and 235 items of literature
(books, dissertations, scientific periodicals in Bulgarian, Russian, English and French), with a total of

420 pages (or 459 pages of 1800 characters as per Bulgarian State Standard).

The dissertation uses a thematic and chronological approach to research.

20 Bgsiesa T. 3. Poccus Bonrapma. B3aMumoOTHOLEHMA B YCIOBUAX HOBbIX reONOIMTUYECKMX BbISOBOB. —

Ce0600Has moicab, 2015, N 1 (1649), c. 149-164; Basesa T. 3. bonrapusa B NPOTUBOCTOAHUN KOJINEKTUBHOTO 3anasa u
Poccun. — Mup nepemeHr, 2022, N 2, c. 77-87; Banesa T. 3. bonrapua: EC, HATO wn... Poccua? — Mup nepemen, 2018, N
4,c.100-114.

21 flasnuHckuti, C. dopmmnposaHue v geaTenbHocTb Coo3a AeMOKPaTUUECKUX CUA B YCTIOBUAX NEPEXOLHOTO Neproaa B
Bosrapum, koHel, 80-x - Hayano 90-x rr. ABTopedepart. BopoHerk, 1998.

22 YmaHckas, /1. A. CoBpemeHHbI 60rapCcKuii NOAUTUKYM: OCHOBHbIE NPOABAEHMA N 0COBeHHOCTU. — CoBpeMeHHas
HayKa u uHHosayuu, 2019, N 2 (26), c. 262—-269; YmaHckas, /1. A. CoBpeMeHHble NOANTUYECKME NpoLEecchbl B bonrapuu:
Codua mexay 3anagom u Poccueit. — Kacnulickuli pe2uoH: noaumuka, 3KoHoMuKa, kyasmypa, 2015, N 2 (43), c. 107—
111.

23 [lempos, U. N. IB0NI0OLMA CTPYKTYP MUPOBBIX M €BPOMENCKUX SHEPreTUUYECKMX PbIHKOB M NepCneKTUBbI Pa3BuTUS
ra3oTpaHCNopTHbIX ceTe B KOro-BoctouHolt EBpone c y4actnem Bonrapum n Poccuun: ancceptaums ... KaHauaaTta
3KOHOMMYecKux Hayk: 08.00.14 / Metpos UnuaH NeBaHoB;[MecTo 3awmThbl: POCCUIACKMI rOCYAapCTBEHHDbIN YHUBEPCUTET
HedTM 1 rasa um. . M. TybKnHal.- Mocksa, 2015.

24 rodyacos, H. A. 3aTtaHyswanca TpaHchopmaums: bonrapua B NOMCKax HOBOro NyTH.
Mocksa: UM3MO PAH, 2023.
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CHAPTER ONE: Factors in the dismantling of the USSR (1990-1991), comprising two sections: |. The

‘do-it-yourself’ factor. The informal ideological and political instrument for the dismantling of the
USSR, and Il. Diplomatic analyses, forecasts and scenarios for the ‘triune crisis’ of the USSR

(1990-1991).

Conclusions: The Russian march towards the Brest Agreement

On December 8, 1991 Bulgarian diplomatic information sources introduced a very interesting and
accurate term for the breakdown of the USSR — the ‘Brest Agreement’.25 Brest is close to the
Belovezhskaya Gora, which houses the residence of the Belarusian leader Stanislav Shushkevich,
Chairman of the Supreme Soviet of the republic. The much more common term ‘Belovezhskaya
Gora’ seems particularly aimed at blurring the symbolism of the ‘Brest Agreement’ and the
historical connection to the 1918 Brest-Litovsk Treaty — in both cases there was a renunciation of
state borders, brought about by imperial collapse — ‘Russian’ (1917) and ‘Soviet’ (1991). Both the
Brest-Litovsk Treaty (1918) and the Brest Agreement (1991) severed political ties between Russia,

Ukraine and Belarus.

In Russian historical memory the Brest-Litovsk Treaty carries the negative halo of betrayal (of
Russian national interests by the Bolsheviks), which is another reason why the term ‘Belovezhskaya
Gora’, rather than ‘Brest Agreement’, has been imposed in the conceptual apparatus of democrats

for the collapse of the USSR.

Brest as an image in Russian historical memory is also associated with the Union of Brest (1596), a
symbol of spiritual betrayal by Western Orthodox Russian bishops26 and of the subsequent spiritual

annexation of Western Orthodox Russian lands by the Catholic world and the Vatican.

The Union of Brest (1596) — Brest-Litovsk Treaty (1918) — Brest Agreement (1991) triad has an
unparalleled historical and psychological effect on Russian national memory because the focus is
on the betrayal of national interests by the elite, while the established term ‘Belovezha Accords’ is

neutral, difficult to remember, and does not evoke historical associations.

25 Report on Ukraine. — Archives of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Case 3. File 48-1. Archive unit 68. Codpusa, 1991. /1. 9.

26 Negotiations for a union began at the initiative of Western Russian Orthodox bishops in 1590, when on June 24
they decided to seek the Pope’s patronage. — In: ®n0ps, b. H., C. I AKogeHKo. BHYTPEHHUIA KPU3UC B NPABOC/IaBHOM
obuiecTse M NPOeKTbl yHUKU ¢ Pumom 90-r rr. XVI B. — B: BpecTkas yHuA 1596 r. n obuiectBeHHO-NoAuTUYeckas 6opbba
Ha YKkpauHe n B benopyccmun B kKoHue XVI — Havane XVII B. YacTb |. Bpectkasa yHua 1596 r. UcTtopuyeckmne npuymHbl
cobbiTna. Mocksa, 1996, c. 131.
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The terms ‘Brest Agreement’/'Brest Accords’/'Brest Treaty’ are also used in the Bulgarian
periodical press of December 1991 — in Duma newspaper and the reports of Dimitar Gornenski,2?
in the 24 Hours newspaper, which introduces the term ‘Slavic Pact’ for the denunciation of the
Soviet Treaty by the ‘Slavic Soviet Republics’ (Russian, Ukrainian and Belarusian), and also the term
‘Slavic Union’.28 Shortly after December 8, 1991, the correspondent of Trud Newspaper, Voyko
Tanev, posed the question ‘Is a new USSR about to appear on the map — the Union of Sovereign

Slavic Republics?’.29

Among Russian post-Soviet historians, the concept of ‘Brest Treaty’ for what happened on
December 8, 1991 was introduced much later, by Alexander Shubin,30 but the momentum of the
‘Belovezhskaya Gora’ was stronger and prevailed in the conceptual apparatus of contemporary

historiography.

‘Brest Agreement’ or ‘Brest Treaty’, or rather ‘Brest Pact’, because December 8, 199131 marked the
beginning not of a lasting peace but of a series of local military conflicts in the former Soviet

republics.

The factors for the Soviet crisis (1990-1991) were irrational, i.e., ideological, and rational —

geopolitical/global, regional, economic, legal, political.

Ideological factors:

1) The discrediting of the CPSU, the power-bearing and ideological construct of the Soviet system,
whose 1990 duplicate — the Communist Party of the RSFSR — was part of the emancipation of the

Russian republic from the union centre. The ideological decentralisation within the CPSU, with its

27 flumumup lopHeHcKu. Benapyc u YkpaiiHa paTuduumpaxa 6pectkua aorosop, Kpasuyk o6suHaABa lop6ayos. —
Ayma, 11 pekemspwm 1991 1., 6p. 306, c. 1, 3. lMak modl. l[eHepanuTe nogabpKat bpecTkusa gorosop, EnumH oTHOBO
pasroBaps c fopbayos. — Jyma, 12 pekempu 1991 r., 6p. 307, c. 1, 3. Mak mod. MapnameHTsbT Ha Pycus patuouumpa
bpecTkua goroeop. — Ayma, 13 gekemspm 1991 r., 6p. 308, c. 1; EAumH 3ano3Ha by c 6pecTkoTo cnopasymeHue. —
Ayma, 10 pekemspn 1991 r., 6p. 305, c. 3.

28 CpBeTCKUTe CNaBAHCKM penyb6aMKn HanpaBuxa HOB CbiO3 MOMeEXKAY cU. — 24 yaca, 9 aekemspu 1991, 6p. 201, c. 2;
Pycua 3auepkBa CCCP, noakpensa cnaBsaHCKMA NakT. — 24 vaca, 13 pekemspm 1991 r., 6p. 205, c. 1, 5.

29 Boliko TaHes. TpuTe “Kuta” norpe6saT CbBETCKMA Cbio3. — Tpyd, 9 Aekemspu 1991 r., 6p. 237 (13 556), c. 5.

30 [1Jy6uH, A. Kak o6opBanack cyasba CoseTtckoro Cotosa. 20.12.2021. https://expert.ru/expert/2022/01/kak-
oborvalas-sudba-sovetskogo- soyuza/ (20.08.2022)

371 In a detailed legal analysis of the CIS Agreement of 8 December 1991, P. P. Kremnev proves that the agreement is
not an international legal act, but an internal federal one. By ratifying it, the Supreme Soviet of the RSFSR "gave it the
significance of an international treaty" even though, "the members of the federation did not legitimately leave it". — In:
Kpemmnes, I1. . Pacnag CCCP: mexxayHapogHo-npasosble npobaemsl. M., 2005, c. 230.
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two platforms: the Marxist and the Democratic, ended with the victory of democrats even before

the banning of the party after the August coup attempt.

2) The de-ideologization of the USSR, which began with the dissident movement that succeeded
the ‘Sixtiers’ in the 1970s, in all its strands — the conservative one of Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn, the
liberal-cosmopolitan one of Andrei Sakharov, the mystical one of Yuri Mamleev and the

historiosophical-sociological one of Aleksandr Zinoviev.

The final chord in the de-ideologization of the USSR was played by the renunciation of socialism,
legitimized in the projected name of the future reformed federation during the negotiations for the
new union treaty, the USS (Union of Sovereign States), without the ‘Soviet’ and the ‘socialist’
elements, i.e., ‘all the republics of the Soviet Union shift towards capitalism’.32 In the referendum
of March 17, 1991, the abbreviation of the ‘renewed federation’ was USSR — Union of Soviet
Sovereign Republics. The ‘socialist’ aspect was dropped altogether, hence the failure of the ‘search

for the new man’ as a ‘strategic perspective to communism’.33

3) Ideologization of the market transition. A bright ‘market future’ is the ideological goal of all the
currents of power in Moscow, both Soviet (the market is the number one goal of Gorbachev’s
perestroika, who preferred the smooth transition of Nikolai Ryzhkov) and Russian (Yeltsin opts for a
radical transition to market relations), as well as of all socio-political movements and parties,

except for the Russian-Soviet patriots, who were marginalized and stigmatized by the media.

4) Soviet anti-Sovietism — popular fronts and informal movements. Creation of the popular fronts
was an initiative of the Soviet centre to ensure perestroika reforms. The subsequent
nationalisation of popular fronts in the Baltics and Ukraine worked against the Soviet authorities,
but was encouraged and stimulated by the Russian power centre. The RSFSR recognized the
declarations of sovereignty of the Soviet republics and launched bilateral relations with them,

isolating and delegitimizing the union centre.

5) ldealization of the West, as a result of ‘Western influence, combining a policy of ‘open
diplomacy’ with ‘nonviolent resistance’ (Gene Sharp) and ‘soft power’ (Joseph Nye) in a successful

battle for the minds and hearts of Soviet citizens.

32 IlloxuH, A. «Pacnag CCCP: BavAHME Ha coBpemeHHyto Poccuio n mup». KPYI/TbIA CTON B « MHTEPDAKCE» —
COBMECTHO C XYPHAJ/IOM «POCCUA B [NTIOBA/IbHOM MOJIMTUKE». 8.12.2021. https://globalaffairs.ru/articles/
raspad-sssr-rossiya-i-mir/ [21.08.2022]

33 KypauHaH, C. Ceogutb passan CCCP k npegatenam u LIPY — o6maHbiBaTh camux cebsa. Tomck, 14.10.2017. https://
regnum.ru/news/society/2334237.html [21.08.2022]



https://regnum.ru/news/society/2334237.html
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6) The Catholic Factor.

The ecumenical dialogue between Rome and the Russian Orthodox Church of the 1960s and 1980s
set the stage for the ideological opening of the Soviet elite to the West. The Vatican’s Eastern
policy was rewarded under Pope John Paul Il when Gorbachev demonstrated a benevolent view to

the renaissance of Catholicism in the Slavic periphery of the USSR.

Political factors:

1) Political dualism — the key factor.

The Russian historical specificity is power-centric and when the centres of power are allowed to
divide, political upheaval inevitably follows. The Yeltsin/Gorbachev struggle transformed from a
personal to an institutional one, with the Russian centre opposed to the Soviet centre in every
respect: regional politics, education, local government, the army, security services, parliaments/

supreme councils, foreign policy, republican separatism.

2) The desacralisation of power, the state and the army, accelerated after the August 1991 putsch.

The desacralisation of power, according to Andronik Migranyan, also led to ‘the absence of an
imperial centre interested in preserving the unitary state’.34 The psychological effect for Russians of
the desacralisation of the state was ‘indifference to history’,3> as observed by Natalia

Narochnitskaya.

Economic factors:

1) Among the economic factors that contributed to the collapse of the USSR, one theory that
stands out is that of Alexander Dinkin on the 1987 Cooperatives Act and its influence on the
republican Soviet elite, who tasted ‘communal ownership’ with ‘the anticipation of their own

statehood’.36

34 MuepansaH, A. [laske ecnv 6bl MyTY yaancs, To, CKOPee BCEro, Hesb3A 6bio bl yaepaTb CoseTckuii Cotos ot
pacnaga. https://mgimo.ru/gk4p/209910.html [20.08.2022]

35 HapouHuukas, H. "B aeHb, korga pacnanca CCCP, a pbigana”. 21.04.2008 r. — Pycckasa anHua. https://ruskline.ru/
news_rl/2008/04/21/nataliya_narochnickaya_v_- den_kogda_raspalsya_sssr_ya_rydala/ [21.08.2022]

36,£1b/HKUH, A. «Pacnag, CCCP: BAnsHMe Ha coBpeMeHHYto Poccuto u mup». KPYI/bIA CTON B « MIHTEPDAKCE» —
COBMECTHO C }KYPHAJIOM «POCCUA B INOBANIBHOW NO/IMTUKE». 8.12.2021. https://globalaffairs.ru/articles/
raspad-sssr-rossiya-i-mir/ [21.08.2022]
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2) The 1985 lifting of oil extraction restrictions (the US-Arab deal)37 is also frequently cited as an

economic factor, especially popular among liberal circles, who view it fatalistically — as a
predestination. This economic factor however was a prerequisite for the transformation of the

Soviet elite into the owner of state goods, but not the cause of the breakdown of the USSR.

3) The liberal narrative, namely that the USSR was on the brink of economic collapse, has been
challenged by the research of the Nobelist economist and Russian American Wassily Leontief,

invited in 1988 by Gorbachev, who found no systemic issues in the Soviet economy.38

Legal factors:

1) The ignoring of the Soviet constitution and the legal disempowerment and desovereignisation of
the Soviet centre with the declarations of sovereignty of the Soviet republics, which followed,
avalanche-style, the Estonian example of 1988. A crucial element of this process was ‘Russian
separatism’ with the Declaration of State Sovereignty of the RSFSR of 12 June 1990, appropriately

defined as ‘the political and legal beginning of the disintegration of the USSR’.39

2) Another legal factor perceived as the ‘de facto disintegration’4® of the USSR is the ‘9+1’ (nine
republics + the Soviet president) declaration of April 23, 1991, which proclaimed that only those

republics that wanted to remain in the USSR would do so.

Geopolitical factors:

37 MatixaHcku, M. Pacnag, CoseTtckoro Cotosa. «Topbaues v EnbumH: kTo npas? MpuunHbl pacnaga CCCP». KPYT/IbIN
CTON B «MHTEP®AKCE»... nak Tam.

38 @ypcos, A. dypcos: B KoHLe 80-x B CCCP He 6bI10 CUCTEMHOTO Kpuamca. 25.02.2019. https://sputnik.by/20190225/
Fursov-v-kontse-80-kh-v-SSSR-ne-bylo-sistemnogo-krizisa-1040311168.html?ysclid=18q36x31xk588985869
[25.08.2022]

39 MeaHHuKos, M. A. TocyaapCTBEHHO-TEPPUTOPMANbHOE YCTPOWMCTBO POCCUM: NOUCK MaeanbHOM dopmbl. M.: UHOPA-
M, 2022, p. 136.

40 Mopos3, O. Pacnag Cosetckoro Coto3a. «lopbaues 1 EnbumH: KTo npas? MpuunHbl pacnaga CCCP». 6.02.2012. —
MonwuT.py. https://polit.ru/article/2012/02/06/moroz/ [18.08.2022]



https://polit.ru/article/2012/02/06/moroz/
https://sputnik.by/20190225/Fursov-v-kontse-80-kh-v-SSSR-ne-bylo-sistemnogo-krizisa-1040311168.html?ysclid=l8q36x31xk588985869
https://sputnik.by/20190225/Fursov-v-kontse-80-kh-v-SSSR-ne-bylo-sistemnogo-krizisa-1040311168.html?ysclid=l8q36x31xk588985869
https://sputnik.by/20190225/Fursov-v-kontse-80-kh-v-SSSR-ne-bylo-sistemnogo-krizisa-1040311168.html?ysclid=l8q36x31xk588985869
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1) The Cold War was the global geopolitical factor that led to the defeat of the Soviet system.

‘Outside — the Cold War, inside — the betrayal of the elite’.41

2) Malta, December 2-3, 1989 with ‘Gorbachev’s capitulation and the de facto surrender of the
socialist camp and the USSR’42 symbolized the beginning of the USSR’s retreat from its positions in

Eastern Europe.

3) The self-dissolution of the Warsaw Pact, the decision for which was taken at an extraordinary
meeting of the Political Consultative Committee of the participating states in Budapest on
February 25, 1991 and which ‘practically liquidated the military organization of the alliance’,
marked the final withdrawal of the USSR from Eastern Europe. All documents on military

cooperation were planned to lapse as of 31 March 1991.43

Regional anti-Soviet factors:

1) The Ukrainian factor in the collapse of the USSR was among the main geopolitical levers of the
Soviet nomenclature in both the USSR and the RSFSR. The role of Ukrainian President Kravchuk,
although later assessed by some historians as ‘the initiator of the collapse’44 even more than
Yeltsin, is overestimated. Without the consent of Yeltsin, who was president of the largest Soviet
republic centred in Moscow, Kravchuk’s initiative would have been difficult to implement. The
Russian factor in the collapse of the USSR was the leading one, in tandem with the Ukrainian and

with the assistance of the third Slavic republic, the Belarusian SSR.

2) The ‘Baltic factor’ with the processes of sovereignisation of the Baltic republics was realised with
the active Russian assistance and political support of the RSFSR. Gorbachev’s Soviet power
intervention in Vilnius in January 1991 marked the beginning of the disintegration of the USSR. The
Baltic region turned out to be more crucial than the South Caucasus (events in Thilisi in 1989, Baku

in 1990) in terms of impact on the Soviet society and as a catalyst for Soviet deconstruction.

41 3yHosbes, A. «PA3TPOM CCCP Bbl/1 OLUMBKOM 3ANALA...». 2006 r. https://zinoviev.org/az/texts/interview/
aleksandr-zinovev-razgrom-sssr-byl-oshibkoj-zapada/ [21.08.2022]

42 ®ypcos, A. «Yoen Tex, y KOro HeT MAEe0N0rMKn, — MUKHUK Ha 060- YnHe UcTopum». TaTbaHa MeaBeaesa. — MaseTa
KynbTtypa. 2.12.2014. https://portal-kultura.ru/articles/country/72658-andrey-fursov-udel- tekh-u-kogo-net-ideologii-
piknik-na-obochine-istorii/ [24.08.2022]

43 Extraordinary meeting of the Political Consultative Committee of the Warsaw Pact member states (25 February
1991, Budapest). — Archive of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. File 48-10. Archive unit 28. p. 9-13. Sofia, 1991.

44 11ly6uH, A. Kak obopBsanachk cyabba Cosetckoro Coto3a. 20.12.2021. https://expert.ru/expert/2022/01/kak-
oborvalas-sudba-sovetskogo- soyuza/ [20.08.2022]


https://zinoviev.org/az/texts/interview/aleksandr-zinovev-razgrom-sssr-byl-oshibkoj-zapada/
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Lo Al ale
b g o

Of all the factors that triggered the Soviet crisis (1990-1991), the Russian-Soviet diarchy was key to
the collapse of the USSR. The Russian historical specificity is power-centric and when the centres
of power (RSFSR vs USSR) were allowed to split, political upheaval inevitably followed. The ‘Russian

factor’,45 or ‘Russian separatism’, was the leading factor in the deconstruction of the Soviet system.

The term ‘Russian factor’ as the ‘centre of political struggle’ in 1990 can be found in the memoirs
of Vladimir Medvedev, an associate of Gorbachev, who detected ‘the first signs of its activation’
amongst humanitarian intelligentsia, ‘above all in writers adhering to the so-called Russophile

orientation,” among them Valentin Rasputin.

In historiography, Medvedev’s term, the ‘Russian factor,” is used by Rudolf Pichoja for the period of

1990, who, however, does not place it among the decisive causes of the collapse of the USSR.

Alexander Zinoviev introduces the ‘factor of betrayal’46 by the Soviet elite for USSR’s capitulation,

which, however, can be defined more as a ‘Soviet factor’ than a ‘Russian factor’.

The decisive factor for the collapse of the USSR remains the ‘Russian’ factor which prevailed in the

Russian-Soviet diarchy, which resulted in the RSFSR killing the USSR.

CHAPTER TWO: Enlightened Authoritarianism. The Russian political system (1992-1999) comprising
two sections: |. Construction of the Russian presidential republic, and |l. The presidential system

after December 12, 1993.

The main factors contributing to the establishment of the presidential republic in post-Soviet

Russia are typified in the following manner:

The power factor

The ‘power factor’ is a concept introduced by Bulgarian analyses on the Russian presidential
republic, a term used by Bulgarian diplomats to explain the ‘monocentrism’ in the Russian political

system.

45 Muxos, P. I. Mocksa. Kpemnb. BnacTb. [1Be uctopum ogHoi ctpaHbl. Poccna Ha nsnome ToicayeneTmin. 1985-2005.
M., 2007, p. 152-153.

46 3yHoebes, A. MnaHnpyemas nctopmsa: 3anaa. NMocTkommyHMcTMYecKan Poceua. Mmbenb pycckoro KommyHmnsma. M.,
20009, p. 260-263.
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The components of the ‘power factor’ which determines the political pole of the Russian
Federation are defined as follows: Yeltsin’s ‘phenomenal power instinct’, the ‘party of power’ as a
collective term for the ruling elite, and Yeltsin’s ‘real power’ exercised through the three power

‘sub-centres’: the Presidential Administration, the Government and the Security Council.47

The political factor

The 1991-1993 president/parliament diarchy is a projection of the RSFSR-USSR, Yeltsin-Gorbachey,
and Russian-Soviet diarchy, which was paradoxically confirmed in the March 17, 1991 referendum

with the positive vote to preserve the USSR and introduce a Russian presidential institution.

The existence of two centres of power has always been critical for Russian (1917) and Soviet
history (1991); the situation was no less critical for post-Soviet Russia (1993), when the
constitutional crisis developed into an acute political conflict with the characteristics of a local civil
war, the finale of which was the affirmation of the presidential republic by the constitution of 12

December 1993.

The regional factor

The constitutional crisis in post-Soviet Russia parallels the crisis of Russian federalism. The

‘president vs. parliament’ battle is parallel to the ‘centre-periphery’ confrontation.

Just as the discussion on drafts for a new Union Treaty in 1989 led to the collapse of the USSR, so
the discussions on a new Russian constitution in 1992-1993 led to the fragmentation of the

Russian Federation.

The most prominent regional cases in the peaceful centre-periphery confrontation were: the Ural,
the Siberian, and the Tatar. The centre-periphery military conflict was distinguished by the

Chechen regional case.

The Soviet factor

Both in the ‘president-parliament’ battle and in the ‘centre-periphery’ confrontation, the Soviets —
the Supreme Soviet in Moscow and the regional councils in the regions — opposed presidential

power.

47 The role of the power factor in the presidential elections in Russia. — Archives of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Case
4. File 53-6. Archive unit 56. Moscow, 1996. pp. 188, 195-198.
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The Soviets were an archaic Soviet institution that survived the collapse of the USSR, and whose
democratic character stimulated centrifugal tendencies in post-Soviet Russia. Soviets were the last
element of the ‘Russian-Soviet’ battle that began during the perestroika (RSFSR vs. USSR) and

ended with the establishment of the presidential republic.

The geopolitical factor

The American factor influencing the internal processes in post-Soviet Russia was strongest for the
period 1992-1993, and especially during the political crisis of October 3-4, 1993, with strong US

support for Yeltsin.

US gains after the October 3-4 coup were short-term (the uranium deal), while Yeltsin, with US
help, turned Russia into a presidential republic and ended the process of decentralization, which

was in Russia’s long-term strategic interest.

The ideological factor

The ‘president-parliament’ diarchy was also projected into an information battle, won by Yeltsin
with the crucial help of CNN, which imposed the propaganda image of the demonized Supreme
Soviet as a ‘communist-fascist’ and ‘brown-red armed junta’ of the Soviet past against the idealized

image of the ‘democratic’ president of the Russian future.

CHAPTER THREE: Strategic Dualism. The geopolitical interests of the Russian Federation
(1992-1999) comprising two sections: |. The ‘strategic sensitivity’ of Russian foreign policy, and Il.

The Russian-Ukrainian ‘cold war’ in the battle for Soviet legacy.

The main specificity of the Russian Federation’s foreign policy in the 1990s, guided by presidential
power, can be summarized as strategic dualism, a term coined by the author of the dissertation,

encompassing ideological, institutional, civilizational, and Russian-Bulgarian dualism.

Ideological dualism: conservative/liberal

The lack of an official ideology in contemporary Russia was compensated by the ‘ideological
diversity’ allowed by the Constitution (Article 13, item 1). The ideological dualism in Russian
foreign policy in the 1990s finds implicit expression in the existence of various centres for the
elaboration of strategic concepts, the final decision on which remains with the president. Such
centres are the liberal Foreign Ministry (under ministers Andrei Kozirev and Igor Ivanov) and the

conservative Foreign Intelligence Service (under Yevgeny Primakov).
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Within the apparatus, the ideological dualism is between the liberal diplomatic corps and the
conservative generals (General Leonid Ivashov, in charge of military diplomacy as Secretary of the
CIS Council of Defence Ministers, 1992-1996, and as head of the Ministry of Defence’s Main

Department for International Military Cooperation, 1996-2001).

Institutional dualism: president/parliament

Russian foreign policy is ‘presidential, while the parliament, with its left-wing, pro-Soviet (CPRF)
and national-liberal (LDPR) wings, is traditionally in opposition, expressing popular public attitudes
through parliamentary hearings, committees (‘Anti-NATQ’), declarations, conferences, and directly
involved in foreign policy with the ratification of international treaties and parliamentary
diplomacy. In the 1990s, the main foreign policy issues causing divergence between the president
and the parliament related to Crimea, Sevastopol, the Black Sea Fleet, cooperation with NATO, and

the Yugoslav crisis.

Civilisational dualism: European/Eurasian

The civilizational dualism in Russia’s foreign policy is manifested in the differing perceptions of
Russia — as a European country (of the MFA), or as a ‘great Eurasian state’ (of the Department for
External Church Relations). The Department for External Church Relations of the Moscow
Patriarchate (DECR), headed by Metropolitan Kiril, determines church diplomacy and participates
in discussions on Russia’s foreign policy concept. If the MFA stands for ‘integration’ with the
civilized Western world, DECR stands for ‘cooperation’ of Russian Orthodox, non-Western

civilization with the rest of the non-Western world.

Bulgarian-Russian dualism

In Bulgarian-Russian relations in the 1990s, the dualism of economic rapprochement through
energy diplomacy versus geopolitical distancing emerged as a lasting trend. The North Atlantic
Alliance bombing of Belgrade became a key point, derailing Russia’s ‘post-conflict model’ for the
Balkans. Russia’s drift away from close cooperation with NATO was at first symbolic, with the
turning around of Yevgeny Primakov’s plane above the Atlantic on March 24, 1999, and later

pragmatic, with the gradual eastward turn of Russian foreign policy.
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The Ukrainian case is present as a sub-theme in each chapter of the dissertation because of the
particular diplomatic interest in Russian-Ukrainian relations generated by concern for the largest
Bulgarian community in Ukraine, for which the Bulgarian consulate in Odessa was established.
Chapter Three examines the Ukrainian theme within a separate section devoted to the Bulgarian

diplomatic special interest in Russian-Ukrainian relations after 1991.

If one were to summarize the analytical projections on Ukraine in Bulgarian diplomatic documents
of the 1990s, they can be summarized into several main themes according to geopolitical and

ideological reality.

Geopolitical reality. Ukraine’s strategic geopolitical priority of asserting itself as an ‘influential
world state’ failed because of a paradoxical situation. The possession of huge Ukrainian potential in
all areas: territory, economy, demography, highly qualified scientific personnel, military scale
(powerful army from the Western military group of the USSR), and the presence of nuclear
weapons (the third most powerful nuclear power after Russia and the US) — this huge Soviet
heritage proved insufficient when the country found itself as a buffer between the East (Russia and
the CIS) and the West (Europe, the US and NATO). Ukraine adhered to its ‘unrealistic expectations’
of becoming a regional leader on all major geopolitical vectors — Central-Eastern European, Black

Sea-Baltic and Danube-South-Eastern European.

The ideological reality. Ukraine’s national policy proved no less unrealistic than its foreign policy.

Diplomatic analyses of Russian-Ukrainian relations emphasize several key factors:

1) Russia’s ‘strategic sensitivity’ regarding Eastern Europe’s inclusion in NATO is a major factor in
Russian-Ukrainian relations. The underlying reason was not so much the potential military threat
to Russia, but rather the ‘negative political-psychological effect of further hardening Russian
hardliners’, which is ‘not in the interest of Western states’. Rather than confrontation, ‘strong
strategic cooperation along the Russia-Western Europe (NATO and EU) line is the best guarantee

for peace and security on the Old Continent’.48

48 Global Geostrategic Space and Russia’s National Security Risks. — Archives of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Case 6.
File 51-3. Archive unit 101. Sofia. 1994. p. 14-15.
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2) The Crimean factor may be decisive for Ukraine if it federalizes, which would ‘lead to the
accession of Crimea and the East Ukrainian regions to the Russian Federation’4s, i.e., the Crimean

‘apple of discord’ would mark the beginning of the ‘disintegration of Ukraine’so.

3) The Russian factor in terms of Russian-Ukrainian economic ‘overintegration’ according to

Bulgarian diplomats ‘dooms’ the two countries to ‘close cooperation’s?.

4) NATO’s ideological sensitivity towards Russia is concentrated in the ‘fears of NATO states’ of
‘legitimizing a sovereign Russia in international politics and restoring its imperial and totalitarian
reflexes.’ Ideological fears regarding Russia ‘are irrelevant to real geopolitics’ because, according to
diplomatic analysis, ‘Russia’s role in the system of international relations’ does not depend on ‘the

subjective will of any international actor.’52

5) ‘Ukrainism’, or the nationalists of the ‘unregistered extremist parties’ in Ukraine, are referred to
in diplomatic forecasts as a highly destabilizing factor that could cause ‘the creation in the western
regions of an independent state of Galicia, Russian-speaking autonomy in the Donbas, the

unification of a compact German population (up to 400 thousand people) in southern Ukraine’.53

6) The ‘New Iron Curtain’ as a potential prospect strips Russia of ‘protective guarantees on its
western borders,” which, together with Ukraine’s precarious role as Russia’s rear, will orient the
Russian Federation eastwards towards China. The first ‘symptoms’ of such a trend were visible in

the visit of the Defence Minister P. Grachev to Beijing in December 1993.54

CONCLUSIONS:

BULGARIAN DIPLOMATIC ANALYSES AND RUSSIAN ‘POWERCENTRISM’

49 Some main trends in the domestic political situation in Ukraine. — Archives of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Case
12, File 53-6. Archive unit 255. Odessa, 1996. p. 4.

50 presidential elections for the Autonomous Republic of Crimea. Kiev, 1994. — Archives of the Ministry of Foreign
Affairs, Case 13. File 51-3. Archive unit 262. p. 6.

51 An attempt to analyse the current state of Ukrainian-Russian relations and prospects for their development. Kiev,
1994. — Archives of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Case 14. File 51-3. Archive unit 267. p. 22.

52 Global Geostrategic Space and Russia’s National Security Risks ..., p. 37.

53 Socio-political situation in Ukraine and relations with Russia. — Archives of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Case 3. File
52-3. Archive unit 81. Moscow, 1995. p. 31.

54 Global Geostrategic Space and Russia’s National Security Risks ..., p. 38.
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Bulgarian diplomatic analyses of contemporary Russia between the breakdown of the Union and
the beginning of the Federation (1990-1999), with observations from Sofia, Moscow, Leningrad/St
Petersburg, Syktyvkar, Kiev, Odessa, Minsk, Kishinev, etc., constitute an extremely valuable source
for reconstructing the historical picture. Diplomatic analytical reports contain an informative
overview of all aspects of Russia’s domestic and foreign policy, based on personal impressions from
formal or informal meetings with politicians from across the spectrum, with public figures of all

ideological stripes, with journalists, and with academic and university intellectuals.

Diverse sources of information enable diplomatic analyses to carry out a socio-political cross-
section of Russian society (both Ukrainian and Belarusian, where Russian-Ukrainian or Russian-

Belarusian relations intersect).

Fieldwork is unparalleled in the quality of informational detail, rendering the picture drawn in real
time a valuable source of information on the basis of which adequate policy decisions can be made

by the country represented by the diplomats in question.

Retrospectively speaking, it is precisely the reports and information of Bulgarian diplomats from
the scene of events that have a very significant potential for refining the historical view of Russia’s

socio-political events of the last decade of the twentieth century.

A characteristic specificity of the overwhelming majority of Bulgarian diplomatic reports from the
1990s is the tendency towards de-ideologisation, with a professionally applied pragmatic analytical
approach in the assessment of each specific issue. Of course, diplomats offer their own
conclusions, but they first present the different points of view and then formulate their own

judgment.

Diplomatic documents are of particular interest for the historical study of the dramatic ‘Russian
Decade’ at the end of the 20th century, when they were prepared as special analytical and
prognostic works. Bulgarian diplomatic predictions of the collapse of the USSR proved surprisingly
accurate as early as 1990. This cannot fail to impress against the backdrop of the contrary
expectations of Soviet scholars, experts, and party activists who remained captive to ideologized
thinking. Paradoxically, the US, as well as key countries in Western Europe, were at that time
(1990-1991) opposed to the hasty breakdown of the Soviet state, which seemed to prevent them
from seeing the real picture of the USSR from the inside. There is no doubt that Bulgarian
diplomats knew the problems of Soviet society much better, and their potential to produce

accurate expertise was very high indeed.
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When one compares the forecasts of Bulgarian diplomatic work with those of the CIA’s analytical
reports on the political crisis of the late Soviet Union, where the American view of Russia is
ideologized, Bulgarian professional analysis is clearly more accurate. Of course, there are also
projections in Bulgarian works that reveal inflated expectations of a post-Cold War ‘post-conflict

world,” but these are relatively few.

In general, it can be summarized that correct diplomatic predictions about the trends in modern
Russia prevail. For example, as early as 1993, Bulgarian analytical works recognised the beginning
of Russia’s ‘Eurasian’ reorientation towards China and the East, triggered by the lack of ‘protective

guarantees on the Western borders.

Bulgarian analyses also drew attention to Ukrainian policy on nuclear weapons, which is difficult to
predict, and highlight Ukraine’s excessive foreign policy ambitions after the collapse of the USSR.
Some Bulgarian analyses even warned that Ukraine was emerging as ‘the most dangerous place for

European security’, when in fact there was no indication of such a scenario emerging and evolving.

As for the special interest of Bulgarian diplomats in Ukraine during the decade under review, it was
predetermined by the presence of the largest Bulgarian diaspora, which, together with the
Bulgarians in Moldova, formed the once united Bulgarian community sheltered by the Russian

Empire in Bessarabia.

Bulgarian diplomatic analyses are particularly interesting from a research point of view and for the
precise conceptual apparatus they informally create in relation to contemporary Russia. For
example, they offer terms such as ‘Brest Agreement’, ‘enlightened authoritarianism’, ‘power
factor’, ‘tri-power’, ‘strategic sensitivity’, etc., which is not only a peculiar theoretical contribution,

but also an unequivocal indicator of the professional capacity of Bulgarian diplomats of the 1990s.

The style of the reports, the vocabulary used, as well as the in-depth analysis in describing the
complex domestic and foreign policy problems of a huge ‘country in transition’, speak of the
existence of a very serious Bulgarian diplomatic school. We can only hope that the high level of
strategic, geopolitical and also domestic political analysis of the countries where Bulgarian

diplomats are accredited will be maintained in the 21st century.

Russian ‘powercentrism’

The study of Bulgarian diplomatic dispatches from the 1990s not only has heuristic value, but also

allows for a better understanding of the historical picture of the dramatic epoch associated with
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the ‘end of the Union and the beginning of the Federation’. Their examination clarifies, for
example, the driving forces and the factors that influenced one or another aspect of the
construction and evolution of the new Russia. Also, individual authors’ hypotheses are confirmed
through the ‘inside view’ of Bulgarian diplomats, which in turn allows for the formulation of clearer

research theses.

For example, if we were to define the underlying principle of the Russian political system built in
the 1990s in one word, this word would, based on the researcher’s view of Bulgarian diplomatic

analyses, be ‘powercentrism’.

The term ‘powercentrism’ was introduced by Bhupinder Brar55 as a characteristic of Soviet foreign
policy ambitions from Stalin to Gorbachev’s perestroika. In terms of socio-cultural specificity of

Russian society, the term ‘powercentrism’ is used by Mikhail Afanasyev.56

Bulgarian diplomatic reports of the 1990s preferred the term ‘power factor’ as a synonym of
powercentrism and of ‘monocentrism in the Russian political system’. The ‘power factor’ focused
on the presidential pole of the Russian Federation, which predetermined the creation of a Russian
‘super-presidential republic’, defined in diplomatic elaborations as a system of ‘enlightened

authoritarianism’.

The road to ‘enlightened authoritarianism’ in Russia passed through the unenlightened September
civil war, localized in the centre of Moscow, culminating in the ‘shooting’ of the parliament on the
night of October 3, 1993, and brought under control by Yeltsin after the referendum on the new

constitution of December 12, 1993, legitimizing the presidential republic.

The socio-political spectrum in Russia emphasizes various details of Yeltsin’s authoritarianism. The
Russian jurist who participated in the discussions on constitutional drafts, prof. Vladimir Lafitsky,

defines the Russian authoritarian system through the role of the president, who ‘is not only

55 Bhupinder Brar. Assessing Gorbachev. — Economic and Political Weekly, Jun. 11, 1994, Vol. 29, No. 24 (Jun. 11, 1994),
p. 1465.

56 ApaHacwes, M. OT BOAbHbIX OPA, A0 XaHCKOWM cTaBKu. — B: Pro et contra. T. 3. N 3. M., 1998, c. 9. — jum no:
Tumogpees, A. A. OCHOBbI CUCTEMbI PEKPYTUPOBAHMA NOJUTUYECKOIN 3NUTbI B COBPEMEHHOM Poccmmn. — BecmHuk
UHCMmumyma mupossix yusuauzayuti, 2015, N 10, c. 21.
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beyond the three powers, but is also placed above them’s?. Vladimir Lafitsky criticizes the political

system in Yeltsin’s Russia as ‘state-private’ and ‘bureaucrat-oligarchic’.58

If the liberal economist and sociologist Vladislav Inozemtsev perceives Russia of the 1990s as a
‘European authoritarian country’ with ‘proto-fascist features’,>® the left-wing sociologist and
dissident philosopher Alexander Zinoviev summarizes the Russian ‘superpower’ as ‘a Russian

hybrid between Sovietism and Westernism’.60

Russia’s power-centrism is an internal stability factor that, when transformed into a diarchy at the
initiative of the political elite (RSFSR vs. USSR, Yeltsin vs. Gorbachev, Russian vs. Soviet), leads to a
manageable dismantling of the state. Conversely, the system of power in post-Soviet Russia does
not tolerate any form of political dualism (Russian president vs Soviet parliament, federal centre vs
regional periphery), and after a controlled political crisis returns to power-centrism to preserve the

state.

If power-centrism is a historically distinct Russian political specificity (Russian statehood is Eastern,
Eurasian), then Europocentrism, the pull towards the West, is a Russian civilizational specificity

(Russian culture is European) that manifests itself in the reading of one’s own history.

Russian historical periodization is traditionally Eurocentric and is divided in Russian historiography
into three classical periods: the Kiev, Moscow and Petersburg periods, the fourth being the Soviet
period. Russian Eurasians in exile try to escape from Europocentrism, but swing to the other
extreme, alien and incomprehensible to Russian society: Asiacentrism. The Eurasian historian
Georgy Vernadsky introduced his periodization of Russian history (Scythians-Huns-Mongols-
Russian Empire-USSR),61 in which Ancient Russia (Kiev) is absent because it is a purely European
state. The Eurasian extreme, in its attempt to emancipate Russia from the European cultural

centre, arrives at the claim that ‘Russian history is not part of European history’.62

57 flagpumckutii, B. M. Yto caenaet ¢ Poccmelt XecToKuii NoanMTuK? HecsoeBpemeHHble BONPOChl nepes,
pedepeHaymom? — Hezasucumas 2aazema, N 220 (644), 17 Hoempn 1993 1., c. 1.

58 lagpumckudi, B. W. Ipo3nsa KOHCTUTYLMM U KOHCTUTYLIMOHHOMN NPaBonNpUMEHUTENbHOM NPaKTUKKN (KpUTUYECKMne
3ameTKu B npeaasepun obunea KoHctutyumm PP 1993 r.) — KoHcmumyyuoHHsil gecmHuK. N 4 (22), 2019, c. 147.

59 UHoszemuyes, B. HecsoespemeHHan cTpaHa: Poccua B mupe XXI Beka. M.: AnbnunHa Mabanwep, 2018, c. 56, 80-86.

60 3yHosbes, A. MnaHnpyemasn uctopma: 3anag. MocTkomMmyHUCTUYecKaa Poccua. Mbenb pycckoro KommyHM3ma. M.,
20009, c. 429.

61 Bepradckud, I B. HauepTaHue pycckoit nctopumn. — B: Espasua. Mctopuyeckme B3ragbl PyCCKUX SMUTPaHTOB. M.,
1992, c. 105-106, 108.

62 slozo6ukos, 1. B. HayuHble 3aaaun eBpasuiictsa. — YmeepxdeHue espasuliyes, N 7, 53—63.
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Along with political power-centrism and civilizational Eurocentrism, the 1990s also saw the
emergence in Russia of ideological revolution-centrism, which both split Russian history into two,
pre- and post-1917, and divided a significant part of Russian public consciousness into white
(Februaryist, liberal) and red (Octabrist, left) in a kind of mental, unfinished civil war. Both camps
sacralise their revolution and accuse each other of a ‘coup’, be it Februaryist (February 1917) or
Octoberist, according to ideological preferences, from which the small percentage of monarchists
distance themselves, as for them both the March and October 1917 coups which led to two

revolutions, are totally unacceptable because they destroyed the Russian Orthodox Empire.

During the anti-constitutional coup of October 3-4, 1993, the white-red ideological lines radicalized
and took sides in the ‘president-parliament’ battle, presented in the information field as a choice
between ‘Russian’ and ‘Soviet.” Valeria Novodvorskaya perceives herself and Yeltsin’s defenders as
Februaryists, not democrats: ‘It makes no sense to call our camp democratic... Our camp is the
camp of the whites’.63 The goal of the post-Soviet Februaryist liberals, summed up by

Novodvorskaya, is to fight ‘the millennia of Russian history that we want to erase’.64

After establishing the presidential republic, Yeltsin attempted to find a unifying national idea to
quell the white-red clash in which power in the 1990s symbolically sided with the Februaryists,
illustrated in the state coat of arms depicted on the 1, 2, 5 and 10 ruble coins of the Bank of Russia,
on which the double-headed eagle is without the crown and cross,55 echoing the coat of arms of

Kerensky’s liberal republic.66

Power-centrism is a historical feature of the political system in Russia, whether a self-governing
monarchy, a Soviet federation or a presidential republic. Conversely, decentralization in Russia such
as the constitutional monarchy (1906-1917), or the parliamentary republic (March-October 1917,

1991-1993) results in rather temporary and politically perishable systems.

63 Hosodsopckas, B. Haa nponactbio Bo mkun. M., 1998, c. 219.
64 |bid, p. 221.

65 The crown and cross began appearing above the Russian double-headed eagle in individual commemorative coins
after 2011, but returned en masse in 2016 issues after the annexation of Crimea, when the Russian Federation
regained its status as a great power. — Author’s Note.

66 |n April 1917 Kerensky’s provisional government changed the coat of arms, removing the crown and cross from the
Russian double-headed eagle. From April 26, 1917, paper state credit tickets were issued with the swastika with the
decrowned double-headed eagle. - In: Cedod, 0. H. JeHexHoe obpalleHne Poccun npu BpeMeHHOM NpaBuTeNbCTBe. —
BecmHuk Adblzelickozo eocydapcmeeHHo20 yHusepcumema, 2006, N 2, c. 40.
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The difference between a power-centric USSR and a power-centric post-Soviet Russia is that the
Soviet Union, by virtue of its ideological identity, can only exist in a bipolar geopolitical reality,5”

while the Russian Federation is actually suited to geopolitical pluralism/polycentrism.

Both during the pro-Western early Yeltsin era, when Moscow sought to become an equal partner
in the Western concert, and under the late Yeltsin era, when resistance to the monopolar
American order was already in sight, Russia acted with the presumption of its embeddedness in a

multipolar world. In 1991, Russia lost its great power status but retained its great power potential.
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Contributions:

1) In terms of the scientific problem posed

The topic of the dissertation, ‘Russia in the Diplomatic Archive of the Bulgarian Ministry of Foreign
Affairs’, is a contributory one, posed for the first time and developed mainly on the basis of

unpublished and unexplored documents.

2) In terms of the source base used

The dissertation brings into scholarly circulation a considerable array of documents from the

diplomatic archive of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs.

3) In terms of conceptual apparatus

The author introduces the term ‘strategic dualism’ for the specifics of RF foreign policy in the
1990s. An important part of the study is the analysis of the terminological apparatus introduced by
diplomatic documents: the ‘Brest Agreement’, ‘enlightened authoritarianism’, ‘triune crisis’, ‘tri-

power’, ‘power factor’, ‘strategic sensitivity’, etc.

4) In terms of analysis

67 "The attempt to adapt the ‘renewed’ USSR to its de facto recognized model of global polycentrism has failed”. — In:
CopoKuH, K. 3. TeononuTrKa cCoBpeMeHHOCTU 1 reoctpaternsa Poccuun. M., 1996, c. 38
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The author presents her typological analysis of the rational and irrational factors of the collapse of
the USSR, as well as the construction of the post-Soviet Russian political system and foreign policy

strategy, based on the following stratification:
a) rational factors: geopolitical, political, economic, legal, regional;
b) irrational factors: ideological, Catholic, Soviet, Russian.

The dissertation systematizes diplomatic analyses and forecasts of Russia against the background

of key events in Russian domestic and foreign policy of the 1990s.
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